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Date: Monday, August 9th, 2004, 7:00-9:00AM Pacific
1. Opening Remarks by Michael G. Williams
1.1. Roll Call

1.2. Intend to resolve comments from Ajay, Reijo, Eric and Mani 
2. Resolution of Ajay’s Comments Only
2.1. Refer to the document for Ajay’s comments: 21-04-0087-06-0000-Draft_Technical_ Requirements.doc
2.2. Comment on section 2.3, replace the definition of Seamless Handover with the paragraph: "An ‘ideal handover’ across heterogeneous interfaces is where there is no change in service quality, security, and capability as a terminal moves from a source interface to a target interface. At the same time there may be handover scenarios where there is some degradation of service capability, security, or quality. A seamless handover is defined as one that is either an “ideal handover” or is a handover with some degradation in service parameters that are mutually acceptable to both the user at a terminal and the network that is providing the service"
2.2.1. Comment that we need some reference to the handover which is noticeable, but still desired.
2.2.2. Comment that “At the same time…some degradation of service capability, security, or quality”, does that mean that it is not accepted if there is security degradation? Response: Security degradation would be acceptable though we’ve already agree that handover shall not compromise the security on a particular interface. For example, WLAN and cellular use different security mechanisms.

2.2.3. Comment that it is difficult to compare the level of security given two different connections. Even within in the same admin domain, you are probably more secure or less secure in one part than in another. Response: That’s the explicit intend.

2.2.4. Yogesh: Shall we be more specific about “service”? Ajay: That’s your comments on this section. We should combine all the comments section by section so that we do not go into the same section again and again.

2.2.5. ACTION: Group the comments from Ajay, Eric (emailed to list inline July 26th), Mani (emailed to list .doc referring to rev 5 on July 25th) and Reijo (emailed to list inline Aug. 9th) section by section. Once a specific issue has been resolved, that issue should not be looked at any more.
2.2.6. Go to Mani’s comments first because he has comment on section 1.2 
3. Resolution of Grouped Comments Section by Section

3.1. Mani’s Comments on section 1.2: “Further there may or may not be coverage overlap between the interfaces involved.”
3.1.1. Refer to Mani’s comment in the document: 21-04-0087-05-0000-Draft_Technical_ Requirements_mm.doc
3.1.2. Comment that we have a statement in section 5 that we need to deal with all types of coverage scenarios.

3.1.3. Q: There is a copy of this line in the existing draft. Do you want to strike it as well? A: Yes. If possible, I’d rather propose to phrase it in other part appropriately.

3.1.4. ACTION: Vivek and Mani work on this bullet and come to a suitable solution.
3.1.5. Summary by Michael: Accept this comment, move it from the Assumption to the covered section.
3.2. Comments on Seamless Handover in section 2
3.2.1. Refer to Mani’s modification of seamless handover from “and (most importantly) loss of session” to “the continuity of their”
3.2.2. Comment that the seamless handover is with respect to services instead of protocols.   
3.2.3. Refer back to Ajay’s comment on this section as well. 

3.2.4. Comment that we need to clarify that whether no change of quality means that there is no latency during seamless handover. Eric: There might be latency, but it is not perceivable by users.
3.2.5. Comment that in the definition we have a structure: “ideal handover” means no change of service capability, security or quality; at the same time, there may be a handover scenario with some degradation in service parameters. Both of these two scenarios would exist together. 

3.2.6. Comment that Ajay’s definition has some confliction with the second paragraph. Response: In case of ‘ideal handover’, they are consistent. 

3.2.7. ACTION: Ajay and Vivek work on and come up with terms for both types of seamless handover.
3.2.8. Q: Will .21 depend on negotiation mechanism? A: Negotiation protocol for QoS or application service is not in our scope. Providing the information for that negotiation is in our scope.
3.2.9. Q: In that sense, then .21 will only be communication between the terminal and the network? It would not be end-to-end adaptation. It is more of over-the-air technology? A: In some scenarios, e.g., tighter relationship between two different networks or attachment points, session continuity is achieved by changing the link quality. If across different domains, end-to-end service has to be re-negotiated. Thus, in some simple cases, we might deal with end-to-end in .21. Most of the time, that kind of negotiation may be in e.g.11r, more complicated. 

3.2.10. Comment that the scope should be the whole network, “end-to-end”. Some texts should reflect that. Ajay: Does the “both the user at a terminal and the network …” cover your concerns? 

3.2.11. Comment: Use “network attachment point”.

3.2.12. Comment: Use “access interface”. Response: ok

3.2.13. Comment: “heterogeneous interface” excludes the “inter-ESS” scenario. Response: Agree. Additional statement should be added. 

3.2.14. Comment: Put “from a source network to a target network”?

3.2.15. Comment: Put “L2 network”. Response: ok
3.2.16. Summary by Michael: Consensus to accept Ajay’s comment on section 2.3, and change “from a source interface to a target interface” to “from a source L2 network to a target L2 network”.

3.3. Ajay’s Comment on section 2.4, Service Continuity: “A mechanism that enables a user to transparently maintain an active service across wireless or wireline coverage areas without any manual intervention. Service Continuity may be achieved by handover, discovery or other such mechanisms”
3.3.1. Ajay: The second sentence is the copy of previous one.

3.3.2. Yogesh has comment on the definition of “service continuity”.
3.3.3. Ajay’s comment intended to emphasize the “constantly maintain”.
3.3.4. Q: Wireline means 802.3? A: Yes. Coverage implicitly talks about wireless context. So “wireline” is explicitly added. Comment: That’s important. 

3.3.5. ACTION: Re-phrase the definition of “service continuity”, but eliminate “A mechanism that enables a user to”, and start with “transparently maintain (or transparent maintenance of) an active service …” Vivek and Ajay work on this definition with different word of “service”. 

3.3.6. Comment that we should not use the word “service” in the definition because we are defining “service continuity”. Response: Earlier definition concentrated on the “continuity” part, rather than “service”. It could be understood.
3.3.7. Q: Shall we change the 2.4 title to “continuity”? We are defining the word “continuity”, not the word “service” here. A: No.
3.3.8. Comment that there might be concept of “partial continuity” like Ajay’s proposal of seamless handover with two types. Comment that this makes seamless handover service specific.

3.3.9. Vivek: We should leave the definition simple and clear so that people can understand easily. We may leave such complex things to section 3.1.
3.3.10. Consensus on the first sentence of Ajay’s comment
3.3.11. Q: Are we talking about application layer service, or L3 or L4 entity? A: Quality of two links, transition between these two links with continuity. If one is handed over from 802.11 to 802.3 link, certain L2 connections are set up transparently, the link would appear seamless in terms of L3 service or higher. We need some fashion within our standard to maintain that meaning.
3.3.12. Yogesh are concerned about “service” used here. Response by Michael: We are defining “service continuity” in a broad scope. 

3.3.13. Summary by Michael: Consensus to accept first sentence in Ajay’s comment as modified.
3.4. Mani’ Comment on section 3.2: “Applications may also be classified as hard real-time loss tolerant, soft real time loss sensitive, lossless assured delivery and loss tolerant non real-time.”
3.4.1. Mani: This classification (and 11e/diffserv classes of traffic) sounds more clear-cut definition than the ATM/UMTS classification for Handover purposes.
3.4.2. Q: Add as other bullet? Or just put side by side? A: Definition things may be more appropriate or clearer. 

3.4.3. Comment: Formal definition here is difficult. 802.16 and 802.11e have different definitions of application classes. 
3.4.4. Comment that we could move from these class types to payload. Response: Not necessary now. In section 3.3, it is suggested that not vertical QoS mapping, but horizontal mapping. 

3.4.5. Go to Mani’s comment on Section 3.3: “map MAC-layer QoS”.

3.4.6. Comment that vertical mapping is not the intent. 

3.4.7. Comment that it should be more general in QoS. We could do the same thing in application class.

3.4.8. Comment that there are two ways to look at the application classes based on what is the layer upper or what is the layer requiring. 
3.4.9. ACTION: Vivek and Yogesh work offline on more definition of types of application classes. 

3.4.10. Summary by Michael: Strike the sentence and replace with Vivek and Yogesh’s offline work.

3.4.11. Q: What is the conclusion of the added “MAC-layer QoS”? A: We actually add it. Comment: But it may not be a “MAC-layer”. For example, UMTS does not use MAC layer to perform QoS mapping. 

3.4.12. Comment: Use “link-layer QoS”. Response: That’s nice.

3.4.13. Consensus to change “MAC-layer QoS” to “link-layer QoS”
3.5. Mani’ Comment section 3.7: “The standard shall support effective device power management by employing battery efficient network scanning procedures. Wherever applicable the standard shall select network scanning opportunities to coincide with scheduled wake times so as to minimize switching between active and deep sleep states.”
3.5.1. Mani’s comment on section 3.5 has been accepted.

3.5.2. Mani’s: It is useful to provide formal (if not rigorous) definitions of active and deep-sleep states - although it is obvious to many. Also - this by itself (power mgmt) constitutes a Cost requirement. It would actually be appropriate convert this requirement into one among several possible Cost requirements. That said - without quantifying is it possible to enforce this rquirement in 802.21 std.? It is a crucial desirable requirement, however.
3.5.3. Eric had a comment on section 3.3. Go back to section 3.3, “and also transfer the actual contexts between these technologies”.
3.5.4. Comment that context body is Seamoby work. Response: Seamoby is L3 work and will not address the tech IEEE is doing. Seamoby is IP perspective.

3.5.5. Comment that we need the definition of ‘context’.
3.5.6. Comment: this is a requirement. Do not know why we need to support it. No reason to add the ‘context’ here.

3.5.7. Summary by Michael: Strike the sentence with ‘…transfer the actual context between …’

3.5.8. Comment that we are going circle regarding the discussions. We should not discuss the same issue again and again.
3.5.9. ACTION: Eric would make a presentation regarding context transfer before next meeting. 

3.6. General Comments and Actions
3.6.1. Comment on the split of the requirement to three parts. Ajay: That’s not a good idea. We should look at it as a whole. 
3.6.2. Q: It is a requirement or solution? A: It is primarily a requirement. Comment that in the section Assumption, it is said that it is a requirement.
3.6.3. ACTION: Vivek assembles the list of pending comments and publishes it to the reflector. 
3.6.4. ACTION: Yogesh tries to resolve his comments before Thursday.

3.6.5. ACTION: Reijo and Yogesh look at section 6.2

3.6.6. ACTION: Michael requests Peretz to propose text for section 6.2.

4. Action Items

4.1. Next teleconference meeting was scheduled on Thursday August 12th 2004, 7:00AM-9:00AM Pacific Time
4.2. Teleconference Adjourned

5. Attendees 
(More may have attended. Please send updates to Chair) 
Ajay Rajkumar

Cheng Hong
Chris Fitzgerald
Chris Seagren

Eric Njedjou

Mani Mahalingam

Michael Williams

Reijo Salminen

Stephen McCann


Vivek Gupta

Xiaoyu Liu

Yogesh Bhatt
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