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1. Opening Remarks by Ajay Rajkumar
1.1. Question before the start of the teleconference: Are we going to review the Reference section? Ajay: Have noticed that Eric and Yogesh have listed some. We’ll address the references after other comments are resolved. We could defer it until Berlin meeting because we just have two weeks left.

1.2. Eric has a new reference model sent to the reflector. Ajay: We can discuss it. Let’s see how much we can accomplish today. 

1.3. Roll Call
1.4. Intend to address the pending comments and action items after last teleconference meeting. 

1.5. Refer to the Aug. 19th meeting minutes and Unresolved Comments in Requirements Document as of 9th August 2004 (21-04-0128-01-000-Unresolved_Comments_9Aug2004_Yogesh_Input.ZIP)

2. Action Item Review and Pending Comment Resolution
2.1. Comment on the Power Management: Yogesh’s Definitions
2.1.1. Refer to the reflector for Yogesh’s definitions of ‘Power Save Mode’ and ‘Active Mode’. The comments on the definitions are also on the reflector.

2.1.2. Comment that these definitions are 802.11 centric and can not be applied to other technologies. Yogesh: This comes from the Power Management section and Mani’s comment. Our experiment on multi-mode devices shows that power consumption of 802.11 is obviously more than that of cellular. 

2.1.3. Cheng: Power management is really implementation dependent. We should not over-specify the power management issues. Yogesh: It is not a requirement. It is in definition section.

2.1.4. Yogesh: Which part of the four components in the definition is tied to.11? Cheng: Internal clock is really dependent on what technology is used. 

2.1.5. Comment that the handover policy and the solution are technology specific or implementation specific. Given that power management is technology specific thing, they do not care what .21 does to meet these requirements. Yogesh: Fully understand that. When I register some triggers, I just want one radio, and other radios off. This requires some on/off states. Just want to capture that. 

2.1.6. Ajay: Do we actually need these definitions in Section 3.7 itself? The ON/OFF definitions are .11 specific, not available in other technologies. Yogesh: Power save mode and active mode are available in every technology. Ajay: The requirement should not be that too specific.
2.1.7. Comment that remove ‘transceiver’, ‘peripheral’, etc. 
2.1.8. Comment that ‘deep sleep’ is too specific. Yogesh: Have removed the ‘deep sleep mode’ already, use ‘power save mode’ which is more generic. Comment that ‘power save mode’ and ‘active mode’ is generic enough. It is ok without technology specific.

2.1.9. Summary by Ajay: Change from ‘deep sleep mode’ to ‘power save mode’ so as to make it more generic. (Say ‘ok’: Cheng; Vivek also agreed on condition that it needs to define the activities of the states when the trigger communicates with the networks) 
2.1.10. Comment that when the triggers go over the air, the power saving state needs some kind of synchronization.

2.1.11. Q: Shall we keep that in trigger section? A: Too many constraints on the trigger. Response: Whenever you want to send anything, e.g. a trigger, over the air, you need to activate the interface. This needs to schedule wake-up times. A: Depend on what channel you are using. It is implementation specific.

2.1.12. Comment that ‘before a trigger is sent or generated, it needs to check the current state and the next state in terms of power management’. Vivek: Agree.  
2.1.13. Q: What happens if the handover is network initiated and the device is in power save mode? A: Actually depend again on specific technology.
2.1.14. Comment that instead of .21, any technology has its own power management states for the triggers. Response: .21 could use that for triggers. 

2.1.15. Comment that .21 could not violate existing specifications, e.g. .21 could not create special channels.

2.1.16. Comment: If we use the requirement as criteria, e.g. one solution with power save scanning, the other with constant scanning, maybe one of them is better. Response: No, we can not say which one is better.

2.1.17. Yogesh proposes that Vivek and Chong and he summarize the discussions on the reflector and re-write the text of section 3.7 power management.
2.1.18. Ajay: There are two modes of triggers: remote trigger and local trigger. In case of remote trigger, we can not comment on what power management actually does because .21 does not create new transport mechanism or MAC/PHY layers. In case of local trigger, if it is from MAC/PHY, that is non-issue. If it is from higher layer, it needs to activate the device to send the trigger. Yogesh: It depends on what we are using management frames. Ajay: Data plane or management plane. For transport it is sufficient. Y: transport is ok, the problem is the scanning. Vivek: Local trigger only come on when the radio is active.
2.1.19. Summary by Ajay: Power management with trigger issue is implementation specific. It should be discussed off-line. 
2.2. Alan’s Action Items: Handovers due to Mobile Terminal Movement
2.2.1. Refer to Yogesh’s comment on section 3.8. The text was proposed by Alan. Alan did not read Yogesh’s comment yet.

2.2.2. Go to the next action item first.
2.3. Comment on Section 3.3
2.3.1. Yogesh’s comment on Application Classes 

2.3.2. Q: Are you suggesting merging 3.3 and 3.2? Yogesh: Maybe merging, or maybe just saying that some services continue. 

2.3.3. Comment that four classes are ok. We do not need to specify further. Ajay: The comment is that there might be some harmonization between the four bullet classes and the classes in the sentence following. 
2.3.4. Vivek: The bullet item is defined more clearly.

2.3.5. Alan: The goal of the text was just to address all these different application classes in the solutions we offer. Yogesh: Do you have a consistent point of view on ‘delay sensitive’ and ‘hard real-time loss tolerant’. Some applications have requirement of time, and some may have requirement of loss. ‘Delay sensitive’ does not capture the data loss. Comment that in terms of time, you could get implication of the loss rate.
2.3.6. Comment the first four bullets are already covered by the second paragraph. Alan: No need to define more classes. There are similar texts in other standards. 

2.3.7. Ajay: Why application classes is there? .21 would pass information across heterogeneous networks. If we look at these four classes which are in very broad level, we would say we satisfy these application classes.  

2.3.8. Comment that this came out from the very specific discussion with Sprint in the first Ad Hoc. These classes are well understood by other SDOs. 
2.3.9. Summary by Ajay: Any rewording or proposal that captures the time and loss metrics could be sent over the reflector. Take the discussion to the reflector. 
2.3.10. Comment that take out ‘performance associated with them’ in the first line of section 3.2. 
2.3.11. Summary: take it to the reflector.
2.4. Move back to Section 3.8, Alan’s Response to Yogesh’s Comments
2.4.1. Alan: What are the Yogesh’s concerns about section 3.8? : Yogesh: What is the .11’s requirement regarding the physical movement? Alan: We are suggesting putting the speed requirement into the requirement document. Any handover mechanism supports some kind of speed it could achieve here. Yogesh: Handover here in .21 may not only because of movement speed, but others such as forced handover. Will terminal handover cover all of these? Alan: We need to specify possible reasons for handover and some parameters e.g. speed. 

2.4.2. Ajay: That could be explained that 802.11 specifications do not have any speed requirement. If 802.11 is one of the interfaces involved in handover, this requirement can not be applied to this case. Alan: In cellular, we need to have some considerations about the movement speed, fast or slow, e.g. handover from a car or just into a building. Response: Even in cellular, speed requirements are quite different.

2.4.3. Q: Why do we capture movement here? A: It is implicit. Everybody understand it, like power management.
2.4.4. Summary by Ajay: Section 3.8 may state as it is without any modification. Alan puts additional text as an example.

2.4.5. Yogesh: Two sentences should be consistent in section 3.1 and 3.8, ‘provide coverage for different network interfaces‘, and ‘no measurable impact on the QoS’. 
2.4.6. ACTION: Alan puts texts for harmonization between 3.1 and 3.8 offline. Alan puts additional text for clarification.
2.5. Comment on Section 3.3

2.5.1. Comment that look at section 3.3 since it has been on the reflector. Then we close section 3. Ajay: We’ll come to it. There is only one comment on section 3 left. Now we go through section 4.
2.6. Comment on Section 4.1 (version 9)

2.6.1. Refer Yogesh’s comment on section 4.1 in: 21-04-0128-01-000-Unresolved_Comments_9Aug2004_Yogesh_Input.ZIP 
2.6.2. Comment that when we say ‘providing info to higher layer entity’, shall we also provide such info as triggers, QoS and speed to something like SIP?

2.6.3. Comment: How about “generic interfaces between layer 2.5 and L3 such as mobile IP, and higher layer such as SIP.’ Response: That broadens the scope.
2.6.4. Peretz: ‘The standard shall define generic interfaces between layer 2.5 and a higher layer entity, such as mobile IP in L3 and higher layer such as SIP’
2.6.5. Comment to remove the ‘higher layer entity such as Mobile IP’ in the second sentences because it has been defined in the first sentence. We just need to say ‘provide information about PHY, MAC and mobility management’. Ajay: OK.

2.6.6. Summary by Ajay: The statement of the first sentence is ‘L3 such as mobile IP and higher layer such as SIP’. Remove ‘to higher layer entity such as Mobile IP’ in the second sentence.
2.7. Comment on Section 4.2.2

2.7.1. Refer to Yogesh’s comments in the document mentioned before. “802.21 shall not specify the API…”
2.7.2. Vivek: We have already changed to ‘API’ to ‘generic mechanisms’. There is no ‘API’ in the document now. We have already discussed about it. Yogesh: That’s fine. This comment is from earlier version.
2.7.3. Yogesh’s comment: ‘do not understand’ the second bullet in 4.2.2. 
2.7.4. Cheng: According D.J. offline, the trigger should not force the nodes to store the states that consume lots of resources of the nodes. Vivek: An example, link up event. You can not receive any other link up events on a particular link until you receive a link down event. In this case, somebody needs to keep a state machine. Specifically in case of predicative triggers, you have to have some timeline associated, e.g. timers.
2.7.5. Yogesh: Yes, understand. Shall we make it a generic bullet and easily understood? Vivek: ok.  
2.7.6. ACTION: Vivek modifies the description of the second bullet in 4.2.2 as a more generic item.
2.8. Move back to Peretz’s Comment on Section 3.3 (version 9)

2.8.1. Peretz’s comment on the reflector: “The standard shall provide a means for obtaining QoS information of each network involved in the handover process. There shall also be means to translate QoS attributes of the source system into normalized link-layer QoS levels of the target system. In other words, a normalized translation attempting to map the different QoS attributes of the disparate media access technologies shall be performed so that the migrating session can sustain its QoS attributes during and after the handover. The standard shall provide the means for obtaining the admission control decision and the willingness to degrade the session service class. During handovers, if the target network is unable to support the QoS levels of the serving network, the handover policy may not preclude the degradation of QoS level of the session in the new network while maintaining session continuity.”

2.8.2. Q: Mapping attributes means some kind of queuing? Normalized translation is good enough. A: I am not saying map is queuing. Agree that normalized translation is good enough.
2.8.3. Q: This is mapping of the QoS, not necessarily mapping of the actual flow, right? 
2.8.4. Q: how would this mapping say ‘l3 mapping’? It could be layer 2 mapping. A: 802.16 four level is mapped to 802.11 8 levels. It requires translate between 4 and 8 level. This is an example. 
2.8.5. Q: Shall the hard level of QoS be part of handover policy? P: We’ve already covered anyway, “for obtaining the admission control decision”.

2.8.6. Summary by Ajay: The text changes from ‘standard dealing with mapping’ to ‘dealing with normalized translation’. 

2.8.7. ACTION: Peretz makes the changes of section 3.3 and send to the editor.

2.9. Resolution of other comments (based on unresolved comments)
2.9.1. Reijo did not join the meeting. So Reijo’s comment was not discussed yet.

2.10. Yogesh’s Comment on Section 5.1
2.10.1. Yogesh: Do not know what ‘generic mechanism’ is. Need reference or example. ‘Fast’ gives impression of .11r work. Comment: ‘fast’ is a very generic term. Not pertaining to specific work groups. 

2.10.2. Comment: ‘Provide’ emphasizes on the mechanism. ‘Facilitate’ emphasizes on handoff. It is not providing ‘handoff’.

2.10.3. Yogesh: ‘The standard shall provide generic fast handoff mechanisms to facilitate service continuity across different IEEE 802 networks‘.

2.10.4. Vivek: Just change ‘provide’ to ‘facilitate’, instead of the sentence as a whole. It just says the same thing.
2.10.5. Summary by Ajay: Change the text to ‘facilitate service continuity through media independent handoff mechanisms …’

3. Action Items

3.1. Next teleconference meeting was scheduled on Thursday, September 2nd 2004, 7:00AM-9:00AM PST
3.2. The first meeting day in Berlin is on Monday, joint session with other WG.

3.3. Teleconference Adjourned

4. Attendees 
(More may have attended. Please send updates to Chair) 
Ajay Rajkumar
Alan Carlton
Cheng Hong
Chris Fitzgerald
Eric Njedjou
Peretz Feder
Prasad Govindarajan
Vivek Gupta

Xiaoyu Liu

Yogesh Bhatt
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