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IEEE P802 

Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Meeting Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

IETF Requirements Ad Hoc
Ad Hoc Leader: Subir Das
Minutes taken by Yoshihiro Ohba
Date: Tuesday, October 11th, 2005, 9:00AM-11:10AM EDT
1. Opening Remarks by Subir Das
1.1. Roll Call and agenda bashing

1.2. Discuss document “21-05-0348-01-0000-Req_Higher_layer_IS.doc” to create IETF requirements for 802.21 Information Service.
2. Discussions
[Stefano] There is a scenario that has not been discussed but may impact on higher layer. In multi-hop model, say the current access is 3GPP. GGSN is located in the home network.  You may want to access IS belong to visited network, say WLAN. But in the model, IS proxy is located in the visited network.  Is it OK if the proxy is located in the home network?

[Subir] The multi-hop model does not preclude such a use.-case scenario
[Ajoy] Why cannot MN talk to the server directly?

[Stefano] Of course it can.
[Subir] The model is not restrictive for not to allow proxy in the home domain.

[Stefano] Proxy could affect discovery and security model.

[Ajoy] Why do you need IS server discovery? It can be pre-configured on the MN.
[Stefano] This is the case in current GPRS network. Proxy is always in the home network and 
In such cases discovery is different. 

[Ajay] I'd like to know about it. 
[Ajoy] Is there any authority to do that?

[Subir] Please send some requirement on the 3GPP usage.

[Ulisis] Whether 3GPP allows or not, we must support the two models: single-hop model and multi-hop model.
[Ajoy] Why discovery is part of the IS protocol?

[Subir] It is not the part of the IS protocol.  802.21 will not be defining a discovery mechanism.  For completeness the requirement on discovery is added. We have to say something about it because it is an integral part of the IS.

[Ajay] Discovery is one thing we want to enable. Just make sure it is a requirement. Better to ask what other participants are thinking.

[Ajoy] It is very difficult to say to use a specific method for discovery. Once IS protocol is defined, it may be left to implementation on how to configure the IS server.

[Ajay] Question: Should IS discovery be an integral part of IS protocol?

[Subir, Yoshi, Ajoy, Stefano, Kalyan, Wolfgang, Nada]:  No.

[Ulisis] Should we address discovery problem in 802.21? Obviously, should not. Should we address discovery problem in IETF?
[Subir] We are creating requirements.  It is up to IETF how to define the required mechanisms.

[Stefano] These are requirements for 802.21, no value for the IETF itself.

[Subir] We have 802.21 scope, joint 802.21/IETF scope and out of scope in the reference model.
[Stefano] IETF people who are not participating 802.21 may want to modify the requirements. IETF will not just lubber stamp any protocol defined in other SDOs.
[Subir] I have a question.  Either we don't go to IETF and work internally in IEEE, or we go to IETF. Why are we bringing this issue again and again?
[Ajay] I would like to clarify this. General feeling is that we developed models for IS. We decided MIPSHOP is the right place to go for higher-layer IS support. The actual requirement is currently we are working on.  We are not going to revisit the issue again.  Let us go through each requirement one by one.  In San Francisco, we discussed higher layer IS support with Gabriel, and in Paris meeting we discussed it again.  If you have any issue, you should ask it now, not later. 
[Ajoy] We have to go through a voting process to present the IS requirements document to the IETF.
[Stefano]  Do we need to go through a voting process before we present the document the IETF?

[Ajay] I want to go through a voting process.  Finality only comes through a voting.
[Subir] If we come up with requirements in the next teleconf, and we need voting, we cannot present it in the IETF.

[Ajay] We could still present something in the next IETF meeting before voting. We would like to engage in MIPSHOP.  It is clear in the proposed MIPSHOP charter.  We should focus on the requirements now.
[Stefano] What is the meaning of "defining Interface"?  If it means defining a transport protocol, I would disagree.  We need to be careful about terminology.  Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 should be removed.

[Subir] Stefano, are you saying 802.21 should not define these interfaces?

[Stefano] Not in the current way.

[Ajay] Why not, suggest appropriate wording?
[Subir] How do we mention these interfaces?  Interface has two scopes, one is IETF scope, another one is IEEE scope.
[Ajoy] In requirement 4.1.10, why we should have multiple options in representing IEs?
[Subir] This needs to be revised to reflect the discussion result in the Orange County meeting.
[Stefano] Any other thing we are missing to send to the IETF?

[Ajay] In principle, people forgot discussion in San Francisco.  In Paris, I presented that this is a snapshot of .21.

[Eric] How was the priority set to IS than ES and CS  in terms of MIPSHOP?

[Ajay] Because IS is something which needs L3 transport.

[Eric] IS is not the only transport that needs L3.

[Stefano] We have not had enough consensus yet for ES and CS over L3.

[Ajoy] Somebody can go to IETF with these but it will be individual opinion without a liaison.

[Ajay] I don't have an easy answer for that.

[Subir] Shall we do something proactively since MIPSHOP discussing the charter or we will wait until we are done with our process? If we have a concern on the MIPSHOP charter, we should send comments now. If we don’t raise our voice now, we can not include things in the future.

[Stefano] 90% of the current MIPSHOP charter is already been agreed upon. One remaining part is regarding 802.21, threat analysis for IP-based discovery of Information Server and IS transport.

[Subir] We don't have to present requirements in the next IETF. The charter text is more important.  Is there any role that we play here?  Although we have not agreed on the requirements yet, we will create IETF requirements that will be brought to the next teleconference.

3. Action Items

3.1. Create IETF requirements document before the next teleconference.
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