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IEEE P802 

Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Meeting Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Teleconference hosted by: Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG

Minutes taken by Xiaoyu Liu and Michael Williams
Date: Thursday, March 30th, 2006, 9:00AM-11:00AM EST
1. Opening Remarks by Vivek Gupta
1.1. Roll Call

1.2. Intend to discuss Letter Ballot (LB) Process and go though the document: IEEE 802.21 Working Group Letter Ballot #1 Instructions (21-06-0595-00-0000_LB1_Instructions.doc)

2. Discussions on Section 1 Introduction
2.1.1. Comment: Change the last day to April 30th.
2.1.2. Q: On May 1st, the closing date, if we can not get 50%, what does the group do after that, esp. in San Diego? A: If we do not get 50% or more the goal of group is to get through the comments as quickly as we can. 

2.1.3. Q: Purpose of this motion? A: To initiate the next step in the process, that is the first reaching for group approval. The outcome of this motion is the results of the LB. Each Voting Member should submit their vote on this motion, along with their comments. 
2.1.4. Q: Is 30 days standard? A: LMSC requires a minimum of 30 days. IEEE 802.16 follows 30 days and 802.11 uses 40 days. For our case, 30 days.

2.1.5. Q: Can 30 days be extended to 40 days? Should we get the group sense on how long it should be? Vivek: 30 days is a fairly good time after talking to a few members. This draft has been evolving since last May. Given the time we have spent, 30 days is a reasonable day.

2.1.6. Q: 30 days vs. 40 days, are we losing something? A: No. If the return rate is not met, we can extend. 

2.1.7. Q: With a longer period, what are people looking for? Benefit for a longer period? Comment: Not sure whether we can benefit from a longer LB period. Most people have been providing the comments since last year. 
2.1.8. Comment: 30 days is enough. Not much difference to get the feeling of the people whether to approve.  

2.1.9. Comment: There should be a specific time on the last day. Response: Because of the vagaries of time it would be OK to allow the full day. 
3. Discussions on Section 2 Relevant Documents
3.1.1. Vivek: We will send a copy of draft to other SDOs, including IETF.

3.1.2. Q: It is a good idea to send Draft to other standard bodies. Will the other SDO’s comments count in the letter ballot pool? A: Yes and the other SDO will manage their voting procedure and submit comments. 

3.1.3. Q: What is the IETF liaison process? A: Dorothy Stanley and Bernard Aboba will get a copy for the IETF, they will arrange for comments. 

3.1.4. Q: What is the time frame for these comments? A: Same time frame as our group.

3.1.5. Comment: Dorothy is 802.11 Liaison to IETF; Yoshi is the 802.21 Liaison.

3.1.6. Q: IETF uses commentary tool to send their comments? A: It depends on the liaison process.

3.1.7. ACTION: Chair will discuss with Bernard Aboba for the commentary process of IETF. 
4. Discussions on Section 3 Procedure
4.1. Section 3.1 Voting
4.1.1. Q: Why does the vote go to the chairs, not to the reflector? A: Well it needs to be sent to the chairs at least; large number of commentary files would be heavy for everyone’s mailbox. 

4.1.2. Q: Do the vote and commentary file come together, or separate? A: Together. If disapprove, the voter MUST send technical binding comment. 
4.1.3. Q: Can you change your vote before the closing of the ballot? A: Yes, and you can add comments through out.

4.1.4. Q: What if multiple votes are submitted? A: Only the last vote would be counted. Last vote should indicate how to treat all the comments submitted during the period. Although people may change mind and have additional comment, it is not recommended to send multiple votes.
4.1.5. Q: Does the 30 day period include responding to the comments? A: No, the 30 days is just for submitting the comments.

4.1.6. Q: What is the time frame for the submission of the vote? A: Any time within 30 days period. 

4.1.7. Q: Vote goes to the reflector or to chairs? A: Normally people do not vote on the reflector.

4.1.8. Q: Will the result of the vote be published? Is it possible to have results of who voted what? A: Yes. Everyone’s vote and comments will eventually be posted to the website.
4.2. Section 3.2 Disapprove Votes
4.2.1. Q: Can the “what must be done” could be to remove sections only? A: Yes. 

4.2.2. Q: If vote ‘approve’ with technical binding comment. Does that mean the comments may not be resolved? A: If approve, then it means these is no technical binding comment; all the comments are automatically ‘technical non-binding’. They may or may not be addressed.

4.2.3. Q: If you submit comments that are technical binding, you must vote disapprove yes? A: Yes. You should not submit technically binding comments if you are voting approve. If someone submits comments but votes to approve, we will convert their comments to non-binding.
4.2.4. Comment: The Disapprove vote must come with specific comments that will convert your vote to approve. 

4.2.5. Q: Comments are technical binding, but vote Approve. Does that make sense? Or you have to disapprove thus explicitly say that these comments should be discussed. A: If comments are tech-binding, but vote Approve, this does not convey the same meaning. The comments will automatically be treated as tech-non-binding. You have to send disapprove in this case.

4.2.6. Q: What happens if comments arrive without “approve” or “disapprove”? A: It’s not clear what was intended.
4.3. Section 3.3 To Submit Comments
4.3.1. Vivek: Pick Comment Type carefully.
4.3.2. Q: What happens if the Technical Binding comment doesn’t come with suggested remedy or if the group proposes a different remedy? A: It might be the suggested remedy isn’t that useful. It might be adopted or not. But the remedy helps the group to understand the “disapprove” more fully. In the ballot process, WG wants know what you want to change from disapprove to approve.

4.3.3. Q: If a Disapprove says “add the missing section” is that sufficient? A: No. The section must be provided 

4.3.4. Q: If the LB passes, technically we do not even have comment and resolution, right? A: Comment resolution begins only after the end of the ballot period. 
4.3.5. Comment: Sponsor Ballot usually requires over 90% WG approval to go on.
5. Discussions on Section 4 WG Letter Ballot Process
5.1. Section 4.1 and Section 4.2
5.1.1. Vivek: IEEE 802 P&P requires 50% return rate. Larger group like 802.11 requires 75% return rate. IEEE 802.21 has about 70 voting members. Change down from original 75% return rate to 50% increases the chance of the LB to be successful. Based on Andy’s suggestion in the mailing list, 50% return rate may be good enough.
5.1.2. Comment: The return rate should be consistent from one LB to another. 
5.1.3. Comment: Quite a few people did not attend the last two or three meetings. They probably maintain their voting rights, but not sure whether they will join the ballot. Starting with 50% return rate gives the flexibility to move the group forward. 

5.1.4. Q: In Section 4.3, in the past, some people were just granted membership, but did not actually attend the meetings. Are those people outside the requirements of voting? A: Discuss this offline. We may talk to these members whether or not they would like participate in the ballot process. Not sure how other groups deal with this issue.

5.1.5. Q: How about starting with 75% and see if we can get it and lower it to 50% if we do not get the results? A: No. That is quite difficult to do. Better to stay consistent throughout the LB process.
5.1.6. Comment: If we start the ballot process and doing recirculation, the membership for that LB would basically stay the same. From that perspective, consistent return rate is preferred.

5.1.7. Comment: Sponsor Ballot has a pool, but LB is for all WG members. WG member group may be changed after we start recirculation. Comment: For any LB or recirculation ballot, we have to take look at the voting membership. Comment: The question is that recirculation would be classified still as LB#1, or as a new LB#2. Response: In the following recirculation ballot, you would not have to vote again if you approved. That is quite different from a complete new LB. So the recirculation ballot is viewed as LB#1.

5.1.8. Comment: Recirculation ballot is only allowed to vote on changes after the LB. 
5.1.9. Comment: In the experience in 802.11 WG, the membership stays fixed for a particular ballot and for any subsequent recirculation ballots even though the ballot members may appear different.
5.1.10. Q: What if a Voting Member loses voting rights for not attending the meeting after LB but before a recirculation ballot? A: The original LB vote stands and the member can continue to vote in recirculation ballots.
5.1.11. Q: If a voting member loses his membership after the LB starts, do his comments have to be addressed? A: Once you are in the ballot pool of a particular LB, for any recirculation of that LB, you are still able to vote. But for subsequent different LB, you can not vote.

5.1.12. Q: If a member doesn’t want to participate they can abstain? A: Yes.

5.1.13. Comment: 802.11WG has a long history and developed its own P&P. 802.21 does not necessarily follow 802.11 WG process. 
5.1.14. Q: Can a member who approved later disapprove in a recirculation? A: Yes, disapprove on the changes only.

5.1.15. Q: When is recirculation vs. new LB used? What is the situation for recirculation instead of a new LB? Comment: The WG may decide if a recirculation is needed. During recirculation you only vote on changes made since the last ballot. Recirculation is a way to accept the change.  

5.1.16. Q: Comments are submitted by individuals, but he does not attend the face-to-face meeting, can the group still decide whether or not the comment is accepted? A: A person casts a ‘disapprove’ vote with comments, and then do not respond afterwards. If so, usually the group C&R team contacts the person to get his approval. That happens frequently in other groups.
5.1.17. Comment: 802.16 had many LBs, instead of recirculation ballots. Response: That is because they changed their draft significantly. That may not happen in 802.21. Recirculation ballot are only conducted on the changes made to the draft. 
5.1.18. Comment: Section 4.1.4 may need clarification. Even after comment and resolution, the group still fails to achieve 75% approval then we basically start thinking of a new LB. Comment: There is no way to judge that the groups fails to reach that approval rate after the comment resolution unless the C&R process includes the converting votes dynamically. 
5.1.19. Comment: Once a part of draft is changed, these changes should be reviewed and commented by the LB pool. From this point, recirculation is appropriate. 
5.1.20. Comment: Changes of a certain part of the draft may results in the dependent changes of other sections. Response: We need to converge the comments. 
5.1.21. Comment: Sometimes voters are allowed to comment only on things they comment on initially, but not allowed to vote on other sections they didn’t comment on during a recirculation. This will be a faster process than if the whole document is reopened. 

5.1.22. Comment: What if you come up with a completely new thing, but the comments are disallowed in recirculation ballot?

5.1.23. Comment: Seems to be consensus that the comment resolution team should go through all comments, attempt to resolve them, then the revised draft is submitted for recirculation.
5.1.24. Q: Recirculation will happen after a certain time of comment & resolutions? And if some comments are not resolved, those would be re-circulated with a separate ballot? Are the same comments allowed to resubmit again in the next ballot even after long time of resolution efforts? A: After the comment and resolution, the draft is sent to recirculation. Not sure of the unresolved comments. Need to check that.  

5.1.25. Vivek: Let’s go back and check how other groups handle the recirculation ballot issues. This would be valid after we start the LB process, so we still have some time.
5.1.26. Vivek: Need to clarify the second paragraph of 4.1.4. 
5.1.27. Q: What happens to unresolved comments between recirculation? A: Change bars on the draft indicate what parts are open. But approval is for the whole draft not for sections. We want to enable glaring errors.
5.2. Section 4.3
5.2.1. Comment: Abstain should be correlated with 3.1.

5.3. Section 4.4 and 4.5
5.3.1. Comment: A few nearly voting members in the LB poll are not actually voting members. Response: Update the list and post it to the reflector. 

5.3.2. Q: We are sending the draft to IETF for review. Is there any other organization at this point? A: Not concluded yet. 
5.3.3. Suggestions by Michael: Add clarification to 4.1.3 about: if vote is invalid it is as if it was not submitted; 4.1.1 Commenter pool is voting members for deciding approval rate.
6. Teleconference Adjourned

7. Attendees 
(More may have attended. Please send updates to Chair) 
Michael Williams

Andy Sego
Kalyan Koora
Wolfgang Groting
Stefan Berg
Jeff Keating

Subir Das

Yoshihiro Ohba
Ulises Olvera

Mathieu Peresse
Qiabing Xie

Benjamin Koh

Ajay Rajkumar

Nada Golmie

Xiaoyu Liu
Minutes
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