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PM2 Session 4-6 pm 
Date: Tuesday, March 18, 2008
Lee Armstrong (employer, Armstrong Consulting, affiliation US DOT) called the meeting to order at 4 pm. Thirty people were in attendance. Lee gave the presentation in document number IEEE 802.11-08/0362r0, went over the standard IEEE policies on courtesy, anti-trust, affiliation and patents, and asked if there are any letters of assurance. He then went over our goals for the meeting:
· Review outcome of previous meetings regarding LB110

· Complete LB110 comment resolution

· Approve for letter ballot

He then presented the agenda for approval (in 11-08/0253r2). We do not have a particular time scheduled for covering each submission, will cover them as we can. For us to go to Letter Ballot, the finished draft must be on the server, all edits compete, converted to .pdf and posted, by Thursday noon. Justin McNew (affiliation Technocomm) asked about moving Liaison Reports and ETRI presentation to Thursday. Lee said presenter from ETRI will not be here Thursday. Randy Roebucks (affiliation: Sirit Technology) proposed moving ETRI presentation to the end. Agenda was approved as stands with proviso that effort would be made to keep the reports and presentation short.
Minutes from the January meeting (11-08/0193r0) were accepted by unanimous consent.

Liaison reports:


Dick Roy (affiliation Connexant) verbally reported on ISO WG16 meeting in Korea. Lee suggested he prepare a short submission and upload to server.

Tom Kurihara (affiliation IEEE VTS/ITS) presented 11-08/0342r0, the liaison report on IEEE 1609 WAVE standards.
Hyun Seo Oh  (affiliation ETRI) presented slides on WAVE Enhancement Technologies from 11-08/0361r0. Lee commented that these slides contained a variety of interesting ideas, but it is too late in our PAR cycle to consider including them in 802.11p. Hanbyeog Cho (affiliation ETRI) presented 11-08/0372r0 on Spectrum Mask in IEEE802.11p. This presentation proposed basic spectrum masks to satisfy FCC regulations. He claimed that present WAVE system specification has mismatched spectrum masks, which will result in increased PER (packet error rate) due to channel interference between adjacent channels. Dick Roy and Alastair Malarkey (affiliation Mark IV) questioned the assumptions of the presentation. Lee suggested we table this until the submission has been on the server, and that knowledgable people question Hanbyeog in advance of tomorrow’s meeting to make sure we have all the answers in advance of the session.
Lee  then moved the agenda to comment resolution. He showed the current status of the comment resolution spreadsheet, 11-07/2481r9. Although, since we failed Letter Ballot 110, we are not required to address every comment, we wish to do so in any case. 
Vinuth Rai (affiliation Vehicle Safety Consortium 2 –VSC2) presented 11-08/0251r1, which amends clauses 3, 5 and 11 to explain the WAVE BSS comment better to the reader. Dick Roy asked a series of questions about the section on Leaving and Terminating the WAVE BSS, questioning whether it gave any concrete information about termination conditions. Vinuth and John Kenney (affiliation VSC2) responded that their description was well-defined. Justin pointed out that termination is not an issue that is ever dealt with in 802.11 discussions of BSS, and he is concerned that the text added as 11.18.2a will be a comment magnet. John responded that the point that they were addressing was whether an initiating STA can leave a WAVE BSS, and whether in that case it can continue to exist. Doug Kavner (affiliation US DOT)  said that we have two issues, 1) the initiator wanting to leave and 2) what happens when no one is listening, and a third problem is what happens when the initiator ends one WAVE BSS and starts a new one. Daniel Jiang (affiliation VSC2) said that an initiator only forms a group of STAs to use the same BSSID for communication. If any of the STAs changes its MAC address, there is nothing wrong with that. Lee said he didn’t see a problem with an initiator leaving and coming back and rejoining a WAVE BSS. Doug said an initiator needs to select a new WAVE BSSID. Justin said he would like to suggest that the BSSID is out of scope for this discussion. That being the case, let’s talk about what it means to end a WAVE BSS. Daniel said if you look at how WAVE BSS works, you don’t have to use a fixed hardware MAC address, you can just pick one, so no BSSID problem exists. Regarding when WAVE BSS exists or not, from each individual STAs point of view it is very clear, it is the decision of each individual STA. Dick asked “Can I transition from a state of belonging and not belonging without receiving a beacon?” Justin pointed out even if you stay in the WAVE BSS, you don’t know if anyone else still belongs. Justin suggested that we put 11.18.2a in a different motion and talk about a better solution for the comments related to BSS termination. Fan Bai (affiliation VSC2) thinks there needs to be more discussion about the implementation of the standard with respect to termination. John said that the third sentence in 11.18.2a is the one he cares about the most and would like to keep that sentence. Vinuth suggested putting that third sentence in 11.18.1. Dick asked a series of questions about whether an RSU can change the WAVE Information Element in the beacon and keep the same BSSID? This set off a general conversation on the BSSID issues again, with a variety of people responding to Dick’s questions.

Justin asked if we could have a more organized meeting, if necessary put a mike up to talk and line up. Lee said he has tried to run the meetings with a less than formal approach, but we have at least one person in room who doesn’t want to stop talking. John said his preference would be that we don’t use the microphone but that we do recognize people. Lee said we will continue to proceed in that way, please do not speak unless your hand is raised and you are recognized by the chair.

Discussion resumed on 11-08/0251r1. Justin said he was happy moving the third sentence to 11.18.1.
Harish Ramanurthy (affiliation Marvell Semiconductor) questioned the language that says we are using neither active nor passive scanning, in his view, if you hear a beacon you are using passive scanning. John said if a STA wants to join a non-WAVE BSS, it has to leave WAVE mode. Justin said active scanning isn’t used in WAVE, you’re not permited to solicit BSS information, and passive scanning requires issuing a scan request primitive and visiting a channel for an interval, but we receive a beacon because it arrives on the channel that we are on. It’s similar to the case, if a STA receives a probe request frame, it’s  not scanning for that. Craig Warren (affiliation Broadcom) said that Harish was right, because WAVE is just doing passive scanning on a single channel. George Vlantis (affiliation ST Microelectronics) concurred. Dick: at issue is how is the scanning initiated? We don’t issue an MLME Scan primitive. Therefore we are not doing 802.11 passive scanning. The document should say the unit will start up on dot80211InitFrequency, where the STA will look for beacons. Alastair said the base 802.11 document says that that is what is called passive scanning. Justin said the MAC will receive Beacons and issue a Beacon indication, even if the STA has never issued an MLME Scan primitive. Fan Bai said there is a difference between the passive scanning in 802.11 and the listening we do in 802.11. Vinuth put 11.18.2 on the screen and asked if we should specify that a STA has received a Beacon Indication even without MLME Scan. Justin started to suggest language for 11.18.
Dick asked a series of questions, including whether we get a WAVE BSS if there is no WIE in the Beacon, or if there is an action frame with a WIE? Justin requested that we focus on the discussion at hand. The Join request for a WAVE BSS is issued by SME, and Dick’s questions are out of scope; we need to clarify what the WAVE mode does instead of active or passive scanning. Vinuth suggested we change the document now. Justin said we can work on it tonight, come back and make motion tomorrow. Vinuth started to make a list of changes to make to the submission: remove 11.18.2a, move sentence to 11.18. Dick said that it was his contention that most of you in the room would say that a WAVE BSS does not exist when the document says it does, after sending a WAVE Beacon; and continued talking with more questions about whether it made sense to change the WIE and stay in the same WAVE BSS, etc. Justin said that 1) WAVE Beacon is not defined by presence of WIE, but by a bit in the Extended Capability Information Element. 2) If there is no WIE, it doesn’t matter, upper layers just do discovery like any other network. 3) We put the WIE in there so we don’t have to do network discovery when we’re driving down the road 4) Dick’s questions pertain to 1609 and could not be farther outside the scope of the 802.11p draft. Vinuth said he will refine the document after working with Justin, and resubmit tomorrow.

‘

Vinuth continued with 11-08/0252r0, which proposes text that data frames using a wildcard BSSID cannot access a DS directly. Justin asked if these changes had already been merged into Draft 3.04.  Lee said yes, but Draft 3.04 is not an official document. Dick said that in 0252r0 there is no STA that serves as an AP, but as he reads the base document, a STA with a BSS is an AP. Justin said he disagrees with Dick, an AP provides DSS, which implies authentication. Dick said look at clause 5. Justin said Clause 5 isn’t normative and Figure 5-2 is only illustrative, not exclusive. 

Vinuth asked to make the motion from 11-08/252r0, which was seconded by Justin. John called the question
Dick protested that no discussion had been allowed after the motion was made and demanded a roll call vote on the call to question. Lee ruled that it was appropriate to have some discussion before the question. Dick said we can’t have a discussion on the motion, we have to take the roll call vote on the call to question. Lee said he was trying to accommodate Dick, and Dick continued to challenge him. John said to avoid these problems, he withdrew the call of the question, and the floor was opened for discussion on the motion.
Dick disagreed with the reference to the diagram from the document, saying it is not the state of the WAVE device, because WAVE device has not issued a synchronize instruction. He said he was speaking against the motion because to include this diagram is not correct technically. 
At this point, with less than 5 minutes remaining of the time, John said he would like to call the question before the meeting is over.

A vote was taken on the call of the question:

Approve calling the question: 11

Disapprove: 2

Abstain: 4

Then the vote was taken on the motion:
Move to accept the proposed text from above [11-08/252r0] and instruct the TGp editor to incorporate the proposed changes in text noted above

Motion by: Vinuth Rai :

Second:  Justin McNew

Approve: 14

Disapprove:1

Abstain: 4

Lee said that tomorrow we need a motion to accept the new draft as basis for moving forward. Randy has posted a new PICS document as DCN 379r0. The meeting was adjourned at 6 pm.
[Remaining sessions will be added to this document as the week progresses.]
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This document includes the minutes of the IEEE 802.11 TGp WAVE Task Group meeting for the Plenary Session March 16-20, under the Task Group Chairmanship of Lee Armstrong of Armstrong Consulting (affiliation USDOT) and editor Wayne Fisher of ARINC (affiliation USDOT). Minutes were taken by Susan Dickey of. California PATH (affiliation Caltrans).
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