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Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Meeting Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group

D00-05 Comment Resolution Ad Hoc
Ad Hoc Leader: Ajay Rajkumar 
Minutes taken by Yoshihiro Ohba
Date: Tuesday, February 21st, 2006, 9:00AM-11:00AM EST
1. Opening Remarks by Ajay Rajkumar
1.1. Roll Call and agenda bashing
[Ajay] The purpose of this teleconference is to develop a consensus on comment resolutions. No decision on for approving or disapproving will be taken. Actual decisions will be made only during the next face-to-face meeting in March. The commentary document is 21-06-0544-00-0000-D00_05_MasterFile.USR. Are there any preferences to follow?
[Srini] We can handle editorial ones first. It is very straightforward. We can use the face-to-face meeting for technical discussion.
[Vivek] My comment is opposite. We can spend our time to important comments. They could help update the draft based on today’s discussion.
[Yoshi] I agree with Vivek. For example, the ACK issue is being actively discussed on the mailing list. How about starting discussing it first?

[Srini] That is fine. 
2. Discussions
2.1. Discussion on 21-06-0503-02-es-cs-hl-reqs.doc

[Ajay] The ACK issue is related to comments 117 and 122. Srini, can you explain about comment 117?
[Srini] It came out of ES/CS discussion. See contribution 21-06-0503-02, Section 3.3.1 about the ACK proposal.
[Ajay] Can we discuss whether ACK is a needed functionality in MIH protocol?

[Srini] Depending on transport we have.  For reliable transport ACK is not needed in MIH function.  So we make it optional.

[Ajay] 1st question is regardless of whether transport is L2 or L3, or reliable or unreliable, should ACK be incorporated in MIH protocol?  2nd question is would MIH layer have a state to support ACK?

[Srini] For the 1st question, not make it mandatory.  Sender of a message that requires an ACK will decide the use of ACK.  It could be decided based on transport.  For the 2nd question, I don't see a permanent state needs to be maintained in MIH function. The state only exists until ACK gets returned.
[Ajay] Are we putting requirement on MIH header or payload?
[Srini] We are putting requirement on the header.
[Ronny] I'd suggest a timer on ACK.

[Srini] Yes. Timer value may need to be specified in the specification. I don't know there is a fixed value on that.

[Ajay] In fact, timer value would be a deployment issue.

[Kalyan] Are you trying to add ACK to all the primitives?  

[Srini] Originally ACK is proposed for event services.  But some people are interested in using it for commands as well.  So It would be applicable for all the services.

[Vivek] Just design it properly.  At a minimum, I'd expect some text on how it works with some kind of flexibility and some kind of reliability.
[Ajay] What complexity we are adding with ACK?  

[Vivek] We need to handle retransmission, duplicate message handling, lost of ACK.
[Srini] I agree. 

[Ronny] Why ACK is needed for command service?

[Vivek] The purpose is to avoid the use of response as implicit ACK. Explicit ACK would be better.  

[Yoshi] I agree. ACK for command request will eliminate the need to for a callback mechanism for ES/IS.
[Ajay] We may consider how SIP is developed.  Every network element sending an invite gets a response.  Problem comes over the air, capacity is really impacted.  We need some consideration on it.

[Vivek] Let's look at some existing protocol that works and keep the design lightweight.

[Srini] We can submit another contribution before March meeting to reflect today’s discussion.
[Kalyan] Do you mean submission as a new revision of the existing contribution?
[Ajay] Submissions before the deadline can be considered as comment resolutions. Submissions after that will be on the queue of to-do list.

[Kalyan] Do we still have some time to submit something new?

[Ajay] As I mention over the reflector, currently we past one deadline. We go though the comments, and sending more new comments. We discuss the new comments after existing comments.
[Kalyan] New comments are submitted as commentary files?

[Ajay] After the deadline, we can submit commentary changing existing comments. New commentary files can also be submitted and opened during face-to-face meeting.
[Vivek] Any new comments are handled as separate commentary files after all 143 existing comments are handled.

[Srini] Can you confirm this over the reflector?
[Ajay] Sure. 
2.2. Discussion on 21-06-0523-00-MIHF_Header_Issue.doc

[Yoshi] The ACK is also discussed in Issue 4 of contribution 21-06-0523. Some command can take time to process (e.g., MIH_Switch). The sender of the request of such a command cannot tell whether the request gets lost or the request has been received but is taking time to process. The proposed solution is to define a new OpCode for ACK (OpCode=4) and a new flag 'a' (acknowledgment required) in the MIH fixed header.
[Vivek] Look at HDLC. These are light-weight protocol.  Probably the proposal does not end-up with very different than HDLC. I can send some document on HDLC.

[Ajay] My only comment on HDLC is the number of bits and bytes are definitely small but people come up with HDLC compression.

[Srini] Is there any other mechanism that does not require an ACK but works as the same as ACK? How about defining a Request-ACK TLV?
[Vivek] If we really want to use this mechanism, we should look at how HDLC works.

[Srini] Let's look at HDLC or some other simple reliable mechanism. It does not have to be the way currently proposed.

[Ajay] Although there is no decision taken at this comment on 117 and 122, is there any objection to have an optional mechanism for ACK in the MIH protocol and the use of the option is determined based on the knowledge on whether transport is reliable or not?
[Kalyan] Once we agree that we principally need ACK, we come back again whether we need 'a' flag or not.
[Ajay] I did not hear from any objection.  The next issue is how we can solve the problem. Yoshi's proposal is one candidate. There can be others.

[Kalyan] Can we discuss other issues described in the same document (21-06-0523)? 
[Ajay] Yes.

[Yoshi] Issue 1. Number of Header Identifier field is not needed if variable header part and payload part have the same TLV format.

[Srini] Does it mean the variable header part is not need?

[Kalyan] Variable header part can stay there as it is if we use the same IE TLV format for both variable headers and payload. TLVs that are placed in variable header part will have Type values assigned from specific pool reserved for variable header TLVs. Please see my contribution (21-06-0526-00-0000_IDs_in_primitives_and_header.doc) for the variable header TLV format.
[Kalyan explained Sction 5 of document 0526.]

[Ajay] What was the purpose of Number of Header Identifier field?

[Kalyan] The field was needed because the variable header TLVs and payload TLVs have different format.
[Ajay] Should the variable header TLV be fixed length?

[Kalyan] No.

[Srini] Certain variable header TLVs may be mandatory, MIH-ID and Session-ID.
[Subir] Regarding MIH-ID and Session-ID, we have not decided that the two TLVs are mandatory.

[Kalyan] Even if it is mandatory, if these are not fixed size, then they can be in variable header part.

[Subir] There are three things to answer before proceed.

[Kalyan] How to proceed?

[Ajay] Should we just remove this field and discuss the rest of issues separately.

[Ajay] If I don't hear the objection, then there is some consensus.

(No objection)

[Ajay] Seems like a consensus on removing the Number of Header Identifier field. But there are still two remaining issues.  One issue is whether the variable header part is mandatory or optional. The other issue is whether the variable header TLV should be variable length or fixed length.
[Yoshi] Issue 2: The Reserved field is too short. The proposal is to make the Reserved field length 12-octet including ‘a’-flag.

(No objection) 

[Yoshi] Issue 3: Transaction ID should be defined in fixed header.  This is because the two of the three OpCode, Request and Response require the Transaction ID. Making the Transaction ID as TLV has an overhead of TLV header. 
[Srini] The reason for removing the Transaction ID from fixed header was that some OpCode does

not require Transaction ID. But considering the ACK issue, even event indication requires the Transaction ID. So I prefer to have TID in fixed header.

[Ajay] If folks could send reply comments on those comments that would be helpful.

3. Action Items

3.1. Continue discussion including other issues in the next teleconf.
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