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IEEE P802
Media Independent Handover Services

Teleconference Minutes of the IEEE P802.21 MRPM Study Group
Chair: Behcet Sarikaya
9:00PM EDT, Wednesday, July 9th, 2008
1. Agenda
· Revising TR Scenarios
https://mentor.ieee.org/802.21/file/08/21-08-0190-01-mrpm-revising-tr-scenarios.ppt
· Comments on Redefined scenarios https://mentor.ieee.org/802.21/file/08/21-08-0177-03-mrpm-proposal-to-mrpm-for-redefined-scenarios.doc on what else needs to be clarified before Denver

· Content Filtering in TR Scenario 6.5

· Response Time in different modes of operation https://mentor.ieee.org/802.21/file/08/21-08-0197-00-mrpm-response-time-in-different-modes-of-operation.ppt
· PAR/5C https://mentor.ieee.org/802.21/file/08/21-08-0092-01-mrpm-mrpm-par.doc
· Closing

2. Revising TR Scenarios:
· Behcet: Combining TR Scenarios 6.1 & 6.4 needs to be discussed. Keep Scenario 6.5.  Scenario 6.6 to be covered in Redefined Scenarios. Modify Sce. 6.3 because WiFi does not have idle mode so no idle mode signaling is needed for WiFi.
3. New MRPM Scenarios
Dennis presented his revised document
· Dennis: We don’t have use cases to illustrate link low power, how should it map? How to use doze, sleep, etc. under the control of MRPM. We should just make low power a scanning state. We need to agree on whichever that’s going to do. If we need to support both then we need to add a link action type to support the scanning part.
· D. Transition matrix. Anthony’s response times, how does it related to transition matrix & description of power modes. We should update TR depending what we decide on.
· D. Utilizing 802.21 services use case: Use case 2 is a place holder for sleep & idle modes. Handoff efficiency, network energy efficiency are precisions about network handoff. All scenarios in TR could be expressed as a function of radio proxy scenario. Use case 6.5, we need to elaborate Step 7 of proxy description to allow content filtering as described in TR Scenario 6.5.

· D. TR Sce. 6.3 could be considered. Allow to turn off radio once proxy session has been established from an earlier state assuming multiple radio operation.

· Junghoon: Are you assuming GPS like functionality for terminal?

· D. For some cases yes. Some other options that’ll give you guidance whether or not to turn the radio on or off but GPS is probably the best option. Use cases 4&5 both require location detection mechanism. So they are closely related.
4. Content Filtering
· D: Sec. 7.1.3 in Version 3 added info on not requiring radio to wake up but allowing traffic to be forwarded over the currently active radio interface. This is described in TR Sce. 6.5. We could augment this discussion of Step 7 in Proxy scenario to include discussion on content filtering. We use the language of Sce. 6.5. in that description of proxy operation.
· B: What type of filtering MRPM is supposed to do?
· D: You can get spam on interface which you would not want to wake up the interface for. I am not sure how to make that kind of differentiation. I think the rest of that description is covered in Proxy scenario in Step 7 & 8.  

.
5. Response Time in different modes of operation

· Anthony: I tried to categorize different modes of operation and understand the different modes into the perspective of requirements on the applications. Page 5. Tradeoff between application requirements and different power saving modes. Modes that save most power are not meeting application requirements. 
· A: Looking at the network side, for 802.11 sleep mode it does not it does not update Group Temporal Key (GTK) in sleep mode, i.e. in sleep mode it does not update group key. Wimax values are not available. Cellular networks, it will take some time to get the numbers. But they are faster than WiFi. 
· D: How do you see MRPM being informed of traffic requirements of MN?

· A: You have to tell beforehand what application you’re going to pay for. If interface is used for VoIP then it will have to respond to paging and it will have these response times. Different devices are used for different applications. You have to tell the network I’m going to sleep, my response time of that interface will be so much. If application tries to wake you up & if your active interface is too slow that means you might have to figure out which interface to keep alive which interface to close down to put into deep sleep but first of all you have to tell beforehand the system what application you be paid for. Device need to tell now I am trying to share the purpose of which category of applications.

· Kevin: When application subscribes to MIH-MRPM services it should tell what its requirements are then MRPM can make decisions which radio interfaces are most capable of handling those requirements. Power management can be adjusted on that interface. Using you WiFi example, VoIP application makes a request to MRPM you can’t go to deep sleep mode because I expect to have the interface to be open for the beacon. 

· A: That means the interface has to go to PS mode. 

· D: Is it sensible to filter existing QoS specification mechanisms instead of requiring applications to adopt to another set of QoS constraints and call out … (B: couldn’t catch this part exactly)

· A: Maybe both. You setup initially what applications can do and if it is not capable of doing it then you filter it. There is no sense of it if you can not respond fast enough. You probably can do both.

· Long discussion of APSD feature of 802.11 2007.

· J: What are playback/streaming values for?

· A: Initial buffering to start the playback/streaming takes this much time.

· J: Time required to begin service.

· A: Yes, after it begins then it is continuous.

· K: requirements for an application to get started is different than while in progress. It is acceptable to take 3-5 sec. to get set up but after that more than a hundred millisecond is not tolerable. Startup delay and once started different thing. How to set QoS parameters, setup time is a QoS parameter. It is interesting problem to be looked at.
6. PAR/5C

· B: Many people contributed to this PAR. The changes reflect the reformulation work and are quite minor. Proxy services which will be the main functionality of MRPM is also reflected.
7. Closing
· Vivek: regarding updated PAR, the purpose is very vague. What kind of signaling is this? What kind of support for power management is being provided. 

· V: I have a suggestion: for Denver meeting, prepare a small tutorial for 802.21 working group. In that tutorial, try to answer why we should do MRPM. 30-45 min. tutorial and 30-45 min. of questions.  This will be your lithmus test. If you pass you will have PAR. If you don’t you have questions to answer and think about. It should be done early in the week.

· V: What kind of signaling? Have specific examples. Do you have any chance of going into cellular systems and doing something there? It will be good to go to the plenary and give a short tutorial. Based on that session you’ll get a good idea what people think about it and the move forward. 
· Long discussion on the timing of the tutorial and other aspects followed.
· The teleconference closed at 11:00 PM EDT. 
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	James Han
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	Huawei Technologies USA
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