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Attendance

Chair: Stephen McCann

Technical Editor: Necati Canpolat

Dave Stephenson

Gabor Bajko

George Bumiller

Call to order

Meeting called to order on Tuesday 3rd March 2009, at 11:12 ET.

Call for Essential Patents

The chair asked about any essential patent items which participants wished to mention.  There were none.

Agenda

1. Roll Call

2. IPR and other relevant IEEE policies (see pointers above).

3. Agenda bashing

4. Comment resolution

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/file/09/11-09-0245-01-000u-lb142-comment-spreadsheet.xls
5. Determination of main issues/problems from comments

6. Submissions for March 2009 meeting

7. AoB

8. Adjourn

Letter Ballot 142 comments
Chair: Please note that this teleconference cannot make decisions, only recommendations for next week’s face to face meeting in Vancouver.

Two members have prepared comments for this teleconference.

Editor:  The editorial updates are currently underway to draft 5.0.  So far have identified 4 editorial comments which are technical ones

CID 5258

In general, data re-order can occur.  However, with respect to GAS, it is very unlikely.  Draft mentions that GAS fragment ordering is sequential, so it looks as the comment should be accepted.
CID 5161

Several comments on this point.  The 11v solution of encapsulation will not work for state-1 frames.  A TGu member will email some of the 11v people to see if they can come up with a suggestion.
CID 5075

Change to editorial

CID 5012
Look at P72 of the 11u draft 5.0.  As we now allow multiple queries in one frame, so this situation could now occur.  Perhaps we could truncate the number of query responses in the reply, so they fit.  Introduce a new status code to indicate this. It will then be up to the SME to work out how to deal with this.  There are a couple of ways to truncate the queries though.

Another way of looking at this is to consider this as a partial response.
CID 5013

Again this is related to adding fragmentation to native-GAS.  This seems a reasonable thing to do.
Perhaps re-consider at Sunday’s Ad Hoc (8th March 2009).
CID 5231

Two forms of GAS.  The separation is still valid.  Perhaps this is more of a political issue.  Let’s revisit this on Sunday.

CID 5002

The intention was to add it to the IBSS.  The ‘R’ doesn’t seem to make sense.  If you have a STA which runs an IBSS and it has a connection through to a core network (i.e. WiMAX multimode STA), this may be required.  Decided to recommend rejection of this comment, following commenter’s own statement (present in this teleconference).
CID 5031

Not completely clear what this comment is discussing.  For a vendor specific query, the STA would parse it and then return the vendor specific response.  Generally there are message type and message values, which each vendor looks after.  GAS provides the transport between STAs to carry these frames.  Hence the recommendation is to reject this comment.
CID 5067
This does indeed appear to be an editorial style comment.
CID 5169

The 7 comes from the initial octets of Figure 7-95o130.  The length comes from the native query protocol 1st three fields.  The comment is basically correct, but it seems odd to have to calculate this within TGu. Agreed to recommend the removal of the reference to MMPDU, in sentence P37L54.
CID 5284

Comment seems to be valid.  One solution is to remove the status codes at the lower level.  Therefore it would be fine to delete the inner status codes.  This also means some simplification of the vendor specific response as it now appears to be identical to the request.
CID 5184

As this is discussing the SSPN interface, it is unidirectional.  This section is not discussing GAS.  The chair suggested rejecting this comment, which is his own.
CID 5185

As this is discussing the interworking interface, it is unidirectional.  This section is not discussing GAS. The chair suggested rejecting this comment, which is his own.

CID 5239
The comment seems to ask that the interfaces to the MAC and PHY layers are exposed, as opposed to the MAC and PHY layers themselves.  It appears that this comment is ok.

CID 5240
Architecturally, this appears to make sense.  The comment is ok.
CID 5060
The people on the teleconference don’t really understand what this comment means. The remedy doesn’t really suggest a solution.  The chair took an action to send an email to the commenter about it.

CID 5261
The comment is correct.
CID 5235/5236

The group feels that this is a strange comment.  Annex V is clearly marked as an informative annex.  Chair to email the commenter.  These Annexes have gradually evolved over some time and have not just appeared in the last re-circ.
CID 5005

Commenter can provide a submission.  Related to the P2P marketing group and issues that Necati was trying to sort out.  Discussion on this during Sunday’s Ad Hoc (8th March 2009).
CID 5056

Do we want to use MPDU or MSDU here?  Which one should we use for rate determination?  The MAC data service is based on MSDUs anyway.  However, MPDU is not mentioned in clause 6.
CID 5048

What do we want to rate limit here? Don’t do rate determination based on the destination of the frame.  Rate determination should be based on the sender.  Hence suggestion is to leave the text as it is.
AoB

None

Adjourn

Meeting adjourned at 13:00 ET
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