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Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group
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Estrel, Berlin, Germany
Chair: Ajay Rajkumar
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

Fourth Day Meetings: ECC Room 3; Thursday, September 16, 2004

1. Meeting called to order by Ajay Rajkumar at 8:30AM 

2. Technical Requirements Discussions

2.1. Discussion on Section 7

2.1.1. Straw Poll: Should all reference be removed from the Requirement document? (Yes: 9; No: 8; Abstain: 4)

2.1.2. Straw Poll: Should only published standards be referenced in the Requirement document? (Yes: 18; No: 3 Abstain: 3)

2.1.2.1. Q: Just for observation? A: yes..

2.1.2.2. Q: If say yes for the first question, what’s the point of second? A: Personally, reference should be there. Published standard should be the reference. Give a little more discussion on that.  They are separate questions. 

2.1.2.3. Michael: Perhaps we could put URL in our website. We can have whatever we want. Alan: Straw poll shows that we agree to reference published standards in the document. Should in the text show why we need this reference? 
2.1.2.4. Comment: First thing is to decide is whether or not we need the reference. If 1st is ‘yes’, then what type of reference, 2nd makes sense.

2.1.2.5. Ajay changed the Straw Poll to make clarification.  
2.1.3. Straw Poll: Should only those standards be put in References Section that have been referenced in the document? (Yes: 14; No: 0; Abstain: 11)
2.1.3.1. Comment: Put it in Appendix. It could be for further reason. 
2.1.3.2. Comment: Just see the text what we reference. Ajay: 3GPP document in fact reference meet your criteria. All others I think they do not have a reference status. 
2.1.4. Ajay: Are there any document in section 4, 5 need to reference some standard? A: PP document. 
2.1.5. Ajay: Are there any IETF/IEEE document meet that requirement? Floor: no response. 
2.1.6. Comment: We explicitly state that we should facilitate MIP. It makes sense to refer to IETF RFC. David: The point of Straw Poll is that if you have specific requirement, and read it and in the doc. not specifically say what that doc is. Vivek: We do not have direct reference, just informational. No need to have all these in the requirement document. 
2.1.7. Summary by Ajay: Only published standard should be the reference. If we can classify the sections, we could refer to. Vivek: Do they need to refer to texts in the document, or just list in the section. A: In the section. 
2.1.8. Further discussions are deferred to break. People could send reference to Vivek. At 10:30PM, continue to discuss the reference document. Review whether or not we need these references.
3. Technical Presentations

3.1. Technical Presentation: MIH (IEEE 802.21) update (21-04-0150-00-0000--MIH-update.ppt) (Michael G. Williams, Nokia)
3.1.1. Ajay: In 802.11r, there is some misconception of what .21 does. Michael talks some points about what we are doing on behalf of .21. 

3.1.2. Vivek: CFP is deferred? Ajay: No. Complete that the presentation first.
3.1.3. MIH status of .21 presented. 
3.1.4. Slide 3 

3.1.4.1. Q: ‘sufficiently independent from …’ why not use a simpler expression? A: Ok. 
3.1.4.2. Comment: Do not understand the last bullet. Maybe change ‘agnostic’ to ‘developing enablers for handover’, not ‘handover model/sequence’. M: ok. 
3.1.4.3. Alan: What do you mean ‘handover model’. Michael: Make-before-break, break-before-make, multiple associations, etc. Alan: If one station one model, another STA, another model, then what happens? Michael: We do not require specific models.
3.1.4.4. Yogesh: MIH signaling is not really the signaling for handover, it is MIH facilitation signaling. Response: Not understand why use ‘signaling’. Handover begins from trigger. Yogesh: People would ask what is MIH signaling. 

3.1.4.5. Comment: Since this presentation is given to 11r, we should be careful of the wording of this slide. We would present what we understand at this point. 
3.1.5. Slide 5
3.1.5.1. Yogesh: Second and third sentence seem not consistent. M: Change third sentence to ‘the needed transport /encapsulation will be defined by each 802 family...’ 

3.1.6. Q: Is this for liaison? Ajay: No. we have already set a liaison with .11 at WG level. The only reason is to say Michael is member of .21, presenting something in .11r. That’s the way document submission. We could actually do liaison.  Comment: If it is individual submission, we not need to discuss here and take everyone’s opinion. Comment: Some parts are still in discussion. In .11r, how can we say such things?
3.1.7. Comment: We should explain more clearly the differences from .11r. Ajay: 11r is not doing even discussing heterogeneous handover.  Eric: 
3.1.8. Mani: From my observation, 11r wants to know what .21 exactly is doing. It is more appropriate by liaison. Do not think they should deal with AAA domain, access router domain, subnet, L2 network, etc.? Michael: Personally I think about it. This is not officially. Change the phrase to show what we are addressing. Not claim, just suggest STA should know the domain. Maybe they do need that work. 
3.1.9. Comment that we should not send these discussing points in slide 9. It is not appropriate, not the right way. Ajay: We have joint meetings. Those efforts can continue. 
3.1.10. Comment that we do not have proposals yet, just requirements. Too early to send the discussion points to another workgroup. Comment that we can not resolve the discussion today.
3.1.11. Comment: Before we get into technical discussion, termination of this is the right thing we are doing.

3.1.12. Q: Is it as an individual submission? Michael: Yes. Show them the issues we are talking about for a year. 
3.1.13. Alan: Do we have a liaison? Ajay: Already send liaison, but in workgroup level, 802.11 liaison. Alan: What available in 11r are specific .11r proposals. This presentation stimulates the discussions. Ajay: It is an individual view, showing what .21 understands. 
3.1.14. Q: Some confusion: very small overlap in the PAR between two WG. We should clearly ask 11r people the differences. Ajay: There have been many discussions in previous meetings. Please read the meeting minutes for that.
4. Call for Proposals (21-04-0151-01-0000-Call_For_Proposals, Ajay Rajkumar, Chair of 802.21 WG)
4.1.1. Q: The intent for proposal should cover all three aspects? Ajay: It is possible for a specific work item; May not for all the items.

4.1.2. Q: On Dec 29th, it is assumed that requirement document would be finalized? Ajay: Requirement is just to actually make suggestion what the proposals are.
4.1.3. Q: What do you mean ‘Putting on the server’? Ajay: once deadline passed, we put the submissions on the server. Comment: Deadline depends on the evaluation criteria. 
4.1.4. Comment: Trigger may not be done if our architecture is missing. MIH framework first, then move to the next level. Eric: Requirement document contains functional model diagram. Ajay: I heard general comments many times that how we can see the architecture without proposals. Today the opposite comment.  Comment: The whole picture should come out before the primitives are proposed.  
4.1.5. Comment: In Slide 4, SAP definitions should be both from/to lower layers and from/to upper layers, two way direction. There are contributions in this WG to discuss that. Ajay: I see. Change ‘to upper layers’ to ‘to and from upper layers’. 
4.1.6. Comment: We should put together all these three items, rather than pieces of proposal. Comment: The proposal is a whole picture. Ajay: 1. Staged or complete process? Complete one may be helpful.  2. At the Initial CFP, we see how was a proposal be made.  All you do in initial stage is an overall proposal. In Nov. meeting, we can see what level of these proposals is.

4.1.7. Comment: Going through entire proposal takes a long time. The proposal process has to wait an entire meeting cycle. Teleconference to discuss the proposals and evaluation criteria could speed up the process. 

4.1.8. Comment: The intent is to share proposal in server. Everybody presents the main idea, fact to face get feedback, go back and modify, then down-select. Problems could be put on server. Regarding the architecture, after distinction between these functional entities, that’s fine for proposals.  Ajay: Should it be a complete and staged? That needs to be addressed.
4.1.9. Q: How to express the intent? Send email to Chair to express the intent? Ajay: Yes. 
4.1.10. Comment: About the timeline of CFP, deadline is one week before the Nov. meeting. It seems aggressive. 

4.1.11. Comment: The criteria slide, selection is based on the PAR and requirement document. But in section 5&6, we just have functional model, not a real model.  If we use the requirement document, it means that we take the requirement document to fit their proposal?
4.1.12. Comment: Put a too simple rule to down-select proposals. Comment: Off-line is great. One or several documents, at least a clear objective, one or several helps people go the way. Comment: Voting could achieve majority, and so harmonization. 
4.1.13. Ajay: CFP take a relatively long time. Between the initial proposals and undated proposals, there was no down-selection, until the final stage. During that time, we have time to look at selection criteria, a few teleconference would be scheduled. Comment: Evaluation criteria should be based on what people can see.  
4.1.14. Comment to bring a certain group for discussion. Ajay: It may be not useful for the meeting time. 
4.1.15. Comment: Need clarification of requirement document before CFP.

4.1.16. Comment: Deadline too early to decide selection criteria. Parallel process is problematic.  Take some requirement and adjust the requirement documents. 
4.1.17. Comment that Requirement Document does not have requirement. What the proposals really are? Response: Some companies already have solutions and implementations. 
4.1.18. Comment: Voting based on what you feel is not good. Response: You are talking about the process. Ajay: Eventually, voting does matter. It is a question of how to do the work. 
4.1.19. Ajay: Limit the discussion. We would schedule teleconference every week. Process would continue and we could develop evaluation criteria.
4.1.20. Michael: If some one feels misunderstanding, send to the group.    
4.1.21. NOTICE: People use the document template and correct DCN before submission of contributions.

5. Break for Lunch at 12: 30PM

6. Technical Presentations

6.1. Meeting called to order at 2:00PM
6.2. Technical Presentation: IEEE 802.11 Wireless Interworking with External Networks (WIEN) Study Group (21-04-0149-00-0000-ieee-802-11-wien-sg-update.ppt) (Stephen McCann, Siemens)
6.2.1. Comment: The scope is narrow.  Response: .11MAC, that’s the bottom of our work.
6.2.2. Comment: Network Detection and Selection slide. First bullet implies NS by STA? A: Yes. We are not doing whole ND, just put a bit in the .11 MAC layer.
6.2.3. Q: slide 8, policy enforcement. What’s the actual network to share? A: It does not matter. We do not specify what the external networks are, just .11 MAC frames.
6.2.4. Q: QoS specific to particular networks? A: Not defining the whole solution, just mechanisms in L2.  
6.2.5. Q: Could you clarify what exactly ‘external network’ is? The scope is rather different from what .21 is doing. .21 handles two interfaces, multi-mode terminals. A: Right. During ND, info comes through the terminals as well. 
6.2.6. Q: Multi-mode model? A: The name is confusing. We are not thinking of external network solution. 
6.2.7. Q: About the selection, will 11u affect AP? Why does it prevent AP to make selection decision? A: .The intension is to make decision in STA. AP could make handoff decision. We did not work on that. Comment to be flexible enough to do that. Response: Yes.
6.2.8. Comment: WIEN needs info from network for authentication. What is the purpose? Response: Need more info what the AP route, e.g. cost of info to make selection. Q: Why is it MAC layer, not higher layer. A: MAC layer needs that info. Currently it just receive SSID, limitation on AP.  Q: For fast handover? A: No. That’s the work of 11r.
6.3. Michael presented the modified document: MIH (IEEE 802.21) update (21-04-0150-01-0000--MIH-update.ppt) to reflect the changes based on the meeting discussion
6.4. CFP continues (Ajay Rajkumar, Chair of 802.21)
6.4.1. Evaluation criteria; People could form small ad hoc group to discuss evaluation criteria.

6.4.2. CFP timeline by Ajay

6.4.2.1. On 20/21 send CFP. 10 days for intent. Intent could be much longer.

6.4.2.2. Review proposal in November meeting. By Nov 5th, Ad hoc come up evaluation criteria. 

6.4.2.3. Final proposals deadline: Dec 31st,

6.4.2.4. Some comments and discussion about the timeline
6.4.2.5. Conclusion by Ajay:
6.4.2.6. Intent to present: changed from Oct.4, 2004  to Oct. 10, 2004
6.4.2.7. Initial proposal: submitted to chair by Nov. 8, 2004; initial presentation is in Nov meeting.
6.4.2.8. Harmonized Proposals: On server by Jan4, 2005; in stage of down selection in Jan meeting in Monteray. 

6.4.2.9. Updated Proposal: changed from Dec 31, 2004 to Feb 28, 2004; Down selection in March meeting in Atlanta, GA

6.4.2.10. Draft text: April 2005

6.4.2.11. Letter ballot: Sept 2005 
6.4.2.12. People will work on selection criteria. 

6.4.2.13. Refer to the updated CFP for the final timeline (21-04-0151-02-0000-Call_For_Proposals.ppt).  

6.4.3. Comment: Give enough time for people to read the proposals before Nov meeting. Otherwise waste time during the meeting. 
6.4.4. Q: What is the form of the initial/updated proposal? A: Initial proposal is slides with some texts, text is optional. Updated proposal is text. 
6.4.5. Comment: Down-selection started on Jan. It may or may not have time for simulation before Jan.

6.4.6. Comment: Down-selection based on PPT is difficult. Ajay: Initial proposals are still ppt only. Updated proposals with some harmonization of minds would reduce the number. From initial to the next stage, there would be less the number of proposals. Then people would have detailed proposals. 

6.4.7. Comment: Before March meeting, Jan. is a buffer to harmonize the proposals.

6.4.8. Comment: It is difficult to put a down-selection deadline. Ajay: Offline work could be done to harmonize. Hard deadlines are useful. It would take time, not would be that quick.  

6.4.9. Evaluation Ad Hoc: Seek for volunteer to lead the Ad Hoc group, conducted for requirement document. 
6.4.9.1. Starting the next week after the meeting
6.4.9.2. Scheduled every week 
6.4.9.3. Maximum no. of teleconference port is 20. 
6.4.10. Ajay: Requirement is not open again
6.4.11. Break
6.4.12. (Stop discussing requirement document; Start next stage for proposals)
7. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)

7.1. Meeting called to order by Ajay at 4:15PM
7.2. Liaison Updates

7.2.1. ITU-T SSG liaison letter discussion : LIAISON STATEMENT (21-04-0135-00-0000-ITU_T_LiaisonLetter.doc)

7.2.1.1. Ajay: Document would be put on the server. ITU-T is governmental organization. We need IEEE EC approval for sending response liaison letters. 
7.2.1.2. Chair encouraged to read the liaison letter. 

7.2.1.3. Q: Timeline or deadline for submitting comment on this document? A: Time frame for this doc in San Antonio, as far as the liaison letter. 
7.2.1.4. Comment: We need to access those related documents in ITU-T. On our website a copy of those documents are necessary. A: Yes. Two documents are embedded there in this liaison letter.  Comment that the documents can not be downloaded. Response: To see whether individually people could get them or not.
7.2.2. IEEE 802.11 liaison update
7.2.2.1. David Hunter is the liaison. He was attending .11r meeting. 

7.2.2.2. Ajay: Has sent liaison letter to .11 chair. Waiting for response.
7.2.3. IEEE 802.16 liaison in place (DJ Johnston)

7.2.3.1. .D.J. did not attend this meeting. Ajay would ask him to report the .16 process next meeting. 

7.2.4. 3GPP
7.2.4.1. Ajay: already send to SA, not get official response yet. 3GPP approved liaisons to SA-n.

7.2.5. 3GPP2

7.2.5.1. Not initiated yet. 

7.2.6. IETF
7.2.6.1. DNA WG. Comment that D.J. made a presentation there, they are interested in this WG. 

7.2.6.2. Comment: Liaison should be for all WG related to mobility community, rather than specific WGs. IETF groups change dynamically. 
7.3. CFP Clarification

7.3.1. Document refer to 21-04-0151-02-0000-Call_For_Proposals.doc

7.3.2. Evaluation Ad Hoc
7.3.3. Ajay: How many people could attend teleconference? (People raising hand: 16 people; Some people out of here show interest.) 

7.4. MIH Draft Development Timeline of 802.21 WG

7.4.1. Vivek would upload version 12, merging all the changes; CFP is based on the updated requirement document.
7.4.2. Final version of requirement document would be version 12; Current version is v.10; At the end of this week, version 11 would come up. 
7.5. Future Sessions (21-04-0140-00-0000-future_sessions.ppt)

7.5.1. Plenary: 

7.5.1.1. November 14th – 19th, Hyatt Regency; San Antonio, TX, USA. Co-located with all 802 groups

7.5.2. Interim: 

7.5.2.1. Jan 16th – 21th, Hyatt Regency Monterey; Monterey, CA, USA. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20

7.5.3. Plenary: 

7.5.3.1. March 13th – 18th, Hyatt Regency; Atlanta, GA, USA. Co-located with all 802 groups

7.5.4. Interim: 

7.5.4.1. May 15th – 20th, Hilton; Sydney, Australia is on the short list. Meeting co-located with 802.11/15/18/19/20

7.5.5. Interim location

7.5.5.1. Plenary location decided two year in advance. 
7.6. New or Unfinished Business 

7.6.1. No response from floor
7.7. Adjourn until November 2004 Plenary in San Antonio
8. Attendees

8.1. Attendees (1 or 2 credits towards voting rights today)
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