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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Hyatt Regency San Francisco, San Francisco, CA, USA
Chair: Vivek Gupta
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

First Day Meetings: Seacliff B; Monday, July 16th, 2007
1. Meeting Opening (Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
1.1. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG at 1:35PM.
1.2. Meeting Agenda 

1.2.1. Amendments to the proposed agenda (21-07-0260-01-0000-Session21_San_Francisco_Agenda.doc)
1.2.1.1. Move the discussions on Study Group on Multi-Radio Power management to Tuesday afternoon.
1.2.1.2. Chair updated the agenda to version 2 (21-07-0260-02-0000-Session21_San_Francisco_Agenda.doc).
1.2.2. Chair: Any objection to approve the agenda version 2? Floor: none. 

1.2.2.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.

1.3. IEEE 802.21 Session #21 Opening Notes (21-07-0261-01-0000-WGsession21_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. Voting Membership

1.3.3.1. Discussions on the reciprocal voting rights 

1.3.3.1.1. Ajay: About the background of the reciprocal voting membership, the rational was that .21 people wanted more corporation and mutual interests with other working groups because .21 is about interoperability and heterogeneous handovers.  But a participant would not gain the voting right by reciprocal attendance; he may maintain his voting right. That was the initial proposal regarding this issue.

1.3.3.1.2. Chair: But after the gain of his voting right, a voter does not attend the native WG meetings for a very long time. Shall we allow him to maintain voting membership only by reciprocal attendance?

1.3.3.1.3. George: .21 has a special position among other 802 groups. The reciprocal attendance may be helpful in connection with other groups.
1.3.3.1.4. Chair: If there is any other opinion, we’ll discuss it later.
1.3.4. WG Letter Ballot presented – No question.

1.3.5. Miscellaneous Meeting Logistics were presented.
1.3.6. Registration and media recording policy presented.

1.3.7. Membership & Anti-Trust presented
1.3.8. Chair: Are there any .21 WG participants who identify any patent claims? Floor: None

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 Bylawson 

Patents in Standards

–

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

entially Essential Patent Claims they or their employer own

–

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

ms owned by others

•

This encouragement is particularly strong as the third party maynot 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 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.

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylawson 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 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 purposesof 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 Bylawson 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 ofthe 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 orconditions 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 Claimsof 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 Bylawson Patents in Standards
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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: 9.
1.3.15. New PARs under Consideration was presented

1.3.16. Summary of the Completed Work

1.3.16.1. Concept of IS was accepted at SA2#58 in Orlando
1.3.16.1.1. Q: Is it 802.21 specific Information Service (IS) or a general IS? A: When we submitted contributions, we did not say something particular regarding 802.21. 
1.3.16.2. 3GPP RAN to study handovers.

1.3.16.2.1. Comment: This is another opportunity for .21 to go to 3GPP.
1.3.17. Objectives for the session

1.3.17.1. Complete LB#1e Comment Resolution
1.3.17.2. Discussion on future WG activities
1.3.17.2.1. Security Signaling
1.3.17.2.2. Multi-radio Power Management
1.3.17.3. Interaction with other 802 groups and external SDOs
1.3.17.3.1. Updates from IETF

1.3.17.3.2. 3GPP next steps discussion.
1.3.18. Revised 802.21 Timeline and plan to meet this timeline were presented.

1.3.19. Future Sessions were presented.
1.3.20. Q: What is the status of the liaison with 3GPP2? Chair: We have not seen any specific activities yet. 
1.4. Approval of May Interim Meeting Minutes (21-07-0244-00-0000-802_21_MIHS_minutes_2007_May_Interim.doc)
1.4.1. Chair: Any objections to approve the May interim meeting minutes with unanimous consent? Floor: none

1.4.1.1. The May 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. Letter Ballot #1e Summary (21-07-0264-00-0000-LB_1e_Comment_Summary.ppt)
1.6.1.1. Discussions on the procedures of Sponsor Ballot

1.6.1.1.1. Ajay: Slide 6, does the comments ‘out of scope’ mean the correctness of the draft does not matter? 
1.6.1.1.2. Michael: In past experiences, the number of the participants in Sponsor Ballot may be much more than that in Letter Ballot and the quality of the draft may be improved then. Sponsor Ballot is a meaningful mark to say something significant to external SDOs. So it is a good thing for us to try to get there. Ajay: What drives us is the correctness of this draft. 
1.7. Break from 3:07PM to 3:42PM
2. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0263-00-0000-LB_1e_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
2.1.1. Resolution of the technical-binding comment #6028; accepted
2.1.2. Resolution of the technical-binding comment #6179;
2.1.3. Resolution of Peretz’s tech non-binding comments
2.1.4. Resolution of Ajay’s technical-binding comments #6032 - #6042
3. Recess at 6:10PM 

3.1. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 9:00AM
Second Day Meetings: Seacliff B; Tuesday, July 17th, 2007
4. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta at 9:00AM

4.1.1. Agenda update (21-07-0260-02-0000-Session21_San_Francisco_Agenda.doc)
5. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0263-00-0000-LB_1e_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
5.1.1. Group discussions on comment #6042 (Ajay’s comment on SDU Transition)
5.1.1.1. A vote was conducted on the same issue in previous meetings.
5.1.1.2. 802.21 members still had issues to understand the usage and implementation of this primitive
5.1.1.3. Resolution was deferred.
5.1.2. Resolution of remaining technical binding comment #6044 - #6065
5.1.3. Break from 10:06AM to 10:30AM
5.1.4. Resolution of the comment #6069 - #6170
5.1.5. Break from 12:05PM to 1:30PM
5.1.6. Chair updated the master commentary file taking the resolutions of the comments.
6. WG Presentation

6.1. Chair announced the formation of Sponsor Ballot Pool. 
6.2. Multi-Radio Power Management Study Group Proposal (21-07-0258-00-0000-Multi-Radio-Power-Management.ppt, presented by Behcet Sarikaya, Huawei) 
6.2.1. Comment: The primitives will affect the optimization algorithms finally. But what do you mean ‘not to develop power management algorithms’ in slide 6? Response: We would not work on the implementation specific things.
6.2.2. Comment: The ‘power’ in this context should strictly mean radio power, not the battery power. Response: The ‘power management’ here is about power conservation mode. 
6.2.3. Comment: In the experience of deploying UMA, one drawback of this technology is the power consumption issue in dual mode terminals. So to work on this topic in general is helpful.
6.2.4. Comment: Slide 9 assumes that multiple Paging Controllers need to talk to each other, i.e., some kind of coordination is assumed here. 
6.2.5. Comment: The proposed paging overlays the existing native paging mechanisms in specific technologies. However, paging must be done natively in 3GPP or WiMax. Paging Controller (PC) in these specific technologies should not be changed much. We do not need a particular study group to handle the work for PC-to-PC coordination. Some simple mechanism may be solved in sponsor ballot stage.  Response: We need to make clear that it is a simple thing that can be solved in Sponsor Ballot, or a complex issue that needs further studies.

6.2.6. Comment: No clear with the scenario 1 and 2.  

6.2.7. Comment: Have different views on scenario 1 and 2. Scenario 2&3 can be enabled and supported by existing mechanisms in the current draft.
6.2.8. Comment: There is no paging in 802.11 any more. The referenced WLAN paging proposal was not accepted by 802.11WG. 
6.2.9. Comment: Power conservation mode in .16 is flexible. Device generally spends a lot of power in idle mode. It is important to enable power conservation in multi-mode cases. 
6.2.10. Comment: Power management in general is preferable to form a study group. However, the proposed material is limited and only focuses on paging. It is better to make the scope of this study group broader.  Response: If the SG is approved, we can look into more interesting issues.
6.2.11. Comment: Through the coordination between networks or interfaces in the terminal, we can achieve optimization of power management. That’s the intention to form this study group.
6.2.12. Comment: Regarding the issue of radio power vs. battery power, I am speaking against the radio power issue. In cellular systems, RF power is strictly controlled. For example, .21 can not have any impacts on existing open loop or close loop power control mechanisms. 
6.2.13. Comment: Do not think it is the right time to create a SG for this area. We’d better create one SG and study several issues. Response: Are you suggesting some groups like WNG to study multiple issues? Comment: Yes, we may wrap multiple issues to one study group. 
6.3. MOTION: Motion to get 802.21 WG approval to form an 802.21 Study Group on Multi-Radio Power Management in July 2007
6.3.1. Moved by: 

Marc Meylemans
6.3.2. Seconded by: 
Junxiang Guo

6.3.3. Yes: 


23
6.3.4. No:   


0
6.3.5. Abstain: 

10
6.3.6. Result: Motion passes.
6.4. Break from 3:00PM to 3:30PM

7. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0263-00-0000-LB_1e_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
7.1.1. Contribution 21-07-0255-01-0000-IE_MM_FH.doc was presented and the associated comment #6179 was resolved. 
7.1.2. Peretz and Junghoon were satisfied with the resolutions of their comments and agreed to change the disapprove vote to approve.
7.1.3. Resolution of Ajay’s technical binding comments. Three comments were deferred to Wednesday morning.
7.1.4. Resolution of the technical non-binding comments 
7.1.5. Chair updated the master commentary file taking the resolutions of the comments.
8. Recess at 6:40PM 

8.1. Third day meetings on Wednesday, 8:00AM
Third Day Meetings: Seacliff B; Wednesday, July 18th, 2007
9. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta at 8:00AM 
9.1.1. Agenda Update (21-07-0260-02-0000-Session21_San_Francisco_Agenda.doc).
10. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0263-00-0000-LB_1e_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG, and Michael Williams, Vice Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
10.1. The WG continued to resolve the remaining LB#1e comments.

10.2. Break from 10:05AM to 10:30AM.

10.3. Chairs took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.
11. WG Presentation

11.1. 3GPP Update (21-07-0277-00-0000-3GPP_Update.ppt., Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
11.1.1. The 3GPP contributions related to 802.21 were summarized. 
11.1.2. General discussions followed.
11.1.3. Comment: Some concepts of .21 may be useful in 3GPP/non-PP handovers. Be aware of the legacy 3GPP systems, i.e., GSM, GPRS, HSDPA, etc.

11.1.4. Comment: Generally, MIH services assume IP connectivity, but 3GPP does not have similar architecture. Another assumption is that the location of the POA is known; that is also a strong assumption. 

11.1.5. Comment: Keep in mind a few points: 1) the network in 3GPP is highly managed; there are concerns of providing safer info to all the hot spot operators; 2) how to guarantee the specified level of QoS. 

11.1.6. Comment: If we go to reality, we need specific solutions considering legacy networks.  Although it is nice to have a generic document, it is still an issue to make a feasible solution.
11.1.7. Comment: 802.21 WG needs to move quickly in order to have impacts on 3GPP LTE.
11.1.8. Comment: Single radio is preferred in 3GPP, while .21 assumes multi-radio terminals. 
11.2. Handover between 3GPP and non-3GPP Handover (21-07-0256-00-0000-HO-3GPP-to-non3GPP.ppt, Juan Carlos Zuniga, InterDigital)
11.2.1. 3GPP (SA2 and RAN2) decided to deal with non-3GPP handovers by separating them into two different technologies: Handover between 3GPP and cdma2000 networks (Tunnel approach was accepted); Handover between 3GPP and WiMAX networks. 
11.2.2. 802.21 was not referenced yet in 3GPP. 
11.2.3. Only Qualcomm solution was accepted and that’s a specific solution. In 3GPP specific solution is preferred than generic solution.
11.2.4. Conclusion: Having support from other 802 groups is firstly needed before .21 gets acceptance externally. The fact that 3GPP has decided to take two separate approaches for two networks does not help the .21 case.
11.2.5. Juan Carlos: 3GPP does not necessarily to have a generic solution.  Currently 802.21 does not fit 3GPP/PP2 so much. They are not so interested in very generic solutions.
11.2.6. Comment: .21 could still have a place since the accepted solution does not address the Network Detection and Network Selection. MIIS is still useful in these areas. C/T group is another potential venue. Once SA2 work is done, the work items related to interfaces and protocol would be transferred to C/T.
11.2.7. Comment: Currently, .21 is not so readable to some people in 3GPP.  .21 should be a whole document to be sent to external entities. We have to make examples showing how to use .21 in specific scenarios. They will not refer to the .21 draft as a whole.
11.2.8. Comment: MIH mechanisms have values, but we need contributions to 3GPP. High mobility systems need fast handover mechanism. We can bring inputs there.
11.2.9. Comment: We can not have high expectation in SA2. It is hard to add a new entity there. The actual WG might do the work.
11.3. Break from 12:20PM to 1:30PM
11.4. Security Study Group Proposal (21-07-0122-03-0000-Security_proposal.ppt, Yoshihiro Ohba, Toshiba)
11.4.1. Comment: Slide 12, changing the Key Hierarchy-based approach is more academic than practical. In industry, it is not practical. 3G, WLAN and WiMax have their own key hierarchies. They are not willing to accept a new key hierarchy solution in inter-technology environments.

11.4.2. Comment: We should not limit the scope to single domain or multiple domains. 
11.4.3. Q: Problem 2, will this SG consider infrastructure supports regarding authentication? In mutual authentication, keys are exchanged between the entities of networks. A: EAP based infrastructure is the basic assumption here. Comment: The presentation is not about solution. We need to study the possibilities of changing existing infra.
11.4.4. Comment: Slide 16, is MIHF as a broker regardless of the ways you give access to users assumed in the 2nd bullet? ‘Broker’ means some function on top of operator domains. Operators would not like to give up access control. Response: No answer yet. Comment: Do not put subscriptions with MIH access control.
11.4.5. Comment: A Study Group is the venue where technical discussions happen. The proposed presentation goes into too many technical details. At this stage, we are discussing whether to establish a SG. The proposals presented look like two solutions. 
11.4.6. Comment: In this document, it already suggested solutions. We should be open to others solutions. I am ok to have a SG to discuss the issue, but do not want to have the proposed solution as it is. 
11.4.7. Comment: We need to have a separate document to include the motion to form the SG, instead of putting the motion as the appendix in this proposal. 
11.5. MOTION: Motion to get 802.21 WG approval to form an 802.21 security Study Group to address Security issues related to Handovers
11.5.1. Moved by:  

Yoshihiro Ohba
11.5.2. Seconded by: 
David Jhonston
11.5.3. Yes: 


31

11.5.4. No:   


0
11.5.5. Abstain: 

0
11.5.6. Result:  Motion passes
11.6. Clint Chaplin volunteered to chair the security Study Group. 

11.7. Chair: We will decide the leaders of the SG in September meeting after the EC approves the SGs. 
11.8. Subir Das also expressed interests in leading the security SG.
11.9. Break from 2:45PM to 3:20PM
12. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-07-0263-00-0000-LB_1e_Comments.USR, led by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
12.1.1. The WG continued to resolve the remaining LB#1e comments.

12.1.2. All the comments on LB#1e have been resolved.
12.2. Chairs took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file to version 1 (21-07-0263-01-0000-LB_1e_Comments.USR).

13. WG Motions

13.1. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to direct the WG Editor to produce draft D7.0 based on all comments resolved as described in Commentary file 21-07-0263-02-0000_LB1e_Comments.usr and post it to the 802.21 web site
13.1.1. Moved by:  

Junghoon Jee
13.1.2. Seconded by: 
Qiaobing Xie
13.1.3. Yes: 


28

13.1.4. No:   


0

13.1.5. Abstain: 

1

13.1.6. Result:  Motion passes

13.2. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG To develop and issue the Working Group Draft P802.21/D7.0, to authorize the WG Chair to forward P802.21/D7.0 to the EC for conditional approval to initiate a Sponsor Ballot on the Draft, to initiate a Working Group Letter Ballot confirmation recirculation to close around August 10, 2007, and to authorize the WG Chair to initiate a Sponsor Ballot on the Draft P802.21/D7.0

13.2.1. Moved by: 

Yoshihiro Ohba

13.2.2. Seconded by: 
Junghoon Jee

13.2.3. Yes:      

27
13.2.4. No:       

0

13.2.5. Abstain: 

2

13.2.6. Result: motion passes.

14. WG Presentation

14.1. 3GPP MultiAccess Architecture Info (21-07-0276-00-0000-3GPP-arch-info.ppt, Subir Das, Telcordia)
14.1.1. Comment: Agree with the conclusions in the last slide. My suggestion is that we need to start discussing specific solutions to external SDOs.
14.1.2. Comment: The WG needs some kind of documents or deliverables to describe how MIHF matches the requirements of 3GPP or any other technologies.
14.1.3. Chair: We may set an agenda and organize the activities. We need volunteers to organize the related activities. 
14.1.4. Subir called for interests in the joint efforts to produce a document for 3GPP SA2 meetings. 
14.1.5. Comment: LTE is the realistic entry point for MIHF to go to 3GPP, but we have to be realistic. The figure in slide 5 (S2-072475_SAE_NW_Discovery  Selection Enhanced.doc) and the conclusion of that document were not promising to 802.21. That document says that the figure of the architecture brings complexity and overhead to SA2. So to bet on that figure is too optimistic. Response: They do not talk about .21 or MIHF. They discussed the database. We can bring some concepts here to meet the requirements in slide 4. 
14.1.6. Comment: We need to do it step by step. First let’s have hooks with RAN/SA2. We may bring the concept to the existing architecture, but not to introduce a new functional network element. We shall not add a separate database. We’d better bring the concept in a less harsh way. 
14.1.7. Comment: Keep in mind the SAE timeline. They will finish the work at the end of this year. 
14.1.8. Q: What about the roaming between operators? A: SA2 includes both the roaming and non-roaming architecture.

14.1.9. Comment: If 3GPP accepted the addition of a database, they can support both cases. Response: That (roaming) database is outside of 3GPP. You may go to OMA for it.
14.2. Considerations for 3GPP/non-3GPP Handover Using 802.21 (21-07-0274-00-0000_3gpp_inter-tech_handover.ppt, Qiaobing Xie, Motorola)
14.2.1. Comment: 802.21 should go to 3GPP and see what decision has been made. We can not speculate what 3GPP wants. The final decision is made in 3GPP, not in .21. It is not our job to do 3GPP architectural work. Response: This is open discussion for the possibilities for any contributions. 
14.2.2. Comment: 3GPP is a company-based organization. The presentation is an on-going individual contribution and is not submitted yet.
14.3. P802.21 Sponsor Ballot Conditional Approval, Chair of IEEE 802.21
14.3.1. Rules of SP presented.

14.3.2. Date the Ballot Closed presented
14.3.3. Vote Tally presented
14.3.4. Voting results were presented.
14.3.5. Comment Resolution results presented.
14.3.6. Disapprove Comments were attached.
14.3.7. Schedule for Confirmation Ballot and Resolution Meeting

14.3.7.1. July 26

Issue D7.0

14.3.7.2. July 29-Aug 13
Recirculation

14.3.7.3. Sept 16-20

Comment Resolution if required at 802.21#22

14.3.7.4. Motions had been passed. 

15. Recess at 6:05PM

15.1. Fourth day meetings on Thursday, 9:00AM

Fourth Day Meetings: Seacliff B; Thursday, July 19th, 2007
16. Meeting Called to Order by Vivek Gupta at 9:00AM
16.1. Chair updated the agenda (21-07-0260-03-0000-Session21_San_Francisco_Agenda.doc).
17. WG Presentations

17.1. L3 Transport for MIH Services (21-07-0275-00-0000-L3-Transport.ppt, Juan Carlos Zuniga, InterDigital)

17.1.1. The MIH L3 transport problem can be divided in two parts: Discovery and Transport. 

17.1.2. Discovery options: DHCP and DNS
17.1.3. Transport options: UDP and TCP

17.1.4. Q: .21 draft recommended congestion control in Section 8. What is the relationship between that congestion and TCP congestion control? A: There are lots of types of congestion, lower layer congestion or L3 congestion. It depends on what types of congestion. 

17.1.5. Comment: We’d better not say ‘congestion control is not foreseen to be an issue since MIH information flow is not significant’ (in the last slide). From the server and network perspective, it makes sense.
17.1.6. Comment: Have concerns of the process and timeline.

17.1.7. Comment: DHC WG is the authority to review and decide the draft related to DHCP.
17.1.8. Comment: Before .21 goes to IETF, .21 shall clarify MIHFID, either FQDN or NAI realm. IETF does not understand MIHFID. 
17.1.9. Comment: The current issues on table focus on IS. We need to cover the ES/CS as well. The problem is that the MIPSHOP Design Team has to come up with a solution timely.
17.1.10. Comment: We may separate the discovery of ES/CS/IS. The service tag may be different; transport of these services may be the same.
17.2. Break from 10:10AM to 10:30AM
17.3. Performance Evaluation of L3 MIH Transport (21-07-0268-00-0000-Performance_Evaluation_of_L3_MIH_transport.ppt, presented by David Cypher, NIST)
17.3.1. The proposal is informative to the group.
17.4. Recess for lunch from 11:45AM to 1:00PM

17.5. Emergency Services Regulations (21-07-0271-00-0000-ES Regulations Engineers Viewpoint-sm.ppt, by G. Scott Henderson, Research In Motion)
17.5.1. STRAW POLL: Is there any interest in 802.21 for additional work or study on Emergency Services and related issues? (Yes: 22; No: 0)
17.5.2. Chair: Interested participants can start this item and the WG may have more discussions in the September meetings. Following the Nov/07 ES tutorial, we may decide whether a SG would be established.
17.5.3. Chair would issue a Call for Interests and Contributions to September interim meetings regarding Emergency Service. 
18. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)

18.1. IETF Liaison Report (21-07-0279-00-0000-IETF_Liaison_Report.ppt, by Yoshihiro Ohba)

18.1.1. GIST draft failed to pass IESG evaluation

18.1.2. MIPSHOP and HOKEY status was updated. 
18.2. JSR Liaison Report (21-07-0267-00-0000-Liaison-to-JSR-307-2007.doc, Michael William, Vice Chair)
18.3. 802.16 Liaison Report (21-07-0282-00-0000-802-16-liaison-July07.ppt)

18.4. 802.11 Liaison Report (21-07-0285-00-0000-802-11-liaison-July07.ppt, by David Hunter)
18.5. Break from 2:50PM – 3:10PM
18.6. IETF Liaison Letter (21-07-0286-00-0000-Liaison-to-IETF-MIPSHOP-from-802-21-Jul-2007.doc, Yoshihiro Ohba, Toshiba)
18.6.1. Yoshi to update the liaison letter to version 1 and send the letter to IETF MIHPSHOP
18.7. WG Closing (21-07-0280-00-0000-San_Francisco_Closing_Report.ppt. by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)
18.7.1. Revised 802.21 Timeline

18.7.1.1. Comment: Suggestion having intermediate timeline for the next steps before RevCom approval. Response: In September, after the EC approval of the conditional Sponsor Ballot, we can have a more detailed schedule.

18.7.1.2. Comment: Comments in sponsor ballot may not have suggested remedies with them. Should the group make requirements that commenters include remedies? Response: Please prepare the proposed solutions for comments.
18.7.1.3. Chair encouraged participants to submit normative texts for technical comments.
18.7.1.4. Ajay: Some guidelines for Sponsor Ballot are needed for the participants of sponsor ballot. Comments will be accepted only from Sponsor Ballot pool members.
18.7.1.5. Scott: In order to get through RevCom process quicker, we can hold and say ‘this is what we understand’. 

18.7.1.6. Chair: In the sponsor ballot stage, recirculation rules are still applied. Multiple rounds of sponsor ballot are possible. 
18.7.1.7. Discussion of how significant can the changes be to the draft during Sponsor Ballot. Try to limit changes on the grounds that it's too significant for review. So the areas of the text that get changed by first round are the only areas that can be addressed in subsequent rounds. 
18.7.2. How to sign up for Sponsor Ballot was presented. 
18.8. Teleconferences
18.8.1. August 14 
9AM EST

18.8.2. Sept 04, 
9AM EST
18.9. Voting Membership Issues [copied here from closing plenary]
18.9.1. [1] If an 802.21 member does NOT attend 802.21 sessions for a (Very Long Time… 16+ months) and maintains rights in 802.21 by attending other groups only (802.20/802.16), should that be allowed?

18.9.2. [2] Can members gain attendance credit in multiple groups for attending a single session/meeting, or just one of the groups of their choice only? E.g. (gain Attendance credit in both 802.21 and 802.20 by attending 75% sessions in 802.21 ONLY) - One Group ONLY
18.9.3. Comment: What is the point to get reciprocal credit anyway? We have no reason to grant reciprocal credit.

18.9.4. Chair: You can maintain membership through reciprocal attendance. But can not mark the attendance of multiple WGs at a particular time slot.
18.10. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to hold an ad hoc meeting if required in October 2007
18.10.1. Moved by:

Marc Meylemans
18.10.2. Seconded by:
Qiaobing Xie
18.10.3. Discussion

18.10.3.1. Ajay: If the time can be scheduled a few days before the meeting, more people may be able to attend. Vivek: In Nov meetings, the difficulty is that we have to find a sponsor in Atlanta. It requires more coordination. It has to be evaluated location by location. 

18.10.3.2. George: Against this approach. It adds travel costs of participants. Vivek: It is a common practice in standardization activities, even in other SDOs. 
18.10.3.3. George: Then we should avoid the overlapping time schedule of other SDO meetings that .21 members may be interested in. Vivek: We will consider that as much as possible.
18.10.4. Yes:


13
18.10.5. No: 


3
18.10.6. Abstain: 

8
18.10.7. Result: Motion passes.
18.11. Future Sessions  

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

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

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

18.11.3. March 2009 Meeting Options (March2009-MtgOptions-02.xls)

18.11.3.1. Geneva: 

17

18.11.3.2. Rome:      

28

18.11.3.3. London:    

0

18.11.3.4. Honolulu, Hawaii: 
13

18.11.3.5. Maui, Hawaii:         
19

18.11.3.6. Vancouver

1

18.12. New or Unfinished Business 

18.12.1. None
18.13. Chair adjourned the meetings at 4:20PM

19. Adjourn until Sept 2007 Big Island, HA, USA
20. Attendees

20.1. 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%.
20.2. Refer to the document ‘2007_09-802_21_attendance-r0.xls’ (sheet ‘July 2007 San Francisco Plenary’) on the 802.21 WG website for the detailed attendance record.[image: image8.png]
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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

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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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: What 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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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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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









Slide #1



John Doe, His Company

doc.: IEEE 802.11-02/xxxr0







John Doe, His Company





EEE
802











