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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

Chair: Vivek Gupta
6:00AM PST, Tuesday, May 20th, 2008
1. Agenda
· Resolve SB comments 2142 and 2145

· SB Re-circulations Plans.
· Opens
2. SB Comment 2145
· Comment 2145 from Tony Jeffree: “At various points in the document, it is suggested that the MIH protocol can be carried either over a layer 3 or a layer 2 transport. Reading Clause 8, I cannot tell how that can be achieved in the case of layer 2. There is clearly discussion of PDU formats; however, there is no discussion of issues such as layer 2 protocol identification (usually achieved these days in LANs at least by means of an Ethertype assigned specifically to the protocol concerned) and selecting an appropriate layer 2 address. I raised this issue in the telecon discussion that I had with some members of the WG. However, there still appears to be no attempt to address this in the document. It is also not clear to me how this protocol is to be exchanged in an interoperable manner at Layer 3 - this may of course be a failure on my part to correctly read/interpret the text; in which case, please clarify this.” 

· And the suggested Remdy: “Either specify how the MIH protocol can be exchanged interoperably at layer 2 and layer 3 or explicitly state that such specification is out of the scope of the standard. If you go the latter route for both layer 2 and layer 3, then consider whether the protocol section of the standard is at all useful.”

· Comment: Is Tony suggesting that the protocol be interoperable across L2 and L3? 

· Comment: No. He is suggesting that the protocol is inoperable at both L2 and possibly L3 independently.

· Comment: Based on discussions in March meeting and thereafter in May meeting the group decided on the following course of action: Apply for an ethertype for use as a L2 transport, show support for MIH Protocol at both L2 and L3, update and section 5.5 appropriately. There was an issue of supporting fragmentation and reassembly at L2 because the maximum permitted MTU size for 802.3 is 1500 bytes. However to get around this issue there was a proposal in May meeting to limit the size of MTU to below 1500 bytes for 802.3 (at L2). For larger sized packets you can always use L3 transport (IP based).

· Comment: This would not be an acceptable solution because it puts unnecessary restrictions on MIH protocol. To resolve this appropriately we would need to support fragmentation and re-assembly at MIH protocol level.
· Comment: We could put a restriction that IS service is not supported at L2. But then some of the commands as part of CS may also exceed the MTU size and so it is not appropriate to put the restriction on only IS. 

· Comment: And if we don’t use an ethertype, Tony could come back and say that we are not supporting 802.3. We could say in our draft that we do not support 802.3 but then he would say that this solution is not media independent and as such we have not met our PAR.
· Comment: There is also this issue of how do we find out the MTU size supported by the underlying link (for the first hop and beyond the first hop).

· Comment: We don’t need to get into all of those aspects. We could probably define a MIB variable to allow for the specific value to be configured at run time.
· Comment: Section 6.5.3 in draft D10 mentions about restricting the query size. This can be done by client specifying the maximum response size allowed in the request itself. Maybe we can use this mechanism to limit the size of the queries to below MTU size permitted by the link layer. And this can be used to avoid the issue of fragmentation and reassembly at L2.

· Comment: This could work. Please submit a contribution to this affect. But this would again be restricting IS functionality.

3. Comments from WG Editor David Cypher
There were some additional comments that the WG Editor David Cypher wanted to bring to the attention of the group.

· Issues with certain acronyms. CS is used as Common Sub-layer in one place and as Command Services in other places. In one place where it is used as Common Sub-layer we just need to expand the acronym. Similar issue with LCP.
· Comment 3 in line 4 in 21-08-0060-02-0000-SB-Recirc-2-Comments. A PICs entry for MIH Protocol Message delivery was not added. Hence the following needs to be removed from comment resolution entry: “Added a PICS entry for reliable MIH Protocol Mesage Delivery.  Mandatory PICS has been updated”. No objections from anyone to removing this.
· David Cypher had a comment asking the PICS to be removed and the resolution was stated as that PICS is required. This resolution is inappropriate because there is no reference or guideline saying that PICS is required. Hence the resolution was changed to “PICS is included because many commenters in SB have asked for it and the WG feels it is appropriate to provide one.”

· There were no objections to any of the above changes.
4. Next steps
· Members can try to resolve the fragmentation and reassembly issue and consider other workarounds. 

· All members are encouraged to submit contributions to resolve the issue raised by comment 2145 in SB Recirc-2. We will discuss the contributions at the next teleconference (Tuesday May 27 at 6:00 AM PST). Contributions need to be available by Friday for members to review ahead of the next teleconference.
· The teleconference closed at 7:51 AM PST. 
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