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PM2 Session 4-6 pm 
Date: Mon, Sep 8, 2008
Lee Armstrong (USDOT/Armstrong Consulting) called the meeting to order at 4 pm, and showed the graphic to illustrate the extra sessions that have been added for TGP this week. Then he presented IEEE 802.11-08/1065r0, including the slides for the patent policy, and asked if there is anyone in the meeting who is aware of the needing for a letter of assurance, and heard none. Lee then presented the agenda in IEEE 802.11-08/1047r0, pointing out all the comment resolutions that have been submitted that need to be scheduled. He also pointed out that our technical editor Wayne Fisher is not here this afternoon. Francois Simon (USDOT/Arinc) and Sue Dickey (Caltrans) said that we ought to look at Justin’s submittal IEEE 802.11/1024r2 first, and Justin McNew (Kapsch-Technocom) said he was ready. Lee agreed to make that change. 
Minutes from the July Plenary have been posted, and were accepted by unanimous consent.
Tom Kurihara (IEEE SA) gave the liaison report with the IEEE 1609 Working Group, from document IEEE 802.11-08/1063r1. This report include ISO TC204 WG16 information from IEEE 1609’s joint workshop with them in Chicago, Sep 2-4, 2008, and also some information about SAEJ2735. John Kenney (VSC-2/Toyota) said that the intention for SAE J2735 is to change it from a Recommended Practice to a Standard. Dick Roy (Connexis) pointed out that the next 1609 meeting is scheduled for October 14-16, not October 4-6, Tom said he would correct the slides.
Dick Roy gave the ISO-TC204 WG16 liaison report, concentrating on material from the joint workshop. He also showed the proposed European ITS Communication Architecture, and proposal slides from the “M5” workshop report. John K asked what the next steps would be, Dick said it would be the formation of focus groups on particular topics, such as geo-routing. Justin said that this was a proposal, not bought into by the 1609 WG yet, and the next step is “gap analysis”, to figure out where the lines between 1609 and the rest of this proposed ITS architecture are, and not to expand the scope of 1609. Tom concurred that the charter for 1609 scope should not be expaneded by this. 

Lee then reviewed the strategy for comment resolution, pointing out that since we have passed letter ballot we need to formally address every single comment and make sure that the concerns of the commenter have been addressed. The comments spreadsheet is available as IEEE 802.11/514r4. During the last meeting, we did not resolve a large numbers, but we made progress in addressing the comments on the WBSS terminology, by deciding to eliminate the terminology from the document, and then discussing in depth what had to be done to make this change. We will wait until Wayne is here to cover the changes that have been made so far. The plan for this week is to approve formally decisions made at the ad-hoc teleconferences, and to get these changes into the draft.  

Justin began the comment resolution with presentation IEEE 802.11/1024r4, designed to address all comments on WBSS and BSSID, and also the ramifications that this caused throughout the document. There was discussion about whether to start with clause 7 or clause 5. It was decided to skim the early sections, for Francois’s benefit, and then go to clause 7. The submission proposes:

•
Removal of the WAVE BSS terminology from D 4.0

•
Replacement of the WAVE beacon with a new Timing and Higher Layer Information frame.

•
Resolution of comments from clauses 7 and 10.

Dick suggested removing “outside the context of a BSS” from the end of 3.168b, and this was accepted by Justin.

Dick and George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) suggested that using a subtype of a management frame would be better than creating a new “information frame” subtype. Justin agreed that if there are management frame subtypes available he would agree to change to management frame subtype. John asked for clarification, if the information type he has defined fits into a management frame, and Justing said it did. 

Justin presented the change to 7.1.3.5.3, saying that streams are tied to authentication and association, and we do not need TID subfield. Dick challenged this, saying someone may want them. Justin said he disagreed with Dick and would not change his submission. 
When looking at the Timing and Higher Layer frame body, John K asked if there is still a WAVE bit in the Extended Capabilities IE? Justin said there might be. There was discussion as to whether the IEs in the THL frame body are all optional or not. Dick pointed out that Capability is not an IE, but that the 11k bit, for example, could be very useful. 

Justin said Higher Layer Information Element (HLIE)  is now using element ID 69, since it is effectively a renaming of the WAVE IE; the technical editor will need to carry out this change with the appropriate authorities. Francois said that ANA may also need to be advised that WAVE indication has been changed to WAVE support.

John K commented that 7.3.2.29 may need additional wordsmithing in order to make sure that the EDCA parameter set gets set up the way we really want it when doing WAVE communication outside of the BSS, in future cases where the Timing and Higher Layer frame may be being used for non-WAVE purposes..

Table 3-37a is being corrected because an error was found, but no comment noticed it. Andrew Myles (CISCO) said in this case some groups insert an internally generated comment, just for tracking.

In section 7.3.2.80, Francois questioned the reference to 1609. Justin said it was in response to a comment. Lee and Dick suggested changing it to a Note:, to make sure that it is perceived as informative. Justin is also changing his notes to Wayne to say Editor.
Justin skipped over clause 10 for today in order to get to the difficult synchronization issue in clause 11.

John K objected to the language in 11.18 for “without scanning”, because a STA both in a BSS and communicating outside the context of a BSS would still scan to join the BSS. Justin said John is correct. John K also pointed out that section 11.1.3 is part of the standard that we are not complying with, if we set up a way of operation without scanning. This is symptomatic of a problem that we have, that there are statements that won’t apply to us as written when we are defining STAs that can be both in a BSS and outside the context of a BSS. 
Lee adjourned the meeting, with the discussion scheduled to continue tomorrow at 4 pm.

PM2 Session 4-6 pm 

Date: Tue, Sep 9, 2008

Lee resumed the meeting at 4pm, with Justin continuing with his presentation, IEEE 802.11-08/1024r6. Changes from yesterday’s version include elimination of power management, since that only applies in a BSS, and updates to use management frame instead of “information” frame. Francois commented that we do not need to add the 7.3.2.27 Extended Capabilities information, because it has been added by 11y, we only need the part that specifically applies to 11p. Justin said Francois will have to check the comment numbers to see if the change still applies as a resolution to those comments. Francois asked if there was any change to the Country Information element, Justin said there was no change. Francois also wanted to point out that 7.2.2 had not yet been settled, and we still need a formal motion.
Justin pointed out that changes were added last night for section 7.1.3.3.3. Sue said these changes actually should address the comments on that section, which had been previously called out for discussion in IEEE 801.11-08/879r1, and were not just changes made because of new frame type. Justin amended the description to include the comment numbers. 

Justin has also made some changes to 9.1.3.1 that were not in IEEE 802.11-08/1024r6, that will be in the next revision, to address the question of using EDCAF outside the contect of the BSS. Sue pointed out that the original sentence was so poorly worded that it is hard to tell if we have changed its meaning with our insertions. Justin, George and Lee worked on the wording, and it was decided to leave it in as part of the draft changes in this resolution. 

Also as part of 1024r6, we are rejecting comment 272, after discussion with the commenter, but with some wording changes to 10.3.25 based on other comments. Dick Roy has talked to the commenter, and will help Wayne write up the comment resolution, and Lee will also contact the commenter.

Lee suggested a change to the NOTE added about the HLIE usage to make it clear that this is only an example of potential usage. 

Justin mentioned there are comments that say we do not provide enough information about how to fragment an HLIE. Francois said this was an implementation issue. Justin does not think we want to add more information at this time but wanted it noted that this comment was considered.

John K proposed that we need an explicit statement that says that a STA that is a member of a BSS may also send frames outside the context of a BSS. Justin added a sentence to this effect to section 11.18.

The changes discussed at the meeting are being added to 1024r7.
.
Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments [as shown in IEEE 802.11-08/1024r7] and the Recommended changes to P802.11p D4.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D4.0

.

Motion by Justin McNew

Second by Francois Simon

Approved 8

Disapproved 0

Abstain 6

Wayne Fisher (USDOT/Arinc) reviewed the status of the draft, showing the summary page from IEEE 802.11-08/514r4. Justin’s submittal has covered lots of these comments. John K said with the changes to 7 and 10 we can start really working on the comments on 5 to make address them coordinated with the overall approach.  Lee pointed out that by voting on 4.01, we are approving the way Wayne has handled all of the editorial comments. Wayne pointed out that on the Abstract section in 514r4 it explains what was merged in as part of 4.01. 

Wayne made the motion from 1111 to accept 4.01 as the working draft:
Move to approve P802.11p D4.01 as the new draft amendment for TGp.

Moved by Wayne Fisher, TGp Editor, on behalf of Task Group p.

Moved: Wayne Fisher
(USDOT/Arinc)
Second: George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) 

Result: 11-0-0 

Next Lee presented documents IEEE 802.11-08/907r7 for Alastair Malarkey (Mark IV), which represents what extensive discussions and consensus on the teleconferences. Lee asked if there were any additional questions and them made the motion

Move to accept the comment resolutions and recommendations of  IEEE 802.11-08/907r7, and instruct the editor to incorporate the proposed revisions provided into the amendment.

Motion by: Carl Kain (USDOT/Noblis) 

Second: Wayne Fisher (USDOT/Arinc)
Approve:8

Disapprove:0

Abstain:4
Next Lee presented documents IEEE 802.11-08/908r4 for Alastair Malarkey (Mark IV), which also was the result of teleconference discussion. 
Move to accept the resolutions to CIDs 443, 444, 445, 446, 447, 448 and 452 as proposed in IEEE 802.1-08/908r4 and instruct editor to amend P802.11p from version D4 to include the changes proposed herein.

Motion by: Wayne Fisher (USDOT/Arinc)
Second: Carl Kain (USDOT/Noblis)
Approve:6


Disapprove:0


Abstain:6
Next Lee presented documents IEEE 802.11-08/908r4 for Alastair Malarkey (Mark IV), which also was the result of teleconference discussion. 
Sue will not be ready to discuss 879 until she sees how 1024 is merged into the draft, so Carl was moved up on the agenda, with presentation IEEE 802.11-08/982r1. Jerry Landt (Transcore) pointed out it is not clear whether we should have mask C if it is the same as mask M. George thought it would be good to add a note to that effect. Lee said these changes could be made during dinner break along with clean up of the wording of the motion.
EVE Session 7:30-9:30 pm 

Date: Tue, Sep 9, 2008

Lee resumed the meeting, and Carl Kain presented IEEE 802.11-08/982r2, including some of the changes that were suggested before the dinner break. John K asked if we have justified the higher numbers, even though we have reduced them; if someone asked him where these numbers came from, he wouldn’t know where they came from. Carl said we originally polled manufacturers to get the number in 2213. Carl said he can write up more justification if it is necessary, he doesn’t think it has to be in this document. John asked if we would then have to vote on comment resolutions that don’t affect the language in the graph. Lee said he still wants the vote for the record, although it won’t have to meet the 4-hour rule. John said he would be happy to have a straw poll to give support for doing the work for this justification. 

Straw poll: How many would like to keep current motion and come back with a later submittal, versus delaying it until he gets the justification in the current motion?

9 yes, 0 no.

Carl then made the following resolution from 982r2:

We agree with the commenters that the enhanced receiver ACR and AACR were too stringent

We recognize that the enhanced values should only apply to conformant signals using transmitter Mask M, and relaxed the values accordingly

The interfering signal under test (using Mask M) will inject less out of band interference, thus simplifying receiver filter design 

The official resolution to the comments is “counter”; referring to this document

Move to accept the proposed changes in 802.11p D4.01 as proposed in this document and instruct the editor to make such changes.

Moved: Carl Kain

Second: Francois Simon
For 10
Against 0
Abstain 1
Carl then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1112r0, on one of the main PHY differences required for 802.11p, and why we must reject comments that do not allow the tighter tolerances, even though general production runs are probably better than they were 5 years ago. John K asked if this problem would manifest itself only at high speed? Carl said it would be most likely at high speeds or in certain geometries with near field reflectors, like urban canyons, or crowded freeways with tractor-trailers. He discussed work that was done in 2006 by John Hopkins University and by Georgia Tech. There was enthusiastic discussion by Jerry, Vinko Erceg (Broadcom), Joe Lauer (Broadcom) and George of how those tests could be improved. Proposals were made to accept Vinko’s comment to eliminate the 10 ppm requirement, reject it, or compromise to make the 10 ppm an optional feature. Parts tested so far have been 20 ppm and we haven’t seen major problems. George said it seems that at some point we need the data, and that is why he volunteered to do it. Carl said he was hoping to have the data by now. George said even if he gets the data, there will still be a trade-off between cost and complexity and performance. John K said he would rather wait to see George’s data before having a vote on this. Rick Noens (Motorola) said we could wait until tomorrow, and see whether this was the last question delaying a recirculation. John K said he heard if it was made optional no one will do it, and he is not really satisfied with that, he would much rather that some very smart people figure out the answer to this problem. Carl thinks we will just delay it and be in the same situation. George said that is he couldn’t get anyone to work on it during August, because it wasn’t that interesting or important to them. Carl asked for a straw poll:

How many in favour of taking compromise for optional 10ppm as offered by Broadcom:
6 in favour

5 opposed

Carl said then we will table this for now. He will make a second document with the recommendation for making 10 ppm optional. 

Carl then presented IEEE 802.11-08/983r0, which includes miscellaneous comments from Clause 17. 

Motion to accept comments, instruct author to modify text to read: 

17.3.8.8-Four temperature ranges for full operation compliance to the OFDM PHY are specified in Annex D….

Motion Carl Kain

Second John Kenney

For 13

Against 0

Abstain 0

10 PPM (the most stringent value in the standard) is currently specified for 5 MHz channel

Tightening the tolerance from 20 PPM to 10 PPM for 10 MHz channels, and the practicality of implementing this is being challenged by multiple commenters; simulations are being investigated by George Vlantis in response to those comments. 

There is currently no evidence that the value needs to be changed for 5 MHz channels (reduced to less than 10 ppm). This may be difficult to do with current technology. Without any rationale or suggested value (and some evidence that crystals to support their suggested value are currently available), the suggested resolution is to leave the tolerance as stated in the current standard. 

Recommend rejecting comment 379. 

Moved Carl Kain

Second Rick Noens

For 8

Against 1

Abstain 3
There was discussion about the proposal in clause 17 to tie tolerances to regulatory classes rather than the MIB attribute. John K said if you are setting the MIB variable to true, then you need to satisfy all the requirements. WAVE mode in D4.0 is just a shorthand way of specifying the setting of the MIB attribute.

It was decide to counter instead of accept the comment.

Propose to counter comment 385. The term “WAVE mode” may be removed from the document for other reasons. 

Suggested Remedy This comment can be satisfied by replacing the term “WAVE mode” in clause 17 with the phrase “STA in WAVE mode” in clause 17 with the phrase “STA that has the MIB attributed dot11WAVEEnabled set to true”

Move to instruct the editor to make the change suggested above in sections 17.3.9.4, 17.3.9.5, 17.3.10.2, and 17.3.10.3 in 802.11p D4.0. 

Move Carl Kain
Second Wayne Fisher
For 10
Against 0
Abstain 0
Commenter’s proposed resolution is to add minimum receiver sensitivity requirements. 

Appending the receiver sensitivity levels to this table caused significant confusion in previous letter ballots, and significantly more comments even though we are not proposing to change any of those values. 

Suggested resolution is to agree in principle with the commenter, official response is counter, and add the sentence:  The corresponding minimum receiver sensitivities for each modulation and coding rate are the same as in table 17.13” to the end of the paragraph in 17.3.10.2 and 17.3.10.3 in 802.11p D 4.0.

Move Carl Kain

Second John Kenney

For 9

Against 0

Counter 0

Lee asked that those responsible for resolving comments come in with a plan tomorrow morning for those remaining.

PM1 Session 1:30-3:30 pm 

Date: Wed, Sep 10, 2008

Lee called the meeting to order at 1:35 pm, there are some submissions on the server. Begin with Sue presenting clause 11 resolutions. She asked group to review 1134, and then asked for help on seven comments which were not satisfied by changes in 1024r7. She will prepare a submission for those comments. 
Then we review the currently unresolved comments to make strategy. John K said that clause 5 comments need to be reviewed, and he will do it. Justin said it’s best to do clause 5 when all else is finished. Dick agreed to resolve comments for clause 6, including adding text if necessary to to the clause. Carl has resubmitted what we voted on yesterday, as well as an alternative proposal from Broadcom, so we are done with 17 with the exception of John reviewing what he has expected from me. Justin asked if we can have deadlines and due dates as to when we want the comments to be resolved. 
Lee has a submission to go through after break.

PM1 Session 4-6 pm 

Date: Wed, Sep 10, 2008

Meeting was called to order. Lee presented some of the comments that he is proposing to resolve. He began with comment ID and asked what we can do with this. John K said we may be able to counter this with documentation in 5. Lee asked when clause 5 will be changed. John K said the major change was not completed until yesterday. Justin said get everything else done first and then do 5.

Lee presented IEEE 802.11-08/1144r0 to handle a comment that expands the acronym ITS-RS in Annex D. Dick suggested that we should instead remove the reference to bit 7 in Annex D altogether. Lee said we did not have comments to support this, so Dick should make a comment on the next recirculation ballot.

Move to: Instruct the TGp editor to replace the one instance of “ITS-RS” with “Intelligent Transportation Systems – Radio Service (ITS-RS)” in P802.11p D4.01.

John Kenney made the motion.

Justin McNew second

7-0-1.

Lee then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1142r0 on comment 36 and proposed to reject.
Move to: Reject CID 36.

John Kenney made the motion.

Justin McNew second

7-0-1

Lee then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1139r0 on comment 37 and proposed to accept. There was discussion about what wording ought to be added. Justin said he would prefer to counter this, since we have done away with the concept of WAVE BSS. John said his objective was to have section 1.2 call out that WAVE operation is part of 802.11. Dick suggested some different wording, which John accepted and Lee added, it will be uploaded to the server as IEEE 802.11-08/1139r1. Justin said he did not think it was a good resolution of the comment, he would just counter the comment. Jerry said that it does add information of value. Justin says it sounds very odd if looked at in the whole context of what is said there, where he thinks what we do is already called out sufficiently. 
Move to: Resolve CID 37 by implementing the proposed change provided in IEEE 802.11-08/1139r1 to P802.11p D4.01.

John Kenney made the motion
Dick Roy second

Approved:8
Disapproved 0
Abstained 0

Lee then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1131r0, a set of comments on clause 3 that all can be considered as countered because they are now overcome by events (OBE) with the changes that were made to the document by 1024r7

Move to: Resolve each of the comments listed in this submittal as being countered by being OBE with the passing of the motion in 11-08-1024-07-000p-no-wbss-no-beacon-comment-resolution.doc.

Justin McNew made the motion

Rick Noens second

9-0-0

Dick Roy then made the presentation in IEEE 802.11-08/1145r0, with proposed changes to clause 11.3 which can be considered as a friendly amendment to the comment resolutions in 1024r7, to clarify communication outside the context of a BSS. Peter said we don’t need the statement about being in state 1 when communicating outside of a BSS, and you’ll draw a million comments. John K said this is a step in the right direction in clarifying what we mean. George said that we have transmitter options 20, 40, 10 MHz options, and that is stateless, you are not in a mode, you are just transmitting a frame of that type. If you put in a statement that you are toggling between states, you’ll get a bunch of comments back. In discussion of Dick’s proposal to add non-QOS frames, Justin said there is no reason to add legacy frame types for a non-BSS system, and that including them would allow building systems that did not support priorities for safety of life. Dick said that was a matter for system implementations requirements, not the standard. Justin was not convinced. This is a place where we have an opportunity to standardize on QOS; using non-QOS is contracting the capability not expanding it. 
Straw poll: how many people want to keep the “green” changes to include non-QOS? 
Keep 2

Remove 4
Dick took out the non-QOS language.

John K said we need to specifically prohibit Class 2 and Class 3. Justin said that John’s changes might be additionally desirable, but what we have here is still an improvement. John asked if we could have a straw poll, saying that his suggestion is truer to what’s up on the server than what is up here now. Justin said a STA is not in a state, it keeps a state for each remote STA, so what Dick had before was incorrect. Justin called the question.
Move to accept the recommended changes to clause 11.3 and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p P4.01 as amended by motions contained in 11-08/1024r7.

Moved by George Vlantis

Justin McNew second

Approved: 7

Disapproved: 2

Abstain.8

Dick presented 1150r0, to remove the addition to bit 7 to dot11FrequencyBandsSupported. Peter said acoording to the IEEE SA Operating Manual Section 5.4.3.2 for changes made as part of recirculations, we can make changes in response to other reasons, as well as commenters, such as in this case we did this because we realized the change was not required for any operation and management purposes.

TGP recessed at 6 pm. 

AM1 Session 8-10 am

Date: Thu Sep 11, 2008

Lee called the meeting to order at 8 am. Carl Kain plans to put together a presentation for Dallas on comment 472 to address this commenter’s interpretation of the VSC-2 presentation as presenting a serious problem for 802.11p operation. The group broke into small groups for in-room comment resolution at 8:20 am.
We reconvened at 8:50 with the previously tabled presentation “Frequency and Clock Tolerance Comments”, IEEE 802.11-08/1112r1. Carl has added some coments he had missed in the first version. After some off-line discussion, we have concluded that the original rationales for tighter values may no longer be required, and we should accept the comments rather than reject them, and remove our additions to 17.3.9. Jerry and Justin said there was nothing in that sub-clause that we would want to leave in the draft.  Dick suggested we need to changing the “Discussion” slide in the presentation. Jerry said the 2006-2008 technical background was concerned with high speed, which is now known not to have a significant effect on the issue of frequency stability. 

Recommend to accept comments 375,376,377,378,380,382,383,384
Instruct the editor to delete 17.3.9 from P802.11p D4.01
Moved Carl Kain

Second Justin McNew

For 10

Against 0

Abstain 3
Justin McNew presented IEEE 802.11-08/1025r0, which addresses comments regarding the MIB, of which we have accepted, countered or declined. The resolution of comment 432 was changed to declined, after discussion with the commenter, and the corresponding instruction to the editor was removed from the document. 
Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the Recommended changes to P802.11p D4.01. noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D4.01.

Moved Justin McNew

Second Wayne Fisher

For 9

Against 0

Abstain 2

Sue presented IEEE 802.11-08/879r2.  There was some discussion of comments 120 and 121 by John K and Dick. These were declined because the suggested remedies did not apply to WAVE operation, but Dick Roy wanted it noted that we should further investigate Link RCPI. The motion from the document was made:

Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments based on the changes to P802.11p D4.01 proposed and approved in IEEE 802.11-08/1024r7.
Moved Susan Dickey
Second Justin McNew
For 12
Against 0

Abstain 2
Sue then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1134r2, which was first presented for review yesterday, and made the motion from the document:

Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments, based on the changes made to the P802.11p D4.01 as a result of the motion in IEEE 802.11-08/1024r7.

Moved Susan Dickey

Second Justin McNew

For 10
Against 0

Abstain 2
Dick Roy made presentation IEEE 802.11-08/1148r1 suggesting changes to what was resolved in 907r7. Dick thinks Alastair missed some citations in the tables that were there before. He also thinks we do not need both mobile and non-mobile applications done separately, simplifying the tables according. Carl remembers a violent disagreement on the mobile/non-mobile applications issue from the teleconferences. Dick also wants to add rows for 30 MHz and 40 MHz. Jerry and Carl said we had agreed in the teleconferences not to add these rows. Justin said there is no one in ISO clamouring for 30 and 40 MHz channels. 
We recessed until the afternoon.

PM2 Session 4-6 pm

Date: Thu Sep 11, 2008

Lee opened the session at 4 pm. He reported that we are very close to addressing all comments on LB125, so that we can send it to recirc so that we can get feedback on the changes we have made in response to the comments. P802.11 D4.02 is on the server, and there is also a resolution to go to recirc. 

Lee went over comments where he still had some questions. He brought up comment 411, Sue and Dick said to decline it, we do not want to tie our MAC features to a specific PHY.  

John brought up that we was very uncomfortable rushing through this, and it goes counter to our original plan in Jacksonville. Lee said since there are only 3 comments still unresolved, it is not worth waiting two months to get feedback so we can make progress. John asked what happened to the 30 comments on clause 5. Lee said he took care of them this morning. 

Lee then went over comment 414, it was decided to decline; the text is in 10.3.9.1.4.
Then he went over comment 416, which pointed out that our PICS is not consistent with amendments since the baseline. Wayne has been updating the PICS to some extent to track other groups, but he could use some help. Jerry has been updating the PICS to match changes made this week, most or all of the entries under A.4.4.1 MAC protocol capabilities were identified as now incorrect with respect to the current draft. 

Dick then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1165r0, which contains a definition for the Timing Information Element that is referenced in IEEE 802.11-08/1024r7. John had a correction on some of the language in Dick’s presentation, which John made. John also commented that this statement about the TSF  timer offset standard deviation field is a “shall” and should be in the PICS. John asked if any STA can do this any time we want, why is it in 11.18? John suggested a clarification that this applied in other contexts, which Dick made. Justin suggested we remove the mathematics, since it is not necessary and is confusing to many. Dick agreed. Justin is also concerned that this will draw a large number of comments if it means that the MLME is required to compare clocks, and that we could put this same information in a WAVE information element. George Vlantis said we can isolate any negative comments on this because they indicate the clause, if this text is in it, otherwise we won’t. Joe Lauer, given that you are making changes on the fly, is this still acceptable within the 4-hour rule? Dick said that the changes made were editorial and friendly amendments.  
Motion: Resolution of CID 180. Move to accept these changes to P802.11p D4.01 as amended by 11-08/1024r7 and instruct the editor to update the latest 11p draft to include these changes.
Moved: Susan Dickey

Second:  Rick Noens

Approved: 2

Disapproved:4

Abstained: 7

Justin then began to present IEEE 802.11-08/1167r0, saying we have a strong interest in going to recirculation because we have a strong interest in finding out if the Working Group thinks we are going in the right direction. Otherwise, if we have done the wrong thing, we will not find out until January. Justin asked if we could have a straw poll to verify that the consensus is that we want to try to go to letter ballot. Lee said that a small number of the declines made today may not have as complete a justification as we would like, but the elimination of WAVE BSS is a huge change to the document, and we would like to get feedback. John K has rightly pointed out that there is more work we could do to get the document as perfect as possible. John asked if there is a possibility to do some kind of technical straw poll of the whole Working Group? Justin said there would be no voter rights implication so no one cares. John asked if we could provide guidance about what we are looking forward so they don’t waste their time. Justin is asking for a straw poll, because he does not want to give the motion to retract Timing Information Element unless we are trying to get to recirculation this week. The results of the straw poll were:
In favour of going to recirculation ballot: 8

Not in favour; 2

Abstained: 5 
Justin then continued with the presentation of IEEE 802.11-08/1167r0
Move to remove the Timing Information Element from 802.11p, instruct the editor to remove the changes recommended in document 1024r7 from D4.02.

Motion: Justin

Second: Sue 

Approved: 10
Disapproved: 1
Abstained: 3

Dick asked if this will this preclude reinsertion later on?  Lee said no. 

Lee then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1168r1, containing resolutions of comments that were OBE by the changes we have made to the draft. 

John said that if you look at 60, the commenter’s concern with system management and security still applies to our new text, so we have not resolved it. This is just an example of how the resolution of the comments does not match what you say you are doing where you are countering because you are OBE. John would like to remove CID 60 from the motion, or be classified as declined. Lee says if we allow you to do this, we will run out of time to finish this. Rick said he has to agree with John. John said he had more from this submission that he felt were not good resolutions to the comment. Dick said 53 was not OBE, it was accepted. Lee called the motion. John said that Lee was not interested in hearing how this was wrong, and that he had 11 additional CIDs that are not correctly addressed by this motion. 
Move to: Resolve each of the comments listed in this submittal as being countered by being OBE with the passing of the motion in 11-08-1024-07-000p-no-wbss-no-beacon-comment-resolution.doc.

Motion: Justin

Second: Wayne

Approved:  6

Disapproved: 2

Abstain: 5

Lee then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1178r2, which contains a list of declined comments, with the reason for the decline. John K said he thinks this is a terrible mistake. Rick concurred that he does not think we are following the process. Lee had discussion with both Adrian Stephens and Bruce Kraemer. Both of them independently thought it would be a good idea for us to go to recirc because of the nature of the changes we have made, even if some of the CIDs are not fully resolved. Dick said we can have this discussion tomorrow at the plenary. 
Move to: Decline each of the comments listed in this submittal [1178r2].

Motion: Jerry

Second: Wayne

Approved: 9

Disapproved:2

Abstain: 3

Lee then presented IEEE 802.11-08/1170r2. He presented the motion that will be presented at the plenary on Friday:

To go to recirculation ballot, the following is an example of a motion that would have to be presented at the WG Closing Plenary on Friday:
“

· Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from LB125 on  P802.11p D4.0 as contained in document 11-08-0514-05-000p-lb125-tgp-comment-resolution-master.xls,

· And having prepared P802.11p D4.02 incorporating these resolutions,

· Instruct the editor to prepare Draft 5.0 incorporating these resolutions and,

· Approve a 30 day Working Group Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11 D5.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”

· Moved by Lee Armstrong on behalf of TGp

· TGp vote: 

· Moved: <name>,  Seconded: <name>, Result: y-n-a]
“
To accomplish this, the following motion must be approved by TGp:

Motion:

· Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from LB125 on  P802.11 D4.0, 

· And having such resolutions incorporated in the current draft D4.02,

· Request a motion within the 802.11 WG Closing Plenary asking the WG to approve a 30 day Working Group Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11 D5.0 be forwarded to Sponsor Ballot?”

· Moved by: Jerry

· Seconded: Justin

· TGp vote: 8-3-3

The motion failed, receiving only 72%. Task Group P adjourned at 6 pm. 
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