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PM1 Session 1:30-3:30 pm 
Date: Tuesday, November 13, 2007
Lee Armstrong (affiliation US DOT) called the meeting to order at 1:30 pm and gave the presentation in document number IEEE 802.11-07/2846r0, explaining working group member and member affiliation policy and reading the IEEE Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards and asked if anyone was aware of any letters of assurance; no one replied. Then he gave the essential information on attendance, voting and document status, and said to contact Harry Worstell if there are difficulties. He reviewed the goals of the session and the previous meetings, including adhocs; the agenda is available for download in document IEEE 802.11-07/2844r0. 

Minutes from the September Interim Session, available in document IEEE802.11-07/2542r1.
Tom Kurihara (affiliation IEEE VTS) gave liaison report from 1609, activity on review of trial use standards and architecture document expected soon.

Liaison report from Dick Roy (affiliation Connexis) on ISO WG16, no meetings of ISO since before September 802 session. There is a new rule making document available, and a new group forming to deal with nomadic devices in an ITS context

Lee Armstrong reviewed TGp’s procedures: Because the last Letter Ballot failed, technically we are not required to start with the preceding draft nor are we specifically required to address every comments submitted. However, that said, we want to provide traceability that every comment has a response. At the last meeting Draft 3.0 was adopted as our working draft, to give us traceability through the whole process. During ad hoc meetings, we have proposed a lot of resolutions. Francois Simon (affiliation USDOT) has been keeping up with changes in a working draft, when these changes have been approved that document will be voted in as a working draft. 

We began with IEEE 802.11-07/2755, by Rick Noens (affiliation Motorola). John Kenney (affiliation VSC2)  commented that he thought “advertised” was better than “found” . Dick Roy (affiliation Connexis), Alastair Malarkey (affiliation Mark IV) and Justin McNew(affiliation Technocomm) pointed out that other submittals dealt with some of these comments in a more substantial way, so Rick’s motion for comments 297 through 300 were tabled.
Move to approve the comment response in document 07/2755r0, with the exception of CIDs 297 through 300, and instruct the editor to make such changes to the draft.

Moved by Rick Noens on behalf of the Task Group.

Task Group p  Vote:

Moved 
Rick Noens

Second Wayne Fisher 
Approved: 16

Disapproved: 2

Abstain:3     

Next IEEE 802-110-07/2777r1 was presented by Alastair Malarkey. Lee suggested that motion read only to decline 538 and 539. John suggested that 538 as well be deferred for later discussion. Dick: regulatory class table is not just regulatory class, but it is really the channelization table, how to specify channels and their frequencies. It is not just regulatory bands. Alastair is declining these comments because there is no 5MHz regulatory channel. This is a standard, not an FCC document. Should be as flexible as possible to allow people to do what they need to do to make the system work. George Vlantis (affiliation ST Microelectronics), said in TGn we had a similar discussion about 40 MHz. Recommended channels by ETC are not law, if we don’t define them in the IEEE standards, they won’t be written down anywhere for Europe. Dick: the history of Appendix J is that Peter Ecclesine hacked these tables to define channels. The standard will allow you to follow the regulations. John: from the car company perspective, the band plan that’s in place right now might need to change. If that eventually happened, it would be nice to not have to come back to the standard and change it to include the additional channelization. Lee: in developing this 11p, we’re trying to deal with those things that have been planned for WAVE applications and systems; our goal is to come up with a standard that supports that. There is nothing out there now that wants these 5MHz. Dick: as Liaison with TC204 WG16, says we want these 5MHz channels. Tom Kurihara: this is out of order, because not part of a written liaison report. Dick: these will be in the minutes. . Jerry Landt (affiliation TransCore): why don’t we consider 7.5 MHz? We can’t predict the future. John: in response to the contention that no one is planning to do this, one of the possible solutions to cross-channel interference in WAVE systems that is being considered includes 5MHz channel, I don’t see why the standard can’t include it now, and take care of regulatory compliance later. Alastair: we need to get a clarification of the meaning of this section from above. Justin: given that every chip I’m aware of supports 5, 10, 20 and 40 MHz channels, what’s the big deal? George: the issue may be that 5 MHz hasn’t been extensively tested; they claim the capability but haven’t tested it. Justin: my point is that it won’t be met with resistance, and it’s not difficult to make the change; if we get comments that don’t like it, then we’ll address it. 
Anil Sanwaika (affiliation Neesus Datacom) said as a point of order, discussion has gone on for a while, someone should make the motion. We prepared to make a motion to decline comment 539. Dick pointed out that we need to base on TGy Draft 5.0, which has an EIRP column. In response to that, Alastair said he did not want to make the motion, since 538 and 526 were deferred for discussion with Appendix I, and 539 will be dealt with differently if we are basing our draft on TGy’s. 

Francois Simon (affiliation USDOT) pointed out that several of the submissions on Lee’s agenda have been redone. Sue Dickey (affiliation Caltrans) pointed out that document 2652 has been superseded by 2748. 
John: some of 2645r0 will need to be changed in reference to discussions we have already had.Vinuth Rai (affiliation VSC2) said that for 2645r0, the resolutions of many comments are related to different changes in the draft, and it would be hard to break them out. Sue said that 2748 would probably best be discussed after the overall questions about the on-demand beacon that have been discussed in ad hoc meetings.
In reponse to a question from Justin, Lee replied that only motion documents that cause a change in the draft must be posted 4 hours before a meeting. 

Alastair is posting an update to IEEE 2782r1 based on today’s discussion. John: commented that Alastair’s wording seemed to rule out direct sending with wildcard BSSIDs. Dick: suggests that Hybrid BSS is nothing more than the ability of a STA to send data frames without authentication and association. John: my understanding of D3.0 is that there is a difference between comminucatin with a wildcard BSSID; that latter requires first receiving a beacon. The primitives have to deal with only the latter case. That was my understanding. Dick: STAs in WAVE mode are allowed to transmit multicast or unicast frames on the channel of operation without being authenticated, associated or synchronized. Justin claims that has to be in the context of some kind of BSS.
Anil: I think we may be getting up on this whole idea of BSS. Dot11 clients normally send out probe requests, they can send them whenever they want.It’s not required to be part of a BSS to send that frame. IBSSes don’t do that either. If you want to call it a BSS, you can call it that, but it doesn’t have to be. Justin: it does say that in order to access the DS, we have to be authenticated. Dick: we have to add data frames in class 1. Anil: data frames are allowed in class 1 in IBSS. Alastair: we want to minimize changes in the base document, we like to stay tied to the beacon structure.
Anil: does the information whether it was sent with wildcard BSSID need to be sent up? Justin: no, because we know if we belong to a WAVE BSS already. Usually there is an IP layer that knows everything. John: does this allow me to receive both wildcard BSSID and WAVE BSS data frames? Justin: STAs can send and receive data frames without being a member of a WAVE BSS.

PM2 Session 4-6 pm 

Date:Wednesday, November 14, 2007

Lee Armstrong (affiliation USDOT) reminded everyone to do attendance. We began with IEEE 11-07/2645r1 presented by Vinuth Rai (affiliation VSC2), which has been previously discussed on the teleconference. This submission has to do with confusion of terminology and lack of coherent definitions in Draft 3.0, and contains a rewrite of clause 3. With respect to definition 3.168a, Alastair Malarkey (affiliation Mark IV) suggested that this definition may not be needed.  For 3.168b, Tom Kurihara (affiliation IEEE VTS) suggested that a note be used to mention the usage of WIEs in a WAVE advertisement frame instead  For 3.168c, Lee, Carl Kain (affiliation Noblis), John Kenney (affiliation VSC2), Doug Kavner (affiliation Raytheon) discussed the wording. Anil Neesus (affiliation Neesus Datacom) pointed out that station’s are not modal right now. For 3.168d, there was discussion by Justin McNew (affiliation Technocomm), Dick Roy (affiliation Connexis) and George Vlantis (affiliation St Microelectronics) to improve the note about On-demand beacon frame transmisstion. For 3.168e, Justin proposed changing the name to WAVE Beacon and there was discussion (Alastair, John, Sue, Dick) about the need for including the WAVE indication bit of the Extended Capabilities Information element. John said the WAVE bit would enumerate the BSS type to be a WAVE BSS. Anil: seems redundant, because if it has a WIE, then you know it is in WAVE mode. Alastair pointed out to remove the WBSS acronym, which is not being used in the documents.
Move to accept recommended rewrite from document IEEE 11-07/2645r1 and instruct the editor to make the necessary changes to P802.11p/D3.0. 

Motion by: Vinuth Rai Date: 11/14/2007

Second: Fan Bai

Approve:18

Disapprove:0

Abstain:2

Vinuth Rai will post the document as IEEE 11-07/2645r2 and we will work on tracking which comments are satisfied by this submission.
Vinuth then presented IEEE 11-07/2530r5, to clarify what is being talked about in 5.2.2a. We will need to make a few changes based on our comments from today, but most of this text is the same that was shown in Hawaii. Lee, Alastair, Dick, Sue discussed adding language to clarify the physical layer properties that change rapidly as being those expected in vehicular environments. Dick maintained that these environments should not even be mentioned. Lee pointed out that someone reading this standard later needs some guidance as to what motivates the mechanisms. John agreed with Lee. Alastair, Tom, Fan Bai (affiliation VSC2) and Doug Kavner (affiliation Raytheon) also had rewording suggestions.
Move to accept recommended rewrite from document IEEE 11-07/2530r5 and instruct the editor to make the necessary changes to P802.11p/D3.0. 

Moved  Vinuth Rai
Second: Alastair Malarkey

Approved 18

Disapproved 1

Abstain 0
Vinuth Rai will post the document as IEEE 11-07/2530r6 and we will work on tracking which comments are satisfied by this submission.

Lee presented document 2887r0, about comments related to authentication and security.

Accepted by unanimous consent. Lee will reply to all these, and to other comments that are concerned solely with authentication and security.
Move to reject comments 14, 19, 20, 116, 121, and 398.

Recessed until tomorrow.
AM1 Session 8-10 am
Date:Thursday, November 15, 2007

Carl Kain (affiliation Noblis) began by presenting IEEE 11-07/2857r0. We need tighter adjacent channel rejection numbers, but a commenter on our draft presented an argument that our numbers are not consistent. Carl concurs with this, and has presented the problem in the document. Carl suggested that people should review the numbers and we should vote on it first thing second session today. Jerry Landt (affiliation TransCore) asked how many comments this takes care of. Carl says there are 4 comments on adjacent channel rejection, but only one suggested there was an error, most were just questioning while they were different. Carl discovered the error while looking through records of where the original numbers came from. Tom Kurihara (affiliation IEEE VTS) asked when the error came in. A couple cells of the table were off by 1 or 2 DB, and I don’t know why. We just kept bringing the numbers forward, it may have been a copying error when we took it out of an early draft of 802.11a.
Then Carl presented IEEE 11-07/2878r0 having to do with comments on section 17.3.10. John Kenney asked if he was addressing whether conformance to Category 1 or Category 2 is specified in our document. Carl said that the language in these sections does not refer to that. John said he thinks we need to deal with that somewhere.
Motion

Delete the first paragraph in sections 17.3.10.2 and .3 in TGP/Draft 3.0 and change conformed to conformant in paragraph 2 of section 17.3.10.3. Instruct the editor to make the changes.
Motion: Carl Kain
Second: Wayne Fisher

Approve: 14

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 1
Carl Kain will put rev 2878r1 on the server..

Carl also proposed an editorial correction to 17.3.8.8f which was accepted by unanimous consent and will be put on the server.

Carl then presented IEEE 11-07/2881r0. It was determined that the real problem is that ‘dot11 ACR type’ has spaces, which is incorrect ASN syntax for a MIB object. Carl proposes to reject the comment, because dot11ACRtype is found in Appendix D of TGp/Draft 3.0, and remove the spaces in the Table 17-4 (even though the table in the baseline document has spaces.)

Doug Kavner (affiliation Raytheon) presented IEEE 11-07/2901r1, which presents an argument that we need to always use wildcard BSSID because we cannot change between BSSID and wildcard BSSID on a frame by frame basis. After the presentation, Alastair pointed out that we need BSSID to distinguish between different RSEs, to know where to go for the distribution system. When we’re running in DS mode, it’s always going to populate the RA with BSSID. John said there may be some separation from the primitive. Doug: for example we could say that a specific multicast address passed down from the data request SAP could indicate a wildcard BSSID. John: the footnotes you are talking about would only happen if we adopted your suggestion of all wildcard BSSID. John: I would like to explore looking at a Data request with wildcard BSSID primitive. Doug: we would like to not propagate the BSSID consciousness up the stack. Multicast address takes this up the stack, but has other problems. Maybe there is some easier way that we can indicate the type of filtering we need. Dick: says MLME-SET can be used to change BSSID, but it’s likely to be cumbersome. Doug: suppose as Susan says we could solve that problem on transmit. We will recess and think about it.
PM2 Session 1:30-3:30 pm 

Date: Thursday, November 15, 2007

Carl resumed the discussion of IEEE 11-07/2857r0. Carl talked with Dick, and he agreed that the relationship between the numbers in the table is not correct, but he does not want to change the numbers, because we don’t know which of the numbers was justified. Peter Ecclesine (affiliation CISCO)  said that we don’t need a comment to change the draft, because we have not passed measure ballot. Carl said that we should make them consistent, and if someone brings us numbers they want instead, we can evaluate. Justin says we should be using the numbers that are already in the chips. Now that 11j is implemented, so we know what the values are for 10 MHz channels, and that is what we should be using for Category 1. For Category 2, in the 5.9 band you’re allowed a different transmission profile. Jerry: I agree with Justin, 2 Db is in the lab. Dick: yes, disappear Category 1 and then we only have a Category 2 table. Carl is proposing, giving the number we have, shall we correct the table? I’m not proposing to change the numbers because I don’t have basis to make changes. Justin suggest that we alter the original table to call it Category 1, and make the new table only for Category 2. Dick suggests that the most stringent row in be used for constructing the new table. Tom says ASTM document used 802.11 1999 document as the basis of the Type 2. Peter: numbers haven’t been adjusted since 802.11a was approved in 1999; see Table 91 in the base document. 
Straw Poll:

How many are in favour of making the values in our Category 1 the same as the base document? None opposed.

How many people think we should use the QPSK value as the base value? 5
Jerry: it seems like this is a two-step process. Should we make it consistent, and then change numbers? We’re arguing about 2 dB in any case.

Motion made as in submission:

Motion Carl Kain

Second: Rick Noens

Propose to accept new numbers and instruct the editor to change the valus in the table as noted in this document to make the tolerable out of channel interference constant for each category.

Approve: 16

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 5
Jeremy presented IEEE 11-07/2653r4 addressing comments on Annex I. Dick’s comment had pointed out that we were missing some European channel information. We were also missing a column that came in from 11y. Also some typos. Dick pointed out that his comment 526 should not be addressed in this resolution, because it applied only to Annex J, so it was deleted from the list.

Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the Recommended changes to P802.11p D3.0 noted above [in 2653r4] and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D3.0.

Motion: Jeremy

Second: Alastair

Approve: 15
Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 6

Jeremy will upload 2653r4.

Alastair presented IEEE 11-07/2777r2. He stated that Annex J is normative, and we cannot put anything in that is not based on limits that are legal for a regulatory domain and class. Peter: as it turned out, FCC never channelized 2.4 or 5.0 GHz band, so you can specify channels in Annex J that are not in law, by creating a behaviour class. We changed it in 11k, because we had to add the ISM bands.  Alastair: we can’t specify channels that are illegal. Peter: you can amend the language you show in the document to say “legal or standard”. Dick: this is just a list of numbers showing what channel to turn to. If you want to know if you’re compliant, you don’t look at this table, you look at the current regulatory document. Peter: Add new normative text below that says that in the 5.9 band, new classes can be added in advance of legal definitions. Alastair: if you put channels, where does the information for the tables come from if not from the regulatory documents? Peter: the parallel for you is the I.2.3 specturm mask that came along for 4.9 GHz operation. Jerry would like a straw poll about whether 802.11p wants to put anything about 5 MHz or 40 MHz channels?
Straw poll:

All those in favor of implementing new channel concepts as part of 802.11p?

Approve: 9

Disapprove: 8

Abstain: 5

Justin would like to see a channelization scheme for the whole band that allows us to put 10 and 20 on any place in the band. It’s a good idea to be able to generalize. Peter: we took the decision to have non-overlapping channels. Dick: a flexible channelization plan is presented in IEEE 11-07/2228r0. Alastair: it’s not enough to just fill in the table, the rest of the information has to be worked out. Doug: TGj had 5. Peter: TGj did not end up with 5, started with it, but manufacturer input caused it to be left out. 
Alastair proposes to defer the resolution of comment 526, and instead accept the changes that deal with the remaining classes. Dick: claims that Table J.1 is needlessly expanding and populating the table by adding transmit power limit to the table. Peter: this is the way it’s been organized and represented up to now. You could change it to a paragraph if you wanted to, but would that be clearer.

Peter: the title of the table has been changed by K to Regulatory classes for the USA, Alastair changed in document.

John: defer 538 as well.

Move to decline comment 539, and to update the instructions for Annex J as proposed herein, and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p/D3.0.
Motion: Alastair:

Second: Jeremy:

Approved: 17

Opposed: 0

Abstain: 4

Alastair will update to 2777r1.

Lee as chair presented IEEE 11 (affiliation Broadcom) and Justin both say +-20ppm should work. Tushar says 10+-/ppm will not be manufacturable. Comment resolution is deferred for further study. 

Doug Kavner (affiliation Raytheon) presented 2901r5, about the problem of simultaneous reception of WAVE BSS data frames and non-BSS data frames on the same channel. Dick says can set BSSID to whatever you want, Justin said not quite that simple. Since there is in fact a problem, Doug presented two solutions. Anil: we’re getting confused between SAP and implementation. SAPSs are not exposed interface, so you can change it to whatever you want, so it is easy enough to add the extra parameter. You’ll get less push back from that than adding a whole new primitive. How you get it implemented is irrelevant. Justin: I know there are no shalls, but we still use the SAP as a road map for implementation. Peter: #2 is dead on arrival. There is a bank of addresses that are reserved over in 11y and k and n there is something called a public action frame that go over the DS, and how those are going to get created and sent are totally unspecified. Yes, in the chip sets you have trouble about how this is going on the air, but that is not what we worry about in the standard. Doug: we have to put something that won’t bother other implementations. Peter: we only care about what goes over the air.
Doug and Justin described how the current 1609 implementation chooses wildcard BSSID for WAVE Short Messages on control channel, and BSSID from a single joined BSS on service channels. Justin: we have what we have today because we have another path that defines channelization. We do look inside the WAVE Short Messages, so we could look inside this for a bit that says wildcard BSSID or regular BSSID, other solution is use the wildcard BSSID for all data frames, but we couldnt’ do filtering at the MAC in that mode. Peter: says the Bridge PDU could do this, they’re in Dot1.

The consensus of the discussion seemed to be that providing the functionality of wildcard BSSID and regular BSSID functionality on the same channel was an implementation issue for the SME and did not necessarily require any changes to our 802.11p draft.

Teleconferences will continue same time every Thursday, skipping Thanksgiving Day. Meeting 

Adjourned at 3:30.:
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