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PM2 Session 4-6 pm 
Date: Mon, May 12, 2008
Lee Armstrong (US DOT) called the meeting to order at 4 pm. Lee gave the presentation in document number IEEE 802.11-08/0583r0, went over the standard IEEE policies on courtesy, anti-trust, affiliation and patents, and asked if there are any letters of assurance. He reminded people to register their attendance. Then he presented the agenda in document IEEE 802.11-08/0473r1. He would like to be able to identify specific time slots for particular presentations, and expects to update the agenda as people forward documents with comment resolutions to the server. 
Minutes from the March meeting were accepted as posted by unanimous consent.
Tom Kurihara (IEEE VTS) presented the liaison report in for IEEE 1609 in document IEEE 802.11-08/593r0. Richard Roy (Connexis) presented the liaison report for TC204 WG16 in document IEEE 802.11-08/590r0. Justin McNew (Technocom) asked if the statement about the requirement of CVIS compliance for European implementation was really true. Dick said he wasn’t sure of the sanctions, but it had been adopted as the ITS infrastructure; not all of the features shown on the slide need be deployed. Justin asked if there are applications standards for using interfaces, and are only high-end cars that implement all the interfaces going to benefit from signage or other roadside services? Dick said there is going to be a CALM manager that has policies and know about the status of connections and available services. ISO 21217 is being DIS (Draft International Standards) balloted now, US comments are due on the US TAG on Saturday. As liaison, Dick will post this to the document server. Sue Dickey (Caltrans) asked if there was a data dictionary to correspond to the “CALM data layer” on his slides. Dick said it was under development but was not an area in which he was directly involved. Daniel Jiang (VSC 2) and John Kenney (VSC-2) asked where the 30 MHz spectrum (5.885 to 5.915 GHz) would fit into slide 12; Dick said that it fits in the M5 CI box. Refi Tugrul Guener (Kapsch) pointed out that the DSRC CEN transaction that required disabling the 802.11p prototype radios shown on slide 14 may take more than a few milliseconds, depending on implementation and environment. He also pointed out that the 30 MHz is only allocated for safety applications, there is other spectrum allocated for other applications. Peter Eccelsine (CISCO) said that what we have by this standards partnership is that doing an IEEE standard as part of this partnership may enable its adoption in over 40 countries. Tom K pointed out that another step needs to be taken in our liaison with TC 204 ITS before a joint standard can be developed. Peter Ecclesine One of the issues that came up at 11y was the need for fast track approval with ISO, and there is a new path that we can fast track petition ISO IEC directly. There will be a proposal later this week in the working group to see if IEEE 802.11 wants to allow this. Dick presented a figure not in his presentation showing the power spectrum density and allocation of CCH and SCH for the 30MHz spectrum safety area, surrounding possible non-safety ITS applications bands,  and the current DSRC CEN toll taking band. George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) found on reading the requirements documents that justify this 30 MHz spectrum that they are confusing 30 Mbs with 30 MHz, and they have no standard for silicon vendors. George would like Dick to tell them that they will need 40 MHz. The channel that they’ve allocated does not satisfy the requirements that they’ve put in the document that they used to justify the channel. Dick said this is a business issue, not a standards issue, and 30MHz was allocated because that’s all that was available.. George said we have to have interoperability, and no 30 MHz channel exists in the 802.11 standard. Peter said you could get 30 MHz by scaling the 20 MHz.
Next on the agenda is election of task group officers. Lee presented IEEE 802.1-08/0548r1 which included the rules for conducting elections. Lee passed the chair of the meeting to the secretary Sue, who asked for any other nominations for chair, seeing none, Lee was nominated as TGp’s recommendation for chair by unanimous consent. The chair was passed back to Lee, who asked for additional nominations for Editor and Secretary, seeing none, the following motion was made:

Moved, to re-affirm the following Officers and to adopt the recommendation below for TGp chair:
· Secretary, re-affirm: Susan Dickey
· Technical Editor, re-affirm: Wayne Fisher
· TGp Chair, Recommendation to WG : Lee Armstrong
Moved by Peter Ecclesine (CISCO)
Second: Vinuth Rai (VSC 2) 
Approve: 10

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 0

Then Lee went over responsibility for comment resolution. People with expertise in particular areas have been asked to take responsibility by clause for seeing that the comment resolutions are completed. We need to contact the people who have made the technical comments, especially if we choose to reject the comments. Peter said that according to IEEE Standards Board Operations Manual Section 5.4.3.2 (http://standards.ieee.org/guides/opman/sect5.html) says we must address every technical required comment for every negative voter, inform them of proposed resolution, and , if they are not satisfied, include their response in recirculation. IEEE 802.11 Working Group Policies and Procedures [secretary’s note: see http://www.ieee802.org/11/ and click the second hard-to-read white on black text that says Policies and Procedures – since the web page is under development to get rid of frames, hopefully we will have a real URL for this soon.] says “All comments are reviewed and addressed in resolution comment documents and approved by the WG and TG administering the letter ballot before a re-circulation letter ballot is conducted.” Peter said we must email each negative voter; they may ignore it or they may respond, but it must be recirculated to every one. 
Because we have passed Letter Ballot, the approved Draft 4.0 is our baseline document. Wayne has generated a submission form for comment resolution, IEEE 802.11-08/527. Lee presented a motion to authorize the TGp editor to propose to all editorial comments from LB 125. Dick asked what to do if some editorial comments are really technical? Lee said in the past Wayne has brought comments not obviously editorial back to the group, and he expects that will continue. 
Move to authorize the TGp editor to propose resolutions to all editorial comments from LB125.

Moved Peter Ecclesine (Cisco)
Second George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics)
Approve: 11

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 0

There was some discussion of the meaning of the TR marking between John K and Wayne; it turned out that John’s comments had been inappropriately marked TR by Wayne because he hadn’t filled in the “must be satisfied for a no vote” column, but that column is not required for a “yes” vote. Wayne will fix the notations.

Lee has submitted some comment resolutions and asked that others submit comment resolutions to be scheduled on the agenda. Sue suggested we spend some time in group session with small group work on understanding comments and building consensus. Lee said many of the comments were issues that we have discussed before and the resolution should be straightforward. At 6 pm the meeting was adjourned.
[secretary’s note: Lee thought that I meant we break down into small groups meeting one after another, which would be inefficient. To clarify, I meant small groups meeting concurrently in the same room doing wordsmithing on different clauses in parallel.]
PM2 Session 4-6 pm 

Date: Tue, May 13, 2008

Lee called the meeting to order at 4 pm. For this session, we will will work in small groups, and try to schedule people into time slots later in the week to present on the resolution of comments, and invite the commenters to come. 

After some small group discussions, Justin McNew (Technocomm) presented some issues in comment resolution for Clause 7:

· To and From DS bits better but still drawing comments

· Still some disagreements within and without our task group on WAVE BSS concepts

· Many detailed comments on Beacon contents, some confusion on On-Demand but not much

· Some comments on the QOS descriptions.

The concept of a WBSS introduces both conveniences and limitations, and we need to figure out how to compromise on this. Lee made the point that there are things to consider about 1609. Justin says the way the schedule works out well that we are just opening up commenting on 1609 trial-use. We need focus groups on the BSS issue (John, Vinuth, Dan, Sue, Justin), and on the To/From DS issue. 

Sue Dickey (Caltrans) did the same for Clause 11, 

· major issues from Rick (only one WBSS at a time, ability to operate as ordinary 802.11 station)

· possible BSS memberhip selector for WAVE, like that used in 11N for HT, to avoid legacy systems trying to join our beacons. Dick said if we used action frames rather than beacons we wouldn’t need it
· problems with duplicated text from earlier sub clauses of 11
John Kenney (VSC A) did the same for Clause 5.
· Wave BSS (as for Clause 7)
· To and From DS (as for Clause 5).
· Suggestion to recast description as extreme case of IBSS.

· Suggestion to change descriptions to refer to SME rather than upper layers.

· Suggestion to clarify common channel and scanning

· Clarify “outside the context of a WAVE BSS” and how the channel frequencies are set.Peter pointed out it’s possible to receive frames with good checksums that are actually on a channel adjacent to your own, so it’s important to be able to discriminate what you should receive.
Most of the rest were comments that could be easily dealt with, wording clarification and definitions.

TGp recessed at 5:55 pm, to reconvene at 7:30. Lee will present his submissions, if we finish we can get into more discussions.

EVE1 Session 7:30-9:30 pm 

Date: Tue, May 13, 2008

Lee Armstrong (USDOT) reconvened TGp at 7:30, eighteen people were in attendance. Lee then began to present a series of comment resolutions that he had submitted to the server as a basis of discussion for settling these comments. Since the commenters have not been notified that we are discussing these, any vote to reject will be a straw poll only. 

Lee presented IEEE 11-08/584r0 There was some discussion, and a decision to talk to the commenter and make sure that we understood what was meant. Lee then presented IEEE 11-08/550r1. Dick Roy (Connexis), John Kenney (VSC A), and Dalton Victor (Broadcom) suggested we accept the comment and say we already had done what she suggested. Carl Kain (Noblis) suggested in 550r1 the first and last sentence are OK, delete everything in the middle as unnecessary.Lee agreed that his response could be classified as Accept and revised the document. Lee then presented IEEE 11-08/549r1 about updating the TGp draft to be consistent with current drafts of prior amendments according to the current timeline, and we voted on the motion contained in it.
Move to: Instruct the TGp editor to implement the requested update as appropriate (in accordance with WG-level editor’s instructions).

Moved: Wayne Fisher (USDOT)
Second: Susan Dickey (Caltrans)
Approve: 12
Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 0

Lee then presented IEEE 11-08/586r0. John again proposed that we could Accept instead of Reject. Dick suggested that if we took the information out of the introduction we wouldn’t get these comments. John said there is nothing about 1609 in our introduction. Dick then searched D4.0 and realized we have no mention of 1609 anywhere. Lee will go back to the commenter about this. Lee then presented IEEE 11-08/551r2. There was considerable discussion about whether authentication and association are allowed or not allowed with our current draft. Justin said it’s a difficult problem to figure out how to allow authentication and association or disallow it in a spectrum, which you may want to do because of performance concerns. John pointed out that we do not allow authentication and association in WAVE mode. Lee said we do not however disallow STAs to have authentication and association when not in WAVE mode. Dick said we are just introducing additional capabilities, we should not talk about being in WAVE mode. Daniel said in fact the document does disallow authentication and association. John said he would prefer that Dick not say “we aren’t doing...” when what he is really saying is “if you guys agreed with me what you would be doing is...” Dick proposed we just accept the comment, because we allow authentication and association. Sue said we can’t make a motion to accept a comment without a submission that outlines what changes are required to bring our draft in line with the comment. Daniel supported Sue. 
Lee then presented IEEE 11-08/594r0. This will be tabled as is to talk to commenter. Lee then presented IEEE-11-08/618r1.

Move to: Accept CIDs 39 and 40 with instructions to the editor to delete subclause 3.168b.
Motion: Vinuth Rai (VSC A)
Second: John Kenney (VSC A)
Approve: 11
Disapprove: 0
Abstain: 0
Lee then presented IEEE -11-08/634r0. 

Move to: Accept CIDs 17, 19, 20, 25, 27, 31, and 32 with instructions to the editor to delete all of the notes in Clause 3.
Motion: Wayne Fisher (USDOT)
Second: Dick Roy (Connexis)
Approve: 10
Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 0

Dick then pointed out a problem in IEEE 11-08/598r3, explaining that the tables being put together by TGn mix normative and informative information, and that we are going to run out of room for defining channel sets because we are including all these pointers to regulations. Lee asked if this problem shouldn’t be sent to 11mb, since it is outside of our scope. Dick said 11n and 11y are adding things, causing a huge bloat problem, and he thinks we should just submit a refined annex that eliminates this as part of 11p, 11n and 11y. Lee asked again, why bring it up in TGp? Dick said we have to add a couple rows, so let’s take the philosophy of fixing it. Wayne said the comment we got from Peter Ecclesine was that we ought to create a J.3 that has just our stuff cleaned up. Jerry Landt (Transcore) pointed out that in 11y they are adding to the same tables, and, as Dick pointed out, there is a lots of duplication, but each row does not contain a unique regulatory class, they’re re-used.
Sue pointed out that Wayne had uploaded a new landscape form comment resolution template to the server as IEEE 11-08/611r0. The meeting was adjourned at 9 pm. 

PM1 Session 1:30-3:30 pm 

Date: Wed, May 14, 2008

Lee Armstrong (USDOT) called the meeting to order at 1:30 pm. According to Lee, not much progress was made on the triage yesterday, and we have received only his submissions and one from Francois Simon (USDOT). Sue Dickey (Caltrans) and John Kenney (VSC A) suggested that we do spreadsheet based triage on the Technical comments, to categorize comments into issue groups and determine if there is group consensus on accept or decline, as preparation for composing comment resolutions. The results of this work for clause 11 are shown in the following table.
	CID
	Discussion
	Issue Category

	313
	Dick Roy claims that no changes are required to synch text in Clause 11 to support the low level synchronization that he belives are required for 11p.  John Kenney believes this comment is dependent on the resolution of other comments related to retention of the WAVE BSS concept in 11p.
	Synchronization issue

	315
	We believe the commenter is correct that 11.2.2 is the wrong place to put our comment regarding power management.  If we retain the power management prohibition, we will need to figure out where to put it.
	WAVE Mode

	316
	Peter Ecclesine believes that Clause 11 contains normative text.  Daniel Jiang thinks perhaps this should be "should not."  Dick Roy refers us to CID 317.
	Power Management

	317
	
	Power Management

	319
	Consider this comment when addressing the larger WAVE Mode issue.  Carl Kain suggests looking at 11s and 11z to see how they have addressed creating new things.  dr says 11s and 11z distinguish between adding capabilities and adding a mode.
	WAVE Mode

	320
	With respect to suggestion regarding channel set, this information can be set by the higher layers and need not be kept by the .11 MIB.  JM says the dot11currentfrequency MIB attribute is sufficient.  Dick Roy says a question remains, knowing the current channel freq is not sufficient, you also have to know the regulatory class.
	WAVE BSS

	321
	Clarify with commenter whether there is a misunderstanding, or whether there is a fundamental objection.
	WAVE Mode

	322
	Joe Lauer says comment seems to be questioning the difference between belonging to a WAVE BSS and not belonging to a WAVE BSS.
	WAVE BSS

	324
	Daniel Jiang called Fan Bai for clarification; he is interested in a STA having multiple BSSIDs that it can use to receive packets. Dick Roy makes a point about infeasibility vs. disallowing.  Lee Armstrong says there is a distinction between multiple membership and being active on more than one BSS at a time.  There was additional discussion about whether the capability to belong to multiple WAVE BSSs is a MAC function or a higher layer function.   Daniel Jiang points out that baseline 802.11 has this same restriction for infrastructure BSS and IBSS membership.
	WAVE BSS multiple membership

	325
	See also related Clause 5 comment
	WAVE Mode

	326
	
	WAVE BSS multiple membership

	327
	
	WAVE BSS multiple membership

	328
	
	WAVE BSS multiple membership

	329
	Daniel Jiang says this has implications for where decisions are made, and that this involves both technical and non-technical issues.  Dick Roy says he does not believe this requirement is needed to be compatible with baseline 802.11.  John Kenney says this is tied fundamentally to what WAVE MODE will mean, and has implications on other parts of the 11p Dick Royaft
	WAVE Mode

	330
	Sue Dickey says we should talk to the commenter to determine why our intentions were not clear.
	Security

	331
	John Kenney says we need to ask the commenter for clarification on whether he wants to use A&A in the context of a WAVE BSS or in the context of a baseline BSS.
	WAVE Mode

	332
	Sue Dickey says we have to distinguish between things we do not use and things we prevent a user from doing.  Dick Roy says we not be clear enough about how things start.
	WAVE Mode


PM2 Session 4-6 pm 

Date: Wed, May 14, 2008

Lee asked if TGp members had issues they wanted to bring up. Carl says we have key players missing: Kavner, Noens, Roebuck. John says discussions are better face to face. Since there was no strong desire to initiate a particular discussion, Lee presented document 584r2. Dick commented that the more description we put in, the less obvious it is that we’re just saying nowhere in 802.11 are there descriptions of how deployed systems are to behave. George pointed out that the introduction is not part of the document, and this is our strongest argument. 

Move to: Reject CID483.

Moved: Wayne Fisher
Second: George Vlantis

Approve: 7

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 1

Lee then presented IEEE 11-08/550r2, which provides an explanation for question in comment 487.
Move to: Accept CID 487 with the explanation provided being the resolution.

Moved: Wayne Fisher

Second: George Vlantis

Approve: 8

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 1

Lee then presented IEEE 11-08/586r2
Move to: Reject CIDs 481 & 482.

Moved: Wayne Fisher

Second: George Vlantis

Approve: 9

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 3

Lee then presented IEEE 11-08/647r1, addressing the question of whether the definition of WAVE BSS should be eliminated from the document. This resulted in an extended discussion for the remainder of the session. Lee said it’s a question of providing a functionality that not everyone need to use. Daniel said that it’s not a difference in functionality, but a difference in the way that the functionality is described. Dick says he wants to remove not just the definition of WAVE BSS but the definition of WAVE mode,  that we just have added capabilities that any station can use. 
Justin McNew (Technocom) brought the discussion back to consideration of our requirements first, before arguing about semantics. We have two things we want:

1) we are trying to send data messages when there is no BSS, 
2) we want to send data messages to/from a DS without authentication or association. 
The concept of WAVE BSS is convenient when working with a single channel radio. Rather than having an argument, let’s just talk about what we want to do. You do not need to join a BSS to send messages to/from a distribution system, as anyone who has ever run madwifi in adhoc demo system knows. By joining a WAVE BSS we mean adopting the parameters of the beacon, but we do it at a higher layer. Just ecause 1609 uses the WAVE BSS terminology is not a good reason to retain it in 802.11p, the reason to retain it is because the BSS terminology already exists in 802.11. In clause 7 we have a lot of comments about our use of the BSSID and wildcard BSSID. WAVE BSS is a terminology we chose to adopt for the use of the entire stack. I would rather talk about how we would describe what we want to do. 
Daniel Jiang (VSC A) said authentication and association are distribution system services, but the DS itself is not tied to these things per se. The general 802.11 description just describes DS as the service that connects multiple BSSes. Stripping authentication and association does not remove the essential concept of the DS. BSS is just a group of nodes that can talk to each other.Justin said a BSS is a group of nodes that have chosen to adopt the same time base and same BSSID. The fundamental question is whether we have to be in the same BSS in order to use these functions.
George Vlantis said the issue is whether you stay in the BSS paradigm when you bring innovative features to 802.11 or whether you get a new paradigm adopted.
Tushar Moorti (Broadcom) asked what are you talking about? Are we addressing the comment to eliminate the WAVE BSS? Are we addressing the previous comment? How are we proposing to change the draft which has passed Letter Ballot? Joe Lauer (Broadcom) asked are we eliminating WAVE BSS or renaming it or what? 
Vinuth Rai (VSC A) said he liked where Justin was going with this and would like to move forward. John Kenney (VSC A) asked Justin, the first thing you said was communicating frames , did you mean wildcard BSSID? Justin replied that at the requirements stage how we will do this is not defined, just want to start communicating with no set-up. John said he thought we needed not just to/from DS but also session-oriented communication. Justin said when we came up with the concept of WAVE BSS, that is one answer to that. Technically, I don’t need to use a BSSID that’s fixed to a DS. If you want to send messages within a group of STAs, you can use a BSSID as a frame filter. In the most general sense, the BSSID is a frame filter that is adopted as part of association. John said that in our requirements we want not just a communication set for the purpose of getting outside of it for a DS, but we also want it for communications that entirely reside within the set. Justin said I don’t think that’s true unless you extend it to the concept of what the upper layers in WAVE do to go to a specific channel, but I don’t think in general we had a requirement to establish that. WAVE BSS came about because of single radio channel switching, extending BSS functionality to that purpose in the implementation. From the perspective of the MAC layer, everything is transmitted as if it were received one message at a time. 
There was some discussion, including Francois Simon (USDOT), Daniel, Justin and Vinuth about the fundamental characteristics of a BSSID in 11-07, whether it is just a group of STAs that synchronize, or just a group of STAs that use the same BSSID. said when Justin mentioned to go back to the very basics, a BSS is just a group of STA that synchronize, BSSID is not important. Daniel: cited chapter and verse in 11-07 to show that the synchronization is not important, only the BSSID is important for joining. 
Getting back to the requirements discussion, Vinuth said the way the document is written right now satisfied the requirements that were specified by Justin and he did not see that we have a problem that needs to change.Justin said sending data frames with wildcard BSSIDs has solved first requirement.We enable to/from DS set to 1 under umbrella of WAVE BSS. The question is whether we can do it another way. The basic problem is gap in thinking about how you can possibly use a distribution system without association. The only way it works is if STA connected to DS knows MAC ahead of time and sends first message. If payload has MAC address in it, then DS works without association. 1609 defines datagram that defines the MAC. This doesn’t require a BSS, because I can do that now, without joining a BSS. We have to make a decision of whether to continue with WAVE BSS as descriptor for that functionality. 
Daniel disputed wherter to/from DS was a key requirement, he only cares about talking car to car. Dick said the fundamental thing to understand is that other parts of ITS has other requirements, we must meet the union of all those requirements. Justin said if you can’t use two 1s in the to/from DS bits: in context of roadside, if using a roadside based service with IP routing, the consequence is that RSU must be a router, although this might not be that large a cost. If you want to use in-vehicle device as MAC bridge, you’re giving that up, too. There were comments that we make them 0 all the time. Dick said arbitrarily setting the to/from DS bits gives us maximum flexibility. Justin said whether or not we set the to/from DS bits to 1, this only affects routing and MAC bridging. From a standards point of view, association is used in 802.11 to tell the wired LAN where the MAC address resides, so we need to add explanation that we are sending the needed MAC address.

Vinuth said let’s get back to the question of whether we need a BSS or not. Even what you’re talking about, communicating to/from DS, you’re just communicating to a STA that will communicate to a DS, and we don’t need to communicate within the BSS. Justin said everything goes back to the first category.

Daniel agreed that so far I do not see how the current draft does not describe what we are doing.Dick said the WAVE BSS terminology is doing nothing and wee don’t need it.Justin said the functionality WAVE BSS is trying to achieve is a grouping of stations that takes advantage of filtering on the BSSID. Dick said this is doable at the higher layers and is not an 11p issue; we can set the BSSID anyway we like, and it is beyond the scope of 802.11p. 
Justin said there is a very important issue associated with arbitrary BSSIDs, but nobody in the task group seems to understand that nothing above the MAC layer understands the BSSID, and the notion of BSSIDs being set by a higher layer is ludicrous in my opinion. We move it not up the stack, but to the side of it into the WAVE Management Entity, which can associate a MAC address with an advertised service and the registration of a process sending packets with it. The function of a WAVE BSS is to allow stations that have set the same BSSID to communicate, without synchronizing. 

John said our draft meets the requirements, although it may be overly restrictive in some areas, and Dick says he has a simpler way, but John is not sure what it is and how it will work. Dick said we need to go through the base draft exhaustively, and he would like a straw poll saying we will seriously consider the changed draft before he does the work.  Justin said whether or not weas before, this only affects routing and MAC bridging. From a standards point of view, we need association to tell the LAN where the MAC address resides, so we need to add explanation that we are sending the needed MAC address. Rececessed at 6 pm.

PM2 Session 4-6 pm 

Date: Thu, May 15, 2008

The meeting was called to order at 4 pm, with 18 people in attendance at the start of the meeting. Justin McNew (Technocom) reported that Dick Roy (Connexis) could not be here yet, so he would like to delay his presentation until after 4:15 pm. Jerry Landt (Transcore) presented the comment resolution submission in IEEE 11-08/674r0. John Kenney (VSC A) asked where the Emission Limit sets Class A, B, C, D would go now. Jerry said another comment from Peter Ecclesine suggested that it should be in Annex J instead, and he agreed. Wayne pointed out that this change would have a ripple effect to Annex J, where we would now be using fewer Emission Limit sets. Dick said that these numbers are just regulatory class pointers, but the way 802.11 does this is broken. Carl Kain (Noblis said to leave this information spelled out in detail in the Annexes in order to match ASTM. Jerry said there are other places that it should be done, not in the Emissions Limits table. Dick said a regulatory document shouldn’t point to a standard. Carl said it isn’t your choice to decide what a regulatory body should do, it is up to Congress. Since there was serious disagreement between Dick, Jerry and Carl, Vinuth and John asked that we table this and move on to Justin’s WAVE BSS presentation. Discussion on document 674 was tabled. 
Jerry then presented comment resolution document IEEE-08/654r1, and a motion was made after a short discussion:
Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the Recommended Changes to P802.11pD4.0 noted in Item 3 above [in 654r1] and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11pD4.0.

Moved: Jerry Landt
Second: Wayne Fisher
Approve: 6
Disapprove: 0
Abstain: 5
Jerry then presented IEEE 11-08/662r1. John Kenney remarked that this was a pretty big change to make this clause normative. Jerry said it wasn’t our choice and we have to comply with it.

Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the Recommended Changes to P802.11pD4.0 noted in Item 3 above [in 662r1] and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11pD4.0.

Moved: Jerry Landt
Second: Wayne Fisher
Approve: 7
Disapprove: 0
Abstain: 5

Jerry then presented 663r1, Lee ruled that this was editorial and did not need to be discussed at this time. 
We then returned to the issue of whether the WAVE BSS terminology is not needed in the document and should be removed, as a commenter has claimed. Justin presented a summary presentation for clarification, document IEEE 11-08/673r3; no motion is contained in the document. Francois Simon (USDOT) asked a question, does no BSS mean no BSA? Justin said yes. Daniel Jiang (VSC A) made the point that if we have no BSS, people will say why are you in 802.11? Justin said we need to be in 802.11 because we use everything in the MAC except the management capabilities.

John K asked what the Station Groupings column is talking about? Justin said just setting BSSID by SME, which may require a new service primitive. If we always using wildcard BSSID for all communications, there is no backwards compatibility or primitive concerns, because legacy devices will ignore it. Then we can use ad hoc and infrastructure modes without touching the document, because we only have provided another concurrent communication options. 
Daniel said that if we open up allowing this in WAVE mode, there is no difference between the rows WAVE BSS and No BSS in Justin’s presentation. Justin says it is not just WAVE BSS but WAVE mode, if you look at what is going on in the comments, some people catch the issue in the association, some earlier, it is not just about WAVE BSS. We do not need a separate WAVE mode, because nothing about other 802.11 operations is changed, we are just allowing data frame usage outside of a BSS. 
John said that in our current document we require WAVE mode before we allow data frame usage outside of a BSS. He further said that there might be some negative reaction if we do not have a MIB attribute that allows this capability to be turned off. We can take the approach that WAVE mode implies that you can communicate with a wildcard BSSID at any time. 
Lee said fundamental question is in last column, that we do not have WBSS.  Vinuth asked what is the advantage to the new “No BSS” solutions. Justin said the objective is to have a simpler explanation of what we are doing that will have only a few “no” comments so that the WG will be convinced. Dick said if we change our document to add the augmented functionality in the lower row, and remove the rest of our changes to the base document, then we will not have a problem. Lee said we are losing the BSS functionality. Justin said a BSS is a fictional thing that does not provide a real functionality, it is a means of defining services. 
George:Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) said in 11n they had concepts of mode originally, and what happens is your brain gest comfortable with that, but on the air these are just transmissions. When they started to think of stateless transmissions, then the state transition crap that was in the 11n standard fell out. He thinks that people in 11n are thinking, when they make comments on WAVE mode, that 11p should get rid of a modal way of thinking the way they did
John K wants to see a document that actually follows these suggestions before he makes any decision about whether they are better or not. Sue Dickey (Caltrans) said she is willing to help with the draft editing along the lines of removing WAVE mode and WAVE BSS terminology, and replacing it with descriptions in terms of additional capability, because she likes what the way it seems to be working out in Justin’s presentation, and agrees with John that people need to see the changes that are being talked about before making a decision that this is a better explanation. Lee says he is totally confused as to whether it is two pages or a major rewrite. 
Carl asked how this relates to comments? Justin says we are responding to the requests for clarification about WAVE mode, and that we are really moving toward is making it clear that all our data communications are in the unauthenticated/unassociated state. Justin says he is not making a motion, but he is trying to figure out if there is enough support in the group, and asked to take a straw poll about support for working out the details of a non-BSS explanation.  Lee said the purpose of this would be to give us more information on which to do our comment resolution.
Straw Poll 

Develop with non-BSS approach


Yes:  15


No: 0

John K asked to record in the minutes that a Yes vote does not necessarily imply dissatisfaction with our current draft, just a willingness to consider alternatives. Justin, Dick and Sue will work together and try to have an edited draft by the June 5 telecon. 

Justin continued his frames with the issue of whether we should use a Beacon Frame or a new Management Frame to distribute timing and advertise services. We had previously chosen a Beacon Frame, and Justin still favors this, since the functionality we need can be satisfied with this existing frame type. If we use the Beacon option, we will need to add a feature like that of the 11n BSS membership set identifier for backwards compatibility, to keep legacy stations from trying to associate 
If we use the new Management Frame option, instead of the On-demand Beacon Frame currently in 11p D 4.0, we need to get the Working Group to allocate a new frame subtype to distribute timing and advertise services. There are 16 frames of type 11 that are as yet not assigned. Dick claims there are other groups that want a new management frame with similar functionality to what we need. Justin said he would like to see a presentation from Dick with detailed descriptions of what they want to do and evidence that they are really interested in getting a new Management Frame. The only two critical fields for WAVE are timestamp and WAVE IE. 

Carl Kain said on an earlier Letter Ballot, when we were using an Action Frame there were many people that commented that we should use a Beacon. Daniel said that they were saying we should use a beacon because we were initiating a BSS, and if we do non-BSS, isn’t it also true that we should not be sending beacons, by the same logic? Justin said we can use the beacon with wildcard BSSID. John agreed with Daniel that a new management frame may generate a whole new set of comments, but using a beacon for a non-BSS approach may also generate comments. 
Dick said that we are providing a new functionality and the time distribution frame can be sent throughout the operation, and that it is fundamentally different from a beacon and required a new management frame. Justin disagreed, saying that the fundamental purpose of the beacon is distributing time for power management services. Dick disagreed, saying  it was for advertising services for association. Justin said power save is the first field in the 802.11 beacon. Francois said it was added in 1997. 
George said that system implementers use hardware or have an accelerated method to parse the time into the Beacon Frame. If you require placement of the time field in anything else but the Beacon or Probe Response Frame where it already exists you are going to get negative comments. Using a beacon with wildcard BSSIDs will on the other hand not be likely to cause negative comments because it can be easily discarded by STAs not interested.. 
Justin said, is it better for the theorists to be confused or the implementers be confused? The new management frame will require the implementers to treat the management frame as a beacon. Only beacon and probe response packets have special hardware processing for timestamp. The other groups who are interested in a new management frame may also decide to multipurpose the beacon.
Because the time for the session was running out, Lee called for a vote on the straw poll that Justin had in his presentation about beacon and management frames. Daniel pointed out that we really didn’t need to vote on both alternatives, but rather than sort this out, to save time both were voted on, with the following results:

Straw Poll

Continue with beacon frame

Yes:11

No:3

Create new management frame

Yes:9

No:6

Lee said we are authorized for weekly teleconferences that can start as early as next week, if submissions are available to discuss. Written submissions can be discussed, revised and given conditional approval during teleconferences, to be presented and voted on at the next session. The session was adjourned at 6pm. 
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