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Media Independent Handover Services

Tentative Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Melbourne Exhibition & Convention Centre, Victoria, Australia
Chair: Vivek Gupta
Vice Chair: Michael Glenn Williams

Secretary: Xiaoyu Liu

First Day Meetings: Corryong 2; Monday, September 18th, 2006
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 (21-06-0742-01-0000-Session16_Melbourne_Agenda.doc) 

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

1.2.1.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.

1.3. IEEE 802.21 Session #16 Opening Notes (21-06-0743-00-0000-WGsession16_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. Chair demonstrated the electronic attendance trial site.
1.3.2.2. Manual attendance is still mandatory for this session)

1.3.3. WG Letter Ballot presented – No question.

1.3.4. Miscellaneous Meeting Logistics were presented

1.3.5. Registration and media recording policy presented

1.3.6. Membership & Anti-Trust presented – No response

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

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

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

applications provided the IEEE receives assurance from the patent holder or 

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

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

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

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

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

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

letter that is in the form of either: 

a) A general disclaimer to the effect that the patentee will not enforce any of its 

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

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

entity complying with the standard; or 

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

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

are demonstrably free of any unfair discrimination. 

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

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

IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on

Patents in Standards

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board –March 2003 (Revised December 2004)
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Inappropriate Topics for IEEE WG Meetings

• Don’t discuss licensing terms or conditions

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

• Don’t discuss ongoing litigation or threatened litigation

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

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

Committee Administrator at patcom@ieee.org or visit 

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

This slide set (last three slides) is available at 

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

Approved by IEEE-SA Standards Board –March 2003 (Revised December 2004)


1.3.9. Copyright was presented. 

1.3.10. Chair: How many attend IEEE 802.21 WG meetings for the first time? Floor: None.
1.3.11. Aims for the session presented
1.3.11.1. Complete LB#1 Comment Resolution
1.3.11.2. Discussion on future WG activities
1.3.11.2.1. Pre-authentication
1.3.11.2.2. Multi-radio paging
1.3.11.3. Interaction with other 802 groups and external SDOs
1.3.11.3.1. Joint sessions with 802.11 (mostly TGu)
1.3.11.3.2. Update from IETF

1.3.11.3.3. 3GPP next steps discussion

1.3.11.3.4. Ambient Networks Activities
1.3.12. Future Sessions
1.3.12.1. Comment: London meeting is collocated with all IEEE 802 WG. Chair: As an international standard body, IEEE 802 acts more and more in international sites.
1.4. Approval of July Plenary Meeting Minutes (21_06_0717_00_0000_802_MIHS_minutes_2006_July_Plenary.doc)
1.4.1. Chair: Any objections to approve the July plenary meeting minutes with unanimous consent? Floor: none

1.4.1.1. The July plenary meeting minutes was approved with unanimous consent.
1.5. Approval of Teleconference Meeting Minutes (21-06-0745-00-0000-Aug22_2006_Telecon_Meeting_Minutes.doc)

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

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

2. Editor’s Report
2.1. Qiaobing Xie, Editor of IEEE 802.21 WG, updated the status of Draft standard D01-09
2.1.1. Qiaobing: Editor’s notes are in the commentary file. 
2.1.2. Qiaobing: 63 technical comments are marked as ‘waiting for resolutions’.
2.1.3. Qiaobing: 2 comments missed inputs. 
2.1.4. Qiaobing: Encourage participants to submit any changed texts to the current draft.
2.1.5. Michael: What is the current version of the Master Commentary file? Qiaobing: Version 13. 
3. LB-1 Comment Resolution Update 
3.1. 21-06-0702-02-0000-Comment-Resolution-Update.ppt, by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG
3.1.1. 1323 Letter Ballot Comments

3.1.2. Resolved: 309 Editorial; 408 Repetitive; 606 Technical

3.1.3. Still need to resolve: 152 comment: (61 unresolved comment; 39 deferred comments; 52 rejected comments)

4. WG Presentations
4.1. Handover Commands Update (21-06-0677-01-0000-Handover_Comment_Updat.ppt/21-06-0677-07-0000-Handover_Commands_Update.doc, by Junghoon Jee, ETRI)

4.1.1. Comment: Black and red texts should be the same color. Blue texts are floating.
4.1.2. Ajay: Since the flow charts are ‘for information only’, they should be put into the appendix. Stating that in normative part of standard would be confusing. Vivek: These two figures are tech-agnostic. They are similar to the diagrams for Event and Information service, helping the reader to understand the texts. Xiaoyu: Unlike the diagrams for ES and CS, the proposed figures imply the sequence of handover procedures which are implementation specific. 

4.1.3. Q: The presentation mentioned the changes of the name of the messages. Why is it not reflected in the contribution? A: There should be separate comments and contributions about that. The current contribution would be kept as it is.

4.1.4. Subir: Why do we describe ‘information only’ in the texts? If we think it is important, why do we say that in a standard? Vivek: This is an example. Subir: ‘Example’ should be put into appendix.

4.1.5. Yoshi: There may be another category: who controls the handover. Figure 1 just shows the mobile controlled handover. Vivek: Do not have all of the cases in these figures. Yoshi: To mention who is controlling the handover would make it clear.

4.1.6. Ajay: POS in the figures are MIH POS. MIH POS could be collocated with a POA. The figure shows two POS talks to each other, but in other texts in the spec two POAs might not be talking to each other. That is a contradiction. Vivek: This contribution avoids the use of POA.

4.1.7. Subir: Why handover complete is sent by the target POS to serving POS? 
4.1.8. Chair took the comments and updated the associated comment in the master commentary file: comment #495. 
4.2. Break from 3:10PM to 4:00PM
4.3. QoS Proposal (21-06-0598-04-0000-QoSProposal.doc, by Ulises Olvera and Reijo Salminen)
4.3.1. Qiaobing: Please mark the texts in this contribution that would go to the draft standard. 
4.3.2. Qiaobing: Change the title and bullets. 

4.3.3. Chair: Clearly saying what are the remedies that would change the current draft.

4.3.4. Junxiang: Figure 2, change the message ‘Map QoS to L2 thresholds’, from ‘MIH_Configure_threshold’ to ‘MIH_configure’. Ulises: It needs modification and put into appendix.

4.3.5. Qiaobing: The primitives in the figure should be updated. 

4.3.6. Chair took the comments and updated the master commentary file: comment #90. Comment #93 was rejected because comment #90 had been accepted.
4.4. IE Updates (21-06-0731-00-0000-LB-issues-5-6.ppt/.doc, by Srinivas Sreemanthula,Nokia)

4.4.1. Srinivas presented the proposed remedies. 
4.4.2. Comment on whether or not to have two identifiers for core and access networks. 

4.4.3. Comment on whether to have separate network identifier or operator identifier.
4.4.4. Comment: Need to identify the service providers. Service Provider may be in Access Network or Core Network. From the service perspective, what does make sense is to know who provides the service.

4.4.5. Subir: Have one network operator information may be enough. Do not need to distinguish what operator it is. Roaming partner IE has been defined for this purpose. 
4.4.6. Srini: Need to know it relevance to handover.

4.4.7. Yoshi: How to maintain the naming space of the IE for network standard? Vivek: Just a string.
4.4.8. Kinichi: Why to use network standards? Michael: As practical deployment scenario, do we anticipate .11a/b/g in one BSS?

4.4.9. Qiaobing: We need a guideline for how to maintain the IEs, e.g., what if a new link type comes.

4.4.10. Qiaobing: Need a mechanism for the server to tell the client the IEs it supports.
4.4.11. Vivek updated the documents and master commentary file based on the comments.
4.5. Chair announced the Ad Hoc for NET-SAP hosted by Ajay Rajkumar at 6:00PM.

4.6. Letter Ballot Comment Resolution and Contributions
4.6.1. Comment #47 and related contribution: 21-06-0729-00-0000-LB1-Comment47.doc.

4.6.1.1. Ajay: No point to add these definitions. 

4.6.1.2. Ulises: the definitions shown are indeed not definitions.
4.6.2. Discussion and Resolution of Comment #51, #62, comments were superseded.

4.6.3. Resolution of comment #69
5. Recess at 6:05PM 

5.1. Ad Hoc for NET-SAP at 6:10PM
5.2. Second day meetings on Tuesday, 9:00AM
Second Day Meetings: Corryong 2; Tuesday, September 19th, 2006
6. Meeting called to order by Vivek Gupta at 9:00AM

7. Agenda Update

7.1. Chair updated the agenda (21-06-0742-01-0000-Session16_Melbourne_Agenda.doc)

7.1.1. Joint session with TGu in the afternoon session

7.1.2. Ad Hoc for 3GPP activities at night

7.1.3. Motion moved to Wednesday afternoon session. 

7.1.4. Chair: Any other changes? Floor: None.

7.1.4.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.
8. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-06-0647-13-0000_LB1_Master_File.USR)
8.1. Resolution of the Technical (was editorial) Comments
8.2. Comment #161 and updated contribution (21-06-0730-00-0000-LB1-Comment161.doc, by Yoshihiro Ohba)
8.2.1. Ajay: State the ‘channel information’ as ‘static channel information’. 
8.3. Resolution of #169, 
8.4. Break from 10:30AM to 10:50AM

8.5. Resolution of Comment #259 and discussions on link synchronization events
8.6. Continue with the comment resolutions till #319.
8.7. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

8.8. Recess for Lunch from 12:30PM to 1:30PM
9. IEEE 802.21 and 802.11TGu Joint Session 

9.1. Meeting called to order at 1:35PM by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG

9.1.1. IEEE 802.11 TGu accepted .21 proposal. Status update on NS document

9.2. IEEE 802.11u Network Selection & MIH Support (21-06-0761-00-000-Network-Selection-MIH-Support.ppt/doc.: IEEE 802.11-06/1492r0, presented by Necati Canpolat, Editor of IEEE 802.11 TGu, Ronny Kim and Dave Stephenson)
9.2.1. Ajay: Two types of query: local and remote query; is there any assumption of the knowledge of Information Server? Dave: Need to talk to 802.21 about this issue. Proxies for IS server may be preferred.
9.2.2. Subir: STA has explicit knowledge that the server is a local or remote server? Dave: Remote query means an end user wants to know some remote information. He does not have any information where the IS server is.
9.2.3. Subir: 802.11 AN parameters are per AP information? Dave: Practically, in most hot spots, you may find some info.

9.2.4. Ajay: About the query example ‘Is VoIP service provided on this WLAN?’, is VOIP inferred from higher layer? What if the Info beyond this WLAN hot spot? IS server may or may not have some AN info depends on the in-depth of the IS Server. When such info is transformed to end-to-end service, it is hard to capture. Dave: The intention is to expect some service level info from .21. 

9.2.5. Subir: Regarding the Advertisement Protocol IE, ES/CS may be given different values. 
9.2.6. Subir: What is the Delay in example query/transport about? Nacadi: It is a kind of power saving mechanism. Usually, a STA does not know how long the info retrieval takes, so it does not need to wait during the time for info retrieval. Subir: Does AP have this function? Nacadi: It is an implementation specific issue.

9.2.7. Nacadi: This proposal only specifies the mechanisms in State 1. State 3 is transparent to IP.
9.2.8. Comment: Regarding Query/Response, two-way handshake is enough. Why to use 4-way handshake in default. Power saving is not a strong argument. Response: Power saving mode is only in State 3. In State 1, we need additional mechanisms for that function. The shown query/response is in State 1.

9.2.9. Q: Is there any uni-cast/multi-cast issue here? A: It is related to the security implications.

9.2.10. Kenichi: What is the maximum size of the query response? Dave: Personal point of view, one or two MSDU. We might need another bound to handle the query/response language. Kenichi: In .21, it is possible to query all the neighboring information. In that case, the size may be huge. If STA is in state 1, we might need to limit the size. 
9.2.11. Kenichi: Slide 13, channel number is a static information. It does not change. Dave: It is routine for spectrum management algorithms to change the channel number. A suggestion is that channel number is not used to identify an AP.
9.2.12. Michael: 802.21 might not necessarily follow the IS guiding principles. 

9.2.13. Dave: There may be a need for synchronizations between AP and IS server. 
9.2.14. Subir: SSPN is sufficient to identify the networks and service providers? Dave: SSPN may be the same as service provider, or not.
9.2.15. Q: Regarding how much info should be provided, how IE can be specified?
9.2.16. Comment: The same query may be generated in state 1 and state 3. The IS server may not be able to distinguish these cases. It is transparent to AP.

9.3. Discussions on next step

9.3.1. Chair: Feel free to send contributions to 802.21 WG. Based on this input, we try to synthesize the comments and prepare document for Nov. meetings.

9.3.2. Dave: In Nov, TGu would have a joint session with .21 WG.
9.3.3. The scope of this IS may be extended.

9.4. Joint session was adjourned at 3:30PM

10. IEEE 802.21 Reconvened at 4:00PM 
11. WG Presentations

11.1. Introduction to Ambient Networks (21-06-0762-00-0000-Ambient-Networks.ppt, by Eleanor Hepworth)

11.1.1. The background and key ideas of ambient networks were presented.
11.1.2. General questions to ambient networks followed.

11.1.2.1. The IP platform and its roles in ambient network
11.1.2.2. Whether DHCP is used in ambient network

11.1.2.3. The relationship between 3G and ambient networks

11.1.2.4. Plans for implementation and future actions of ambient networks
11.1.3. Areas relevant to IEEE 802.21 WG were presented.
11.1.3.1. WP-B: mobility management

11.1.3.2. WP-D: context, policy and network management

11.1.4. Ambient Network Information Service was introduced.

11.1.4.1. Comment: Dynamic IE and information service requires practical use cases. 

11.1.4.2. Comment: Need to understand what the dynamic information is. ‘Dynamic’ means how frequent the information changes.

11.1.4.3. Comment: Neighbor list in Wi-Fi may be one of the examples we can refer to.
11.1.5. Next Steps

11.1.5.1. Chair: Dynamic information is obviously interesting to this WG. We may need to explore more in this topic.

11.1.5.2. Reijo: More system level documents are helpful. Eleanor: There are many documents. D-6-3 is useful to understand the some ideas. 

11.2. IEEE 802.16g next step (21-06-0764-00-0000-802.16g next step.ppt, by Ronny Kim, LGE)

11.2.1. Considering the timeline of 802.16g, 802.21 members need to submit contributions to 802.16.
11.2.2. Chair: Need to prepare the .16 contributions for Nov. meeting. 802.21 may organize teleconferences in Oct. and develop contributions. 
11.3. Chair announced Ad Hoc for the Plans for 3GPP Activities at 6:00PM

11.4. NET_SAP Discussion (led by Michael Williams, Vice Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)

11.4.1. Ajay summarized the background and discussions on NET_SAP.

11.4.2. Ajay: NET_SAP is an abstraction for transport protocols to use in remote communications between MIH peers. We need to distinguish local and remote communications. MIH protocol and MIH-USR SAP do not serve this purpose.

11.4.3. Ajay: The basic question is whether or not to have this SAP. There is a gap between MIH and L3 transport.
11.4.4. Vivek: Regarding the abstract SAP, a basic question is whether or not to need another SAP. The current SAP works for L2 transport. For L3 transport, something is missing. We may need a new section to address the L3 transport. But for a new SAP, primitives are needed to clarify its functions.

11.4.5. Ulises: Support the idea of having this SAP. See the values there but further clarification is also needed.
11.4.6. Yoshi: Neutral to this issue. Need to see the primitives and associated services defined in the proposed NET-SAP.
11.4.7. Subir: If L3 transport has a gap, we need to capture this in some ways. 
11.4.8. Michael: Could you suggest a way to move forward? Ajay: Leave it as a concept, and add new primitives later. 
11.4.9. Subir: IETF does not define primitives, only defines protocols. Primitives are in informational documents.

11.4.10. Michael: If we add this SAP to our document, are there any impacts on MIPSHOP? Stefano: It is somehow irrelevant. 
11.4.11. Michael: We need to move forward. Ajay: In the next meeting, some primitives will be brought up. 
11.4.12. Michael: Table this discussion and bring it back tomorrow morning.
12. Recess at 6:30PM 

12.1. Ad Hoc for 3GPP activities at 6:45PM
12.2. Third day meetings on Wednesday, 8:00AM

Third Day Meetings: Corryong 2; Wednesday, September 20th, 2006

13. Meeting Called to Order by Michael Williams, Vice Chair of IEEE 802.21 WG at 8:10AM

14. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-06-0647-13-0000_LB1_Master_File.USR)
14.1. NET_SAP Discussion (led by Michael Williams, Vice Chair of IEEE 802.21WG)

14.1.1. Ajay: Yoshi has interests to work on the primitives in the NET-SAP. We will work on this issue. 
14.1.2. Michael: We will go for recirculation after this meeting. Can we resolve this issue during this meeting? Ajay: The first version of the primitives will be worked out during the break. In the afternoon meeting, we could come back.
14.1.3. Vivek: The group has understood the issue clearly. The only issue is the completeness of the remedies.
14.1.4. Ajay: We can work through these comments and go back with a primitive contribution.
14.2. Resolution of Letter Ballot Comment
14.3. Resolution of #480 IP Configuration IE; the associated contribution was discussed. 
14.4. Break from 10:00AM to 10:35AM

14.5. Continue with the comment resolutions and related open issues.

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

14.7. Recess for Lunch from 12:30PM to 1:30PM

15. WG Presentation

15.1. An Overview of General Internet Signaling Transport (GIST) (21-06-0763-00-0000-GIST-overview.ppt, by Robert Hancock)

15.1.1. Robert presented an overview of GIST protocol being developed in IETF. GIST protocol is proposed as a possible solution for the MIH transport in IP networks.

15.1.2. Q: Is there any applicability statement draft for GIST? A: It is not considered yet. We concentrate on the protocol itself which is in an initial stage.
15.1.3. Comment: The API mentioned looks like UDP sockets. Is GIST a connectionless protocol like UDP? Response: There are connection states between peers. Through the defined API, messages are sent. 

15.1.4. Q: What is the address model in this API? A: That’s one of the identifier binding issues listed in the last slide.
15.1.5. Q: Is there any mapping between message routing methods and signaling applications? 
15.1.6. Q: Is it a P2P protocol or ‘one to many’ protocol? A: Currently, the basic model is a point to point to point chain. GIST goes one hop at a time. 
15.1.7. Q: About the fast recovery feature, GIST is faster than TCP? A: It is more aggressive than TCP.
15.1.8. Q: Why does Slide 16 say ‘reliability is optional’? A: GIST can be used over TCP, or UDP, depending on whether the transport is reliable.
15.1.9. Q: How to correlate MIH and GIST? A: The main issues relate to the discovery process.
16. Letter Ballot Comment & Resolution (21-06-0647-13-0000_LB1_Master_File.USR)
16.1. Continue with the comment resolution starting from #622

16.2. Break from 3:15PM to 3:40PM
16.3. Continue with the comment resolution starting from #798; associated contributions were discussed.
16.4. Discussions on NET-SAP issues 
16.4.1. Ajay presented the updated contribution: 21-06-0736-02-0000-LB-issues-13.doc. The primitives proposed for NET-SAP were presented.
16.4.2. Vivek: Can we supersede all the related comments if we take this contribution? Ajay: Most likely.
16.4.3. Qiaobing: Some texts should be there and contribution will be updated.
16.4.4. Resolution of the comments related to NET-SAP: comment #178, #185, #190, #212, #213, #219, #222. 
16.5. Chair took the resolutions of the comments and updated the commentary master file.

16.6. Chair: Any updates on rejected comments and assigned open issues shall come back on Thursday morning.
17. Recess at 5:48PM

17.1. Fourth day meetings on Thursday, 8:00AM

.
Fourth Day Meetings: Corryong 2; Thursday, September 21st, 2006
18. Meeting Called to Order by Vivek Gupta at 8:25AM
18.1. Chair updated the agenda (21-06-0742-02-0000-Session16_Melbourne_Agenda.doc)

18.1.1. Chair: Any changes of the agenda? Floor: none.
18.1.1.1. Agenda was approved with unanimous consent.
19. Comment & Resolution and related Contributions
19.1. Chair updated the open issue list.

19.2. Resolution of Comment #583
19.3. Resolution of the pending issues
19.3.1. Qiaobing updated the contribution 21-06-0731-01-0000-LB-issues-5-6.doc.
19.3.1.1. Q: How to use the IE to distinguish the core networks and access networks?
19.3.1.2. Comment: Roaming partner list is necessary in addition to the access network and core network IE info.
19.3.1.3. Comment: Roaming partner may be expressed with access network ID.

19.3.1.4. Comment: Need to understand the scenarios and model before we go to the details of the IE related to the identifiers.

19.3.1.5. Comment: Service providers may also need identifiers, but have nothing to do with the access networks.
19.3.1.6. Chair updated the Comment #380 in the master commentary file.
19.3.2. Contribution 21-06-0697-01-0000-Primitive Flow.doc was accepted as per the discussion in Singapore Ad Hoc.
19.3.3. Contribution 21-06-0696-01-0000-Issue 21-Event-Command-ID.doc was discussed.
19.3.4. Ulises updated 21-06-0775-00-0000-Issue61.doc.
19.4. Chair updated the commentary file taking the resolution of the comments.
19.5. All the LB#1 comments have been resolved.
20. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)
20.1. 802.21 Timeline (21-06-0746-00-0000-Closing_Report.ppt, by Vivek Gupta, Chair of IEEE 802.21WG) 

20.1.1. Chair presented the original timeline.

20.1.2. Chair presented the plan to meet 802.21 timeline.

20.1.3. Discussions on the revision of WG timeline 
20.1.3.1. Reijo: When can we have a Sponsor Ballot pool? Chair: We can create a sponsor ballot pool in Nov. The main issue is to improve the draft and increase the approval rate.

20.1.3.2. Chair: We are planning to get EC approval in March/07. 
20.1.3.3. Ulises: Sponsor Ballot in May/07 might be more than realistic. Chair: EC does not meet in May interim. Comment: We may conduct an email ballot then.
20.1.3.4. Subir: How can we do both things in Mar/07: approval of the draft and approval by EC)?  Chair: We will have recirculation ballot in Jan. If there are few comments, we can update the draft on time.

20.1.3.5. Ajay: As long as the WG has a high approval rate, it is possible for EC approve to go to sponsor ballot. If we miss Mar/07, we may get the approval for a conditional ballot before Jul/07.

20.1.3.6. Comment: Between Jan and Mar, we may have two rounds of recirculation to improve the draft.  
20.2. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to direct the WG Editor to produce an updated 802.21 draft based on all comments resolved as part of LB-1 (as described in Commentary file 21-06-0647-14-0000_LB1_Master_File.usr) and post it to the 802.21 web site
20.2.1. Moved by: Xiaoyu Liu

20.2.2. Seconded by: Reijo Salminen

20.2.3. Yes: 22

20.2.4. No: 0

20.2.5. Abstain: 0

20.2.6. Chair: Motion passes with unanimous consent.

20.3. MOTION: Motion the 802.21 WG to authorize a LB recirculation vote on updated draft D2.0 (entire draft open to comment)
20.3.1. Moved by: Subir Das

20.3.2. Seconded by: Ajay Rajkumar

20.3.3. Discussion

20.3.3.1. Q: How to handle the rejected comments? Chair: In LB#1, there is no open comment now. Some comments were rejected because no remedies were proposed. The rejected comments may be submitted again with new remedies.  

20.3.3.2. Comment: The entire draft should be open to comment.
20.3.4. Yes: 21
20.3.5. No: 0
20.3.6. Abstain: 0

20.3.7. Chair: Motion passes. 

20.4. Ad Hoc in October

20.4.1. Qiaobing: The updated draft will be available on September 29th.

20.4.2. 15 day LB Recirculation: Starts Sept 30, ends: Oct 20

20.4.3. Reply comments due: Oct 25

20.4.4. Face to Face Ad Hoc: week of Oct 29 (Oct 30-Nov 1)

20.5. October Ad Hoc meeting Location
20.5.1. Dates: week of Oct 29; Nov 2, 3, 4
20.5.2. Straw Polls on Locations

20.5.2.1. Windsor, Ontario:  



6
20.5.2.2. New Jersey




11
20.5.2.3. Mountain View/San Diego, California
11
20.5.2.4. Portland, Oregon.



5
20.5.3. Chair: How many people who are going to IETF are also interested in this Ad Hoc? Floor: 4.

20.5.4. Straw Poll: How many are for a Face-to-Face Ad Hoc in Nov 2, 3, 4 – California-SD? Floor: 8.
20.5.5. Straw Poll: How many are for the Ad Hoc in Nov 1, 2, 3 – NJ? Floor: 11.
20.6. Break from 10:12AM to 10:40AM.
21. WG Presentation

21.1. WLAN Paging and Idle Mode (11-06-0950-04-000v-wlan-paging-and-idle-mode.ppt, by Emily Qi, Editor of 802.11 TGv, Intel) 

21.1.1. WLAN paging concept was introduced.

21.1.2. Q: The terminal listens to the same channel or to all channels? A: Not necessarily the same channel. It does not need to scan all the channels as BSS transition does.

21.1.3. Comment: APs should be synchronized. Paging interval is advertised by AP.

21.1.4. Q: Is it a proposal? A: Yes. It has not been adopted by 802.11 yet. Let’s update this WLAN paging first. 
21.1.5. Comment: In global mobility, multi-radio paging may happen. This proposal is for WLAN only, but if a STA goes across ESS, MIH-enhanced paging might be necessary.

21.1.6. Discussions on how to manage idle modes across heterogeneous networks followed.
21.1.7. Comment: Keep in mind two things: 1) need to revisit how to deliver the paging interval info, over broadcast channel or not; 2) technical issues about idle mode update.

21.1.8. Comment: Need to understand which component in the network manages the info of terminals. 
21.1.9. Emily: This proposal is for MAC layer. Currently, it is difficult to deploy paging in WLAN.
21.2. Problem Statement for Security Signaling Optimization for 802.21 (21-06-0727-01-0000-Security_Signaling_Optimization_Problem_Statement.ppt/doc, by Yoshihiro Ohba)

21.2.1. Comment:  How to handle the 802.1x security in this SG? Response: It does not intend to touch existing link layer security mechanisms. 
21.2.2. Q: What about the work items for 3GPP media?
21.2.3. Q: Would you introduce some hierarchical authentication to 802.1x? A: Need to discuss it later.
21.2.4. Subir: We do not fully understand exactly what would to be done. So we need a SG to have more discussions.

21.2.5. Q: The ‘security’ mentioned here is restricted to ‘authentication’, or something more? A: Authentication is one of the key parts. Key management is another component.
21.2.6. Q: The scenarios presented are related to the same authentication server, or two different authentication servers? A: It is possible to have two authentication servers. Comment: Need to elaborate the use cases for two security domains.
21.2.7. Comment: The key value for .21 is for active sessions during handovers across access networks. So if the proposed work item can do something to help the transition, e.g., speed up the reestablishment of new AAA sessions, it makes sense. The service authentication is a secondary feature.
21.2.8. Q: What do you expect 802.21 to do? Just add some primitives, or something else? A: We need to study and identify the work items in 802.21 WG in this SG.  
21.2.9. Comment: Technical analysis shows that sudden drop in the transitions between WLAN and cellular is less than 1%. For example, cellular->WLAN handover case, the terminal can keep the cellular connection while it tries to connect to WLAN networks, thus there is no delay at all. That is, the assumptions in the presented scenarios do not happen so frequently. The concern is that whether the WG needs to address the less than 1% cases.

21.2.10. Comment: In 3GPP networks, when a terminal is authenticated to different AAA servers, the AAA server will shut down the 1st connection. You will lose the first connection while you are connecting to the 2nd one.
21.2.11. Comment: 802.21 WG may not understand what to do until we know the solution in IETF, e.g., HOAKEY, etc. If you do not know what HOAKEY does, you do not know what to do here. Response: The idea is to start the study group. We need to study and investigate this issue from the perspective of handover.
21.2.12. Chair: We should hold the process until we make sure the approval of the draft. 
21.2.13. Comment: When an 802.11 STA goes across ESS boundary, we might find some related issues in across ESS cases. 
21.2.14. Vice Chair: What do you mean by the ‘proposal’ slide? Is it a motion? Yoshi: No.

21.2.15. Subir: We can show the result how much time AAA needs during handover. Vivek: If you have two radios, as long as you have time, you do not need the proposed mechanism. The only case is for the sudden drop. Then you may need this mechanism to reduce the authentication time.

21.2.16. Chair: Bring to the WG the compelling scenarios and use cases. Please keep in mind the timeline of comment resolution. After the ballots across specific approval threshold, we may start doing this.
21.3. MIH Protocol State Machine (21-06-0734-00-0000-MIH-State-Diagrams.ppt, by Subir Das, Telcordia)

21.3.1. Subir presented the contribution about MIH protocol state machine. 

21.3.2. Recess for lunch from 12:30PM to 1:30PM

21.3.3. Discussions followed
21.3.4. Chair: The state machine is implementation specific. Going to the appendix might be ok. 
21.3.5. Subir: Some state machines are useful for interoperability. 
21.3.6. Ulises: The scope as presented is too broad. Subir: The point is to clarify the usage of ACK in the MIH protocol.

21.3.7. Chair: We need more offline discussions on this issue. We may schedule teleconferences for it.
21.4. Chair announced the face-to-face Ad Hoc on Oct 31, Nov 1, 2 – New Jersey. Subir Das is the contact point and Telcordia will host this meeting.
21.5. IETF Liaison Report (21-06-0760-00-0000-IETF_Liaison_Report.ppt, by Yoshihiro Ohba)

21.6. 802.11 Liaison Report (by David Hunter)

21.7. Review of ISO/IEC 8802-1 collaboration agreement between ISO/IEC JTC1/SC6 and IEEE 802 (11-06-1502-00-0000-review-isoiec-8802-1-collaboration-agreement-between-isoiec-jtc1sc6-and-ieee-802.ppt, by Andrew Myles, Cisco)
21.7.1. Andrew presented an overview of ISO/IEC 8802-1 collaboration agreement between ISO/IEC JTC1/SC6 and IEEE 802.

21.7.2. David: You mentioned 802.11 for many times. If .21 is substitute for .11, any difference? Andrew: Same situation. Some WGs said they would not like to bother ISO/JTC1. 

21.7.3. Ulises: How much staff can be done in parallel in the flow charts? 

21.7.4. Ajay: Everything after slide 7 is written for any 802 groups.

21.7.5. Ajay: Some 802 WGs may not go to ISO. Does the process mean all the 802 groups must go to ISO/JTC? Andrew: There is no compulsion. LMSC only provides options to working groups. Some working groups may chose not to go to ISO/JTC1.
21.7.6. Comment: It is hard for other standard bodies to give comments on a huge technical specification. The reality is that they may have interests, but can not give comments. 
21.8. CALM (Continuous Air interface for Long and Medium distance) continuous communications for vehicles (21-06-0770-00-0000-CALM Presentation to 802.21 21 Sep 06.ppt, by Dick)
21.8.1. CALM background was introduced.
21.8.2. General discussions followed.

21.9. Update on 3GPP Activities related to 802.21, by Subir Das, Telcordia

21.9.1. A proposal to 3GPP was presented (S2-062992_Inte_Subir_final.doc).
21.9.2. Subir: We did not propose new interfaces to 3GPP. We reuse the 3GPP architecture to introduce the MIIS-like features. 
21.9.3. Comment: Competing operators would not like to provide the info e.g. cost to each other. How can the proposed DAN get such info? Subir: This WG does not say how to generate such info. The assumption is that ‘if’ that info is available. 
22. Procedural Works (Chair of IEEE 802.21)

22.1. Ad Hoc Teleconferences
22.1.1. Sep 28: LB#1a Discussion.

22.1.2. Every two weeks on Tuesday

22.1.2.1. Starting Oct 10 until Nov meeting

22.1.2.2. Sept 28, Oct 10, Oct 24, Nov 7

22.1.2.3. Time: 9-12AM EDT

22.2. Future Sessions  

22.2.1. Plenary: November 12th – 17th, Hyatt Regency  
22.2.1.1. Dallas, TX USA, co-located with all 802 groups.

22.2.2. Interim: Jan 14th – 19th, 2007 

22.2.2.1. London, UK. Meeting co-located with all 802 groups

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

22.2.3.1. Co-located with all 802 groups

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

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

22.3. New or Unfinished Business 

22.3.1. None
22.4. Chair adjourned the meetings at 3:40PM

23. Adjourn until November 2006 Plenary in Dallas, TX, USA
24. Attendees

24.1. Attendees for this session (14 meetings in this session):
Name


Meetings Attended      % Presence 
Credit of this Session
Takashi Aramaki

14


100%


1
Stefano Faccin

11


79%


1
David 
Famolari

12


86%


1
Vivek Gupta


14


100%


1

G.S. Henderson

14


100%


1

Eleanor Hepworth

14


100%


1
Masahiro Kuroda

14


100%


1

Hong-Yon Lach

12


86%


1

Xiaoyu Liu


14


100%


1

Yoshihiro Ohba

14


100%


1

Soohong Park

9


64%


0
Ajay Rajkumar

14


100%


1

Reijo Salminen

14


100%


1
Michael Williams

14


100%


1
Subir Das


11


79%


1

Pek Yew Tan


12


86%


1
Lester Eastwood

14


100%


1

Juan Carlos Zuniga

7


50%


0
Qiaobing Xie


14


100%


1

Jun Hirano


14


100%


1
Ulises Olvera


14


100%


1
Junghoon Jee

12


86%


1
Srinivas Sreemanthula
1


7%


0
Taniuchi Kenichi

14


100%


1
Brian Kiernan

12


86%


1
Junxiang Guo

14


100%


1
Hongcheng Zhuang

14


100%


1
Robert Glassford

14


100%


1

Chanwah NG

14


100%


1
Inma Carrion


14


100%


1
Angelo Centonza

14


100%


1
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