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ROHC Updates
Erik Colban
Yair Bourlas
NextWave Wireless 
Background
802.16Rev2/D4 is not clear on several points related to ROHC. This may create interoperability problems between an SS and a BS.
Proposed Changes
1. The MS and the BS need to negotiate capabilities during REG-REQ/RSP. The code points used when ROHC is supported need to be clarified. We suggest that ROHC not be considered to be a specific convergence sub-layer type, but rather part of the IP convergence sub-layer types. Use of ROHC is negotiated during service flow establishment. The MS and BS indicate CS types that they support during REG-REQ/RSP, e.g., IPv4, IPv6, Packet IP, etc.
2. The SS and BS need to negotiate ROHC during service flow addition (DSA). The method used needs to be clarified. We suggest that this is negotiated by inclusion of the ROHC Parameter Payload Type
3. The ROHC Parameter Payload TLV encoding needs to be specified. We suggest using the encoding specified in WiMAX Forum Network Working Group (NWG) Stage 3 Specification [1] (with a minor correction).
Proposed Changes in 802.16Rev2/D4
On page 39, line 6, change paragraph as follows delete: “ROHC or”
On page 39, line 28, Section 5.2.6.1, insert new sentence:
ROHC(refer to RFC 3095), instead of PHS, may be used to compress IP headers. The MS and the BS signal enabling of ROHC by including the ROHC Parameter Payload TLV (see 11.13.38). When ROHC is negotiated for a service flow, the service flow constitutes what in RFC 3095 is referred to as a ROHC channel. Two service flows cannot share a ROHC channel, and two ROHC channels cannot share the same service flow. All IP packets that are classified onto a service flow for which ROHC has been enabled shall pass through the ROHC compressor on the sender side, and the decompressor on the receiver side.
On page 39, line 58-61, change paragraph as follows:

The CS supports SDUs in two formats that facilitate robust compression of IP and higher layer headers. These This formats are ROHC (RFC 3095) and is ECRTP (RFC 3545) and are is referred to as the IP-header-compression CS PDU formats.

On page 40, lines 26-43, delete section 5.2.7.2.

On page 1162, lines 5-51, modify table by marking bits 9, 11 as “Reserved”.
On page 1244, lines 9-28, modify table by marking values 10 and 12 as “Reserved”.

On page 1244-1245, lines 41-8, modify table by marking values 108, 110 as “Reserved”.

On page 1262, line 18-19, replace the paragraph with: 
This TLV is a compound TLV that contains the parameters negotiated for the ROHC Channel mapped to the service flow.
On page 1262, lines 29, add:

The following table contains the component TLVs of the ROHC Parameters Payload TLV. These parameters are specified in RFC3095.
	Name
	Type
	Length
	Value

	MAX_CID
	[145/146].47.1
	2
	Nonnegative integer

	LARGE_CIDS
	[145/146].47.2
	1
	0x00 means false. 
0x01 means true.

	PROFILES
	[145/146].47.3
	2
	A set of nonnegative integers, each integer indicating a profile supported by the decompressor.  The compressor MUST NOT   compress using a profile not in PROFILES.

The value of PROFILES is a bitmask OR’ed value where n’th bit indicating a profile denoted by ‘n’. In other words, bit#0 is indicating a profile (0x0000), bit#1 is indicating a profile (0x0001) etc.
For example, if the decompressor supports two profiles which are 0x0000 (uncompressed IP) and 0x0001 (RTP/UDP/IP), the value of PROFILES will be set to 0x0003.
The definition of each profile is described in the section 5.1.2 of RFC3095

	FEEDBACK_FOR
	[145/146].47.4
	4
	The value of this parameter is the SFID of the SF to which the FEEDBACK_FOR channel is mapped.

	MRRU
	[145/146].47.5
	4
	If MRRU is not present, both ROHC peers assume no segment headers are allowed on the channel.
[Jicheol will investigate the use of MRRU and determine if MRRU should be removed from these parameters]



  


