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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. TC 204 WG16 meetings were held 10-14 March in Korea.  Substantial progress is being made in the CALM M5 subworking group, the group working on adapting 802.11p to CALM.  Substantial progress was also made in the subworking group working on non-IP networking protocols (SWG 16.6) and there are some interesting proposals that P1609 should be looking at.  A briefing was also given on a new ETSI TC (ETSI TC-ITS) that has just been formed with the goal of developing and publishing standards that are parallel to 802.11p and P1609 (among others).  European automotive manufacturers are actively supporting this effort.  TC 204 WG17 also held its inaugural meeting at which the PAR and scope was discussed (inclusion of nomadic devices within the CALM architecture).

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 Malarky (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 Ramamurthy (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 11.1.3 requires the primitive to initiate scanning and defines the meaning of 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.
PM2 Session 4-6 pm 

Date: Wednesday, March 19, 2008
Lee called the meeting to order at 4 pm, and presented the updated agenda in 11-08/0253r3. This afternoon we will work on comment resolutions that result in major edits to the document. Doug Kavner (affiliation Raytheon) asked if his submission on BSSID 802.11-07/2901r6 could be put on the agenda, since it may result in changes to the draft. Randy Roebucks (affiliation Sirit Technology) asked to add his submission on the PICS, 11-08/0379r0. 

As an aside, Lee mentioned that he had recently talked to Broady Cash, well-known long-time member of TGp, and as of this Monday his doctors reported he was tumor free.
Vinuth Rai (affiliation VSC2) presented the changes on WAVE BSS definition and description in 11-08/0251r3 and made the motion from the document. Francois Simon (affiliation USDOT) asked if the session on WAVE BSS termination had been deleted. Vinuth said that it had. Dick Roy (affiliation Connexant) said that this means WAVE BSSes will exist forever and never terminate. Daniel Jiang (affiliation VSC-2) said this question is moot, from each individual STAs point of view you either are a member or not a member. Dick said then you are saying that when you filter on BSSID it’s really irrelevant. Justin asked does anybody have an idea of what we should put in here, rather than saying what’s wrong with it? Dick suggested as a friendly amendment that clause 11.18 be removed entirely, and the document rolled back to Draft 3.0 (the one that was voted on in LB110) to maintain consistency.. Vinuth said this was not a friendly amendment, and he declined to accept it. Lee concurred that making an editorial change a friendly amendment, changing whole sections is not. Dick: Vinuth said it would be massive changes, we could remove back to Draft 3.0. Lee pointed out that our basline is Draft 3.03, approved in Taipei, that includes 11.18 and associated changes. Dick then said he wanted to remove last sentence in 11.18.1. John said this was discussed yesterday and called the question.
Move to accept the proposed text from above [in 11-08/0252r3] and instruct the TGp editor to incorporate the proposed changes in text noted above

Motion by: Vinuth Rai 

Second:  George Vlantis

Approve: 15

Disapprove: 1

Abstain: 6
Justin presented 11-08/365r7. Looking at Table 7-58, we are including this in order to avoid confusion from comments of what frames are allowed and what we can really use. Dick suggested chaning “for WAVE” to “in WAVE Mode,” John suggested changing “for WAVE BSS” to “in WAVE mode.” Justin accepted the changes and motion was made with the text as amended in 2. Below.
Motion on first four recommendations from 11-08/365r8:
1. Recommend to delete the text following in the current TGp draft and change Table 7-58 as follows: [text and table in 11-08/365r8]
2. Recommend to add the following text to the end of the last sentence in paragraph in 7.1.3.5.1: TID always identifies the TC in WAVE mode; i.e. traffic streams are not used in WAVE mode.

3. Recommend to change the last sentence in the first row of table 7-6 to:

For QoS Null (no data) frames, and QoS data frames sent while in WAVE mode, this is the only permissible value for the Ack Policy subfield.

4. Recommend to change the second sentence of the first paragraph of 7.1.3.5.5 to: “…frames sent by STAs associated in a BSS, or QoS frames sent in WAVE mode, with bit 4 of the QoS Control field set to 1.

Motion: Accept recommendations 1 – 4 and instruct the editor to make the necessary changes to the 802.11p draft.

Motion by: Vinuth Rai

Second: Wayne Fisher

Approve: 20

Disapprove: 0

Abstain 2

Justin continued with the presentation of 11-08/0365r8, and made a motion to amend 7.2.2 so that it is clear how the BSSID is to be set when in WAVE mode. There was considerable discussion among Vinuth, Daniel, Justin, John and Hanbyeong Cho (affiliation ETRI) about the best way to word this. Jeremy (last name and affiliation not recorded) pointed out that the same description of how the BSSID was set was already elsewhere in our draft, so he did not see why it could not just be left there, referred to or copied from there. There were comments from Dick and Justin that the phrase “in the context of a WAVE BSS” was not defined. John said we had been using that phrase in descriptions in the draft since at least last September, no one had commented that it was a problem before. Alastair Malarky (affiliation Mark IV) pointed out a place in the document where the phrase was defined implicitly by its use. The wording as shown in the motion below was arrived at.
Motion: Add the items c and d below in 7.2.2 and instruct the editor to make the necessary changes to the 802.11p draft:

c) If the STA is transmitting a data frame in the context of a WAVE BSS, the BSSID is the BSSID of the WAVE BSS.

d) If the STA is in WAVE mode and transmitting a data frame outside the context of a WAVE BSS, the BSSID is the wildcard BSSID.

Motion by: Vinuth Rai

Second: Fan Bai

Approve: 14

Disapprove: 1

Abstain: 5

Justin continued with the next recommendation in 365r7,  to add the ONDEMANDBEACON.request primitive in places where relevant for Supported Rate information, to resolve comment 217:
7.3.2.2, first paragraph, first sentence should read:

The Supported Rates element specifies up to eight rates in the Operational-Rate-Set parameter, as described in the MLME-JOIN.request, MLME-START.request and MLME-ONDEMANDBEACON.request primitives

7.3.2.2, third paragraph, first sentence should read: 

The Supported Rate information in Beacon and Probe Response management frames is delivered to the management entity in a STA via the BSSBasicRateSet parameter in the MLME-SCAN.confirm and MLME-ONDEMANDBEACON.indication primitives.

Motion: Adopt the changes as noted above to resolve comment 217 and instruct the editor to make the necessary changes to the 802.11p draft. 

Motion by: Vinuth Rai

Second: Wayne Fisher
Approve: 16

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 2

Justin then presented the editorial changes in 11-08/0365r8 and suggested they be passed on to the editor without a motion. Dick protested that the change in the parameter of a primitive was not an editorial change. No motion or ruling was made on this at the time, instead these were left for later discussion and we moved on to Justin’s next recommendation, which was expected to require important changes in the draft. 

Justin continued with 11-08/0365r8, presenting alternative changes to 5.2.2a line 39 and favouring a change that would eliminate the use of 802 DS from 802.11p. and would remove clauses 5.2.3 and 5.4 from the draft. Doug supported this because it would allow us to remove the DS discussion which has drawn lots of comments. Within the context of 802.11, we truly do not have a DS if you look at what it means. Peter Ecclesine (affiliation Cisco Systems) said the distribution medium is just the wireless itself, then you are not longer bound by definitions of LAN. Doug said he couldn’t find a good way to do that in the comment resolutions because of the way DS is used in the base document, it gets into APs and portals and all kinds of things. Dick made a suggestion to change the language to STAs in WAVE mode do not use a DS. Vinuth: read the baseline document language about the DS, asked if what we are proposing will prevent WAVE BSSes in different vehicles from communicating over a Distribution System. Alastair said a DS is by definition anything that communicates between two BSSs. Justin said 802.11 assumes that they are connecting on an 802 LAN. If the AP is a router, you’re not communicating on a DS. Doug: Vinuth asked if there are conflicts of this change with 11.18? Justin said he looked,  and he doesn’t think so.
The following motion was made:

Motion:

Change last sentence of 5.2.2a (line 39 – 40) of TGp draft 3.04 to: “Any services analogous to the DSS, and security services are deferred to the station management entity or higher layers; STAs in WAVE mode do not use a DS”, delete 5.2.3 and 5.4 from the TGp draft, and instruct the editor to incorporate the necessary changes into the TGp draft.

Motion by: Dick Roy

Second: Alastair Malarky

Approved: 14

Disapproved: 0

Abstain: 5

Justin said the motion we just passed requires us to make additional decisions. Specifically, we may need to add something that says what the To and From bits set to 1 mean. John said for that to be meaningful those bits would be have to made available to the higher layers. Justin said in trying to think of the context in which setting the bits would be required, it would be a case in which we had a separate RSU and router, and the two of them are connected by an Ethernet cable. In that case we need a destination address not to the RSU, but to the router behind it. John said there are rules that are tied to how those bits are set, would those go out the window, or would they still apply. Justin said the current standard doesn’t allow them to be set arbitrarily. Dick said they must be set, because they are bits. If we leave them unspecified, we can do what we need to do at the higher layers. Peter said I think because of what is in 7.2.3.1,  the only one you can use with those definitions, if your model is to be an IBSS, they have to be set to 0. Doug said I think we would have to modify Table 7.2 to say what we are doing in WAVE mode. I don’t think we are really proposing any change to Table 7.7. Justin said, so the question is what we want to add to Table 7.2, that says the setting is undefined in WAVE mode: Dick said,  above the table, we should say the settings of the bit in WAVE mode are not covered in Table 7.2. Justin said,  delete what we have in 7.1.3.1.3 and add a sentence that says the value of the ToDS and FromDS bits are not specified in WAVE mode. Doug said even though the procedures are not defined, I don’t think we want to say that Table 7.7 does not apply, but the conditions under which we use this are not defined. 
At this point, Peter introduced a digression by pointing out that in other drafts, phrases that sound vague like in WAVE mode are not used, and that we should instead qualify the desired behaviour based on when dot11WAVEEnabled is true, then it will read just like everyone else. John said it used to say that, but we changed it for readability, and put a definition in one place that said “in WAVE mode” means when “dot11WAVEEnabled is true” Peter said he would suggest that at least in 7 and 11 it be changed to directly reference the MIB attribute. Justin concurred because that is because it is clearly a testable thing. 
Justin: we have to resolve the setting of the To and FromDS bits. John: I’m uncomfortable with that on what it means for everything but ToDS and From DS 0.

Dick proposed a motion that combined a change to 7.1.3.1.3 with a proposal that “in WAVE mode” be globally replaced in the document by “dot11WAVEEnabled is TRUE”. John objected strongly saying we previously debated it,  we voted to do it the other way, and I think it’s better. Lee ruled that it would be an editorial change. Justin asked if we can get away from this discussion of the MIB attribute? The other part of his motion is significant.
A motion was made which has been added to 11-08/0365r8:

Motion: add the following sentence after the first sentence in clause 7.1.3.1.3 “ When dot11WAVEenabled is true, this standard does not define procedures for using any combination of To DS and From DS field values” 

Motion by: Dick Roy

Second: Randy Roebuck

Susan Dickey (affiliation Caltrans) protested we can not possibly get this right in the last 6 minutes, so let us do this tomorrow.Lee said wordsmith your motion and put it on the server, and we will vote on it tomorrow morning. John made a request to table. Peter agreed that there is still a problem with the wording. Lee said Justin will get document on the server, and we will have a chance to look at it with fresh eyes in the morning.

Lee presented 356r0 for extension to PAR, saying that a submission has been made, what we have to request is that the WG submit that request to NESCOM for approval. Dick asked is this our second request? Lee said no, this is our first request. 
Motion: Request that the 802.11 WG submit the 802.11p PAR extension request to NESCOM for approval.

Motion by: Wayne Fisher

Second: Dick Roy

We then recessed because it was 6 pm and Craig Warren (affiliation Broadcom) called orders of the day.

AM1 Session 8-10 am 

Date: Thursday, March 20, 2008
PM2 Session 4-6 pm 

Date: Thursday, March 20, 2008
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