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IEEE P802 

Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Meeting Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

IS Higher Layer requirements Ad Hoc
Telecon Hosted: Stefano Faccin

Minutes taken by Stefano Faccin

Date: Thursday, December 8th, 2005, 9:00AM-11:00AM EDT

Agenda

· review of requirements produced at ad-hoc meeting in November - 30 min

· doc. 21-05-0441-00-0000-IS_Ad Hoc.ppt

· review of discussion on IETF involvement - 30 min

· doc. 21-05-0408-00-0000-IETFInvolvment.ppt

· No conclusions were reached in Vancouver (based on 21-05-0451-00-0000-802_MIHS_minutes_2005_11_14.doc).

· Way forward? 

· IEs and their representation (Vivek Gupta) - 30 min
Discussion on requirements:

· Stefano: comments or questions on doc. 441

· Eleanor: what is the intention with the requirements?

· Stefano: to produce a requirement doc for IETF 

· Ulises: document contains discussion in Vancouver, and most agreement were agreed. Only issue that was not agree was the discovery mechanism (it needs clarification). From discussion on the mailing list it seems it should be left to IETF

· Kalyan: MIH function discovery or MIH capability discovery? They are very different

· Ulises: MIH function discovery. Focus of discussion is on L3. 

· Stefano: discussion seems to conclude that MIH capability discovery belongs to 802.21, MIH function discovery belongs to IETF

· Eleanor: correct.

· Eleanor: We need to clarify and put in written form on the architecture of the protocol

· Stefano: can you elaborate?

· Eleanor: yes, the “protocol architecture” is used in relation to the next set of slides. It would be useful to capture the assumptions we’re making about that.

· Stefano: good point. Does the group agree to move the discussion to doc. 408?

· Discussion moved to doc. 408.

Discussion on options for IETF interaction:

· Poll on preference: Eleanor 1a or 2; Ulises: 1a; Reijo: no opinions; Kolya: 1a, 1b also ok; Vivek: 1a; Qiaobing: ; Junghoon: no opinion; Stefano: 1a not realistic, 1b better, 2 would be the most realistic; Yoshi: 1a and 1b are fine

· Junghoon: <not sure of comment, voice was breaking up badly>
· Eleanor: when we talk about MIH header, it is an MIH header related to a specific service (e.g. IS, ES or CS). In discussion in Vancouver we seem to want to define a single common header, correct?

· Kolyan: yes, we’re trying to define a common header

· Vivek: what would be the difference?

· Eleanor: different headers would help in maintaining flexibility, but if there is no need ok with a single header

· Vivek: how bad would it be if we let IETF do more? For deployment at L3, all we need is a protocol that is interoperable. Idea would be to go beyond option 2, along the lines of option 3. As long as IEs are defined in 802.21, the way they are packaged can be defined in IETF. 

· Eleanor: how about ES and CS

· Vivek: yes, also in IETF

· Kolya: how about the protocol and message exchange?

· Vivek: yes, why not?

· <a few sentences were lost due to heavy interference>

· Vivek: to make this work at L3, let’s give some flexibility to IETF to do what they need to do.

· Stefano: also, even if 802.21 selects 1a, 802.21 cannot stop IETF from developing something that look like 1b. Can we live with this?

· Yoshi: I agree this can happen

· Vivek: how about option 2?

· Yoshi: no, protocol should be defined by 802.21

· Ulises: option 1a is a subset of 1b. Agrees that 1b can happen.

· Kolya: 1a and 1b from IEEE pov are the same, from IETF they are very different

· Stefano: indeed, option 1b may be more acceptable for IETF

· Junghoon: in 1b what is container protocol header? Is it related only to IEs added by IETF?

· Stefano: yes

· Junghoon: operation (i.e. logic of exchange) should be based on MIH header, not container protocol header, so that MIH protocol logic is maintained while allowing the IETF to add new IEs

· Stefano: Good point. There seem to be agreement that 802.21 shall define its own IEs, the MIH header and the related protocol logic, while allowing IETF to extend the list of IEs. 

· Stefano: given this, we can look at things from a different angle. With option 3a we would allow IETF to work together with 802.21 and add IEs needed for IETF and needed to provide a complete functionality (e.g. security IEs to secure 802.21 protocol). However, 3a implies the MIH header is defined by IETF, and this may impact the logic of the MIH protocol defined by 802.21.

· Eleanor: do you believe 1a and 3a are more likely to succeed with IETF

· Stefano: yes, since they enable cooperation and open dialogue with IETF, wrt just asking them for a transport of a “close” protocol defined in IEEE. 3a would force more cooperation and open dialogue

· Stefano: a possibility to maintain the logic of the MIH protocol defined in 802.21 while allowing for flexibility for IETF is to extend 3a in such a way that the MIH header is defined by IEEE, so that we preserve the logic of the protocol as defined by 802.21 while allowing IETF to add new IEs. New option is named 3c.

· Eleanor: would 3c allow IETF to define additional headers? Are we ok with that

· Stefano: good point. Yes, that would allow more flexibility to IETF if they want to reuse the transport defined for MIH services (IS, ES and CS) and e.g. define a new service. 

· Kolya: if IETF defines new header for other services, they may not carry the same payload, therefore it would not be too relevant for us

· Junghoon: I agree 

· Stefano: option 3c allows more flexibility to IETF, but at the same time IETF may want to reuse the IEs defined by IEEE. 3c allows the reuse of the IEs 

· Kolya: question for clarification. MIHF peer1 want to send a packet to MIHF peer 2; they have selected a tx mechanism; peer1 gives packet to L3, and expects that peer2 gets the same packet; what happens in between? If information is added, then that’s ok. 

· Yoshi: trying to add some capabilities to handle the IEs defined by IETF in MIHF. Isn’t it a new function?

· Stefano: not really, the IEs added by IETF will be part of the MIH protocol. The idea is to finalize the MIH protocol together with IETF. 

· Vivek: is it not a good idea? Service becomes more useful if we allow IETF to add additional information to be transported and defined by other bodies.

· Kolya: if peer1 gives a packet to transport, is it opened by the transport to add the IETF IEs?

· Stefano: no

· Kolya: if L3 wants to send something to other MIHF, does L3 pass the information to MIHF that in turn request L3 transport services? 

· Stefano: no, not really. The IEs added by IETF will be part of the MIH protocol. The idea is to finalize the MIH protocol together with IETF. There are two levels of functionality. The MIHF with the MIH protocol, and the transport solution. The former defined by IEEE in collaboration with IETF, the latter defined by IETF

· Reijo: what type of IEs will IETF define? Security?

· Stefano: yes, most probably. Can think of security IEs, whether they are carried outside the MIH header or in the payload prefixed. No further examples at the moment. 

· Conclusions: 

· still assume 1a or 1b as preferred options since we could not finalize the discussion (no time left); discuss more on other options through e-mail by next audio conference to understand them better

· Action point (Stefano): add option 3C to slides and provide some details based on discussion

Discussion on IE representation

· Doc. 21-05-0401-02-0000-IE_TLV_Representation.doc

· Vivek: presented the IEs, discussion on the various IEs when presented

· Eleanor: for “Operator Identifier” suggests looking at GSMA for definition of operator ID

· Kolya: for “PoA location” need to check out more details

· Yoshi: do we want to support only one location type or multiple ones (e.g. civic address, that is about to become an RFC)?

· Kolya: what is civic address?

· Yoshi: actual street address with complete info

· Kolya: is it the location where the AP is located or where the network is located?

· Yoshi: where the AP is located

· Vivek: we definitely need the latitude/longitude. We can also use the civic address.

· Kolya: civic address could be derived from geo location info and by using other protocols

· Reijo: what about if there is an obstacle between the terminal and the PoA?

· Vivek: tough luck, we may not be able to address this through IS

· Ulises: for “PoA Address” for non 802 accesses, for 3GPP we can use RNC ID + Cell ID, and for 3GPP2 we can use the Base Id.

· Vivek: size of such info?

· Ulises: 28 bits for 3GPP (12 + 16); need to check for 3GPP2

· Yoshi: in general making it a variable length field is a good idea to allow more flexibility

· Kalyan: for “data rate”, can’t the information type indicate the type of information contained in the IE?

· Vivek: the IE may contain different types of info, e.g. Kbps, Mbps, 

· Kolya: if I have channel range, I need to scan in the range

· Vivek: if you know the range for the channel, you know which channel you need to switch to. This is the sub-channel range for that specific PoA, not for that network. There is no need to scan or look for a specific channel

· Kolya: ok. 

· Kolya: “PoA Subnet Info” now seems to indicate the type of IP protocol supported

· Vivek: no, it is the subnet address of the PoA

· Kolya: rename to Subnet Address

· Stefano: what is PoA belongs to multiple subnets?

· Vivek: enable multiple PoA Subnet Address fields

· Kolya: better to have one IE and allow multiple values (e.g. Subnet address, Data Rate, etc.)

· Kolya: the presentation of cost is difficult, in particular as a string. Suggest putting a set of four types of values: 1) value, 2) unit (enumerated), 3) duration (enumerated, e.g. seconds, minutes, etc.), 4) type (enumerated, e.g. link, network, uplink, downlink, etc.)

· Ulises: thought this would be a Boolean value (cost or free)

· Vivek: several parties believed it is not useful to have just that

· Ulises: in GSM or TDMA there was a lot of work to develop cost schemes that were never used, we risk to do the same. Also cost structure can be very complex

· Kolya: idea of proposing one way of representing the value, then we leave to the deployment to decide how to use this

· Vivek: will compile and update the IEs list. Please keep sending comments; we need to close this by January meeting. 
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