August 2008
21-08-0246-01-mrpm-august-07-teleconference-minutes

[image: image1.png]EEE
802












[image: image2.png]



IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 MRPM Study Group
Chair: Behcet Sarikaya
9:00PM EDT, Thursday, August 7th, 2008
1. Agenda
· MRPM Redefined Scenarios
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.21/file/08/21-08-0230-01-mrpm-mrpm-redefined-scenarios.ppt
· TR discussion
· Closing

2. Redefined MRPM Scenarios

Dennis presented his revised document
· Dennis: Slide 3 A-GPS insignificant effect. This is quoted from Steve Jobs, if you turn on occasionally A-GPS has insignificant effect on power consumption. 
· James: If turned on continuously power drain is significant.

· Michael: From Google, 1Hz duty cycle, 30mW power drain in 2007.

· Farrokh: 30mW is not insignificant.

· D: Slide 8. Each point need to be one/more slides each which develop a gap analysis & argument toward justification that justifies the presentation of MRPM as IEEE standard. 2/3 slides on each point, one gap analysis another data/argument/justification/interfaces, third identifies specifics of recommendation that would be present in MRPM specification.

· Behcet: who commented so far?

· D: Anthony, Junghoon, Vivek

· Anthony: Slide 9. Are you saying that existing commands (3) are not enough, we need more commands because we have different modes like idle mode?

· D: Yes, if we assure that they need to be extended

· A:  This is crucial point. We have to identify what is available in 802.21 and what are needed that is not in 802.21. For example, you query if link is up or down and send command to turn the link on or off.
· D: No. you can not determine if link is up or down. There is no command.

· A: from MN side can know if link is up/down.

· D: That’s independent of MIH.

· A: Some people claimed that you can do everything with existing 802.21  in the last meeting, so we need to understand what they mean.

· D: No that was not the claim. He proposed additions to base MIH protocol that fills in all the stuff that we needed to do in MRPM a year ago. He could not get support for that. Low priority thing. They (MRPM stuff) should have been added to MIH instead of being MRPM commands and added later. That’s the claim.

· Michael mentioned some EC meeting rumors he heard and asked  if this is accurate?

· F: We (MRPM) have an excellent case. This work is very relevant to 802.21.

· A: We need to strengthen the case.

· F: let’s continue the presentation & put the picture.

· B: We might do the tutorial earliest in November & we’ll have a lot of time to prepare for it.

· F: What’s the goal of Dennis’ presentation?

· D: The goal is to provide a way for us to agree what the important points we want to make about MRPM to do that outside the structure of PAR/5C. To develop ideas free form format. We can be free more expressive, maybe come up with better ideas. Once we reach agreement on individual items, it will move quite well into PAR and will represent consensus of the group. As a bonus we get the tutorial at the end.
· F: We understand better what the goal is, reduce the details until later.

· D: It is not ready yet to be a tutorial 

· F: We need to bring people in 802.21 to the level of understanding we have among people in this call.

· D: Contributions to the tutorial are solicited.

· M: Let’s spend a few minutes on Slide 8. Are we endorsing each bullet?

· A: Slide 8 makes conclusions so we need to understand issues first then present the conclusions in Slide 8.

· F: Agrees.

· J: Slide 8 is TOC not the conclusions. It gives overall picture of what you can convince.

· F: Last bullet on page 8. Operators would create power management policy. It’s important but it’s not something we’re starting from. This would be the result of MRPM work. To start with this for people who are not exposed to this activity this will create tons of questions.

· D: True. But this is requirements.

· F: Once we do problem statement, then we need to come up with the requirements. But not all of this is requirements. Lots of these thing should go to the end.

· D: Let’s go to slide 8 and have agreement on bullets.

· M: 802 is used to seeing things that go over the air as important things that don’t out of bound for them. Things that go over the air it’s more compelling statement to the group or audience. First bullet on page 8 if it can be phrased as can be done over the air  between the devices that implies protocol/ service, then people will agree. If you look at other ones if can be done part of MAC service over the air then it is more compelling.
· F: Do we believe that MRPM enhances  IS, to enable power savings potential in a multi-radio handset? It is mostly IS, not CS/ES and others?

· D: It is primarily IS. Couple of things like link action element, changes to command services minor ones. Whatever events we associate with those state changes could also change event service. Then metrics on thruput as part of MIH protocol stuff.

· M: Second bullet on page 8. We could say that we’re providing spec. of energy consumption for use in IS/CS/ES. This would be more direct way of saying things.

· D. Right. If it’s not as a network discovery mechanism to know how much power a particular network is consuming then it’s not gonna go over the air and from 802 perspective it’s not standardizable.
· M. Second bullet, I’d like to see words like interoperable & media-independent. Things that enable media-independent transmission of power metrics between networks. Don’t worry about policy. It’s a side effect that is a side effect of enhancing the protocol to have these new services, features.
· F. Agreed. I’d be against any standard to tell what the handset should do. Operators won’t like it. What we’re trying to do is to define a framework for information to be exchanged so that elements can make that decision smartly. If we can define whatever metrics, info to be exchanged between handsets and some servers so that they can make intelligent decision on what to do. That’s the concept we need to push. Not to standardize when they have to turn this off & on, that’s up to operator policy & we can never standardize that. Our job should be to provide enablers the tools of information from different elements so that they can make appropriate decision based on operator policy. We’re not standardizing turn off all your radios now, that’ll never fly. We can say that if you have multiple radios on they can report how much power consumption each has so that operator can make the decision.
· D: agreed.

· F: We should say in the first bullet: we’re not minimizing the multi-radio power consumption but we’re providing info necessary that enables the operators to do that. We’re not standardizing how to reduce power but we’re providing the necessary tools for the operators, IS to make the decision.

· D: We’re in agreement.

· B: Is ARPM defined?

· D: Not here but in my Word document. MIH 802.21 LinkSAP defined 3 modes.

· B: In your document you have 3. James, Anthony, are you in agreement?

· J: MIH has 3, MRPM has to have 3, why? MRPM could come up with a different one.
· F: These states don’t have to be identical across different technologies. It could be just 3 different steps within that technology. They don’t match between different technologies. But that’s probably OK. As long as we have 3 different power states within each technology (active semiactive and dormant). The fact that active is different across different technologies I don’t think that’s a problem. 
· D: DCN 177 revision 02 has the table of mapping. Revision 2 is the right document to look at not Revision 03.

· J: 3GPP/2 mappings are OK in the table. WiFi & WiMAX values in the table bother me.

· D: We had discussed this before. Low power (802.21 terminology) used in scanning for a network. WiFi doesn’t have any other way for scanning other than active state, WiMAX does. If we separate that, say scanning for a network has its own thing and low power and everything else has more conventional interpretation of those phases & we can put any of number of these states and then I’ll be in agreement.
· D: James & I work on this and come up with that table that makes sense and let everybody agree.

· J: Fine. We can be ready by next call.

· D: Second bullet point.

· F: UE has to give precise no. of mW in different states? There are so many aspects with these numbers, different implementations.

· D: I know. IE_NET_DATA_POWER_RATE will always be the same. The others are instantaneous, they do change they are implementation dependent topological dependent weather changes affect, etc. 
· F: For optimal operation these values are very useful but life is not perfect. Makes implementation or description easy enough that they can actually get deployed instead of making it so precise that it’s very useful but nobody is gonna use it.
· D: How would you then describe it?

· F: One example: three levels, level 1, 2, 3 very high granularity level that potentially can be useful but not very detailed and burdensome. Just an example AC (IC ?) manufacturers giving data power levels down to mW in different environments, it’s not gonna happen. Maybe we can say if it is below 10mW versus above 10mW that quantification is possible.

· D: What can be measured? Thruput is part of MIH spec.
· F: It may not be even achievable to describe those numbers consistently. If we have quantized to 3 values potentially that can be done much easier than asking for a specific mW or nJ or something like that.

· D: Data power load data power rate look up table just spreadsheet

· F: Today in discussions came up on REVA-DO how sustainable is high data thruput. It depends on where you are in a cell. If thruput is different then power consumption is different. REVA-DO reverse link can go up to 1.8 Mbps that’s peak rate average is 500-600kps. IE_NET_DATA_RATE is 1.8 Mbps. It reaches 1.8 differently from one user to another. It is max data rate. It does not mean that every user is gonna get 1.8.
· D: There is no guarantee that’s why there is second part, that’s current data rate.

· F: Current data rate is gonna vary drastically Measuring it & based on that tell your power consumption is gonna require vast computation resources. Probably you don’t want to add that to your handset.

· D: It could involve computation, doesn’t have to. If we cannot agree about these metrics being valuable then we don’t have to include these.

· F: They’re potentially useful but at what granularity? Do we need exact values or need it in 3 quantization values: low, medium, high. One would be difficult to get one is potentially feasible.
· D: We could allow you to specify some approach.

· M: If Farrokh can give us  something that would capture the complicated situation he mentioned then that would be helpful.

· F: Let me see if I can get some plots on power consumption. I have plots on thruput but I don’t know about power consumption.

· D: Bullet 3. Slide 11. Coverage maps. How to instantiate coverage maps & keep them up to date, I don’t know. We need to look at what to do if we don’t have those. It has implications on proxy service. How do you know you’re leaving boundaries of that proxied network?

· F: You know when you’re leaving an area but you don’t know when you’re entering an area.

· D: Not if you’re proxied.

· F: If handset is active you know when the signal is fading.

· D: You can get a trigger but if you don’t have location services advocacy of proxy services (without radio being on) and out of coverage area stuff becomes difficult.
· F: You have to wake up and do a scan which is power consuming but if you report your scan and database is built up in IS. 

· M: Could we say that proxy can only function within interworked networks? So that it can only function within an operator domain. That can help constrain and solve the problem.

· F: Example: Handset has 3GPP and WiMAX 3GPP is active, getting out of 3GPP area. How would you know that you’re entering WiMAX area or not? Not knowing the boundaries of the other technology when radio is off. You need a very clear database at the server which is not scalable. It is difficult to know what other access technologies are available other than your active one unless you have that database.

· M: WiMAX and WiFi interworked together.

· F: How do you know if you’re in coverage area of WiFi if WiFi is off? You have to rely on a database to say that this area has WiFi. Potentially APs go up and down, you have to continuously update the database. Now imagine you have three other radios in there.

· M: OK. Are we saying up and down APs due to weather conditions? Or admin issues?

· F: Admin issues. APs go up & down and you have to update the database. 

· M: There are public reports (Microsoft Campus, IETF reports). I don’t think APs going up and down is an issue.

· F: Do you think that it is reasonable to create coverage map that reasonably shows what are the different coverage areas of different access technologies? Do you think that this is possible?

· M: Yes, you have coverage map before you put APs down (install them). Once campus is  installed it is just maintenance and the burden is much less, even if manually. You have to create a map to lay APs out. APs sense each other they tell you I can’t lower my power you have to move me. I do think that coverage maps are very feasible and in fact they have to be made.

· J: Cellular operators they have coverage area maps very clearly. Dynamically change the map based on which base station is on or off may not be possible but rough coverage map should be available in operators’ database.

· F: Yes actually for cellular coverage maps are well defined you can even download the map. I was thinking about WiFi.

· M: Cellular stuff is mapped by multiple services. The same is true for WiFi networks. Databases of those have existed longer than cellular networks in public domain.

· B: What if MN doesn’t have GPS hardware, would it still work?

· M: In 802.11v, they have a solution in WiFi how to find your location relative to AP then you need a way to ask where AP is which is possible with 802.11k. There are several steps but it is still possible.

· M: Motion idea. We should include motion vector as a component. Maybe in MRPM we need to include motion vector somewhere.

· D: Circular coverage model and dependency on absolute location. Maintenance problem on the database, not a problem. 
· B: We can follow this up offline.

· B: p.11 what is the middle part? It talks about something else.

· D: That is a bullet point taken from 802.21 tutorial. Just copied not elaborated. Claim: triggers to avoid the need for scheduling. The idea is location services could be better than triggers. If all is available, you know your position coverage model is acceptable then you don’t need triggers. Here triggers don’t mean CS/ES of 802.21 they mean messages (e.g. on the paging channel) that you get if your radio were active.

· D: That’s why coincidence circles are important, two circles where you initiate handover where you complete handover. I wanted to bring back that discussion here.

· D: Slide 12. Out of coverage thing. Radio off perfect knowledge of location, you get close to other circle turn on radio you get link detected event then join the network. Radio is off otherwise. You are in proxy land.
· F: We need to review the slides offline and send comments to Dennis.
· D: We need an early discussion on proxy issues. 

· B: We can improve proxy slides and discuss offline.

· F: Agreed.

3. TR Discussion

· There was no time to discuss this item.

4. Closing

· The teleconference closed at 11:00 PM EDT. 

5. Attendance

	Name
	Affiliation

	James Han
	Motorola

	Dennis Edwards
	CoCo Communications

	Farrokh Khatibi
	Qualcomm

	Hitoya Tachikawa
	Kyocera

	Behcet Sarikaya
	Huawei Technologies USA

	Michael G. Williams
	Nokia

	Anthony Chan
	Huawei Technologies USA
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