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Meeting 21 September 2009, session AM2 

Proposed Agenda:  11_09_0983r1:

· Call for essential patent claims

· Agenda document 11-09/09xxr0
Called to order by Michael Montemurro, Research in Motion, at  16:04 HDT
1.0 Secretary:  David Hunter
2.0 Reviewed agenda as 11-09-983r1 slide 11
2.1 Approved unanimously.

3.0 Working Document is 11_09_0942r1 

4.0 David Hunter acting as temporary Chair, for the purposes of election of the SG Chair

5.0 DH:  Are there any nominations for Chair of the QoSMan Study Group?
6.0 Matthew Gast:   I nominate Michael Montemurro

7.0 David Hunter:  any other nominations ?  I hear none.  So we vote; all in favor of Michael Montemurro as Chair of the 802.11 QoSMan Study Group?  
7.1 Vote:  16:0:0  :  unanimous approval 
7.2 Michael Montemurro is now the Chair of the QoSMan Study Group

8.0 MM:  Thank you very much. 
9.0 11-09/0864r2 will be the document that we need to review today.
10.0 IP policy and Meeting rules review

10.1 No response to call for new IP issues.
11.0 Presentation:  09_0967r0:  Management Frame Priority SG Support

11.1 Presented by Allan Thomson, Cisco
11.2 Concepts of objectives of the PAR and 5C put forward by this Study Group 

11.3 Will have straw polls

11.4 Henry Ptasinski:  slide 13:  how does this compare to how we handle data frames – is there some consideration here than how we handle data frames?

11.5 AT:  yes, it is different.  From the network manager’s perspective, not just priority but also that the function you are managing is not only high priority on the medium, but also that reliably performed – 
11.6 HP:  ignoring this aspect, the reliability issue exists independent of prioritization.  This is not a new problem.
11.7 AT:  agree, but saying something is lower priority is starting to exacerbate the problem.  We need both to get that management.
11.8 DH:  sounds like a second Ack
11.9 AT:  if do diagnostics at lower priority, then still need it done.
11.10 DH:  so want management priority in addition to transport priority?
11.11 Bill Marshall:  Slide 5 :  that may be useful for evaluating proposals of management schemes, but don’t believe that benefits for evaluating belong in the PAR – trying to put benefit numbers into the PAR is a mistake.
11.12 AT:  task of evaluating results in some text.  If you think the percentage doesn’t belong, then you still see that the study of this is useful for generating the PAR and 5C.
11.13 BM:  don’t think that should be a precursor in any case ; we should not do more than that.
11.14 AT:  so are you saying that we should figure out which use cases, but should not identify those in the PAR?
11.15 BM:  yes

11.16 AT:  then the SG is just the Task Group.
11.17 Andrew Myles:  one of goals of an SG is to measure yourself.  There is some precedence for numbers.  We also need to do some use cases in the SG stage, or can’t testify what is feasible.
11.18 AT:  TGv had this problem.  It did not clearly identify the use cases first and had a wide open scope.  I think use cases are very useful.
11.19 Roger Durand:  I do agree that PAR/5C must be very focused on a problem, though not to solve that problem first.
11.20 Matthew Fischer:  part of the goal of this group is to come up with a solution for a future problem.  Every new PAR brings in some additional management frames.  But we really don’t know what ones will come in the future.  So one goal is a bit of a preventative measure.  I don’t disagree with laying down goals, but believe it is a hard task to do.  
11.21 AT:  the focus on use cases is to use the experience we have in the world.  It is to identify what those problems are, but it does not mean that we try to solve all problems for the future.  There is a motivation now to solve an existing marketplace problem.
11.22 MF:  I think people are afraid of other things that they think are going to happen.
11.23 AT:  Slide 6 , Focus 3

11.24 MF:  I disagree.  I think we can build for the future.
11.25 AT:  I think that is hypothetical.
11.26 MF:  it is the future systems that need a Gigabit throughput, and that is why we are designing Gigabit today.
11.27 AT:  the intent of this presentation is to drive thought processes.
11.28 MM:  anyone want to have some strawpolls before we dive into the PAR and 5C?   Hearing none:  we dive into the PAR and 5C.  
11.29 Document:  11_09_0942r2,  presented by Michael Montemurro 

11.29.1 Proposal for PAR and 5C 

11.30 Q:  enable prioritization instead of operation? 

11.31 AT:  for which operation?  How about for “a defined set of use cases”?  I don’t know how you specify those if the SG doesn’t work on those. 
11.32 RD:  is the use case 802.11?  That decision is part of the TG work.
11.33 AT:  everything at lower priority.
11.34 MF:  this is not a group that wants that.
11.35 AT:  depends on which use cases.
11.36 RD:  that is part of the TG work.  If we do that we are doing the TG work.  Can you think of a management case that can’t use priorities?
11.37 WF:   you’re asking for the SG to create the solution.
11.38 AT:  but I don’t know what the scope is yet.
11.39 Henry Ptasinski:  today we can get management frames that are stuck back in the queue. I don’t  want to preclude trying to find a solution for that.  I want to leave that open for the Task Group to work on.  
11.40 DH:  is this a time-to-market problem?  What if we start working on Use Cases?
11.41 AT:  we already have a scheme in two amendments.  Why are those not enough?  Why does this SG even exist?
11.42 Dorothy Stanley:  we tunneled some management frames in TGv, and so generated differentiated priorities from action frames.  So some management frames are being transported as data frames so that they can be prioritized.  But now, is this group intended to look at all existing frames and categorize them?  Or can we use the 11v mechanism to create priorities?  

11.43 HP:  one use case I had an issue with is 11u’s pre-association.  I don’t see this group evaluating the 11u and 11k frames.  
11.44 AT:  that proves my point.  I think that pre-association is a valid concern that potentially needs to be solved.  But I think we should reevaluate those – so that we have different concepts of what we should be doing.
11.45 RD:  I believe we should be reviewing 11k and others and consider any improvements that help networking. I want to avoid hierarchies of controllers as network managers.  But we won’t know what will happen in the proposals. 
11.46 MF:   I have heard a potential scope issue here.  How about adding “existing and future” in front of “management frames” in the scope?   But the other statements I’ve heard are possible mechanisms.
11.47 Paul Lambert:  we need some room in the scope that may be automated so that we don’t have to address every use case.
11.48 DorS:  we do have a solution today.  It is important to document and convince ourselves that that solution is not sufficient.  We need to justify why we need to do additional work.  I agree that pre-authorization is a good example. 
11.49 AT: I want to set prioritization in a customer environment rather than a standards body.  I don’t think IEEE has the capability to determine whether one management frame has a higher or lower priority than another.
11.50 RD:  please expand on that.
11.51 AT:  if you say that a diagnostic management frame must go at a lower priority that it does now, then I have a problem with that.  If we allow administrator  to set the priority,  it is better. 

11.52 RD:  and if no administrator is present?

11.53 AT:  we would have defaults.  This group should definitely not be setting priorities for all management frames.
11.54 HP:  11e does not say which frames go at which priorities.  I totally agree with that.  I suggest the wording: “to provide the mechanisms for prioritizing management frames”.  Then we can set specific criteria.  This should support (a) existing and future management frames; (b) should allow for administrative configuration of priorities; (c) ….   But these items should not go into the scope.

11.55 RD:  I agree,  but think that there are some specific frames that should not go at highest priority. 
11.56 Adrian Stephens:  we need to keep scope statements short.  But if they are not precise enough, then the scope could end up being all-encompassing.  There is an explanatory note section, and we could put notes there for background.
11.57 Jon Rosdahl:  Item 5.2 is a statement that will be in the document.  It is not a description of what you might do.  It should start out “This amendment defines mechanisms for prioritizing management frames.  These mechanisms support existing and future management frames.”  And just that.  And the descriptions should start out the same way in the Purpose section.

11.58 AT:  the sentence “support existing and future management frames” applies to everything.
11.59 MM:  the point is that we could put that elsewhere in the document.
11.60 AT:  in response to Adrian:  I’ve had people put Scope in our faces {during disputes}, but have never seen them refer to the notes section.
11.61 Richard Kennedy:  8.1 is the notes section

11.62 JR:  the additional sentences could go into the explanatory notes.  So we would just end up with a one sentence Scope and a one sentence Purpose.  I agree that we do need to know what our bounds are.  

11.63 AT:  how about those extra sentences?  
11.64 MM:  put those in 8.1.  We want those in the Purpose section.
11.65 JR:  our amendments do not have a Purpose clause.  So, lets see if you like those sentences better under Purpose.  Also in 5.4 the text:  “This amendment provides mechanisms to prioritize….”  These mechanisms support existing and future management frames.  They should allow for administrative configuration of priorities.

11.66 AM:  which management frames does the second sentence not cover?

11.67 DS:  I think that was there because of the discussion of previously defined frames.  But it is obvious that this mechanism will apply to future frames.

11.68 AM:  it is an important point that it applies to existing frames.  That is the point:  we can’t answer whether all past frames until we look at them to see if it makes sense to include them.  Leaving this wide open leads to another 7 year project.
11.69 AS:  I agree with Dorothy:  it is unnecessary to say “future” because we would have to work really, really hard to come up with a mechanism that could not be applied to future frames.
11.70 JR:  delete middle of last material in the Purpose section to come up with “These mechanisms allow for administrative configuration of priorities.”   We need to agree whether we only have a specific set of management frames that are the target.

11.71 AT:  I agree with what Jon just said.  But the Purpose statement does not say why we are prioritizing something.  Second, on one of my slides I had the statement that infrastructure should be a limitation in the scope.
11.72 MM:  so “prioritizing management frames in infrastructure BSS.”

11.73 RD:  include mesh?   
11.74 MM:  so “in an infrastructure or mesh BSS” 
11.75 HP:  so exclude mesh? 
11.76 RD:  so instead “not include ad-hoc”

11.77 MM:  so “for non-IBSS networks” 

11.78 AM:  all of these comments highlight the exercise that we need to consider the use cases.  Lets articulate those;.  We need to answer the basic questions:  what are we doing; how it might be done; and can it be done?  We need to study those in the SG. 

11.79 John Kenney, with Vehicle Safety Communications Consortium:  TGp is defining non-IBSS management frames that we are concerned about.
11.80 JR:  this should be a good way to make sure everyone is on the same page for answer the questions that AM is  asking.  We did much of that in WNG with this presentation.  We also need to fill out the 5C, and those provide some of the answers – such as which subsets are relevant.
11.81 MM:  I want to go back to the WNG presentation.  
11.82 AT:  but does that have use cases?

11.83 DS:  but it would be useful.
11.84 MM:  see document 11_09_0817r1.
11.85 DS:  with respect to the abstract:  TGv did receive related LB comments.  What happened to 11u?

11.86 MM:  that was the generation of this presentation .
11.87 RD:  the reason some of those comments went away {in the earlier TGs} was the understanding that this group would exist.
11.88 DS:  I differ about TG v.  TGv actually came to a compromise that created a prioritization mechanism that includes certain specific frames – event and diagnostic reports.  But what is unique in TGu is that they did not create such a mechanism.  They might be able to use the TGv mechanism for the TGu pre-association frames.
11.89 RD:  TGu did not come up with such, but did look forward to future discussion of mechanisms and values of them.
11.90 DS:   11k also has no such mechanism.
11.91 RD:  I do not think the 11v mechanism will be universally adopted.  We will end up with greater value if we work on this more.  I am worried that, with the current mechanism, every frame will be highest priority value.  I think that voice traffic will be lost; emergency support calls will be lost; etc.  I think the currently deployed systems work fine without the additional management frames.  But I agree that we can decide on some frames that should be highest priority.  

11.92 AT:  item 9 of my presentation.  The key point is that TGv has already come up with a solution, though it does not solve the pre-association case.  But, no matter what this group does, it must take the TGv mechanism into account.  That is a generic mechanism.  We do not need another way of doing the same thing.  We need to sort that out.

11.93 MM:  will run though the 0817r1 WGN presentation in the time left.  

11.94 AS:  I think the SG really needs to consider seriously what the requirements are and then determine whether the TGv mechanisms meet those requirements.
11.95 JR:  remember that the SG is not a failure if it determines that no TG is necessary.  Slide 6 of 0817r1 is a problem statement.  We need also to determine identity;  is the problem we are solving unique?  
11.96 MF:  I have heard that there is an 11v solution.  But do we know whether it applies to everything?  We need to determine how wide the 11v solution is, or does it need to be extended?

11.97 AT:  in 11v we identified only certain frames, but the mechanism is general – though I agree that the mechanism does not cover the pre-association frames.
11.98 PL:  think that 11v has a good solution, but there is more work needed.
11.99 DS:  I agree with Paul.  Our scope was not to extend this to other management frames, so we didn’t.  But I did hear that priority of action frames was debated over and over again in 11k.  Part of the issue was that the network would not harm itself.  We can’t prevent every bad implementation.  

11.100 MF:  the story of “one kitten is not too many”:  if we add in all management frames, do we end up with too many cats in the house.  We need a standardized mechanism that everyone can rely on. 

11.101 DS:  the mechanism certainly could be used for the 11k frames, etc.  Or: if this group is going to introduce another mechanism, should we pull out the 11v mechanism?
11.102 AT:  agree.  We need to resolve how we can use two mechanisms.

11.103 MF: is there any other venue for doing that?
11.104 AT:  no, but 11v did  try to create a wide mechanism.

11.105 JR:  as Paul said, we do not have to create a new mechanism.  This is just an amendment.  We could be changing what we have currently.  

11.106 AT:  can we at least list out some of the high priority cases?  Such as pre-association?

11.107 JR: this specifically is management action frames.  Could be just to extend the 11v mechanism to include other action management frames.
11.108 AS:  any mesh experts in the room?  Didn’t they define a new management frame?  I hear none.

11.109 PL:  I’m supportive of setting priorities, but cautious of limitations.  If we say that is all we are going to do, it is too limiting. 

11.110 DS:  the 11v mechanism only works post-association because data frames may only be sent post-association.  So then you need some other mechanism for pre-association, which  brings up the question of why the first mechanism.  I would prefer not to have two mechanisms.  

11.111 MM:  do we want to restrict this PAR and 5C just to management action frames?  

11.112 HP:  agree with Paul that that is the target, but I don’t want to get stuck with that limitation.

11.113 DS:  be careful about that because you don’t want to provide a mechanism for each and every management frame that you’ve failed. 

11.114 PL:  it’s little premature to determine that here.
11.115 JR:  we would be better served working out the 5Cs.  
11.116 AT:  Broad Market Potential:  can whatever we create be applied to the existing market?  

11.117 MM:  17.5.1 says that it can be applied to any 802.11 deployment 

11.118 AT:  but it does not say that we can apply it to existing products in the marketplace.  Add “and capable of being applied to existing 802.11 products” at the end of the second paragraph under “a)”.  

11.119 PL:  I support the idea, but not sure of that version.
11.120 RD:  I don’t think we need to make a requirement on this group on existing products, because some existing products are in software, some in hardware and that is not under our control.
11.121 MM:  there is another statement below that about hardware – see 17.5.5 a).  
12.0 Recessed at 18:00 HDT.

Meeting 23 September 2009

Proposed Agenda:

· Additional PAR and 5C discussion 
Called to order by Michael Montemurro at  16:02 HDT
1.0 Reviewed agenda on 11-09-983r2 slide 12.
2.0 Announcement:  we obtained from the WG in the Midweek Plenary an extra slot for Thursday AM2.  
3.0 Proposed PAR and 5C:  Document 0942r3 was posted earlier today.
4.0 It has been recommended that we start off now with 5C, 17.5.1 Broad Market Potential

5.0 AT:  about the second part that says other TGs have introduced new management frames:  I believe that they only introduced new management action frames.
6.0 MM:  is there a consensus on which we want to use?
7.0 HP:  we can also say that  they all introduced features that rely on management frames.

8.0 AT:  last sentence of that paragraph gets back to management frames again.

9.0 MM:  last sentence says the mechanism can be applied to all aspects.  This demonstrates broad market appeal.  Informal straw poll:  everyone who disagrees with these paragraphs?

10.0 AT:  I think we should say “management action frames” in both places.
11.0 JR:  should delete ‘more’ in ‘more features’. 

12.0 MM:  agreed.

13.0 AS:  11s introduced multihop action frames.  These are used to transport an action frame across several hops.  But I believe this is a different frame that has different addressing. 

14.0 RK:  is it broader market appeal if they are action frames?

15.0 MM:   how many want to change this text to action frames? 

16.0 AT:  for just this Broad Market Appeal section, I don’t care.

17.0 MM:  I hear no objections to the current 17.5.1 b) text.  

18.0 MM:  next, any objections to b) ?  I hear none.
19.0 MM:   c)  Balanced costs?  

20.0 BK:   that means that balance effects on APs and STAs. 
21.0 AT:  suggest that we add words “is expected to affect APs and non-AP STAs equally, and therefore” in the second sentence. 

22.0 MM:  any objections to that text?  I hear none.

23.0 MM:  7.5.2 Compatibility.  

24.0 AT:  which systems management standards are being referenced here? 

25.0 RK::  that’s just boilerplate, not specific to this PAR.   So the only part that is specific is the last sentence.  

26.0 MM:  so we need to add “IEEE 802.11-2007, IEEE 802.11r-2008 management action frame usage.

27.0 BK:  there is no such thing as “management action frame” in the text.  If unambiguous, that’s fine, but does everyone understand that?
28.0 MM:  replace that with “management frame of subtype action” before “usage”.

29.0 MM:  also add 802.11k-2008 and IEEE 802.11y-2008 to the list in this sentence. 

30.0 AT:  does this version mean the same to everyone?  

31.0 MM:  this is not the scope, just notes.

32.0 AS:  so do not want to use normative language here.

33.0 MM:  replace “shall” with “will be” . 

34.0  MM:  also say “coexist with”  … “management frames of subtype action.”

35.0 AS:  substitute “and all published amendments”.

36.0 HP:  and re-order to “and coexist with the usage of management frames of subtype action in IEEE 802.11-2007  and all published amendments.” 

37.0 MM: do we need a straw poll about referring to action frames?  Ok.

37.1 Straw Poll:  Should QoSMAN address prioritization of only management frames of subtype action?  Yes:   No:   Abstain:    Object to question (too early to determine):  
38.0 JR:  there always are various approaches to this form – if we answer to the best of our ability without preconceptions about the toys in the sandbox, then we only need to try to justify in the 5C what we want to do.   We only need to include enough information to give EC an idea of whether this work belongs in 802 and 802.11.
39.0 AT:  all of the things that have been introduced depend on ideas;  we have not yet done the other use case work that we would need.  

40.0 PL:  we should remove the commitment to be backward compatible with specific action frames.   That does not belong here.  Could say just with “management frames”.  It is still open whether action frames.   So that “usage of management frames of subtype action” should be removed from 17.5.2.  

41.0 MM:  I hear no objections, so will do that. 

42.0  MM:  17.4.3  Distinct Identity – any objections to a)? 

43.0 JR:  if we are going to specify management and public action frames here, then we are not being consistent.  

44.0 HP:  11n has action frames; 11s has multihop management.  We may leave this open to any of those possibilities. 

45.0 MM:  do we make that decision in the TG? 

46.0 JR:  my interpretation is that we can do less than  the scope, but we can never do more than the scope. 

47.0 PL:  I don’t think we want to limit our scope that much.
48.0 BK:  if this project is working on prioritization of management frames at same time as 11v is, how do we justify two groups working on overlapping topics?

49.0 MM:  so make a) “IEEE 802.11 management frames are unique to IEEE 802.11.

50.0 MM:  next,  b).

51.0 AT:  start the second paragraph:  “IEEE 802.11v has introduced an encapsulation mechanism for”;  11v did this by creating a new type. 

52.0 HP:  we should delete the second paragraph.

53.0 Matt Fischer:  this mechanism is in Annex U , so refer to that.

54.0 JR:  we need to make it clear that we are solving a problem.
55.0 BK:  I think we need to leave the reference in, but to say that the encapsulation mechanism is not adequate to solve the problem we have now.
56.0 MM:  add “The encapsulation mechanism does not address general prioritization.”  

57.0 AT:  understand that the 11v mechanism can’t be used for pre-association cases.  The first sentence misrepresents the solution.

58.0 AS:  replace the second sentence with “P802.l1v does not describe the use of this encapsulation for other management frames.”

59.0 AT:  that is reasonable.  But we could still use it for other action frames.  

60.0 MM:  I disagree with that.

61.0 MF:  it does not provide prioritization; it provides a mechanism for prioritization.  It does not say anything about how you prioritize.  I agree with Allan that it only talks about a subset of frames.  I oppose the change that would broaden it.  

62.0 AT:  the scheme was defined such that other management action frames could use the mechanism.  This sentence misrepresents what was done in 11v.  

63.0 Bill Marshall:  that was what was done in 11v.

64.0 AT:  disagree.  That is a  general mechanism.  So I propose “provides a mechanism for prioritization of the reports”

65.0 RK:  say “used by” those frames.

66.0 HP:  we can just say that other amendments have created a mechanism that is used by some action frames. 

67.0 MM:  so the result is: “mechanism to prioritize some management frames of sub-type action.  P802.11v and P802.11z do not describe the use of this encapsulation for other management frames.” 

68.0 MM:  c) 

69.0 MF:  the context of this entire subclause loses the point of the second paragraph.  

70.0 HP:  put the entire second paragraph into the middle of the first paragraph.  

71.0 AT:  replace “some management frames” with “any management frames” 

72.0 MF:  can anyone tell me how these frames got through the MAC data SAP?  If it didn’t come through that SAP, how did it get a priority assigned to it?  

73.0 AT:  that is a good sponsor ballot comment, but not useful for this 5C.
74.0 MM:  can just rescind a PAR. 
75.0 JR:  actually you just let the SG fade.
76.0 AS:  why not just set up a subgroup to make such SB comments?
77.0 RD:  there were comments made earlier, but the response was that they were out of scope for 11v.  That’s one reason why we need this group.

78.0 HP:  there are multiple issues here.  The comments on 11v apply at most to one of those items.

79.0 AS:  I still think a dialog with 11v would be helpful.  I suggest a joint meeting with 11v to determine how much is within their scope.

80.0 DaveS:  should we just say that this is good enough for now and move on?

81.0 HP:  I would like to capture the point that there is no solution for any management frame prior to association. 

82.0 MM:  add under b):  “there is currently no solution for prioritization of management frames prior to IEEE 802.11 association.”

83.0 MF:  add to the middle of the first paragraph under b):  v and z “do not describe the assignment of priority for management frames that utilize this feature.” 

84.0 BK:  also say “The new amendment will be…” in the following sentence.

85.0 AT:  if 11v has a mechanism and this amendment has a different way, then there is confusion.

86.0 RD:  that is true of all of our amendments.

87.0 MF:  I agree:  no amendment stands alone.  It is the amendment plus the baseline.

88.0 AT:  what is the intention of that question?
89.0 JR:  it is from the LMSC.  It gives them some idea which is possible.  It is asking if the search will be relatively easy.  

90.0 BK:  The title of the project is QoSMAN.  This project will produce a QoS amendment.  Copy the Purpose text and bring it down.   

91.0 MM: so “the project will produce an amendment that describes prioritization of management frames within the IEEE 802.11 specification.” 

92.0 MM: 17.5.4  Technical Feasibility:  again this was copied from 11w.  But remove “as those mechanisms prove feasibility” from the end of the first sentence.
93.0 AT:  what does the comment on b) mean?

94.0 BK:  this just means that we do not depend on a technological breakthrough.  So it the task can be accomplished in a reasonable amount of time.

95.0 MM:  item c) 
96.0 AT:  if not approved, then why are you doing it?
97.0 AS:  the  Task Group is not an increased reliability Task Group, it is a prioritization Task Group.  Also, remove the words relating to the analysis, because someone will ask for that. 

98.0 RD:  I still don’t see what this has to do with reliability.

99.0 AS:  how about just leaving it with the first sentence?
100.0 JR:  we don’t yet have proposed solutions, so no “the” .
101.0 MM:  deleted that

102.0 MM:  Next 17.5.4.1
103.0 DaveS:  if we are not changing the PHY, why would this impact coexistence?  

104.0 HP:  if we make any changes that impact frames enough to change the analysis, it might possibly have an impact.  Management frames are relevant to coexistence.
105.0 MM:  next,  Economic Feasibility 

106.0 AT:  about b) I’m unaware of any costs related to this, but what if there was something related to IPR?

107.0 MM:  is it appropriate for us to discuss this? 

108.0 RD:  if we have selected something.  But we don’t now know what the solution is.

109.0 AT:  I agree.  But we don’t know this is the only cost.

110.0 MF:  this is identical working to 11w? 

111.0 MM:  Yes.

112.0 MF:  could we look at the 11v document?  Perhaps delete the second sentence in b), then change the text to “are anticipated” and “are likely only to incur software development costs.” 
113.0 BK:  I am having some trouble saying this software has no changes on hardware.

114.0 MM:  replace with “The amendment is not expected to significantly increase the costs”? 

115.0 MF:  Instead:
“Support of the proposed amendment will probably require a manufacturer to develop minor modifications to firmware and possibly drivers.  Hardware modifications should not be necessary, due toe existing prioritization mechanisms for Data frames.” 

116.0 MM:  so we now need to go back to the beginning:  Scope 

117.0 John Kenney:  need to expand to context of frames sent out of the context of the BSS.

118.0 JR:  less is more:  we need to limit the words here.  Just make it for prioritizing management frames within 802.11, and leave the rest off.

119.0 AT:  is there any case to send at lower priority?
120.0 John??:  yes, vehicle state frames.
121.0 MT:  why did we limit it to infrastructure? 
122.0 AT:  because the use cases to justify this work were based on infrastructure only.  But we still don’t have all the use cases yet.  We are trying to define a PAR without going over use cases first. 

123.0 DaveS:  one concern:  the scope of the PAR is that it needs to be more than action frames.  

124.0 PL:  since we have only a limited number of use cases, we need to be more general.  We don’t need to limit ourselves early.   

125.0 MF:  sounds like what Allen said that we are not sure, and so we should narrow the scope.  That seems backward to me; in that case we need to widen the scope.

126.0 BK:  in general I am in favor of narrowing the scope to make the problem more solvable.  Too broad a scope can have us solve problems that no one is interested in.  Do we say here that ‘you can never use this in IBSS’?  If we have clear commercial purposes, those take precedence.  Last thought:  the word should be “prioritizing” .  

127.0 MM:  Ok.

128.0 AT:  a response to Matt:  I was suggesting that we have a clear understanding of what we want to do with this group, and then we can draft the Scope.  We need to be sufficiently clear to know what the targets are.
129.0 DaveS:  I agree with narrowing the scope.  But if is too narrow, I don’t want to get people saying that “It’s not an action frame, so we can’t work with it.”
130.0 JR:  Some people say that 11v was too wide; but, when it was written, it was regarded as too narrow.  If it is a bit broader, then we have the possibility of someone coming in with some other solutions.  But the real key is that, regardless of how much time you spend word-smithing the Scope, there will be feature creep.  That’s why we need to have clear boundaries. 

131.0 MF:  I would like to strike the word “action” from 5.2 and would like to strike everything after “management frames”.  

132.0 Dorothy Stanley:  a better analogy than 11v is 11w.  11w’s scope is similar to this group’s.  There was a long discussion in 11w about which management frames – action frames, other subgroups?  I am sympathetic to Allan’s arguments about use cases.  Some of these discussions about use cases bring up things that don’t come to mind at first.  

133.0 MM:  when did 11w go through that exercise?
134.0 DorS:  in the development of the PAR during the SG phase.

135.0 AT:  there are critical things that are relevant to making sure your network is stable, and there are less critical things.  The less critical things are all built on management action frames.  I think action frames should be considered as the focus, so I disagree with Matt.

136.0 HP:  looking at 11w:  the phrase is that it is “including but not limited to” other kinds of management frames.  So  it emphasized some, but did  not limit itself to those.  

137.0 MF:  I think that the scope in the version that does not mention infrastructure and mesh is already pretty narrow.

138.0 RD:  lets have a poll on this.  
139.0 MM:  All those in favor of the version on action frames with infrastructure BSS and mesh?  And with the other?  

139.1 I see many in favor of the second and only a few in favor of the first. 

140.0 Recessed at 18:05.

Meeting 24 September 2009

Proposed Agenda:

· Additional PAR and 5C discussion, currently document 0942r4.
Called to order by Michael Montemurro at  10:35 HDT
1.0 Reviewed agenda on 11-09-983r2 slide 14

1.1 No discussion, no objection; unanimously approved.
2.0 Document 0942r5 will be the current working document today
3.0 Currently discussing the two alternative versions of Scope, Item 5.2.
4.0 The preliminary straw poll from yesterday will now be a formal straw poll:
4.1 Which option do you prefer the scope for QoS MAN PAR to be expressed as:

a) This amendment defines mechanisms for prioritizing management action frames for infrastructure BSS and mesh BSS networks.

b) This amendment defines mechanisms for prioritizing management frames.

5.0 AT: Henry was discussing other items for the list.
6.0 HP:  there are at least four we could list.  But I would prefer not to,  because what we might come up with might or might not work with any particular item.
7.0 AT:  I was suggesting that we could help identify the areas that are of more interest.  But don’t know whether that should be in scope.

8.0 MM:  I tried to capture that in the additional comments.  If no further discussion, we will vote:  
8.1 Vote on the Straw Poll:   a:  1;    b:  10.

9.0 MM:  is there any more wordsmithing that people want on b) as the scope?  

10.0 MM:  hearing none, we move to the Purpose, which needs some work.

11.0 HP:  change the second sentence to “These mechanisms allow for administrative configuration of priorities.”  For the third sentence: These mechanisms should allow for coexistence with what is already there.
12.0 AT:  but it also is deployable on legacy devices with minimal work.

13.0 HP:  with minimal upgrade.

14.0 RD:  these qualifications don’t belong in Purpose.  Those belong somewhere else.  So make Purpose only the first sentence and move the rest to the end of Section 5.

15.0 HP:  make the remaining sentence:  “…performance of IEEE 802.11 networks by providing mechanisms to prioritize IEEE 802.11 management frames.”

16.0 AT:  still have the purpose to improve some applications, such as voice.

17.0 RD:  but the purpose is really management frame oriented.
18.0 MM:  prioritization not only in data networks, but also location frames over management traffic.
19.0 RD: I view this more as a super-system than a sub-system.

20.0 HP:  say “and the applications that use these networks, by providing…”

21.0 MM:  next, item 5.5,   Need for the Project

22.0 AT:   that should be changed to be consistent with the current 5.4.
23.0 HP:  use “IEEE 802.11-2007 and subsequent amendments have introduced additional management frames that, under some circumstances, could adversely affect the performance of some IEEE 802.11 networks and the applications that use those networks.”

24.0 MM:  Item 5.6, Stakeholders

25.0 MM:  Intellectual Property 6.1.a.  – that would be Monday?

26.0 HP:  September 21, 2009.

27.0 MM:  6.1.b.  --  No

28.0 MM:  6.1.c. – No 

29.0 MM:  7.1  Projects that have similar scope?  --  No.

30.0 AT:  I believe 11v has a similar scope.
31.0 DH:  not unless 11v Scope statement is similar.
32.0 MM:  I regard this as the 11w and 11k relationship.

33.0 AT:  is the point of this to be full disclosure?  They will read the 5C and ask about this.  I think we have an adequate description there.

34.0 RD:  Could say that it has been debated, but that the 11v Chair ruled that it is not similar scope.

35.0 AT:  ultimately your  goal is to get this approved, so you need to work with the EC members.

36.0 MM:  we will get comments back from the other EC members on this.

37.0 RD:  we can copy and paste the 11v words here

38.0 HP:  the 11v scope could be read broadly, but its qualifiers make it appear to be different.  So could say “potentially be interpreted to overlap”.

39.0 RD:  should we copy the material from 17.5.3 b)?

40.0 MM:  does NesCom really need that?  They work at a higher layer, so would this even be relevant?

41.0 HP:  the main question is whether anyone else has the scope to do this?

42.0 AT:  the answer to that is “maybe”.

43.0 HP:  unfortunately yes.

44.0 AT:  so full disclosure is better.
45.0 HP:  Insert into 7.1:   “P802.11v scope could be interpreted as being  similar to this propose project.  However the P802.11v Task Group has decided that this work is outside of their scope.”

46.0 MM:  all of the items up to 8.1 appear to be clear.

47.0 MM:  Item 8.1, Additional Explanatory Notes:  these are all on 5.2, Scope.
48.0 HP:  change “this amendment’’ to “this project” in each item.

49.0 MM:  and I will also make these items bulleted

50.0 AT:  a question about first bullet:  what is the difference of classification, assignment, etc.?

51.0 MM:  A classification is grouping; assignment is just assigning priority.
52.0 AT:  but do these coordinate with the administration?
53.0 HP:  they are not incompatible.

54.0 MM:  I  can remove “assignment” from the first, as that is just one possible technique of classifying.
55.0 RD:  but classification overlaps, no?

56.0 MM:  this is the mapping of priorities with 802.11 priorities.  These are actually defined terms.

57.0 Jaarko Knecht, Nokia:  are you planning to use 11s management frames?

58.0 MM:  we haven’t ruled those out.

59.0 AT: for the last bullet:  “This project will consider mechanisms to be deployed on existing IEEE 802.11 devices in the market.”
60.0 HP:  On the third to the last bullet:  insert “should” allow.

61.0 RD:  I have a real problem with that.
62.0 HP:  today the administrators can limit all to some level of surface – are you going to eliminate that capability?  Should we do that for data frames today?

63.0 RD:  good point.
64.0 AT:  I don’t agree that the standard should define what the priorities are for certain frames. 

65.0 RD:  how about making a recommendation in the standard, but allowing that to be overwritten?

66.0 AT:  if we have recommendation, then have to know all the use cases.
67.0 DH:  but no frame is used in only one use case; take the extreme case of location frame used for emergency services or used for just application-oriented location.
68.0 HP: add in line:  “This project may consider default classification and prioritization of management frames.”

69.0 JK:  will consider “should”? 
70.0 HP:  would like to keep it flexible.
71.0 AT:  we do say that we do not want to work in security.
72.0 HP:  I hope it will not require a new security scheme.
73.0 AT:  we will need to apply 11w to this new mechanism.
74.0 HP:  I hope that we don’t need to say that here.
75.0 AT:  then add a new bullet:  “Existing 802.11 security mechanisms should be applicable to this project without significant changes.”

76.0 MM:  I would rather say “applicable to solutions considered by this project.”

77.0 AT:  everything but data encapsulation is related to scope.

78.0 HP:  that is a  related project.
79.0 MM:  so put that under “Additional notes for Item 7.1 Related Projects”.
80.0 HP:  also replace “backward compatibility with in” with “backward compatibility with currently deployed IEEE 802.11 networks”.  Also in the last bullet: “P802.11v and P802.11z”.

81.0 RD:  does ‘existing” include 11w applying to 11u?

82.0 MM:  maybe we want to state directly which security:  make this “IEEE 802.11i, IEEE 802.11r and IEEE 802.11w should be…” .  That  is good because it can’t be debated which are “existing”. 

83.0   PL:  also consider that pre-association is outside that model.

84.0 MM:  this now is version 5 and is uploaded as that:  document 0942_05.   Note that we are likely to receive questions from the other groups, so this may not be the final version.  But this potentially is our official version, as of now.  It is now uploaded to the server.
85.0   Motion:  “Believing that the PAR and Five Criteria contained in the documents referenced below meet IEEE-SA guidelines,

Request that the PAR and Five Criteria contained in document 11-09-092-05-00qm-qosman-par-nescom-form-plus-5cs.doc be forwarded to the 802.11 WG for approval of the full Working Group.”
85.1   Moved:  Henry Ptasinski;  Seconded:  Paul Lambert 

85.2   Vote:   Yes – 9;  No—0;  Abstain—1. 
86.0 MM:  motion passes.
87.0  MM: do we want teleconferences between now and November?
88.0 HP:  yes, especially since we expect comments.

89.0 DH:  what about presentations of ideas?
90.0 MM:  that is possible, but it is more important will be to figure out what our requirements are.
91.0 PL:  I have some broad comments in mind.
92.0 MM:  since we have 40 minutes left, how  about discussions of requirements or the expected process of the TG?

93.0 Paul Lambert,  11-09-1061-01-management-frame-analysis

93.1 This is based directly on 11w. 

93.2 Also added a column on whether it is useful to provide a lower priority. 

93.3 This is a broad brush on what columns people would like to see.

93.4 There are about 150 frames.

94.0 AT:  don’t know how you want to capture the fact that priorities, such as that of probe request, can change.
95.0 PL: perhaps identify the default priorities you would expect for certain frames.  Another interesting column would be one about which ones already have a priority mechanism and which don’t.  Please review and consider adding more columns.   Note the tab that has the full list of action frames, together will an early attempt to fill in the columns for those.
96.0 HP:  the  state 3a and state 3b columns might soon need to be combined.  Also in some cases you may want to effectively increase the priority – such as location information for E911 calls – already at priority 7, but this might be boosted above the other priority 7 traffic.
97.0 AT:  though that might be in conflict with the “backwards compatible” claim.
98.0 HP:  potentially.
99.0 PL:  please send questions to the list, especially about the columns on the right.
100.0 MM:  on behalf of the group I would like to thank Paul for this effort.  I know that it was very useful for 11w and it will be very useful here.

101.0 MM:  Any other business?  I hear none.  Are there any objections to adjourning for the week?  I hear none.  We are adjourned.  Thank you everyone for a very productive week.

102.0 Adjourned:  12:03pm. 
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