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Ad Hoc Session 9:30 am to 11:00 am PDT
Date: July 16, 2007
Lee Armstrong (consultant, affiliation US DOT) called the meeting to order at 9:30 am and went over the IEEE patent policy and mechanics of the document server. Wayne Fisher (company ARINC, affiliation USDOT) talked about the new Draft P802_11p 2.04 containing changes to use beacons instead of action frames for WAVE advertisement, the result of  a decision taken at the May meeting in Montreal. Francois Simone (ARINC, affiliation USDOT)  presented IEEE 802.11-07/2097r0, which goes over in detail the changes that were required to the draft as a result of this overall change. Lee pointed out that the new “On-demand Beacon” bit in the Extended Capability Information Element could be used for other purposes besides WAVE; it will be set when “dot11WAVEServicesEnabled=TRUE” but might also be set in other circumstances. Hanbyeog Cho (company and affiliation ETRI) asked which subtype field was being referred to on Simone’s slide; Fisher brought up IEEE 802.11 2007 on the screen and Simone pointed out that it is the subtype in Figure 7-2 Frame Control field. Fisher said that the elimination of clause 9.15 that Simone described did not eliminate any information from the document, just moved it to a different section. After Simone’s presentation, Fisher commented that the new IEEE 802.11 2007 changed figure numbering conventions, and he has been trying to correct this, and would appreciate checking by TGP members. Simone said many comments say we should not use “shall” in clause 7, but there are many instances of shall in the current IEEE 802.11 2007, so we are not going to use that as a rule for now. 
Lee thanked Simone for his presentation and work for the draft. These changes have a major effect on resolution of comments. Simone has been through all the comments and has responded to many of them in sections 1-11. Lee would like us to look at the ones where we need to enter a response in the spreadsheet. Carl Kain (Nobliss, affiliation USDOT) has looked at remainder of clause 17 and says that Mary Ann Ingrahim’s presentation was voted on and took care of most of the remaining comments, and he will look up how to reference that. One other remaining comment, from several people, is on the first sentence in 17.3.10.1, which is actually from IEEE 802.11 2007. Fisher will try to fix the document so that only our new sentence, not the old (poorly worded) sentence will be in our draft.
Lee pointed out that we lost our last letter ballot, so it is as though we start over from scratch. We do not have to work from the same document, and we do not have to reply to each and every comment. It is still advisable to address every comment, but it is not absolutely required. That is why Fisher says the priority is first the draft, second the comment resolution spreadsheet. Fisher is still in the middle of incorporating Simone’s comments. TGP members will look at current comment sheet and Simone’s comments, passed around on memory stick and send Fisher suggested resolutions for any unresolved comments.
PM1 1:30 to 3:30 pm PDT

Date: July 17, 2007

Lee Armstrong (consultant, affiliation USDOT) called the meeting to order and opened the meeting with the presentation in document number IEEE 802.11-07/2193r0. He explained affiliation disclosure and read the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards. Lee presented the agenda from document IEEE 802.11-07/2100, approved by unanimous consent. Minutes on the server in document   IEEE 802.11-07/829r1 were approved by unanimous consent. Tom Kurihara (consultant, no affiliation) presented a status report on IEEE P1609, in document IEEE 802.11-07/2134r0. Lee pointed out how the C2C-CC Architecture Proposal that Tom mentioned in his presentation contrasted with the tutorial on Emergency Services presented yesterday. Since Dick Roy is not here, his presentation is delayed until tomorrow.
John Kenney (consultant, affiliation Toyota) made a presentation from the CAMP VSC-A project on cross-channel interference, in document IEEE 802.11-07/2133r0. The summary of results indicated that that an interfering transmitter can significantly disrupt the ability of two stations to communicate in another channel. This interference effect is heightened when [transmitter-receiver] distance is ten or more times the [interferer-receiver] distance – corresponding to antennas on adjacent vehicles or on the same vehicle, and the interference effect is heightened when the interference channel is adjacent to target communication channel. There was a lively discussion of the results during the presentation, questions and answers are paraphrased below.
Dalton Victor (company and affiliation Broadcom): What radios were used? What are the results for zero interference?
Kenney: ITC tests were done with newer generation of chips, spectral mask C; when no results for zero interference are shown, no packet errors were observed... 
Carl Kain (company Nobliss, affiliation USDOT): Was adjacent channel rejection used? Were the results due to saturating the receiver?

Kenney: The results are not all explainable as front-end channel effect.

Craig Warren (company and affiliation Broadcom), asked question about where receiver was,

Kenney clarified the placement of all receivers on vehicles as described in his slides.

Fanny Minarsky, (company and affiliation octoScope) asked about packet size. 
Fan Bai (company and affiliation, General Motors) reiterated the 6 parameters that were varied in the tests, as explained in the slides.
M. Takai, (company and affiliation UCLA): What happened when you tried to measure RSSI? 
Vinuth Rai (company and affiliation Toyota):  After a few trials we didn’t log it because the values received did not seem reasonable. 
Takai: you should be able to measure path loss. 
Armstrong: we can tell you power and distance and tests were taken with.

Daniel Jiang (company Daimler Chrysler, affiliation CAMP) asked if RSSI can only be measured at receiver. 
Tushar Rajendra Moorti (company and affiliation Broadcom): Was that a Dot11 normal device, doing CSMA? Was it hidden? 
Kenney: It was normal dot11, no intentionally separation but they are in different channels. There was no indication that there was any medium access sharing going on. 
Moorti: The interferer should defer, if there was channel overlap.
John: we did look for any indication if there was cooperation between the two transmitters 
Andrew Myles (company and affiliation CISCO): In the context of 11a, we did tests similar to this, so this seems like an odd result, because we did not see anything like this. 
Jiang: Could it be because it is 10 MHz channels?
Minarsky: how long did you actually measure this, with what tools? 
Rai: We were sending UDP packets, about a 20 Mb transfer. 
Minarsky: 0% errors seem odd as well as 100%, compared to our testing. 
Kenney: was it 0% or was the result rounded? 
Rai: 0%, but remember we are using broadcast packets.

Bai: Retry limits were set to 0. 

Minarsky: Your high error rates may be due to no retransmission. Another comment: typically you have to run a test for at least a minute, and you have to run at 4 orientations of the antenna. 
Rai: Perhaps 0% error rate is due to using pure transmitter. 
Minarsky: It may be helpful to run a test with retransmissions, so that we can relate to the metrics we are used to, where we measure throughput, not packet loss, because your tests do not reflect how adaptable the protocol is. 

Kenney: our safety applications are broadcast in nature, so that is why we are interested in the performance in that domain.

Kain: What type of antennas were used? 

Rai: mag mount antennas in center of roof. 
Kain: car does significantly distort the antenna pattern, and you need to measure the antenna pattern.  Jiang: they were using the antennas that were developed by VSC to be omnidirectional on top of a ground plane. 
Bai: we checked antenna and cable loss, we checked that antenna pattern for smooth omnidirectional pattern. 
Warren: since you’re not doing retries, what if the metalization is causing nulls all over the place? There are a lot of parasitics that are not being accounted for and 802.11 algorithms are not being utilized in your tests. When I see things go from 0 to 100 percent, I don’t believe they have the test set up right. 

Kain: I’m not surprised at the results, for any radio service with that kind of geometry. 

Justin McNew (company and affiliation Technocomm): no one disputes the near/far problem exists, the point of the tests was to validate that we can’t be in those two neighboring channels. 
Hanbyeog Cho (company and affiliation ETRI): As the transmitter gets closer to the receiver, the error rate will go down. 
Kenney: But the application has to work at distances greater than 15 meters. 
In summary, Kenney pointed out
· Cross-Channel Interference calls into question the ability to use near channels within moderate proximity simultaneously

· Operating conditions that were thought to be acceptable apparently are not. 

· Concern is heightened for applications requiring dependable communication – e.g. Safety Applications

· Specifically casts doubt on “two-independent-radio vehicle” model

· Cannot consistently provide “keep-out-range” advocated in 
11-04-0143-00-wave-wave-adjacent-channel-rejection for avoiding interference with adjacent vehicles or nearby RSE

Myles: Assuming your tests are all correct, you have a serious issue. Do we have serious solutions? 
Kenney: We are interested in what people in this room think. 
Kain: For a long time, auto manufacturers were saying that they would use all one channel. In IEEE 1609 WAVE standards, channel usage is under application control, so you can design a safety application that does not use adjacent channels. 
McNew: In ASTM this channel was assigned to vehicle-to-vehicle safety applications. 
Kain: FCC never gave us this special channel definition.
Myles: If you have hundreds of cars, isn’t adjacent channel operation inevitable?

Jiang: We plan to use a common channel for safety messages. Other channel operations are likely to be done between vehicle and RSU.  One solution, no one operates next to the safety channel. 
Myles: I’m downloading my MP3 and it stops working and I don’t like that because I’m used to it working. 
Bai: We need to figure out why this adjacent channel interference is occurring, what is going on in the chipset and if things can be changed or if this is a fundamental issue that requires band plan changing. Kenney: We thought it was important to get these results on the record, and we’re interested in ways to mitigate this problem.

Armstrong: next item on the agenda is reviewing the strategy for comment resolution. We have come up with solutions for a large group of comments related to use of management frames and beacons. Draft 2.04 and the latest version of the spreadsheet have been uploaded to the server, in the Members Area. We are looking to check all comments that are not yet marked as addressed and have the draft ready for letter ballot this week. 
Armstrong made the following motion, from IEEE 802.11-07/2167r0, seconded by Wayne Fisher (company ARINC, affiliation USDOT ).
Move to approve Draft P802.11p-D2.04 as the current working TGp Draft to be used as a basis for LB92 comment resolution.
10 
Approve
  
0 
Disapprove
  
4 
Abstain

Fisher has uploaded D.04 and comment sheet, 180 are still shown as unresolved, many have been addressed but not yet have filled in the spreadsheet.  We have incorporated all feedback into the draft. Any changes to the draft should be done by tomorrow afternoon, in order to get finalized before Thursday. Justin McNew said he has sent corrections to Table 2 in clause 7.1.3.1.3 that need to be included in the draft. 

Armstrong asked us to get any specific changes into Fisher by tomorrow. Meeting was adjourned at 3:30 pm.
AM1 8 to 10 am PDT

Date: July 18, 2007

Lee Armstrong (consultant, affiliation US DOT) called the meeting to order at 8 am and reminded the group of the patent policy. Comment resolution is on the agenda. Most of the comments which are not marked as addressed in the spreadsheet are comments that have either already been addressed in the document or will be countered or declined and not require changes in the document. Francois Simone (ARINC, affiliation USDOT) estimated about 80 comments remain to be looked at. Wayne Fisher (company ARINC, affiliation USDOT ) would like to go through open comments.

Peter Eccelsine (affiliation CISCO) referred to IEEE 802.11-07/2050r0, “802.11 Common 
Editorial Comment Resolution Process” that for a motion can be made to delegate all editorial comments, except those marked as “Must Be Satisified” on a Negative vote,  to the discretion of the editor. If you use the words in document 2050, you can close all such editorial comments with a standard answer. 

Andrew Myles (affiliation CISCO) commented that he ran the numbers from yesterday’s presentation by John Kenney past physical layer experts who said “that makes sense,” given the conditions of the tests.
Armstrong proposed that we recess until the afternoon session, and work on comments in subgroups. This was approved by unanimous consent and the session was recessed at 8:45 am.
PM2 4 to 6 pm PDT

Date: July 18, 2007

Lee Armstrong (consultant, affiliation US DOT) called the meeting to order at 4 pm and reminded the group of the patent policy. Wayne Fisher (company ARINC, affiliation USDOT )  presented recent changes to Draft 2.04 based on comment review. There was considerable discussion about problems with the amended Table 7.2 which had been given to Fisher for inclusion in the document by Justin McNew.  Daniel Jiang (company Daimler Chrysler Research Lab, affiliation CAMP) favored treating all WAVE comm as WBSS, Dick Roy (company and affiliation Connexis) favored no mention of WBSS, with all WAVE comm being simply direct transfer. Peter Ecclesine (affiliation CISCO)  pointed out that we need only change section 11, and need not change table in 7.2 at all. The proposed change was tabled for further thought. 
Rick Noens (affiliation Motorola) presented a question about comments number 437 and 463, whether we need to specify behaviour on MLME-RESET more precisely. Roy presented IEEE 802.11-07/2229r1 about a Timing Reference Information Element definition to be added to 802.11p for the purpose of allowing higher layer synchronization to external clocks to be formed in an accurate and efficient manner. Francois Simone (affiliation ARINC) pointed out that this information is already being transmitted as part of the WSIE in 1609. Armstrong asked what is different about this proposal from the timing information defined in IEEE 1609.4? Roy said this proposal takes what’s in Dot4, augments it, and makes it available for all 802.11 to use. Jiang stated as his view that this element is produced and consumed by upper layers, we do not need to introduce this into 802.11, we can do everything we want in IEEE 1609.
Then Roy presented IEEE 802.11-07/2228r0, a rationalization of the emission limits sets, regulatory classes and behaviour limits set currently in TGP Draft 2.04 that also allows more flexibility in the channelization of the ITS band. When the presentation was completed, Armstrong adjourned the meeting at 6:05 pm.

AM2 10:30 am to 12:30 pm PDT

Date: July 19, 2007

Lee Armstrong (consultant, affiliation US DOT) called meeting to order at 10:30 and reminded the group of the patent policy. Wayne Fisher (company ARINC, affiliation USDOT ) started a final review of Draft 2.05, emphasizing the few changes that have been made to Draft 2.04, which was available on July 12. Dick Roy (company and affiliation Connexis) pointed out that in section 5.2.2a, second sentence, “WAVE mode exists” should be changed to “STAs are operational in WAVE mode”. Armstrong directed Wayne to make this editorial change. Roy protested that he has major concerns that have not been discussed in reference to draft 2.04, claimed to have had insufficient time to address these concerns, and suggested going through the draft line by line. Armstrong replied that all major changes have been available for review for the last 3 or 4 weeks, and that Roy needed to specify clause and proposed fix. Roy asked if we are only going to discuss editor changes? Daniel Jiang (company Daimler Chrysler, affiliation Connexis) replied that a motion is required for technical change. Roy said that nothing he had was in the form of a motion, but there are holes in the draft that need to be addressed. Tom Kurihara (consultant, no affiliation) asked if this discussion was on the agenda. Armstrong said that as chair he was permitting the discussion to continue as part of comment resolution. A lengthy discussion ensued, in which Roy made that points that

·  The draft has no definition of WAVE Advertisement Frame, although WAVE Advertisement Frames are referred to. (Other members pointed at that this is a short hand for On-demand Beacon Frame used in a Wave Advertisement, both of which are described in the draft.)
· The WBSS concept described in the draft should be eliminated, in favor of a clear explanation of direct WAVE communication without BSS. (Jiang commented that WBSS is still appropriate even if you don’t talk about advertisement, if you talk about it as a service set that doesn’t go through traditional service set mechanisms, but you do have a group of nodes that can talk to each other, this has been done by upper levels. So you don’t describe how it is formed, but you describe that it exists. 
· WSIE (WAVE Services Information Element) should be changed to WIE (WAVE Information Element). Francois Simone (company ARINC, affiliation USDOT) claimed that the name WSIE had been agreed on in Montreal.
Fisher asked if there had been any recent changes to the comment spreadsheet made with respect to Clause 17? Carl Kain (company Noblis, affiliation USDOT) said that most remaining comments have not looked at the technical work from Georgia Tech, so there is no way to address without talking to the commenter directly.

Fisher pointed out that Annex N was deleted as a result of comment yesterday from Peter that it does not apply to non-AP.
Roy presented an editorial change to clause 1.2, which was discussed and accepted, and Fisher was instructed to make it to the draft.
Armstrong made  the following motion, seconded by Fisher.
Motion: Request the editor to propose resolutions of editorial comments received in response to the Letter Ballot of 802.11p Draft 3.0 and those technical comments deemed to be editorial in nature.
8
Approve
0
Disapprove
 2
Abstain
Document IEEE 802.11-07/2236r0 containing the motion to go to Letter Ballot had been posted to server. Armstrong made the motion (as follows), Dickey seconded. After some discussion, the vote was called.
Believing that the P802.11p draft 2.06 satisfies all WG 802.11 rules for letter ballot, move to request the 802.11 WG to authorize a 40-day letter ballot to begin as soon as practical asking the question “Should Draft 802.11p D 3.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?” 
5
Approve
1
Disapprove

5
Abstain
The meeting was adjourned at 12:30 pm.
Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.11. It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s).  The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.
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