April 2009

doc.: IEEE 802.11-09/0484r0


IEEE P802.11 Wireless LANs

	TGp Conference Call Minutes for April 23, 2009

	Date:  2009-04-23

	Author(s):

	Name
	Company
	Address
	Phone
	email

	Susan R. Dickey
	California PATH
	University of California

Institute of Transportation Studies

Richmond Field Station, Bldg 452

1357 S 46th St
Richmond, CA 94804-4648
	510-665-3664
	dickey@path.berkeley.edu



April 23 2009, Ad hoc TGp Teleconference
Attendance: 

Lee Armstrong, Armstrong Consulting 

Susan Dickey, California PATH/Caltrans

Wayne Fisher, ARINC 

Wendong Hu, ST Microelectronics

Carl Kain, Noblis

Stuart Kerry, OK-Brit
John Kenney, VSC2

Jerry Landt, Transcore

Alastair Malarky, Mark IV
Randy Roebuck, Sirit
Dick Roy, Connexis
Dale Sumida, Kapsch

Francois Simon, ARINC

George Vlantis, ST Microelectronics

Lee called the meeting to order at 3 pm Eastern time and reminded the group of IEEE policies. Wayne has speculative draft 6.01 with corrections based on editorial comment resolution ready, and has sent it out to Lee, Jerry, Francois, and Alastair for feedback before posting this week.  Lee said the first item of business at the May meeting will be to accept this draft as our working draft.

Lee asked Francois to speak to 11-09/450r1. Francois highlighted the comments he had declined and those that were TBD. After discussion during the telecom, the following comments were designated to be removed from Francois’s resolution and resolved with the technical comments for the appropriate clause:

	Comment number
	Clause
	New Owner

	33
	Clause 5
	John Kenney

	103,104
	Clause 7
	Justin McNew

	157
	Clause 9
	Justin McNew

	171,173
	Clause 10
	Justin McNew. 

	191,198
	Clause 11
	Justin McNew

	221
	Annex I
	Jerry Landt


With reference to comment 250, Wayne commented on that, only 4 levels of sub-clausing in Table of Contents and bookmarks in the main document, and he is following that convention. 
Lee asked if anyone was prepared for discussion on Annex J. No one was ready, so this was deferred until next week.
There was a discussion on how the comments on the changes in OUI handling should be resolved.  Justin said if we are going to extend the OUI definition then it will also be needed for the vendor-specific action frame. Francois said that Alastair has been talking with other 802.11 members who thought this would be a problem, and we may need to reverse our thinking.
 Justin said that the OUI change was the source of about half of the comments on Clause 7. Some commenters said get rid of the change, but others were just saying that the description we have now is not clear and cannot be parsed. If we are going to stick with modifying the OUI,  these comments are good input. We need to get consenus on this, so we can have the changes ready for the next call. 
Dick Roy said he saw no technical objection in the comments. Francois said that TGs is using the 3-byte OUI in 4 places. Justin said that a lot of people that commented don’t understand the number space. Alastair joined at this point and said that he had received several opinions. From Alastair’s conversations with them, Allan Thompson’s opinion is that we should create entirely new information elements with 5-byte identifier; Dave Stephenson from Cisco had no issue with it; Steve Emmet from Motorola thought we should keep OUI subfield and add an extension subfield.  
George said can we just say the rest of it, after the 3-byte OUI, is not in the spec.  Alastair said implementers might then put the extra bytes anywhere they want, which would cause problems with interoperability. Alastair is still trying to contact Nancy Camwing to find out her objections.  Alastair says that TGu as well as TGs use the OUI,  and he has commented against their using the 3-byte IDs; 802.1 does talk about OUI extensions, but it has not been passed down to 802.11. 

There was a question about whether OUI changes can be rolled into 11mb. Lee said there is going to be a review to see whether the roll-ups of amendments have been correctly incorporated. Stuart said we need to make a submission to TGmb; we may want to word this as an interpretation request. Lee said that is a good idea, fits with TGmb’s current scope.  Dick asked what we wanted interpreted. Alastair would say that the current draft assumes 3-bytes OUIs are only ones available, but registration authority now has 5-bytes IDs. Stuart says he is willing to help word the interpretation request. 
Justin asked, if we pose a question to TGmb, what do we do to our draft? Alastair will be giving wording changes to Justin to include in Clause 7 resolution by Monday. 
Lee then asked Jerry about 11-09/468r1. Jerry has gone through the editorial comments on Annex I, done research, accepted most of the comments and used his judgment on exact wording. If anyone disagrees with the resolution, he is happy to discuss but has none where he feels he needs the feedback of the group. There was one comment from Peter Ecclesine that we need to keep in scope with the PAR, we found a wording to satisfy him and labeled it “Counter”.  There was some explanatory discussion of this comment but no proposed change to Jerry’s solution. Wayne thanked Jerry for doing the research to get all the ANA numbers correct.  Jerry said the TGmb draft with the rolled-up amendments was helpful for this. 
Lee said we had some old business about timing element issues that were not resolved at the last teleconference. Justin said he thinks he has resolved most of these in the submission on clause 11. We will still have a proposal from Dick about inclusion of additional elements. Justin agreed to have a submission by next week that will focus the discussion on this. 
Justin said another remaining issue was the EDCA parameter set, which is included in the Timing Advertisement frame although its utility there is not clear. Justin asked if there are any objections to deleting this field. John asked for clarification as to why Justin proposed this. Justin said there have been a lot of comments asking what will happen when an EDCA parameter set is received in the Timing Advertisement frame, what will be the action of the receiving STA, and we really expect that there will be other ways in 1609.3 to indicate the parameter sets needed for each channel.  Dick said it may be of interest to somebody to know what the EDCA parameter set of the peer would be, and it is optional but he is also happy to remove it. John Kenney said that based on what Justin said he was OK with removing the EDCA, and asked if the same reasoning applies to the Supported Rates element.  There was discussion about this, and about whether the WSA will continue to be transmitted in the Timing Advertisement frame, or whether it will be set in other frames, as a router advertisement is sent in a data frame. 
Lee asked us to review Justin’s new submissions 11-09/480r1, 11-09/481r1 and 11-09/482r0 before the next meeting. Lee asked for any other new business. Stuart brought up that ETCI ITS has a liaison request for 802.11. 

Lee said our overall goal for the teleconferences is to continue with the preparation of comment resolution submissions, aiming to have all comments resolved and a vote for recirculation at the May meeting.

The next teleconference will be next Thursday at 3 PM Eastern time.

The teleconference was adjourned at about 4:30 PM Eastern time.
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