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Minutes of GRIDMAN Study Group, Session #70, Dallas, TX
Tim Godfrey
 
Eldad Zeira
EPRI


Interdigital 
Tue AM (opening)

Convened at 0810 with approximately 22 attending

Agenda 45r1 presented 

· Are there joint sessions with 802.16p? Chair: none now but some 802.16n - 802.16p meetings are staggered to allow individual members attendance

· Members expressed issue of overlap; chair and secretary opinion is that there’s no overlap right now but that we should still be watching.

· Some discussion of the split of Smart Grid between task groups

Chair asked if there’s wish for joint session – none expressed

Agenda approved with unanimous consent

The IEEE patents related slides presented. No members responded.

Order of presentation of contributions for SRD:

51, 56 on performance requirements 

Followed by SRD comments: 44, 47, 58

Order agreed

SARM order by numerical order, after clarification that some contributions were put in wrong section (SARM-TOC)

Order of presentation agreed by unanimous consent 

Modified order to be 45r2

Session @ 1830 announced (802.11 Smart Grid)

Purpose of attending 802.11: be the voice of 802.16 membership

Strawpoll: Should 802.16n recess to allow Smart Grid adhoc? 13:30 to 15:30 Tuesday, 8:00 to 10:00 on Thursday. (Note there’s also a Smart Grid session Tuesday at 19:30.)

For: 4, against: 4; poll may be retaken after we see how much progress we made 

Presentation of C802.16gman-10/0051r1

Text modifications for the Working Draft for 802.16n System Requirements Document: Performance Requirements (presented by Eldad Zeira)

Document 0056 presented Sungcheol ETRI

Ez q from Tim

Youngbin: outage is really assumption not requirements – 

Xxx – number of users in multicast group should be considered; q – is this single / multi- hop, one or multi direction?

Xxy – why targeting Tetra? A: at least

Strawpoll: recess to allow participation in this afternoon session of 802.11 adhoc on Smart Grid? 

Favor – 8, against – none, recess till 1600 agreed by unanimous consent. Will reconvene at Reverchon A

Notes on GRIDMAN Tuesday Afternoon

Document 0043r1  (Priority Access Framework for IEEE 802.16n System Architecture Reference Model (An Nguyen, D. J. Shyy, Casey Reardon, Matthew Sherman)

The contribution proposes priority access for National Security and Emergency Services.

Discussion – this applies to both initial network access and QoS prioritization. Applies to data and video services in addition to voice. 

Q: does this impact MAC specification? It will apply MAC as well as higher layers. This is an extension of what is done in 16m for emergency services. 

Issue with 802.23 emergency services (today scope is limited to E911) this is talking about people needing special access to the network. 

Comment that we shouldn’t be specific for National Security and Emergency Preparedness users. Mat clarifies that some identification of the “special” users is needed. 

Comment – could this mechanism be used by an operator to give priority services to someone who would pay more.  Mat says maybe, but the priority for NS/EP should be even higher.  Maybe change the term to “special users”, without specifying. 

The network could limit the priority service to specific sources and destinations. 

Document 0047  ITRI (Text Proposal for GRIDMAN SRD: High Reliability MAC Enhancement (Hung-Yu Wei, Ching-Chun Chou, Yan-Xiu Zheng; 2010-11-01)
Youngbin notes that this TG is for reliability, and energy efficiency is in TGp. 

First sentence is out of scope for TGn, Second sentence is covered by local forwarding function. Comment that third sentence is a solution, not a requirement.

Comment: in the case of a disruption, the RAN can continue to operate. In the second case, the mobile devices can operate ad-hoc without BS. 

Operation without backhaul is already in SRD. New function is “centralized server”.  Centralized Server means – core. 

Document 43 presented by Mat Sherman


Geoff Notes that 802.16 should be used, not specifically WiMAX. That would encompass mixed 802 networks. Can the priority be maintained across a backbone or infrastructure?  Geoff says this can’t break the 802 architecture – so the priority must be maintained across the entire 802 architecture. 

Question – what about 16e? Can we support it? Mat says the topic is discussed in document 45.  Mat is not trying to get these features in 16e, just to be sure they go from 16m into 16n.  Mat feels that this feature could be specific to 16m baseline. 

It could be difficult to support this in 16e. 

Eldad would like to move away from specific agencies. Maybe more general term for the user class? Mat suggests “EPS” as a globally accepted term. Eldad would like to keep it open to private uses. 

Is OK amend to “EPS and other priority applications”

We will amend  

Accepted as document 44r2 as amended into the SRD. Unanimous consent. 

Text as amended:

6.2.3 Priority Access Service

The HR-Network MAC shall be able to support a priority access service for ETS (Emergency Telecommunications Services) and other priority applications

Note: Need to clarify all of SRD text to show the “shall” applies to the amendment, not the final devices. 

C80216gman-10_0058.doc presented by Youngbin (Proposed text for 802.16n SRD(IEEE802.16gman-10/38r1) (section 6) (Yeongmoon Son, Jaehyuk Jang, Youngbin Chang, Kyungkyu Kim, Jung Je Son, Rakesh Taori; 2010-11-07))
16m only supports two hops now.  To be sure we are backwards compatible, proposes at least 2 hops. 

Proposes removing a P2P mode in licensed band. The whole protocol would have to change to support this mode. This cannot be backward compatible 

Q: what is the difference between  at least 2 hop and multi-hop? This means the specification can support 2 hops, but more than that is not required in the specification.  Intention is to provide 2 hops. Not sure if more than 2 hops is necessary. 

Recess until 08:00

Wed AM

Minutes of #69 approved moved Youngbin Second Mat Sherman approved unanimous consent 

Returning to Discussion on document 0058.

Peretz thinks the HR-MS forwarding MS-MS via BS still requires BS to BS infrastructure.

If the entire backbone goes away, how does the MS to MS connection get established

Mat says there is 3 scenarios: No Infrast., No BS, and No BS and RS. 

Peretz notes that handover is not possible without infrastructure. Also no communication between MS being served by different BS. 

Eldad notes that the MS range is so short, the utility of the MS-MS direct communication is limited.

Is MS-MS communication only possible if one becomes a RS? Or is it assumed to be a multi-mode radio.  Need to define an AdHoc relay – it is in essence a BS without backhaul. 

Sungcheol wants a narrowband voice type of mode. 

Need to understand how the network re-forms and which MS is “elected” to become BS.  What if there are two that can’t hear each other.

Strawpoll:

1) Should the GRIDMAN MS-MS direct communication (in the absence of infrastructure) feature (6.1.3.1) be removed to be replaced with a feature of an MS becoming an RS or BS?

a. For 8, against 5

Motion for same - moved Eldad Second Yeongmoon

b. For 7, against 6 motion fails to achieve 75%

Discussion on multi-hop

Accepted phrase for 6.1.2.2 “HR-Network shall provide at least a 2 ho
p relaying function. 
Document 47r2 ppt.  Updated Text Proposal from ITRI   (Ching-Chun Chou – NTU)

Adds MS failure case (same as MS moving out of coverage)

“When meeting the latency reliability requirements, devices may operate in an energy efficient way to prolong the lifetime of reliable operation. “ (*out of scope)

Accepted under 6.1.3.4?

“HR-Network shall support establishment and maintenance of alternative paths to support fast recovery in the event of disruption; for example, encountering intermediate HR-MS failure or movement.. HR-Network shall provide the capability to choose the most reliable path.” 

Presentation of 51r1 (Eldad perf requmnts)

Discussion – this might be hard to verify.

Presentation of 56r1 (sungcheol)  

Discussion on multicast VoIP capacity number. 

Youngbin says the 7.1 number is possible in TETRA. 

Approval of SRD Baseline

Motion to approve 0038r3 (r2 w edits accepted) as the baseline SRD for 802.16n

Moved Mat second Youngbin 9 for, 0 against, 0 abstain
SARM Contributions

Presentation of document 43r1 (Mat Sherman)  

Text looks like it fits into TOC section : Protocol Structure.

Disposition – Mat and Eldad will discuss offline.

Document 45 (Mat Sherman)

Comment – please remove interface 11 as it is not related to 16n (it is just trying to show multiple links, but end station should be MS, not RS).. Clarification that link 10 is a new air interface for HR-RS that could support multi-hop. 

Straw Poll – is it useful to have a diagram like figure 1 in the document.  Defer until others are seen

Interface 3 is 16m-BS to HR-RS. Mat clarifies that not all links are present at the same time. The 3 link is a backup for the 1 link in case the HR-BS fails. 

(Come back later for approval)

C80216gman-10_0046.doc -proposed System Reference Model for 802.16n
Woo-Geun Ahn, Donghan Chee, Ju Yong Lee
KAIST
Q: is unlicensed operation using 802.16 or something else. A: could be .16 or .11. 

Q: Is HR-MS in BS mode using unlicensed?  Yes, but relays using licensed.  MS connection could be licensed or unlicensed.

Need new functionality to support cooperative mode in Use Case 5. Agrees that this needs definition.

Q: are the unlicensed connections shown in Network Reference Model? The NRM can represent either.  This may be out of scope – we may not be able to deal with multi-RAT combinations. 

Q: Can we support cooperative without introducing a new interface? 

Q: where does the diagram show the MS-MS w/o BS scenario? A: This does not show direct MS-MS. 

Also need to show standalone network scenario. 

Figure 2 needs to show more than 2 hop scenario. Will update to include multi-hop.

Q: 16m reference model does not show relay – do we need it here?  General feeling that we do need to show relay functionality since it is big part of 16n functionality.  But also it is important to have one air interface.  Whether one or more air interfaces are needed is still up for discussion.

 Conclusion – will have update to consider for adoption.

Document 0048r2

Simplified illustration of functionality shown in SRD. 

Q; does this imply a new relay protocol in 16n? Not necessarily.  

Q: links 2 and 3 are not at same time (redundant).  One or the other. It could be considered to be both – it is up to a future decision. 

Path 7 needs to connect to HR-BS.  Will update to include link from MS to HR-BS.

Need to reflect concurrency – the places where multiple links are allowed should be very clear. 

Q: does this drawing match the SRD as approved? Any connection that is not in the current SRD?  Links from non-HR network are still to be considered. 

Conclusion – needs more details on interoperation of HR and non-HR networks.

C80216gman-10_0054.doc ETRI

Rd means direct communication air interface.

R1 is HR air interface.

Q: Link 12 from HR-RS to HR-RS. Not needed because we only have 2 hops. 

Q: Link 1 – is it really a new protocol? 

Need clarification of 

Will remove lower link of HR-RS and links 1 and 12.

Presentation of C80216gman-10_0049.doc
R1’ indicates that it could be different from R1, but doesn’t have to be.

C80216gman-10_0055.doc   (ETRI)

Not sure what coexistence function is required.

Black text is already in 16m, blue text is modified or proposed.

Yougbin says we don’t need to touch security management.  For example standalone management is new for 16n, so we need to do it. 

Yellow box is modification for HR or new functionality. 

OK with changing enhanced relay function to just relay function. Younbin will meet off-line to discuss naming.

Q: How do we manage multi-mode? This might go too deep into implementation aspects. Maybe multimode mgmt should be outside the MAC? A: 

To support standard network, we need a BS to BS air interface. A mgmt function is needed for conversion from HR-BS to HR-RS (when backhaul is unavailable)

C80216gman-10_0057.doc (Eldad)

R10 is special HR-MS to HR-MS air interface.

R1 and R10 are similar, while R10 and R11 will probably be different

In case 5,  is the HR-MS a relay station or a repeater? A repeater is usually a layer 0 forwarding function. Eldad thinks Case 5 should be an 802.16 relay. 

Q: In case of multi-hop on R10 and R11, do we need to show those cases? A: did not want to go into that on this drawing. 

Q: there is no mention of HR-MS changing role to standalone network.  Eldad forgot that case, he will update.

Q: Cases 1 to 4 can be HR-MS or MS.  MS is 16e or 16m. 

Table 1 Interoperability table. Where is new air interface for 16n?   It is only showing the type of standard from which it starts. 

Eldad says multi-mode management it outside of our scope. There is some disagreement. Eldad says role change management is outside of the MAC. 

Disagreement – role change messages need to be interoperable. However, messages are still defined to ensure interoperability. 

We need to ensure any election algorithm is based on a standardized low-level mechanism so that the process can work properly. 

Suggestion to remove right part of figure 2 (Role Change Mgmt)

ISSUE to decide later – how to deal with role change management and election algorithms, to ensure interoperability and maintain proper scope.

Q: on Figure 3 – clarifies the diagram shows the state of a regular HR-MS, expanded to show the new connectivity cases.  The diagram excludes role changes of the HR-MS. It only considers the devices that it connects to. 
Q: Sungcheol asks what is the state transition for MS forwarding? Eldad says an MS forwarding is not a change of state. 

Eldad clarifies that all the fallback diamonds are logically connected.

Discussion on process

To form SARM framework document : Use basic TOC from Session #69 closing report, (80216gman-10_0039r1 - edits on ToC of SARM.ppt)

Mat will turn ToC slide into a document framework for Thursday 8:00 meeting. 

Mat will format as separate annexes to SRD
Preference is to make as much progress on SARM, and defer ToC to conference calls or January.

Recess for Wednesday.

Thursday AM

We have agreement that a diagram for the network reference model, like Figure 1 in document 51r1 is desired. 

Discussion on whether to reconsider MS-MS direct communication. 

Network Reference Model  57r1 and 54r1.

Select figure from 57r1, edit in Visio

Need a state transition diagram to show possible changes of state.

Question – does the HR interface always support non-HR mobiles? 

Need to define exactly what R1 is, in the NRM.

Recess to break into drawing ad-hoc for next slot.

Held SARM diagram drafting ad-hoc session Thursday AM2 and part of PM1

Thursday PM

Strawpolls on tables etc

Teleconferences

Times  (duration 1.5 hours)

Time Slot 1:  4pm Eastern US, 1pm Pacific, 7am Korea,  Midnight  Israel  

Time Slot 2:  9am Eastern US, 6am Pacific, 11pm Korea, 4pm Israel
Dates

Nov 23  (TS1)

Table in doc 0060r1, and supporting text.  

Define relation between capability and role

Dec 7   (TS2) 

Topic - Definition of R1 interface  ((Not discussing backward compatibility modes))

Jan 4  (1 week before Session 71)   (TS1)

Topic -  Protocol Structure
Open Calls for Contributions

Contributions and content for SARM

Definition of Capability vs Role

Further clarifications on tables for SARM

Other contents as needed

Contributions on Amendment Working Document (AWD) Table Of Contents
Process and Work Plan

Complete SARM in Session #71 (In first two days)

Finalize and agree on Amendment Working Document (AWD) Table of Contents

Open CfC for Amendment Working Document (AWD) Text

AWD draft development (Until draft meets SRD requirements)

Letter Ballot

No motions other than to adjourn with Eldad unanimous consent 
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