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Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Hilton Metropole, London, UK
Chair: Vivek Gupta
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

First Day Meetings: Kensington; Monday, January 15th, 2007
1. Meeting Opening (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
1.1. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG at 1:45PM.
1.2. Meeting Agenda (21-07-0012-01-0000-Session18_London_Agenda.doc) 

1.2.1. Chair: Any objection to approve the agenda? Floor: none. 

1.2.1.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.

1.3. IEEE 802.21 Session #18 Opening Notes (21-07-0027-01-0000-WGsession18_opening_notes.ppt)

1.3.1. Network information for the documents
1.3.1.1. External website: http://www.ieee802.org/21
1.3.1.2. Meeting website: http://802server/21

1.3.1.3. Alternate website: http://10.128.0.11/21
1.3.1.4. No question.

1.3.2. Attendance and voting membership were presented.

1.3.2.1. Electronic Attendance is mandatory for this session: http://172.16.0.10.

1.3.2.2. Manual attendance is still valid for this session.
1.3.2.3. Q: The electronic attendance does not work now. The attendance log shows that of the Nov. meetings. A: We’ll report and check it later.

1.3.2.4. Chair: Please check the attendance records uploaded on the 802.21 website for any manual errors.
1.3.3. WG Letter Ballot presented – No question.

1.3.4. Miscellaneous Meeting Logistics were presented

1.3.5. Registration and media recording policy presented

1.3.6. Membership & Anti-Trust presented – No response

1.3.6.1. Chair: Any patent that would be submitted to the WG? Floor: No response.

1.3.7. IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards were presented – No response
1.3.8. Slide on discussions which are inappropriate was also presented. – No response
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6. Patents

IEEE standards may include the known use of essential patents and patent 

applications provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or 

applicant with respect to patents whose infringement is, or in the case of patent 

applications, potential future infringement the applicant asserts will be, unavoidable in 

a compliant implementation of either mandatory or optional portions of the standard 

[essential patents]. This assurance shall be provided without coercion and prior to 

approval of the standard (or reaffirmation when a patent or patent application 

becomes known after initial approval of the standard). This assurance shall be a 

letter that is in the form of either: 

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will notenforce any of its 

present or future patent(s) whose use would be required to implement either 

mandatory or optional portions of the proposed IEEE standard against any person or 

entity complying with the standard; or 

b) A statement that a license for such implementation will be made available without 

compensation or under reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions that 

are demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination. 

This assurance shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the standard's approval to 

the date of the standard's withdrawal and is irrevocable during that period.

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylawson

Patents in Standards

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board –March 2003 (Revised February 2006)
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Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings

•Don’tdiscuss licensing terms or conditions

•Don’t discuss product pricing, territorial restrictions, or market share

•Don’t discuss ongoing litigation or threatened litigation

•Don’t be silent if inappropriate topics are discussed…do formally object.

If you have questions, contact the IEEE-SA Standards Board Patent 

Committee Administrator at patcom@ieee.orgor visit 

http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/index.html 

This slide set (last three slides) is available at 

http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board –March 2003 (Revised February 2006)


1.3.9. Copyright was presented. 

1.3.10. Chair: How many people attend the IEEE 802.21 WG meetings for the first time? Floor: 5.
1.3.11. Aims for the session presented
1.3.11.1. Complete LB#1b Comment Resolution
1.3.11.2. Discussion on future WG activities
1.3.11.2.1. Security issues in Transition by Jesse Walker
1.3.11.3. Interaction with other 802 groups and external SDOs
1.3.11.3.1. Joint session with 802.11 (TGu)
1.3.11.3.2. Joint session with 802.16 (TGg)
1.3.11.4. Other presentations

1.3.11.4.1. Update from P1900.4

1.3.11.4.2. Update on Ambient Networks Project
1.3.12. Revised 802.21 Timeline and plan to meet this timeline were presented.

1.3.13. Straw Poll: Is the 802.21 WG on track to meet the revised timeline for Sponsor Ballot (March 2007) as outlined in September 2006 meetings?
1.3.14. Chair: Any opinions of the same straw poll conducted in previous meetings? 

1.3.14.1. Subir: It depends on the resolutions of the comments. Chair: In this London meeting, we’ll try to resolve all the technical comments.

1.3.14.2. Qiaobing: There are about 300 technical comments. Without knowing the resolution of the comments, people may not know the answer. 

1.3.14.3. Chair: If we resolve all the comments, do people believe we can meet the timeline? Subir: There might be other comments. Chair: Depending on the nature of the comments, you may approve the draft and submit contributions.

1.3.14.4. Subir: We might need more activities to meet the timeline.  
1.3.15. Places for Future Sessions in 2008
1.3.15.1. Chair: How many are in favor of the meeting location in Asia (Singapore) in Jan/2008? Floor: 15.

1.3.15.2. Chair: How many are in favor of the meeting location in Australia in Jan/2008? Floor: 4.
1.3.15.3. Chair: Any other places? Floor: India and Hong Kong were suggested.
1.4. Approval of November Plenary Meeting Minutes (21-06-0836-01-0000-802_MIHS_minutes_2006_Nov_Plenary.doc)
1.4.1. Chair: Any objections to approve the November plenary meeting minutes with unanimous consent? Floor: none

1.4.1.1. The November meeting minutes was approved with unanimous consent.
1.5. Approval of Teleconference Meeting Minutes

1.5.1. Chair: Any objections to approve all the four teleconference meeting minutes with unanimous consent? Floor: none

1.5.1.1. The teleconference meeting minutes were approved with unanimous consent.

1.6. Letter Ballot #1b Comment Summary (21-07-0028-00-0000-LB_1b_Comment_Summary.ppt)
1.6.1. Qiaobing: Please do not use font color in the contributions. 
1.6.2. Q: Why is the result on slide 4 50%? A: After the closure of the official ballot, a few members changed their votes from Disapprove to Approve. So the unofficial result is 50%.

1.7. Response to liaison to 802.11u (11-06-1873-00-0000-lisison-to-802.21-from-ieee802-11.doc, and 21-07-0030-00-0000-Liaison-Response-to-802-11-from-802-21.doc)

1.7.1. Q: Shouldn’t we say something about who will define the IEs mentioned in the liaison letter? A: These IEs should be defined by 802.21 and become part of our draft.

1.7.2. Chair: We may probably add an appendix in the liaison letter regarding the questions to 802.11.
1.7.3. Alice: We may point out the RDF/Schema and the extensions by 802.21.
1.7.4. Chair: We may update the liaison letter after the joint sessions with 802.11u tomorrow and send it to 802.11 WG.
1.8. Recess from 2:56PM to 3:25PM
2. WG Presentations
2.1. Link Independent Multi-homing (21-07-0014-00-0000-Link Independent Multi-homing.ppt, by Guo Junxiang, Huawei)
2.1.1. Q: The current capability discovery has three services. Are you suggesting adding the 4th service, i.e., Multi-homing capability? A: Yes. Comment: Suggest having alternative solutions rather than changing the existing capability discovery in MIH.
2.1.2. Comment: Originally, we discussed to describe a path by paring MIHF ID and LinkID. IETF/MIPSHOP is thinking of a way to describe a path for MIH. Are you suggesting describing path in MIH? What is your definition of the path here?

2.2. Using the Generic Open Link Layer API for Unified Media Access within 802.21 (21-07-0029-00-Using the Unified Link Layer API (ULLA) for Generic and Open Media Access within 802.21.ppt)
2.2.1. Q: Could you talk a little about GOLLUM Project? A: It is an EU commission project. It is already finished. An overview is provided in slide 4-6.

2.2.2. Comment: Suggestion adding XML/Schema to GOLLUM for interoperability. Response: We did not consider XML format yet. ULLA can be extended to incorporate XML/Schema type query.
2.3. 802.21 Simulation Update by Nada was deferred to tomorrow meetings.
3. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 1-5 (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR)
3.1. Resolution of the technical comments #3013 - #3042
3.2. Recess for dinner from 6:06PM to 8:00PM
3.3. Resolution of the technical comments #3044 - #3057
4. Recess at 9:36PM 

4.1. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 8:30AM

Second Day Meetings: Kensington; Tuesday, January 16th, 2007
5. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta at 8:45AM

5.1.1. Chair updated the agenda

5.1.1.1. Comment and Resolution on Section 7 

5.1.1.2. Joint session with 802.16g would start at 10:30AM

5.1.1.3. Joint session with 802.11u would start at 4:00PM

6. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 7 (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR, led by Michael Williams, Vice Chair)
6.1.1. Resolution of the comment #3164 - #3187
6.2. Recess at 10:10AM
6.3. 802.21 WG changed the meeting room to Themes, East Wing. 
7. IEEE 802.21 and 802.16 TGg Joint Session 

7.1. Meeting called to order at 10:36AM by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG and Phillip Barber, Chair of IEEE 802.16 TGg 

7.2. 802.16g Amendments for 802.21 Services (C80216g-07_020.pdf, presented by Ronny Kim, LGE)
7.2.1. Discussions on the proposed flow charts:

7.2.1.1. Phillip: UL-MAP is to allocate bandwidth. It is not for MIH. In .16, if you request a bandwidth, it is for generic purpose. It is not specifically for MIH.
7.2.1.2. Michael: TGu rejects to have an arbitrary length of IS response. Phillip: You have to expect the BS knows the size to allocate for that uplink. You have to be deterministic. 

7.2.1.3. Phillip: After UL-MAP, do you have high confidence of the size the messages exchanged in PKM stages? How big is the cycle? Ronny: It depends.

7.2.1.4. Q: Is there any way for the BS to anticipate the size? Phillip: During negotiation of the capability, you may set some flag.

7.2.1.5. Phillip: We are allowing the pre-authentication message exchanges. Is .16 willing to accept such request/response? 
7.2.1.6. Phillip: Concerns of the security issues. MAC address can be spoofed. We can not just block a MAC address. Is there any mediating entity in the access network to fix that problem, or just shut off the access of IS? Subir: We have the mechanism of MIHF ID registration. Before sending a query, we may have the registration. Michael: There are a couple of ideas to handle this issue.
7.2.1.7. Subir: Do you assume NCMS can transport the IS query to the IS server? Ronny: IETF shall define the transport for that.

7.2.1.8. Phillip: Authentication service is not necessarily the IS service. Subir: IS server can return the address of authenticator.

7.2.1.9. Ajay: The proposed flow chart is for initial entry case because it is dealing with the PKM.
7.2.1.10. Michael: Now we have an Operator ID and an Service Provider ID. MS can get the Service Provider ID in the initial query.
7.2.1.11. Subir: What is the security concern? Phillip: About the rouge MS. A bad MS can send garbage query. The AN has no idea what the payload is. 
7.2.1.12. Michael: We might need to add two things to IS server: 1) the notion of which POA the query is through; 2) the state in which the query is made, i.e., authenticated or not. 
7.2.1.13. Subir: In this flow, MS does not generate IS query. In NCMS level, there should be some mechanism to limit that. Ajay: The query can be generated by BS. Comment: What is generated by NCMS is out of scope of .16g. Is it in authenticated or unauthenticated state? The question is that ‘Is it interrogating the payload’? Subir: .21 defines two peers. If NCMS is MIH capable, it can generate query. 

7.2.1.14. Q: Does the BS understand the code in PKM-REQ? A: Yes. Q: In this code, do you carry NSP ID? MS needs to select the NSP? A: it is possible. Comment: We are trying to identify the NSP.
7.2.2. Vivek: Is there any action item? Phillip: The .16g Sponsor Ballot closed last night. Ronny submitted a contribution for this sponsor ballot and we would consider it. When we come back to .16g, we will decide whether to accept it.
7.2.3. Vivek: Based on this discussion, we probably need to change this contribution. Phillip: Modify section 7.2 regarding PKM.
7.2.3.1. Comment: PKM message. Most of the existing PKM messages are for EAP. Messages for MIH seem different.

7.2.3.2. Phillip: In .16 MAC, we’d better to put something in TLV. Legacy devices just silently discard it if it is unrecognized. If we change the sequence of management message, the procedure will be broken in legacy devices, e.g., interrupt the timers. Etc.
7.2.3.3. Ajay: We have to pay attention to the broadcast case. We need further discussions on it.
7.3. Joint session was adjourned at 12:10PM.
8. IEEE 802.21 WG Reconvened at 1:30PM 
9. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 7 (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
9.1.1. Resolution of the comment #3189 - #3214
9.2. Recess at 3:10PM
10. IEEE 802.21 and 802.11 TGu Joint Session 

10.1. Meeting called to order at 4:00PM by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG and Stephen McCann, Chair of IEEE 802.11 TGu 

10.2. Agenda and Meeting Opening (doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0027r4, presented by Stephen McCann, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
10.3. Related sections in IEEE 802.21 Draft Standard (by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
10.3.1. Vivek highlighted the sections in IEEE 802.21 Draft Standard D3.0 which are related to IEEE 802.11

10.3.1.1. Section 5.5.2, MIHF Reference Model for 802.11

10.3.1.2. Section 6.4, specifically the Table 6, Table 11

10.3.1.3. Section 7 primitives
10.4. IE Prioritization for query response size limit support (21-07-0032-00-0000-Information Element Prioritisation for Query Response Size Limit.ppt, presented by Angelo Centonza)

10.4.1. Comment: Enforcement of the proposed feature might probably be above the MIH level. For example, if the MIH-USR checks the failure code saying the response is oversize, it may retry and use its own mechanism to reduce the size of the anticipated response messages. Response: If the filtering function is beyond the transport layer, the application may waste lots of resources during the repeated trials. Comment: Application instead of MIHF may do the similar mechanisms.
10.4.2. Comment: There are lots of questions raised by the proposed mechanism, depending on the implementations. MIHF itself should be general enough. Response: If MIHF does not provide such indications, the application layer might perform in a completely random manner. A standard should provide the consistent way for the communications.

10.4.3. Comment: In this proposal, MIHF would be able to enable the IE and add priorities. Currently, we do not build any intelligence into MIHF yet. Application may ask the same question as the proposed priority of IEs, instead of MIHF.  MIH-USR may perform the same function as the proposal. MIHF itself does not necessarily need to do so. What and how to prioritize IEs depend on specific applications. 
10.4.4. Q: The proposal is applied primarily in the pre-authenticated state, or regardless of the authentication state? A: The proposal primarily addresses the STA in unauthenticated state. Once you are authenticated, you may have communications as you want. Comment: Then it implies that each media must provide a hard limit for the response message. 
10.4.5. Comment: You may need some criteria for prioritization of IEs. The MIH Server shall be able to justify the priorities of the queries from different STAs.
10.4.6. Comment: Prioritization may not be able to solve all the problems. Usually the query language may solve the problems of limiting the size of responses, which is a better solution. A: The query language would not formulate the responses based on the nature of the IEs. This could be optimized.

10.4.7. Comment: Do not agree with the statement that the proposal is query language agnostic. 
10.4.8. Comment: Why do you use transport frame size? Typically, MAC has the fragmentation function, which may vary in different situations. Response: It means the max size limit in the response, independent from the fragmentation.

10.4.9. Q: How do you know when to switch between L2 and L3 transport?
10.4.10. Comment: Suggest having the order of the IE in the IS request to imply the priorities. Response: You need each query language to support such mechanisms. Comment: We may clarify that the order of the IEs in the query means the priorities of the IE.
10.5. Straw Poll: Move to have authors to draft normative text for potential inclusion into 802.21 draft. (For: 8; Against: 5)

10.6. Input to 802.21 Information Model (doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0136r0, presented by Dave Stephenson, Cisco)

10.6.1. Q: Slide 5, last bullet, why do more APs have similar configurations? A: Emergence service is the same as location service.  HESS provides emergence service to all the AP in this group.
10.6.2. Comment: In addition to the solution of assigning a new ID, you may use the IE container to have all the information to associate multiple containers. There was a contribution regarding this idea.  
10.6.3. Q: HESSID label, how to associate this label with the services? A: The label is for the abstraction of infrastructure. 
10.6.4. Comment on procedural issues: We may do this work through liaisons. A comment may be submitted during the .21 letter ballot through liaison from the perspective of 802.11WG.
10.6.5. Comment: HESS identifies the access network. It may not be able to identify the AP. 
10.7. Vivek: There are a few issues left. We may have a joint Ad Hoc with 802.11u in Feb. We could meet and discuss the solutions for the open issues.

10.7.1. Q: What are the work items? Vivek: We would come up with a list of these issues and an agenda for this Ad Hoc.

10.7.2. Stephen: We are planning to have TGu Ad Hoc. 

10.7.3. Ajay: We may have the meeting a day prior to March meetings. 
10.8. Straw Poll: Options of the joint sessions between 802.21 and TGu
10.8.1. Separate joint TGu/.21 Ad Hoc meeting in Feb in Bay area; (For: 6)

10.8.2. Sometime prior March meetings (For: 9); 
10.8.3. Do not bother (For: 1)
10.9. Joint session was adjourned at 6:00PM

11. IEEE 802.21 WG Reconvened at 6:30PM 
12. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 7 (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
12.1.1. Resolution of the comment #3215 - #3323
12.2. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

13. Recess at 8:30PM 

13.1. Third day meetings on Wednesday, 8:30AM

Third Day Meetings: Thames; Wednesday, January 17th, 2007
14. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta at 8:45AM

14.1.1. Agenda Update
15. Timeline of IEEE 802.21 WG (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
15.1.1. Chair: How many members feel we can go to sponsor ballot in the March plenary meetings? Floor: none. Chair: The plan for sponsor ballot may be delayed.

15.1.2. Chair: If we can resolve all the comments in this meeting, we may try to go to sponsor ballot depending on the result of the next letter ballot.
15.1.3. Michael: We definitely have to make it by July plenary. Chair: If we miss the March timeline, we may delay the sponsor ballot to July/07.

15.1.4. Chair: How many members feel we can go to sponsor ballot in July/07? Floor: 5.
15.1.5. Chair: The timeline is revised and we plan to go to Sponsor Ballot in July/07.
16. WG Presentations

16.1. Ambient Network Update (21-07-0034-00-0000-Ambient-Networks.ppt, by Eleanor Hepworth)
16.1.1. Eleanor presented the current status of Ambient Network project. 

16.1.2. Ambient Network is looking at how to share ideas with IEEE 802.21

16.1.2.1. Access Control for IEs

16.1.2.2. MIHF/Inter-function communications

16.1.2.3. GLL/ARI concepts
16.2. Access Control for IEEE 802.21 IEs (21-07-0035-00-0000-AccessControlIEs.ppt, by Raffaele Giaffreda, BT)

16.2.1. Comment: The querier may not necessarily be a device. MIHF is the entity to send a query, but the nature of MIHF is open. MIHF ID is an unspecified ID. The container of the mentioned UID is the MIHF ID in .21.
16.2.2. Q: Slide on multi-admin domain, UIDx and UIDy are somehow related? A: Yes, a user may have different UIDs in different operators, but there needs some correlation between a user ID in one operator and the same user’s ID in another operator. Comment: You assume a trust relationship between operators. Response: Yes.
16.2.3. Comment: XML type query allows complex query like the scenarios. You may not necessarily need such access control.  
16.2.4. Comment: We may need to consider MIHF ID in different cases: a single user with multiple devices, or multiple users sharing devices. 
16.2.5. Comment: We need some ways to check the authentication and authorization across the networks. How do you route the IE to the purple IS? How to route such information? Response: These are blue functions in ‘blue’ operator. Assume that there is a default IS server in blue operator. The operator can resolve the other IS servers. 
16.2.6. Q: What is the info needed to route the IE from the first hop to the last hop? 
16.2.7. Chair: What is the suggested action in the next step? Eleanor: We would work with the interested people and develop the idea further.
16.3. Break from 10:00AM to 10:35AM

16.4. New MIH Commands (21-07-0025-00-0000-LB1b-new-commands.doc, by Srinivas Sreemanthula, Nokia)

16.4.1. Srini presented the contribution.

16.4.2. Qiaobing: Concerns of the capability support. If the commands are inter-related, support of one of them may imply support of other commands. 
16.4.3. The group went to the commentary file and resolved the related comments #3276, #3277, #3278, #3279, #3282 and #3283.
16.4.4. Chair captured the group discussions in the master commentary file. 
16.5. Chair announced that the presentation of P1900.4 was delayed to afternoon session due to the absence of presenter.

17. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 7 (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
17.1.1. Contribution 21-07-0016-00-0000-Available-Resource-Response.doc was presented and associated Comment #3285 was resolved.

17.1.2. Resolution of the remaining comments in Section 7: #3286 - #3292
17.1.3. Break for lunch from 12:15PM to 1:30PM

17.1.4. Continue with the comment resolution #3295 - #3320.
18. WG Presentations

18.1. Considerations for 802.21 Security (21-07-0024-00-0000-Security_Issues_in_Transition.ppt, by Jesse Walker, Intel)

18.1.1. Two transition Problems
18.1.1.1. Transition means handoff in .21

18.1.1.2. Key hierarchy based transition
18.1.1.2.1. Single administrative domain, HOKEY
18.1.1.3. Authentication based transition
18.1.1.3.1. Two different administrative domains
18.1.2. Slides on Problem Discussions were presented.
18.1.3. Considerations for PAR and 5 criteria

18.1.3.1. Economic feasibility and market potential – easy to justify

18.1.3.2. Compatibility: Do not break .11i/.11w/.16e/.16d/, etc.

18.1.3.3. Distinct identity: Do not overlap with HOKEY, or any other SDOs.
18.1.3.4. Technical feasibility: SG needs to think about the criteria to evaluate the technical feasibility.
18.1.4. Considerations for SG charter were presented.
18.1.5. Comment: Pre-authentication is one of the topics in HOKEY, but IETF pre-auth only supports intra-media pre-auth in different domains. Inter-technology pre-auth may fall in the scope of .21WG.
18.1.6. Comment: HOKEY would be the right place to come up with the basic architecture and .21 may install the solution. Jesse: HOKEY could be used as a general architecture, but the SG in .21 has to figure out whether pre-auth worked here fits the HOKEY architecture. 
18.1.7. Comment: Some experts said if the handover is make-before-break with two interfaces, we may not need such per-authentication to reduce the handover latency. You can set up new connections with different interfaces. Can you explain the delay budget? Jesse: Both .11/.16 should do some work to make a viable solution.
18.1.8. Q: Could you clarify the transitions in slide 4? A: A basic assumption is the key can not be known by any others. 
18.1.9. Comment: The motivation of this work item is the delay during handoffs. Jesse: Regarding pre-authentication, the last bullet in slide 10 assumes such delay.
18.1.10. Q: If two different radios handover in make-before-break, do we still need pre-authentication? A: The question is that ‘are you going to require two radios always for transition?’ If the answer is yes, probably we do not need pre-authentications. Comment: Battery consumption may be one of the concerns for concurrent multi-radios even for a short time.
18.1.11. Comment: You might use the build-in protocols, and do not need a new protocol.
18.1.12. Comment: We can discuss these issues in a Study Group to see how much we need to do. 
18.1.13. Comment: In single media transitions, a device has ID/MAC crypto. What about multi-access? Do we need a single unique ID or multiple IDs for crypto? Response: You can do both.  Comment: 802.1 has device ID effort. Comment: ID may be assigned to user, not to devices.
18.1.14. Comment: What are the challenges in defining MIH authenticator server for different techs? Response: We need to think about that. Authenticator is defined by 802.1. 
18.2. Break from 3:00PM to 3:30PM
18.3. IEEE P1900.4 Tutorial (IEEE P1900.4 WG Tutorial Jan1707.pdf, by Soodesh Buljore, Motorola)

18.3.1. Q: In 802.11/.16, radio resources are managed by BS/AP. What kind of optimization would use your scenario? A: Explained in the scenario slides.
18.3.2. Q:  Is there any unified administration? Is there any way for the networks to communicate with each other? A: Yes, but not all the control aspects reside in the network side.
18.3.3. Comment: It looks like the services are useful for others.
18.3.4. Chair: SDR forum would like to take a look at the information service. We would probably set up liaisons with this standard and SDR forums.
18.3.5. General discussions followed.

19. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 7 (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
19.1.1. Resolution of the comments in Section 7
20. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 6 (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
20.1.1. Resolution of the comments #3063 - #3091
20.2. The WG would meet at 8:00PM to continue to resolve the comments on Section 8.

20.3. Recess from 6:28PM to 8:08PM for social event
21. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 6 (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
21.1. Resolution of the Comments on Section 6 followed.  Deferred comments were noted by Chair.

21.2. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

22. Recess at 10:30PM

22.1. Fourth day meetings on Thursday, 8:30AM

Fourth Day Meetings: Thames; Thursday, January 18th, 2006
23. Meeting Called to Order by Vivek Gupta at 8:40AM
23.1. Chair updated the agenda.
23.2. Chairs encouraged participants to attend the 802.16m meetings and join discussions. 802.16m was looking for 802.21 to enhance the overall solution. Both groups may come up with joint requirements.  
23.3. Chair updated the Feb Ad Hoc Meeting items

23.3.1. Week of Feb 18 in bay area, USA; 

23.3.2. Joint meetings with TGu

23.3.3. 802.21 Items/Issues

23.3.3.1. Handover Commands

23.3.3.2. MIH protocol messages

23.3.3.3. Joint TGu items
23.4. Chair: We may need to have more liaison activities and some joint work items with other groups.

24. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution – Section 8 and Annex (21-07-0002-01-0000-LB_1b_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
24.1. Resolution of the Comments on Section 8 up to #3351
24.2. Break from 10:10AM to 10:30AM

24.3. Resolution of all the comments on Section 8 and Annex

24.4. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

24.5. Recess for lunch from 12:05PM to 1:30PM
25. Resolution of the Deferred Comments (led by Michael Williams, Vice Chair)
25.1. Resolution of all the deferred comments in LB#1b
25.2. Chairs updated the commentary file taking the resolution of the comments.
25.3. All the LB#1b comments have been resolved.
25.4. Break from 3:30PM to 3:55PM
26. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)
26.1. Chair: Any remaining issues to be done in Comment Resolution or any other contribution not yet presented? Floor: none.
26.2. IETF Liaison Report (21-07-0038-00-0000-IETF_Liaison_Report.ppt, by Yoshihiro Ohba)

26.2.1. I-D on 802.21 Basic Schema was submitted to IETF.

26.2.2. MIPSHOP created a Design Team for MIH transport protocol.
26.2.3. Updates on HOKEY WG
26.2.4. Chair: We expect some joint work items between these organizations. Currently, three 802.21 members are active in the MIPSHOP design team.

26.3. 802.21 WG Closing Report (21-07-0037-00-0000-Closing_Report.ppt, by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG) 

26.3.1. Chair presented the revised timeline and the plans. 
26.3.2. The plan for the start of IEEE 802 Sponsor Ballot was changed to July 2007.

26.3.3. Chair: We already resolved all the comments in LB#1b. The master commentary file version is 04.
26.3.4. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to direct the WG Editor to produce an updated 802.21 draft based on all comments resolve as part of LB-1b (as described in Commentary file 21-07-0002-04-0000_LB1b_Master_File.usr) and post it to the 802.21 website

26.3.4.1. Moved by: Subir Das

26.3.4.2. Seconded by: Ajay Rajkumar

26.3.4.3. Yes: 21

26.3.4.4. No: 0

26.3.4.5. Abstain: 0

26.3.4.6. Result: Motion passes.

26.3.5. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize a LB recirculation vote on updated draft D04.00
26.3.5.1. Moved by: 

Ulises Olvera
26.3.5.2. Seconded by: 
Ronny Kim

26.3.5.3. Discussions on the motion

26.3.5.3.1. Subir: We should mention that we vote on the entire draft, instead of the changes of the draft. We have to address some issues which were not open in this recirculation. Chair: Because it is in the letter ballot stage, vote only on the changes is the process in order to converge the ballot process. Members may still submit comments on other sections.

26.3.5.3.2. Ajay: Members should be aware of the abuses on the process if we open the whole document.
26.3.5.3.3. Nada: Once the approval rate reaches 75%, the whole document will be open.
26.3.5.3.4. Chair: We need to guard against new items coming up again and again to make the whole process delayed.

26.3.5.4. Yes: 
21
26.3.5.5. No: 
0

26.3.5.6. Abstain: 
1
26.3.5.7. Result: Motion passes.

26.3.6. Chair revised and updated the Liaison Letter to 802.11 TGu (21-07-0030-02-0000-Liaison-Response-to-802-11-from-802-21.doc). 
26.3.7. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize sending the response letter 21-07-0030-02-0000-Liaison-Response-to-802-11-from-802-21 to 802.11
26.3.7.1. Moved by: David Hunter
26.3.7.2. Seconded by: Qiaobing Xie
26.3.7.3. Yes: 22

26.3.7.4. No: 0
26.3.7.5. Abstain:0
26.3.7.6. Result: motion passes

26.3.8. Teleconferences

26.3.8.1. Feb 06, 9AM EST: Hosted by Michael Williams

26.3.8.2. Feb 20, 9AM EST: Hosted by Vivek (PAR discussion)

26.3.8.2.1. Chair: 802.21 PAR is about to expire this year and needs extension. It is the opportunity to review our PAR and make any changes to it.
26.3.8.2.2. Subir: We probably need another date for Feb 20 teleconference. Chair: The final schedule would be sent over the reflector.
26.3.8.3. Weekly after completion of LB recirculation #1c

26.3.8.3.1. Every Tuesday until March meeting

26.3.8.3.2. 9AM EST.

26.3.9. Chair: Is there any volunteer for P1900 Liaison Officer?
26.3.9.1. Qiaobing volunteered to be the P1900 Liaison.

26.3.9.2. David: P1900 is an entity-based standard body.

26.3.10. Feb 2007 Ad Hoc Meeting

26.3.10.1. Week of Feb 18th (Feb 19, 20, 21 in San Francisco Bay Area)

26.3.10.2. 802.21 Items/Issues

26.3.10.2.1. Handover Commands

26.3.10.2.2. MIH Protocol Messages

26.3.10.2.3. Joint TGu items

26.3.10.3. Ajay: We need to understand the issues to be addressed in this joint Ad Hoc. We might address these issues by teleconference etc.
26.3.10.4. Chair: How many feel Ad Hoc like this is useful? Floor: 9
26.3.10.5. Chair: Any preference with other dates? TGu will meet in this week. We’d better have the overlapping date with TGu timeframe. 
26.3.10.6. Chair: We will send it out to the reflector once we contact with TGu and come out with the details.

26.3.10.7. Subir: There are certain issues identified by the key members in this meeting. If key members can participate in these teleconferences and Ad Hoc, we can resolve them as many as possible. But we do need to have real outputs from such Ad Hoc.
26.4. 802.11 Liaison Report (21-07-0042-00-0000-802-11-liaison-Jan07.ppt, by David Hunter)
26.5. Future Sessions  

26.5.1. Plenary: March 11th– 16th, 2007, Orlando Florida

26.5.1.1. Co-located with all 802 groups

26.5.2. Interim: May 13th – 18th, 2007 Montreal, Canada

26.5.2.1. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20/22

26.5.3. Plenary: July 15th – 20th, 2007 San Francisco
26.5.3.1. Co-located with all 802 groups

26.5.4. Interim: Sept 16th – 21st, 2007, Hawaii, Big Island

26.5.4.1. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20/22

26.5.5. Plenary: Nov 11th – 16th, 2007, Atlanta
26.5.5.1. Co-located with all 802 groups

26.5.6. Jan 2008 Interim Locations proposed
26.5.6.1. Prefer Asia: Taipei, Kaoshiung, India

26.5.6.2. Prefer: New Zealand over Australia

26.6. New or Unfinished Business 

26.6.1. None
26.7. Chair adjourned the meetings at 5:55PM

27. Adjourn until March 2007 Orlando Florida, USA
28. Attendees

28.1. Note: The attendance percentage is computed based on 14, the total number of sessions; attendance for Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday evening sessions obtains extra credits. Maximum percentage is 100%.
28.2. Refer to the document ‘2007_03-802_21_attendance.xls’ (sheet ‘Jan 2007 London Interim’) on 802.21 WG website for the detailed attendance record.
28.3. The attendance record combined both the manual and electronic attendance.
Name


 


% of this session         Credit
Lars Falk





7%


0
Peretz Feder





50%


0
Nada Golmie





100%


1
Vivek Gupta





100%


1

James Han





100%


1

G.S. Henderson




79%


1

Hong Cheng





14%


0
Farrokh Khatibi




7%


0
Masahiro Kuroda




100%


1

Hong-Yon Lach




100%


1
Xiaoyu Liu





100%


1

Mahalingam Mani




71%


0
Yoshihiro Ohba




100%


1

Soohong Park




100%


1
Vijay Patel





36%


0

Ajay Rajkumar




100%


1
Michael Williams




100%


1

Subir Das





100%


1

Pek Yew Tan





100%


1
Lester Eastwood




100%


1
Juan Carlos Zuniga




86%


1
Eunah Kim





100%


1
Qiaobing Xie





100%


1

Keigo Aso





100%


1
Ulises Olvera





71%


0
Srinivas Sreemanthula



93%


1
Taniuchi Kenichi




100%


1
Albert Vidal





100%


1
Junxiang Guo




100%


1
Hossam Afifi





14%


0
John Dorsey





79%


1
Robert Glassford




100%


1
Inma Carrion





14%


0

Lucian Suciu





100%


1
Marc Meylemans




100%


1
Y. Allice Cheng




100%


1
Gabor Bajko





100%


1

Peng Yan





57%


0

Fernanao Jover




79%


1

Reid Gidon





79%


1
Purva Rajkoti





21%


0

Mahesh Sooriyabandara



7%


0
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