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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Fairmont the Queen Elizabeth, Montreal, QC, Canada
Chair: Vivek Gupta
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

First Day Meetings: Duluth; Monday, May 14th, 2007
1. Meeting Opening (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
1.1. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG at 1:37PM.
1.2. Meeting Agenda (21-07-0189-01-0000-Session20_Montreal_Agenda.doc) 

1.2.1. Changed to the proposed agenda
1.2.1.1. The handover scenario presentation was postponed to later this week.
1.2.1.2. TLV encoding on Tuesday morning was moved to the slot for TLV updated on Monday.
1.2.1.3. Ad Hoc discussion on Monday evening session was canceled.

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

1.2.2.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.

1.3. IEEE 802.21 Session #20 Opening Notes (21-07-0188-01-0000-WGsession20_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 ONLY: http://ieee802.facetoface-events.com/groups/802.21/attendance.php 
1.3.2.2. http://newton.events.ieee.org/
1.3.2.3. 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
1.3.7. Manoj Deshpande read the IPR statement on behalf of Qualcomm: “Qualcomm may have intellectual property underlying a contribution that, if adopted, could be essential to the practice of the 802.21 standard. If we do, we will timely comply with all IEEE requirements regarding IPRs and disclosure”
1.3.8. G. Scott Henderson’s statement on behalf of Research In Motion: “I conformance with the IEEE Patent Policy Research In Motion is pleased to declare that it may have intellectual property which may be essential to 802.21 and which will conform to section 6.2 of the patent policy.”
1.3.9. Highlights of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards were presented.
1.3.10. IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards were presented. 
1.3.11. Slide on discussions which are inappropriate was also presented. – No response
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Highlights of the IEEE-SA Standards Board 

Bylaws on Patents in Standards

–

Participants have a duty to tell the IEEE if they know (based onpersonal awareness) of potentiall

y Essential Patent Claims they or their employer own

–

Participants are encouraged to tell the IEEE if they know of potentially Essential Patent Claims o

wned by others

•

This encouragement is particularly strong as the third party may not be a participant in the 

standards process

–

Working Group required to request assurance

–

Early assurance is encouraged

–

Terms of assurance shall be either:

•

Reasonable and nondiscriminatory, with or without monetary compensation; or,

•

A statement of non-assertion of patent rights

–

Assurances

•

Shall be provided on the IEEE-SA Standards Board approved LOA form

•

May optionally include not-to-exceed rates, terms, and conditions

•

Shall not be circumvented through sale or transfer of patents

•

Shall be brought to the attention of any future assignees or transferees

•

Shall apply to Affiliates unless explicitly excluded

•

Are irrevocable once submitted and accepted

•

Shall be supplemented if Submitter becomes aware of other potential Essential Patent 

Claims

–

A 

“

Blanket Letter of Assurance

”

may be provided at the option of the patent holder

–

A patent holder has no duty to perform a patent search

–

Full policy available at http://standards.ieee.org/guides/bylaws/sect6-7.html#6

Slide #1
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6.2  Policy

IEEE standards may be drafted in terms that include the use of Essential Patent Claims. If the IEEE receives 

notice that a [Proposed] IEEE Standard may require the use of a potential Essential Patent Claim, the IEEE shall 

request licensing assurance, on the IEEE Standards Board approved Letter of Assurance form, from the patent 

holder or patent applicant. The IEEE shall request this assurance without coercion.

The Submitter of the Letter of Assurance may, after Reasonable and Good Faith Inquiry, indicate it is not aware of 

any Patent Claims that the Submitter may own, control, or have the ability to license that might be or become 

Essential Patent Claims. If the patent holder or patent applicant provides an assurance, it should do so as soon 

as reasonably feasible in the standards development process. This assurance shall be provided prior to the 

Standards Board

’

s approval of the standard. This assurance shall be provided prior to a reaffirmation if the IEEE 

receives notice of a potential Essential Patent Claim after the standard

’

s approval or a prior reaffirmation. An 

asserted potential Essential Patent Claim for which an assurancecannot be obtained (e.g., a Letter of Assurance 

is not provided or the Letter of Assurance indicates that assurance is not being provided) shall be referred to the 

Patent Committee.

A Letter of Assurance shall be either:

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the Submitter withoutconditions will not enforce any present or future 

Essential Patent Claims against any person or entity making, using, selling, offering to sell, importing, 

distributing, or implementing a compliant implementation of the standard; or

b) A statement that a license for a compliant implementation of the standard will be made available to an 

unrestricted number of applicants on a worldwide basis without compensation or under reasonable rates, with 

reasonable terms and conditions that are demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination. At its sole option, 

the Submitter may provide with its assurance any of the following: (i) a not-to-exceed license fee or rate 

commitment, (ii) a sample license agreement, or (iii) one or more material licensing terms.

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in 

Standards

Slide #2
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Copies of an Accepted LOA may be provided to the working group, but shall not be discussed, at any 

standards working group meeting.

The Submitter and all Affiliates (other than those Affiliates excluded in a Letter of Assurance) shall not assign 

or otherwise transfer any rights in any Essential Patent Claims that are the subject of such Letter of Assurance 

that they hold, control, or have the ability to license with theintent of circumventing or negating any of the 

representations and commitments made in such Letter of Assurance.

The Submitter of a Letter of Assurance shall agree (a) to provide notice of a Letter of Assurance either through 

a Statement of Encumbrance or by binding any assignee or transferee to the terms of such Letter of 

Assurance; and (b) to require its assignee or transferee to (i) agree to similarly provide such notice and (ii) to 

bind its assignees or transferees to agree to provide such notice as described in (a) and (b).

This assurance shall apply to the Submitter and its Affiliates except those Affiliates the Submitter specifically 

excludes on the relevant Letter of Assurance.

If, after providing a Letter of Assurance to the IEEE, the Submitter becomes aware of additional Patent Claim(s) 

not already covered by an existing Letter of Assurance that are owned, controlled, or licensable by the 

Submitter that may be or become Essential Patent Claim(s) for the same IEEE Standard but are not the subject 

of an existing Letter of Assurance, then such Submitter shall submit a Letter of Assurance stating its position 

regarding enforcement or licensing of such Patent Claims. For the purposes of this commitment, the Submitter 

is deemed to be aware if any of the following individuals who are from, employed by, or otherwise represent 

the Submitter have personal knowledge of additional potential Essential Patent Claims, owned or controlled by 

the Submitter, related to a [Proposed] IEEE Standard and not already the subject of a previously submitted 

Letter of Assurance: (a) past or present participants in the development of the [Proposed] IEEE Standard, or 

(b) the individual executing the previously submitted Letter of Assurance.

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in 

Standards
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The assurance is irrevocable once submitted and accepted and shall apply, at a 

minimum, from the date of the standard's approval to the date of the standard's 

withdrawal.

The IEEE is not responsible for identifying Essential Patent Claims for which a license 

may be required, for conducting inquiries into the legal validity or scope of those 

Patent Claims, or for determining whether any licensing terms or conditions are 

reasonable or non-discriminatory.

Nothing in this policy shall be interpreted as giving rise to a duty to conduct a patent 

search. No license is implied by the submission of a Letter of Assurance.

In order for IEEE

’

s patent policy to function efficiently, individuals participating in the 

standards development process: (a) shall inform the IEEE (or cause the IEEE to be 

informed) of the holder of any potential Essential Patent Claims of which they are 

personally aware and that are not already the subject of an existing Letter of 

Assurance, owned or controlled by the participant or the entity the participant is from, 

employed by, or otherwise represents; and (b) should inform the IEEE (or cause the 

IEEE to be informed) of any other holders of such potential Essential Patent Claims 

that are not already the subject of an existing Letter of Assurance.

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in 

Standards

Slide #4
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Other Guidelines for IEEE WG Meetings

•

All IEEE-SA standards meetings shall be conducted in compliance with all 

applicable laws, including antitrust and competition laws.

•

Don

’

t discuss the interpretation, validity, or essentiality of patents/patent claims. 

•

Don

’

t discuss specific license rates, terms, or conditions.

–

Relative costs, including licensing costs of essential patent claims, of different technical 

approaches may be discussed in standards development meetings. 

•

Technical considerations remain primary focus

•

Don

’

t discuss fixing product prices, allocation of customers, or dividing sales 

markets.

•

Don

’

t discuss the status or substance of ongoing 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.org

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

See IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual, clause 5.3.10 and 

“

Promoting Competition and Innovation: Wh

at You Need to Know about the IEEE Standards Association's Antitrust and Competition Policy

”

for more 

details.

This slide set is available at http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt
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1.3.12. Copyright was presented. 

1.3.13. IEEE SA News was presented.

1.3.14. Chair: How many people attend the IEEE 802.21 WG meetings for the first time? Floor: 3.
1.3.15. Objectives for the session

1.3.15.1. Complete LB#1d Comment Resolution
1.3.15.2. Discussion on future WG activities
1.3.15.2.1. Security Signaling

1.3.15.3. Interaction with other 802 groups and external SDOs
1.3.15.3.1. Joint session with 802.11 (TGu)
1.3.15.3.2. Updates from IETF

1.3.15.3.3. 3GPP next steps discussion.
1.3.16. Revised 802.21 Timeline and plan to meet this timeline were presented.

1.3.16.1. Michael: Considering the WG process and timeline, commenters who make negative comments are highly encouraged to make contributions to address their own concerns.

1.3.16.2. Qiaobing: We should not circle the process and repeat the rejected comments.
1.3.17. Places for Future Sessions in 2008 were presented
1.4. Approval of March Plenary Meeting Minutes (21-07-0131-00-0000-802_21_MIHS_minutes_2007_Mar_Plenary.doc)
1.4.1. Chair: Any objections to approve the March plenary meeting minutes with unanimous consent? Floor: none

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

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

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

1.6. Chair updated the IMT-Advanced Activities.
1.7. Letter Ballot #1d Summary (21-07-0196-00-0000-LB_1d_Comment_Summary.ppt)
1.8. Editors’ Update
1.8.1. Participants were encouraged to submit contributions and clear resolutions on the comments.
1.9. Ad Hoc discussion in the evening session

1.9.1. Chair: Is there anything we need to discuss in this evening session? 

1.9.2. Ajay proposed to discuss multiple MIH-USR vs. single MIH-USR issues.

1.9.3. Subir proposed to discuss multi-hop issues for MIIS. Chair: There have been some contributions for this issue. 
1.9.4. Chair: We would come back at 8:00PM for the Ad Hoc discussions on multiple MIH-USR vs. single MIH-USR.
1.10. 3GPP Liaison update
1.10.1. The initial proposal for the response liaison letter is 21-07-0190-00-0000-3GPP-LS-Response.doc. The WG would come back on Wednesday to discuss this liaison letter. 
1.11. IETF Liaison update by Michael Williams, Vice Chair of IEEE 802.21WG

1.11.1. Ajay: MIPSHOP requirements are broader than the 802.21 scope.
1.11.2. Yoshi: I have requested the IETF people to review the draft at the end of March but do not receive any comments yet. We should pay attention to the participation of MIPSHOP.
1.11.3. Soohong: Will 802.21 WG refer to MIHSOP documents? Chair: We only reference to RFCs.
1.12. Break from 3:05PM to 3:40PM

2. WG Presentation

2.1. Handover Flow Diagrams update (21-07-0183-00-0000-A.3.ppt, by Junghoon Jee, ETRI)
2.1.1. The usage of the primitives was discussed. Further discussions would be carried out offline and the proposal was required for further updates.
2.2. TLV update (21-07-0158-00-0000-TLVTypeValues.ppt/21-07-0158-02-000TLVTypeValues.doc, 21-07-0141-01-0000-Data_Type_Encoding.ppt/doc, by Yoshihiro Ohba, Toshiba)

2.2.1. Per protocol TLV assignment was proposed. 
2.2.2. Comment: We need to understand whether the position of the message becomes important and sensitive once the proposed TLV assignment mechanism is adopted.

2.2.3. Comment: One drawback of the proposal is that it is difficult to maintain the TLV tables, e.g., the proposed annexes in this proposal. 
2.2.4. Comment: Agree that there is inconsistency in data coding, but it is a massive effort to change the data type encoding mechanism entirely. 
2.2.5. Chair: Is there any conclusion? Subir: Request the members of WG to consider whether the proposal gives any clarity of the draft. 
2.3. Link Parameter List Issues (21-07-0105-01-0000-link_param_list_issues_v3.doc, by Qiaobing Xie, Motorola)

2.3.1. Juan Carlos: Contribution 21-07-0162 addresses the similar issue with different approaches from different perspectives.
2.3.2. Discussions followed on the concept of generic link in this proposal. 
3. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0171-01-0000-LB_1d_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
3.1.1. Resolution of the comments on Section 1-5, #5001 - #5029
3.1.2. Break from 6:17PM to 8:00PM
3.1.3. Resolution of the comment #5029 - #5065
3.1.4. The WG had a brief discussion on single MIH-USR vs. multiple MIH-USR.
4. Recess at 10:45PM 

4.1. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 8:00AM

Second Day Meetings: Duluth; Tuesday, May 15th, 2007
5. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta at 8:15AM

5.1.1. Agenda update (21-07-0189-02-0000-Session20_Montreal_Agenda.doc)
6. WG Presentation

6.1. Session ID update (21-07-0200-00-0000-Session_ID_v1.ppt, by Yoshihiro Ohba, Toshiba)

6.1.1. A summary of the offline discussions on Session ID was presented.
6.1.2. Juan Carlos: Support to keep the subscription ID.
6.1.3. Comment: An active session ID is useful. For mobility operations across domains, what handed over is basically an active session; in idle mode we do not care how quick the handover is. So such concept as session is useful for MIH to make sure the handover operations across domains.  
6.1.4. Comment: We do not have a security yet. If we consider security mechanism in future, a session may be necessary.

7. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0171-01-0000-LB_1d_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
7.1.1. Resolution of the comment #5151 - #5173
7.1.2. Break from 10:00AM to 10:35AM.
7.1.3. Resolution of the comment #5174 - #5190
7.1.4. Break for lunch from 12:00PM to 1:35PM

7.1.5. MIH capability update by Subir Das
7.1.6. Resolution of the comment #5192 - #5225
7.1.7. Break from 3:00PM to 3:40PM

7.1.8. Resolution of the comment #5226 - #5298
7.1.9. Break from 6:10PM to 8:00PM

7.1.10. Resolution of the comment #5299 - #5330
7.1.11. Chair updated the master commentary file taking the resolutions of the comments.
8. Recess at 10:45PM 

8.1. Third day meetings on Wednesday, 8:00AM
Third Day Meetings: Duluth; Wednesday, May 16th, 2007
9. IEEE 802.21 and 802.11 TGu Joint Session 

9.1. Meeting called to order at 8:10AM by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG and Stephen McCann, Chair of IEEE 802.11 TGu 

9.2. Agenda and Meeting Opening (doc.: IEEE 802.11-07/0593r4, by Stephen McCann, Chair of IEEE 802.11u)
9.2.1. State 1/state 3 bit

9.2.2. Status of information model

9.2.3. MIH Primitives removal

9.2.4. 3GPP Liaison regarding handover

9.2.5. Query response limit

9.2.6. 21-07-0105r1 monitoring of parameters

9.3. State-1 indication in MIH header (21-07-0192-00-0000-MIH-IS-state-1.ppt, by Srinivas Sreemanthula, Nokia)
9.3.1. UIR bit in MIH protocol header was proposed to limit the length of query response in unauthenticated state.

9.3.2. Q: It seems that the MN sets the UIR bit. Why do you expect MN to set this bit, but let AP to verify it? A: It is the original source that sets the UIR bit.
9.3.3. Comment: Currently we do not security aspect yet. If we have security mechanism later on, letting MN to set the UIR bit may cause security issues.
9.3.4. This contribution was accepted in 802.21.
9.4. Information Model Discussion (led by Dave Stephenson, Cisco)
9.4.1. Dave: Regarding the Figure 20 in the 802.21 draft, we propose to abstract the 802.21 information model to the network level, e.g., to move the POA info up to the network level. This open discussion is about this issue.

9.4.2. George: The type of info would be maintained by some database. From the perspective of management, we would like to draw a line regarding protecting the network topology.
9.4.3. Comment: We had lots of POA info in the IE. We also have access network level info. 
9.4.4. Comment: Channel range should be something for MN to query and not be abstracted in the network level. So does the location of AP. 
9.4.5. Comment: IETF GEOPRIV provides representation of location information. We may need to make some changes from their perspective and have a way to represent the network location. Dave: It is a good idea to have an Ad Hoc meeting to discuss the location information. GEOPRIV is more related to network privacy. We would expect to get feedbacks from ECRIT in IETF.

9.4.6. Dave: If a MN asks where I am and where the range of the network is, the network should help the user to answer that question. In such cases, the location of POA is too specific. If a .11 MN is close enough to an AP, it can get the info directly from that AP, instead of IS Server. 
9.4.7. Dave: In summary, we suggest moving the info up to the network level. Regarding the POA level info in MIIS, we are not sure. 
9.4.8. Michael: It is an interesting topic to hold an Ad Hoc to discuss.
9.5. Discussions on the removal of MIH primitives from 802.11 (led by Stephen McCann)

9.5.1. Stephen: During the Ad Hoc two weeks ago, the conclusion is that the MIH primitives defined in 802.11u are not necessary. We may follow .16g model to encapsulate the MIH primitives.
9.5.2. Stephen: The reasons to remove MIH primitives from .11u as discussed are: 1) for every MIH primitive, we need to specify four MLME primitives (request/indication/response/confirmation), with a lot of texts defining these primitives; 2) 802.21 parameters are abstract, but 802.11 parameters are specific. So there is a disjoint in between. It was proposed that 802.11u may follow the 802.16g model to encapsulate .21 primitives.
9.5.3. Michael: Regarding the working process, 802.21 generated requirements and 802.11u developed solutions. In 802.21, the protocol is separate from primitives. For primitives, semantics are defined; it is natural to let 802.11 to look into the primitives and semantics. Once you can define messages to carry the primitive semantics, it is ok.  But you need to make it clear whether you can do so. 
9.5.4. Stephen: 802.16g encapsulates 802.21 primitives but 802.11u defines corresponding primitives. If .11u can also encapsulate these primitives as .16g does, we do not need to specify individual primitives. We now need to now what is the right model.
9.5.5. Comment: I am confused by encapsulating primitives to messages. What does it mean? Do we lose something if we remove these primitives? Stephen: An example in 802.16g/D9, 6.3.2.3.62, MIH Payload Transfer Message (MOB_MIH-MSG), only one single .16g message passed through, and only one MIH message in the payload.
9.5.6. Vivek: It is not the right thing to focus only on this message. 802.16 handover is more likely managed by the network, but 802.11 handover is more likely STA-based. That’s the difference. Not all the things are done for 802.11 if the 802.16 model is followed.
9.5.7. Dave: In Table 25, Link_Up is supposed to remove. For example, there is no difference between MLME-LinkUp.indication and reassociation.indication. If .11 may use association/reassociation to map .21 link-up, 802.11u does not need to do anything.  Moreover, N/A in this table is confusing.
9.5.8. Subir: If we can figure out something is missing, we may remove some primitives, not just remove them entirely. Stephen: We must work out every detail, not abstract parameters. Otherwise, we can not pass through letter ballot.
9.5.9. Further discussion would be carried out offline.
9.6. 802.11 TGu conducted motions
9.6.1. Emergency service contribution was incorporated into .11u draft.

9.7. Joint session was adjourned at 10:00AM

10. IEEE 802.21 WG Reconvened at 10:30AM 
11. Agenda Update (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
11.1.1. Security SG discussion was moved to Thursday morning to accommodate 802.11 experts who are interested in this topic.
11.1.2. Chair: We need to provide information to Face-to-Face Event to organize the meeting. How many people would attend Hawaii interim meeting in September, 2007? Floor: 26
11.1.3. Chair: How many people would attend Jan/08 Taipei meeting? Floor: 23.
12. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0171-01-0000-LB_1d_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
12.1.1. Continue to resolve the comments on section 7.

12.1.2. Contribution 21-07-0198-00-0000-Other-Stuff.ppt and 21-07-0199-00-0000-NET-SAP.ppt were presented and the associated comments were resolved.

12.1.3. Contribution 21-07-0191-00-0000-Location-Update.doc was presented. 
12.1.4. Contribution 21-07-0163-00-0000-table-24-enhancements.doc was presented.
12.1.5. Break from 12:00PM to 1:10PM
12.1.6. Comments #5334 - #5398 were skipped and the WG would come back once the superseded comments were identified.
12.1.7. Resolution of the comment #5399- #5405
12.1.8. The skipped comments #5330-#5440 would not be resolved until the superseded comments were identified.
12.1.9. Comment resolution on section 8
12.1.10. Resolution of the comment #5441 - #5482
12.1.11. Break from 3:00PM to 3:40PM

13. WG Presentation

13.1. Handover Activities in WFA and Open Discussion (presented by Myron Hattig)
13.1.1. WFA is having general discussions on handover issues. There is not specific task group yet.

13.1.2. Vivek: What are the issues on handovers in Wi-Fi Alliance? A: WFA is setting up liaisons with GSMA, CTIA, FMCA etc. There are also a few WFA carrier participants involved in 3GPP/PP2 and WiMax. 
13.1.3. Q: Regarding the specs and usage model, what network is talked about? A: We have talked about circuit switched call handover, VoIP, etc. WFA is talking more about market requirement documents. 
13.1.4. Q: 3GPP has VCC. Is there any relationship between 3GPP VCC and WFA? A: WFA does not write specifications, but write test cases. If 802.21 WG thinks about MIH certification, we may contribute to that part.
13.1.5. Q: What kind of authentication model is used in WFA? A: We have to discuss about it later.
13.1.6. A more formal presentation may be prepared by Wi-Fi liaison to 802.21WG.
13.2. 3GPP Liaison Update (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
13.2.1. Overview of .16 liaison letter: L80216-07_022.pdf
13.2.2. 802.21 liaison letter draft: 21-07-0190-00-0000-3GPP-LS-Response.doc
13.2.3. Q: About Q5, do we answered these questions or not? Vivek: We say our solution works with any type of coupling.
13.2.4. Comment: Tight coupling with 802.16 is not required.
13.2.5. Subir proposed to add a section of clarifying questions. 

13.2.6. Qiaobing: We should say we support both tight and loose coupling. Vivek: We do not want to get involved in these coupling issues. Juan Carlos: We should simply state what we do.
13.2.7. Subir suggested clarifying questions: “what is the meaning of the tight coupling? “
13.2.8. Michael: This is a good opportunity to have a good relationship with 3GPP. This response letter should be .21 centric. We should convince them we really need good inter-tech handovers. 
13.2.9. George: For Q5, we should not mention NCMS etc. We just say something about .21. Why do we need to tie to a specific system?
13.2.10. Subir: Q4, .16 refers to .21 and vise versa. We may also refer to .16.

13.2.11. Chair took the comments and updated the letter with MS word trace function.
14. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0171-01-0000-LB_1d_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
14.1.1. Continue to resolve the comments on section 8.

14.1.2. Resolution of the comment #5483 - #5559
14.2. Chairs took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

15. Recess at 6:05PM

15.1. Fourth day meetings on Thursday, 7:00AM

Fourth Day Meetings: Duluth; Thursday, May 17th, 2006
16. Meeting Called to Order by Vivek Gupta at 7:35AM
16.1. Chair updated the agenda (21-07-0189-03-0000-Session20_Montreal_Agenda.doc).
17. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0171-04-0000-LB_1d_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
17.1. Resolution of comment on section 6, #5069 - #5151
17.2. Contribution Handover Flow Diagrams Update (21-07-0205-02-0000-HandoverFlow-Update.ppt) was presented. The figures would go to Annex section.

17.3. Contribution (21-07-0182-00-0000-transport_protocol_and_state_machine.ppt, by David Cypher) was presented and associated comment was resolved. 
17.4. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

17.5. Break from 10:02AM to 10:35AM
18. WG Presentations

18.1. IETF Liaison Discussion (21-07-0203-01-0000-Lisison-to-IETF-MIPSHOP-from-802-21.doc, led by Michael Williams, Vice Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
18.1.1. The group discussed the liaison letter to IETF MIPSHOP. 

18.1.2. Comment: If the WG endorses the problem statement, when people go to MIPSHOP, then it is not just an individual opinion. 
18.1.3. Q: Shall we say that the problem statement is wider than the .21 scope? Qiaobing/Subir: We do not want to indicate that. It is their job to judge.
18.1.4. Michael inputs: ‘The .21 working group agrees that the current draft sufficiently captures the MIH problem statement and requirement’. 

18.1.5. Qiaobing: Problem statement is informational in IETF. They do not have urgency for that.

18.1.6. Juan Carlos: We can say something like section 5.2 rather than the entire draft that captures the MIH problem statement and requirement.

18.1.7. George: We do not need to say ‘sufficiently’ in 2nd paragraph.
18.1.8. Michael updated the liaison taking the comments of the group.
18.2. Secure Mobile Architecture (SMA) Basics for IEEE 802.21(21-07-0212-00-000-NGI_SMA_21_Secure_Multi-Network_Handoff.ppt, presented by Richard Paine, Boeing)

18.2.1. SMA Motivation and Problem Statement: BCAG/IDS 
18.2.2. SMA Components
18.2.2.1. PKI: temporary certificate

18.2.2.2. HIP
18.2.2.3. NDS
18.2.2.4. LENS
18.2.3. Lessons for 802.21

18.2.3.1. Secure mobile handoff is possible using HIP

18.2.3.2. Seamless secure mobility is possible

18.2.3.3. SCADA solutions being deployed

18.2.3.4. Discussions ongoing about securing governmental utility infrastructure using mobile secure methods.

18.2.4. Q: What is the network layer solution, IPv4 or IPv6? A: Refer to the Slide 15. Q: Regarding the interworking between HIP network and MIP network, is there any work done for continuous session? A: The work of interworking with IPv4/v6 is of interest. We worked on that.
18.2.5. Q: What is the handover latency? A: Basically about 500ms now. We expect to reduce this latency later on. 
18.2.6. Q: What is the typical handover flow? A: Do not have it now. It is slow but reasonable.
18.2.7. Q: The radio is turned on/off or always on? A: We just turn radio off. There is no specific mechanism, so we just power it off.
18.2.8. Q: Do you use security layer? Is AP always open? A: We use WPA over the air. We secure end to end.
18.2.9. Q: Do you need L2 encryption? A: Basically, it has IPsec tunnel anyway. It eliminates the needs for other security. 
18.2.10. Q: Security association and crypto ID in each packet, what kind of end point defines the association, at which layer? A: We are operating on the name space. Slide 8 illustrates the process.
18.2.11. Q: What kind of certificate is used? A: X.509 certificate. 
18.2.12. Q: What specific issues would you expect this group to address? A: 1) we had to deal with the issue of IP addresses for security; .11i approach is an answer to wireless link, but you have to deal with it more. 2) MAC address is as vulnerable as IP address. 
18.2.13. Q:  Do you take a look at CGI? A: No, we do not look at it.
18.3. Summary of Security Study Group preparation activity (Yoshiro Ohba, Toshiba)

18.3.1. A summary of the past activities related to the Study Group proposal was presented.
18.3.2. Vivek: 802.1 WG has initiated a link security work item at EC level. We need to figure out the differences between these activities.
18.4. Recess for lunch from 12:10PM to 1:25PM

18.5. Straw Polls on June Ad Hoc venues
18.5.1. ETRI, Korea

9

18.5.2. London

4
18.5.3. Santa Clara, CA
8
18.6. Straw Polls on June Ad Hoc dates 
18.6.1. Week of June 11th
3

18.6.2. Week of June 18th
4

18.6.3. Week of June 25th
5

18.7. Resolution of the deferred comments: #5003
18.8. Review the updated contribution 21-07-0199-01-0000-NET-SAP.ppt/ 21-07-0198-01-0000-Other-Stuff.ppt and associated deferred comments were resolved.

18.9. Resolution of the deferred comments: #5040, #5092, #5159, #5160, #5172, #5174, #5159. 
18.10. Break from 3:00PM to 3:30PM
18.11. Straw Poll on the confirmation of possible Venues

18.11.1. ETRI, Korea

11

18.11.2. London

8

18.11.3. Santa Clara, CA
4

18.11.4. Chair: 802.21WG will have an Ad Hoc in ETRI, Korea

18.11.5. Stephen asked the Ad Hoc sponsor if ETRI can hold the TGu meeting in Korea. Junghoon: We need to check afterwards. 
18.12. Straw Poll on the confirmation of possible date of June Ad Hoc
18.12.1. Week of June 11th

6
18.12.2. Week of June 18th

5
18.12.3. Week of June 25th

5
18.12.4. Chair: 802.21WG will have an Ad Hoc on June 13-15.
18.13. Resolution of the deferred comments: #5180, #5203, #5506, #5187, #5203, #5212, #5556.
18.14. Discussions on single MIH-USR vs. multiple MIH-USR (21-07-0209-00-0000-MIH_User.ppt, presented by Ajay Rajkumar)
18.14.1. The issue: Multiple MIH Users have the ability to configure threshold or subscribe Event Service to the same link. What is the behavior of this link for the second MIH User’s subscription or configuration request? 
18.14.2. Options: .21 mandates that multiple states be maintained at the link; or the link reconfigures the previously set thresholds to the last received request.
18.14.3. Vivek: Is this a standard issue or an implementation specific issue? Should a standard mandate a specific behavior of a link? Ajay: We need to make sure to guarantee interoperability. If it is said to be an implementation issue, the assumption is that all the applications are done by the same interface developer. We need to understand the roles of implantations.

18.14.4. Qiaobing: The 2nd configuration effort may be rejected to avoid this problem.
18.14.5. Scott: Just like the analogy of 802.11 vs. Wi-Fi and 802.16 vs. WiMax, these issues may be solved by similar implementation issues. We probably need a compliant and certification standard body if we can not deal with such issue as single vs. multiple MIH-USR here. That is another cycle of standardization. 
18.14.6. Manoj: This is a very implementation specific issue. If multiple MIH-USERs command simultaneously, they may need to monitor the link individually. 
18.14.7. Srini: We may put some texts to explain that coordination among MIH-USRs is expected. Ajay: We might need to address the issue with the assumption that these MIH-USRs do not talk to each other because different applications may be developed independently. 
18.14.8. Juan Carlos: What is your proposal? Ajay: First solution might have restrictions in some cases; other solutions may be better. We need to look into this issue.
18.14.9. Scott suggested a new task group to study these issues and other complex issues. That’s one way to move forward with this issue.
18.14.10. Location of Policy Engine Issue: No specific definition of ‘policy engine’ is defined in the current draft.
18.14.11. Chair: We need further discussions and come back with specific solutions.
19. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)

19.1. WG MOTIONS
19.1.1. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to direct the WG Editor to produce an interim 802.21 draft based on all comments resolved as described in Commentary file 21-07-0171-04-0000_LB1d_Master_File.usr and post it to the 802.21 website
19.1.1.1. Moved by: 

Juan Carlos Zuniga
19.1.1.2. Seconded by: 

Srinivas Sreemanthula
19.1.1.3. Yes: 


15
19.1.1.4. No: 


0
19.1.1.5. Abstain: 

0
19.1.1.6. Result: 

Motion passes.
19.1.2. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to appoint the formation of a Ballot Resolution Committee consisting of ALL attendees at the June meeting (802.21 WG voting members only) to resolve any remaining comments as part of LB-1d recirculation on P802.21/D5; authorize the WG Editor to revise the draft in accordance with the Ballot Resolution Committee’s resolution of comments on the WG LB-1d and reissue the document as P802.21/D6.
19.1.2.1. Moved by: 

Subir Das
19.1.2.2. Seconded by: 

Qiaobing Xie
19.1.2.3. Discussion:

19.1.2.4. Yoshihiro: What does ‘802.21 WG voting members only’? Vivek: Any individual may attend the June meeting, but only Voting Members decide the ballot resolutions.
19.1.2.5. Ajay: Strongly against this motion. Until now, we are still not able to go to recirculation with this additional authority. I am against to put any conclusion in this meeting as resolutions.
19.1.2.6. Scott: Against this motion because the way to form this Ballot Resolution Committee violates the procedures.

19.1.2.7. George: This Ad Hoc is announced in a short notice. I can not attend this Ad Hoc because I can not arrange the schedule due to this short notice. Vivek: The authorization of this Ad Hoc was made in March plenary meetings.

19.1.2.8. Brian: It is an uncommon process.

19.1.2.9. Ajay: Once the resolutions are made, they would be automatically taken into the draft. That’s not the authorization of the group. Recirculation should be done for D6.
19.1.2.10. Scott: The issue is that a small number of people generate D6 and the WG goes to ballot. 
19.1.2.11. David: An alternate view, the WG may create a D5.2 interim draft and make that go for a procedural vote to say ‘Do you 802.21 agree with the current changes of the draft?’ or  ‘Do you agree with D5.2 to be D6.0 to go to recirculation?’. 
19.1.2.12. Srini: Do we need a quorum? Vivek: No. In July meetings, if the motion to approve fails, then the recirculation is gone.
19.1.2.13. Michael: One way we can do this is to have an email ballot.
19.1.3. The motion was amended as:  ‘Motion the 802.21 WG to appoint the formation of a Ballot Resolution Committee consisting of ALL attendees at the June meeting (802.21 WG voting members only) to resolve any remaining comments as part of LB-1d recirculation on P802.21/D5; authorize the WG Editor to revise the draft in accordance with the Ballot Resolution Committee’s resolution of comments on the WG LB-1d and reissue the document as P802.21/D5.2; conduct a 10 day email ballot on the changes of draft 5.2 and if approved reissue it as draft D6.0
19.1.3.1. George: What is the requirement for the quorum for the Ad Hoc? Vivek: No condition for the quorum of Ad Hoc. Email ballot is open to WG voting members. It requires 75% to approve.
19.1.3.2. Subir: The purpose of D6.0 is for recirculation before July. We need to make sure we have enough time after D6.0 is created and before July meetings. 
19.1.3.3. Junghoon: What happens if email ballot fails and the efforts of Ad Hoc are gone? What is the procedure of email ballot? Not sure of the email ballot is a better to make some progress to approve the draft.
19.1.3.4. Yes:  


13
19.1.3.5. No:


0
19.1.3.6. Abstain: 

5
19.1.3.7. Result: 

Motion passes
19.1.4. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize a WG Letter Ballot recirculation on draft P802.21/D6.0 under the condition that the 10 day email ballot on D5.2 succeed
19.1.4.1. Moved by: 

Marc Meylemans
19.1.4.2. Seconded by: 

Srinivas Sreemanthula
19.1.4.3. Yes: 


17
19.1.4.4. No: 


0
19.1.4.5. Abstain: 

0
19.1.4.6. Result: 

Motion passes.
19.1.5. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize sending the response letter 21-07-0190-03-0000-Liaision-Response-to-3GPP-from-802-21 to 3GPP
19.1.5.1. Moved by:

Yoshihiro Ohba
19.1.5.2. Seconded by: 

Juan Carlos Zuniga
19.1.5.3. Discussions

19.1.5.4. After group discussions, Chair updated the response letter from v02 to v03 taking the comments.
19.1.5.5. Scott moved to table this motion due to the absence of the mover; Marc seconded. The WG approved to table the motion on floor with unanimous consent. 
19.1.6. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize sending the response letter 21-07-0210-01-0000-Liaison-Response-to-802-11-from-802-21 to 802.11

19.1.6.1. Chair made editorial changes to the liaison letter taking the comments of the WG.
19.1.6.2. Moved by: 

Marc Meylemans
19.1.6.3. Seconded by:

G. Scott Henderson
19.1.6.4. Yes:


5
19.1.6.5. No: 


0
19.1.6.6. Abstain: 

1
19.1.6.7. Result: 

Motion passes.
19.2. 802.11 Liaison Report (21-07-0211-00-0000-802-11-liaison-Report-May07.ppt, by David Hunter)

19.2.1. 4 new SG: 

19.2.1.1. New DLS SG; 

19.2.1.2. QoS Extended Services SG; 

19.2.1.3. Video Transport Streaming SG; 

19.2.1.4. Very High Throughput SG;
19.2.2. New E911 Ad Hoc Committee: Stephen McCann to be Chair

19.2.3. New document system
19.2.3.1. 11-07-0767-00-0000
19.2.4. New liaison to Bluetooth SIG: 11-07-0747

19.2.5. Wi-Fi Alliance interaction: 11-07-0764-00-0000

19.3. Teleconferences
19.3.1. June 05, 9PM EST;

19.3.2. June 19, 9PM, EST

19.3.3. July 03, 9PM EST

19.4. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize sending the letter 21-07-0203-02-0000-Liaison-to-IETF-Mipshop to IETF-Mipshop
19.4.1. Moved by: 

G. Scott Henderson
19.4.2. Seconded by: 
Ajay Rajkumar
19.4.3. Yes: 


12
19.4.4. No:   


0
19.4.5. Abstain: 

1
19.4.6. Result: 

Motion passes.
19.5. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize sending the response letter 21-07-0190-03-0000-Liaision-Response-to-3GPP-from-802-21 to 3GPP
19.5.1. Moved by: 

Juan Carlos Zuniga
19.5.2. Seconded by: 
G. Scott Henderson
19.5.3. Yes: 


10
19.5.4. No: 


0
19.5.5. Abstain: 

0
19.5.6. Result: 

Motion passes.
19.6. New or Unfinished Business 

19.6.1. Scott sent a statement on behalf of Research In Motion (copied to Section 1.3.8 in this meeting minutes)

19.7. Future Sessions  

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

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

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

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

19.8. Chair adjourned the meetings at 6:40PM

20. Adjourn until July 2007 San Francisco, CA, USA
21. Attendees

21.1. Note: The attendance percentage is computed based on 14, the total number of sessions; attendance for Monday and Tuesday evening sessions obtains extra credits. Maximum percentage is 100%.
21.2. Refer to the document ‘2007_07-802_21_attendance-r0.xls’ (sheet ‘May 2007 Montreal Interim’) on the 802.21 WG website for the detailed attendance record.
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Highlights of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

		Participants have a duty to tell the IEEE if they know (based on personal awareness) of potentially Essential Patent Claims they or their employer own

		Participants are encouraged to tell the IEEE if they know of potentially Essential Patent Claims owned by others

		This encouragement is particularly strong as the third party may not be a participant in the standards process

		Working Group required to request assurance

		Early assurance is encouraged

		Terms of assurance shall be either:

		Reasonable and nondiscriminatory, with or without monetary compensation; or,

		A statement of non-assertion of patent rights

		Assurances

		Shall be provided on the IEEE-SA Standards Board approved LOA form

		May optionally include not-to-exceed rates, terms, and conditions

		Shall not be circumvented through sale or transfer of patents

		Shall be brought to the attention of any future assignees or transferees

		Shall apply to Affiliates unless explicitly excluded

		Are irrevocable once submitted and accepted

		Shall be supplemented if Submitter becomes aware of other potential Essential Patent Claims

		A “Blanket Letter of Assurance” may be provided at the option of the patent holder

		A patent holder has no duty to perform a patent search

		Full policy available at http://standards.ieee.org/guides/bylaws/sect6-7.html#6
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IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

6.2  Policy



	IEEE standards may be drafted in terms that include the use of Essential Patent Claims. If the IEEE receives notice that a [Proposed] IEEE Standard may require the use of a potential Essential Patent Claim, the IEEE shall request licensing assurance, on the IEEE Standards Board approved Letter of Assurance form, from the patent holder or patent applicant. The IEEE shall request this assurance without coercion.



	The Submitter of the Letter of Assurance may, after Reasonable and Good Faith Inquiry, indicate it is not aware of any Patent Claims that the Submitter may own, control, or have the ability to license that might be or become Essential Patent Claims. If the patent holder or patent applicant provides an assurance, it should do so as soon as reasonably feasible in the standards development process. This assurance shall be provided prior to the Standards Board’s approval of the standard. This assurance shall be provided prior to a reaffirmation if the IEEE receives notice of a potential Essential Patent Claim after the standard’s approval or a prior reaffirmation. An asserted potential Essential Patent Claim for which an assurance cannot be obtained (e.g., a Letter of Assurance is not provided or the Letter of Assurance indicates that assurance is not being provided) shall be referred to the Patent Committee.



	A Letter of Assurance shall be either:



a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the Submitter without conditions will not enforce any present or future Essential Patent Claims against any person or entity making, using, selling, offering to sell, importing, distributing, or implementing a compliant implementation of the standard; or

b) A statement that a license for a compliant implementation of the standard will be made available to an unrestricted number of applicants on a worldwide basis without compensation or under reasonable rates, with reasonable terms and conditions that are demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination. At its sole option, the Submitter may provide with its assurance any of the following: (i) a not-to-exceed license fee or rate commitment, (ii) a sample license agreement, or (iii) one or more material licensing terms.
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IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

Copies of an Accepted LOA may be provided to the working group, but shall not be discussed, at any standards working group meeting.



The Submitter and all Affiliates (other than those Affiliates excluded in a Letter of Assurance) shall not assign or otherwise transfer any rights in any Essential Patent Claims that are the subject of such Letter of Assurance that they hold, control, or have the ability to license with the intent of circumventing or negating any of the representations and commitments made in such Letter of Assurance.



The Submitter of a Letter of Assurance shall agree (a) to provide notice of a Letter of Assurance either through a Statement of Encumbrance or by binding any assignee or transferee to the terms of such Letter of Assurance; and (b) to require its assignee or transferee to (i) agree to similarly provide such notice and (ii) to bind its assignees or transferees to agree to provide such notice as described in (a) and (b).



This assurance shall apply to the Submitter and its Affiliates except those Affiliates the Submitter specifically excludes on the relevant Letter of Assurance.



If, after providing a Letter of Assurance to the IEEE, the Submitter becomes aware of additional Patent Claim(s) not already covered by an existing Letter of Assurance that are owned, controlled, or licensable by the Submitter that may be or become Essential Patent Claim(s) for the same IEEE Standard but are not the subject of an existing Letter of Assurance, then such Submitter shall submit a Letter of Assurance stating its position regarding enforcement or licensing of such Patent Claims. For the purposes of this commitment, the Submitter is deemed to be aware if any of the following individuals who are from, employed by, or otherwise represent the Submitter have personal knowledge of additional potential Essential Patent Claims, owned or controlled by the Submitter, related to a [Proposed] IEEE Standard and not already the subject of a previously submitted Letter of Assurance: (a) past or present participants in the development of the [Proposed] IEEE Standard, or (b) the individual executing the previously submitted Letter of Assurance.
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IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards

The assurance is irrevocable once submitted and accepted and shall apply, at a minimum, from the date of the standard's approval to the date of the standard's withdrawal.



The IEEE is not responsible for identifying Essential Patent Claims for which a license may be required, for conducting inquiries into the legal validity or scope of those Patent Claims, or for determining whether any licensing terms or conditions are reasonable or non-discriminatory.



Nothing in this policy shall be interpreted as giving rise to a duty to conduct a patent search. No license is implied by the submission of a Letter of Assurance.



In order for IEEE’s patent policy to function efficiently, individuals participating in the standards development process: (a) shall inform the IEEE (or cause the IEEE to be informed) of the holder of any potential Essential Patent Claims of which they are personally aware and that are not already the subject of an existing Letter of Assurance, owned or controlled by the participant or the entity the participant is from, employed by, or otherwise represents; and (b) should inform the IEEE (or cause the IEEE to be informed) of any other holders of such potential Essential Patent Claims that are not already the subject of an existing Letter of Assurance.
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