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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 Working Group Tele Conference on “Higher layer requirements for IETF”

July 28, 2005

Minute taker: Stefano M. Faccin

Purpose

=======

802.21 Higher layer requirements for IETF 

Date

====

July 28, 9pm-11pm EST.

Participants

=========

Farooq, Alan, Stefano Faccin, Andrea Francini, Peretz Feder, Prasad Govindarajan, Vivek Gupta, Junghoon, Benjamin Koh, Xiaoyu Liu, Yoshiro Ohba, Daniel, Ajay Rajkumar, Reijo Salminen, Ajoy Singh, Srinivas Sreemanthula, Jong-Hwa, Qiaobing Xie.
Discussion:

· Ajoy mentioned Vivek suggested to also consider ES and CS

· Peretz mentioned we decided not to because ES and CS may be controversial for discussion in MIPSHOP in IETF at this point

· Qiaobing: it seems clear that MIPSHOP can include only IS. Suggests to not limit ourselves to only IS at L3, but to focus only on IS for the time being. We should then investigate also L3 for CS and ES

· Once MIPSHOP takes IS into the new charter, can we consider ES and CS as a new WG?

· Qiaobing: do we need to finalize the requirements before next week meeting given that the requirement document in IETF will be open for a while

· Stefano clarified it was never the intention to finalize the requirement

· Ajoy: so these are not the final requirements, since there are many scenarios to be addressed and there may be refinement? 

· Stefano: correct

· Ajay clarified this was stated already at the meeting last week with MIPSHOP chair

· Vivek’s question on interactions between MIHF in one network and MIHF in another network: does group agree there is such communication?

· This seems to include Ib, Ic and, based on Andrea and Peretz submission (not discussed yet) also Is

· Some parties indicate this may be out of scope

· It was suggested there can be some relevance of some remote commands with IS, can they be discussed separately? The assumption is that we consider CS and IS as separate

· Srini: we have postponed the discussion on MIHF-MIHF interface in the network, but can we assume MIPSHOP will define such interface if needed?

· Stefano: yes if we bring this in as a requirement 

· Ajay: it is important to make sure whether the work in MIPSHOP is just a general solution or a solution specific to 802.21

· Andrea and Peretz presented the slides in document 326r01

· Ajoy: does IS discovery have to be part of IS protocol or can be part of another solution? Concern about the existence of several solutions already

· Peretz: don’t we have to ask MIPSHOP to put this requirement on another WG if needed?

· Ajay: suggest to list as a requirement, but stating this may be done with one of the existing solution (can be indicated as a note)

· Stefano: suggestion to split the requirements on mutual authentication in one requirement stating that authentication of the MIHF in the network by the MIHF in the terminal is required, and mutual authentication between MIHF entities is possible (i.e. solutions are defined, whether mutual authentication is used or not depends on the deployment)

· Peretz and Andrea indicated this makes sense

· It was agreed to add requirements in document 326r01 to the current set of requirements

· Srini: does IS need to be only query based, or do we want to enable a model where the terminal may “register” for some information and receive them? 

· Ajay: IS is static, unless we provide a mechanism to described how information is provisioned

· Srini: not necessarily

· Stefano indicated we should not talk about registration for IS services, but only about requests. However, Stefano indicated we should not exclude the scenario were the terminal requests some information and also indicates it desires to be informed about changes in the information. No agreement on this was achieved

· Ajay: we should not refer to PoA since we have not decided on the definition of PoA. Stefano to change the requirements. 

· Stefano mentioned in reference to doc. 326r01 that we should perhaps consider a more generic model where the MIHF in the terminal discovers an MIHF in the network for access to IS service, instead of specifically stating it discover an IS server.

· It was agreed for sake of generality to use in the requirements the terms Network MIHF Instance (NMI) and Mobile MIHF Instance (MMI)
· It was suggested to not use term of ISS separately from NMI, but state that ISS is an NMI

· Action point: Stefano to merge requirements and send them out on the reflector for the WG to review

· It is agreed in the WG that these requirements are not final, in the sense they are a first stab at IS requirements for L3 and above transport. Further discussion will take place in the WG

· It was decided not to have an additional audioconference before the IETF meeting due to lack of time. Minutes and requirements will be discussed over e-mail.
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