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Minutes

· Audio conference started around 17:05 CET on the 6th of May 2009

· Burak Simsek (BS) summarized the target of the audio conference: we would like to see if there are points that need to be enhanced in IEEE 802.21 so that 802.21 would also support mesh network deployments. We would like to look at to this subject both from a technical point of view and from a market point of view. 
· The participants decided to go through the list of points that were summarized by BS in the AC invitation:

· The definition of link_ids is problematic in IEEE 802.21 and is not sufficient for mesh  (section: the link problem)

· There is no mesh specific context which could ease building and managing mesh networks such as a list of neighbors supporting mesh and the extent of the support.  (section: interface parameters and self description)

· Radio relevant information and command services which are crucial for building an efficient are missing (section: radio parameters reconfiguration)

· Topology discovery is only partially possible with 802.21. This is also due to the missing mesh and reconfiguration context (section: Topology discovery)

· It is not possible to negotiate radio parameters (section: radio parameters auto negotiation)

· Building different link types using actions is not supported (section:  link creation)

· Resource reservation is not sufficient, we need first of al reservation on the entire path and secondly most probably per flow (section: resource reservation)

· Monitoring seems to be sufficient (section: monitoring)

· Teodor Buburuzan, Subir Das, NN: There is no problem with link_id since there is also link_tuple_id defined for this purpose. 
· Teodor: Registration also requires the discovery of MIH functions and this could solve the problem. 

· David: Can’t one include extra information in the 802.21 broadcast messages so that more mesh relevant information is given?
· Teodor: Capability discovery can be used to get information about the mesh capabilities of a node.

· Antonio de la Oliva: Then capability discovery should include mesh specific information as well. Additionally, assuming that we have a heterogeneous mesh, we should also think how such broadcast messages are forwarded through the entire network.
· Michelle Wetterwald: IP relevant information can also be included. 
· Antonio: If we are bootstrapping the network, then we do not have IP. The solution should cover also those cases. Additionally, in case the node has to get some information before IP is configured, say from an information server or from a controller which will deal with the configuration of the node, the propagation of messages should also be enabled. 
· Teodor: Then there might be a central server or one can use global addresses.

· Subir: what kind of auto configuration is planned during the bootstrap. Is MIH responsible for all this?

· Burak: Configuration relevant messages can be incorporated in registration of capability discovery messages. This is one of the approaches that we are dealing with. 

· Subir: What is the order of the procedures? Do you first configure IP and then MIH ? Then MIH ID can be used to discover the topology as well. 

· Antonio: MIH is used to configure the nodes before there is IP configuration. 
· Telemaco Melia: In fact the main capability of 802.21 lies in the fact that it can deal with heterogeneous networks and this is the reason why the use of 802.21 can make sense to discover the topology of such networks. When and ho you configure MIH is rather irrelevant. What we should discuss is if 802.21 as it is enough to discover the topology.

· Summary: registration and capability messages can be used for mesh topology discovery and might need some changes there due to the missing mesh context. IP relevant information requires more discussion and we should skip this part for the moment. MIIS is not appropriate for such purposes since it is not planned to be a dynamic service.
· Next issue is the radio configuration: Options are to add more radio specific information into 802.21 or to use IEEE 1900 together with 802.21. 
· Sebastian Robitzch and Antonio: Even if IEEE 1900 is used for radio configuration, it is first of all IEEE specific and secondly still needs an extra interface between 802.21 and 1900 which defines the cooperation of both. Therefore, there is an open issue in 802.21 regarding radio configuration.
· Teodor: there are link actions for configuration. Isn’t it enough? Burak: Link actions are limited, and this definitely needs extensions, power, antenna, modulation… this type of information if crucial for network management, which was not the case for handovers.

· Teodor: such type of information means different things for each technology. So to give this information does not mean anything. For one technology 20 db might mean different things for the other technology.

· Burak: 802.21 doesn’t have any intelligence. Therefore the evaluation of the given parameters is not within the scope, but the transmission of those parameters is within the scope.
· NN: it is possible to extend 802.21 parameters to include more radio specific information, but regarding 1900 I cannot make any comments since I am not familiar with this standard. 802.21 basically provides the information and the evaluation of this information up to the MIH user. Therefore it is not an issue for MIH that parameters are evaluated differently by different technologies. 
· Burak: there was a suggestion for using 802.21 for white spaces also considering IEEE 1900. Therefore, there are already relevant discussions. 
· Subir: I would suggest following the SDR forum and IEEE 1900.4 and 1900.5 to understand better how it can be used together with 802.21.
· Antonio: IEEE 1900 is at the IEEE level. Therefore, there is still an open issue for heterogeneous access.
· Summary: Radio relevant extensions are possible. IEEE 1900 cooperation should be further investigated.
· Next issue: Resource reservation: 
· Burak: NEC proposed the use of per flow reservation in 802.21.Also for mesh this might be necessary. And additionally the reservation must be on the whole path until the gateway. 

· Johannes Lehmann: The idea is not to have the second RSVP. Different flows might follow different path. Therefore flow specific handovers might be required which also requires flow specific reservation. 
· NN: QoS information exchange rather than reservation? 

· Johannes: On the access one would use existing link layer technology parameters. The problem is not at the access side but at the backhaul.

· Teodor: 802.21 doesn’t know anything about flows.
· Johannes: This is the idea of end-to-end handover commits… There should be then unique flow identifiers as well. 
· Burak: this point should be discussed during the meeting in more detail.

· Antonio: 802.21 assumes the congestion can also be in the backhaul. 
· NN: why do you think 802.21 considers congestion over the access point. Basically, even though the communication is with the point of attachment, the decision is given at a point of server, which might have this information.

· Antonio: basically the available parameters are thought only for reservation between the access point and the mobile terminal. That’s the reason why I think there should be an extension. 
· Teodor: Maybe 802.21 is not the right one for such a reservation. 

· Burak: We will go on this discussion next week during the meeting. Next issue is monitoring, which I think does not have any problems and is sufficient for mesh purposes.
· Antonio: The monitoring is for every node in the mesh. 
· NN: Does the current primitive not satisfy this need?

· Burak: there is no problem with this. 

· Burak so far the discussion was technical. This is a good starting point for the Montreal meeting. The next question is there really a need to determine a standard for this purpose? Do we really need to make those changes or is there a market for this? 
· Subir: As long as you can define a concrete problem statement and there are enough people who will work on this, then the way to go forward is clear. If the working group has enough interest and you guys show enough performance then it could work.
· Burak: So all the people heard about this, if you think that this makes sense, then you should make some input.
· Juan Carlos: something else to keep in mind is the white spaces extension.  There are similar topics also in other groups. We should check if there is an overlap, if the scope would make sense in case both topics are merged or if there should be two different pars with concretely different scope?
· Burak: Carmen would also like to support white spaces involvement of IEEE802.21 and prefers to have mesh in such a discussion. Therefore a cooperation should definitely be considered.

· Subir: If we do not write a good par, then it will be difficult to get that project approved. 
· Burak: We need further discussion to see if this makes sense. We have people from three continents here. So there is some interest there, but the problem is with the attendance, since the resources are mostly limited. So we have to go on carefully and check if this idea makes sense.
