Unresolved comments in Requirements document as of 9th August 2004
Section 1.2 [Yogesh]
If this is included, why this does not also apply to 802.15 and 802.16 (and 802.20)? Should apply to 802.16 as well.

Is 802.21 the right place (according to 802 scope and charter) to claim the scope of MIH to cover any of the two interfaces identified above? Between 3GPP and 3GPP2? Between 3GPP and 802.xx? Etc.

There is no need to state that “Mobile IP SHALL be supported”. I do agree that some IETF-aligned upper-layer (IP or above) mobility solution SHALL be endorsed. Mobile IP is currently the most prominent, but there will be new protocols and enhancements, etc. 802.21 should focus on FACILITATING such upper-layer mobility management. Although it states that other upper-layer protocols are not precluded, the “SHALL” for Mobile IP makes unnecessary assumption that Mobile IP is privileged as the reference for evaluating 802.21 solution. 

The reference to “security algorithms or security protocols” is too vague in the statement. Any security issues that arise from the 802.21 solution SHALL be FULLY addressed to claim completeness of the solution.

Section 2.3[Yogesh]

What does “service” refer to? Without unambiguously define how a handover is qualified to be seamless, this “definition” of seamless handover is a meaningless and irrelevant. It is not easy at all to define seamless handover; but if it is to be defined it must be clear how it is interpreted with all the conditions clearly stated. 
However, one might have handover that a user may consider seamless from a user perception especially for applications that can live with different quality of service levels. So it is possible to have seamless handover even with change in quality over an acceptable range. 

Is this intended to capture scenario 5 of 3GPP-WLAN interworking.
Section 2.4[Yogesh]

Service continuity must be clearly defined with all conditions clearly stated.
Is this the same as scenario 4 of 3GPP-WLAN interworking.
Section 3[Yogesh]
The objectives of 802.21 are written in the “Assumption” section above. Two objectives COULD be derived: development of a mobility protocol and provision of L2 information facilities to assist upper-layer mobility protocols. The 802.21 objectives are not clearly stated to put the functional requirements hereunder into perspective. If 802.21 intend to develop a mobility protocol, it has to explain how it intends to support the upper-layer mobility protocols as it claims.
Section 3.1[Yogesh]

First, as “service continuity” is ambiguously defined, this requirement is ambiguous. Second, if 802.21 is not intended to develop a mobility protocol, this cannot be a requirement.

Section 3.2[Yogesh]

These application classes cannot be supported by just a mobility protocol (if 802.21 intend to develop one). This will require also technological development in L1/L2 and a network QoS architecture, which is definitely not within the scope of 802.21.
Section 3.3 [Yogesh]
“The standard shall provide a means for obtaining QoS information of each network involved in the handover process. “
The requirement is also to define the QoS parameters in terms of syntax and semantics.
“There shall also be means to map QoS requirements between different media access technologies and also transfer the actual contexts between these technologies. Admission control in QoS shall be taken into consideration by the proposed solution.”

This is not a requirement for 802.21 if it is not to develop a mobility protocol.
“Admission control in QoS shall also be taken into consideration by the proposed solution.”

This implies secure network access and network QoS architecture, which do not appear to be within scope of 802.21.
Section 3.6 [Yogesh]

The secure network access information is necessary to be made available to upper-layer mobility protocol. However, the mapping is out of scope of 802.21 if it is not to develop a mobility protocol.

Section 3.8[Yogesh]

What speeds are specified by the involved networks? It does not make sense to me. The physical movement speed does not set requirement to handover performance. Handover performance depends on network overlaps, mobility protocol, network detection, etc.
Section 4 [Yogesh]

This section is pre-mature for a functional requirements document. This should be developed in the next stage of standard development process after soliciting proposals/contributions from participants.

As the mentioning of Mobile IP implies the use of upper-layer mobility protocol, I do not understand why L2.5 performs “mobility management” function. I agree that L2.5 shall provide helpful lower-layer information for upper-layer to make better mobility management. It is ambiguous to me whether L2.5 intends to implement a mobility protocol; and if so how it is to be compatible with upper-layer mobility protocol and management.
Section 4.2.2 [Yogesh] Bullet 1

In protocol service definition, it is sufficient to state that the event is “indication” from L2.5 to upper layer. 802.21 shall not specify how this is implemented in software. 802.21 shall not specify the API neither, which is out of scope of all 802 practices. 
Bullet 2

 I don’t understand what does this mean
Bullet 3
This requirement is ambiguous as “loading and congestion” are not defined how they are detected in 802.21 perspective.

Section 4.3 [Yogesh]

We need the functional requirements, not the how in this document.
Section 5.1 [Yogesh]

Which generic ones? Give references or examples.
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