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Thursday April 8, 2010
11:00am

Attendees:

Michael Montemurro,
Allan Thompson,
Santosh Pandey,

Kaberi Bannerjee,

Henry Ptasinski.
· Call to order

· Review of IEEE Intellectual Property Policy

· No essential patent.

· Discussion on Frame Formats for Prioritized Managmeent Frames

· The feeling was that we could use an “implicit” advertisement approach.
· Management

· Requirement for explicit advertisement of priority: 

· Explicit priority is used for data frames to communicate the priority beyond the link between two STA’s.

· Management frames do not have to travel beyond the link between 2 STA’s.

· Need to determine whether the priority is regenerated at each hop in a mesh network.

· IEEE 802.11u frames are not propagated beyond the MAC. There is no specification for how IEEE 802.11u frames may be forwarded beyond the MAC.

· Need to determine whether we need to propagate priority beyond the link. The consensus is that we do not have to.
· The MAC’s are provisioned with the priority policy, even though it might not be explicitly communicated.

·  CCMP protection

· CCMP includes the priority value in the QoS header in the Nonce.

· The consensus is that the QoS header does not need to be included in the Nonce calculation (although it is today for data frames).

· The nonce construction could then be set the QoS header to zero in the Nonce.

· Receiver replay detection: A sliding window approach would have to be adopted for management frame prioritization.

· IPSEC uses a sliding window approach to replay detection.

· If management frames are received out of order, what does the receiver do? Likely the MAC would not reorder management frames. The reordering should not be important for management frames.

· MAC Sequence Counter space

· The space is defined as per-RA, per-TA, per-TID. 

· Management frames have their sequence counter own space.

· We would have to adopt a mechanism for duplicate detection. Are there issues with doing this on current implementations?
· This has implications on BlockACK. BlockACK implements a sliding window, but it will require more investigation.
· ACTION: Matt Fischer. Investigate how we could use implicit signalling for duplicate detection and recommend an approach that would need to be documented in TGae.
· We need to respect current implementations.
· There doesn’t seem to be serious showstoppers with implicit priority signalling for management frame prioritization.
· ACTION: Henry Ptasinski. Put together some normative text to cover the areas that would need to change to to support implicit transmission.

· ACTION: Mike. Talk to Adrian about getting a MS Word version of the latest draft of 11mb.

· We could consider no aggregation for management frames.
· ACTION: Matt Fischer.  A-MSDU and A-MPDU require frames to use the same TID.  Make a recommendation on how to address A-MSDU and A-MPDU.
· Management frames encapsulated in data frames would follow data frame transmission rules.
· We came to the conclusion that enforcing prioritization policy was not possible because it is not measurable.
· Admission Control discussion:
· Management frames are currently considered out-of-scope of Admission Control. Changing this might require explicit prioritiy mechanisms.

· Management frames are not subject t

· APSD discussion:

· APSD behaviour should not be affected by TGae.

·  The next call on April 22, where we will discussion Management Frame Priority policy.
· Adjourn until the next teleconference call on April 22.
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· Call to order

· Review of IEEE Intellectual Property Policy

· No essential patents.

· Discussion on Management Frame Policy Communication

· Presentation of document 11-10/476r1 on Management Frame Policy communication by Santosh Pandey
· There could be an optimization to add an Action value index field – similar to a partial virtual bitmap. The best case scenario would save about 2 bytes.

· In most cases the policy would apply to the entire category.
· Complete management frame subtypes could be prioritized with a single frame.

· There is an assumption that the number of subtypes that would be specified by priority would be small.

· We will schedule a discussion on the default priority for management frames during the May meeting.

· Theres a requirement on the sending side to order the policy from course to fine. We need to make sure that this rules is captured in the normative text.

· The terminology for Policy Query, Request, and Response need to be cleaned up.

· The Policy Config Request is applied per link rather than per BSS.

· The table on slide 19 should clearly indicate a BSS case versus an IBSS case.

· The policy config request would override the overall management policy.

· The IBSS case would address the TGp case as well.

· Policy config request from an AP is the complete policy

· Policy config request from an STA is a “delta” to the complete policy

· Policy Query would not likely be used in an infrastructure BSS.

· The Policy config request could be sent by an AP as a multicast to update the overall policy for the network.

· We could signal a policy change in the beacon and trigger a change in the policy.

· The AP could increment a counter each time the policy has changed. 

· At what time does the AP know what STA’s have accepted the policy change?

· We can cover the issues list next time.

· The policy is constrained by the size of the IE.

· The presentation should document the maximum size of the policy IE.

· The next meeting will be on May 6 and will cover frame format issues.

· Adjourn until the next teleconference call on May 6.
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