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September 25, 2008, Ad hoc TGp Teleconference

Attendance: 

Lee Armstrong, Armstrong Associates (USDOT)
Carl Kain, Noblis (USDOT)

Francois Simon, ARINC (USDOT)
George Vlantis, ST Microelectronics

Wayne Fisher, ARINC (USDOT)
Sue Dickey, California PATH (Caltrans)
John Kenney, Toyota (VSC-A)
Peter Ecclesine, Cisco
Dick Roy, Connexis

Dale Sumida, Kapsch-Technocom

We began with comments that Peter Ecclesine (Cicso) had on the draft Wayne Fisher (ARINC/USDOT) had sent out. Peter Ecclesine pointed out that in Annex I, I.2.3, we’ve made spectral mask changes that apply to WAVE but not to the rest of the community, so we need some qualifiers to restrict this to when WAVEEnabled is TRUE. Peter also pointed out that on page 29 line 42 to page 30 on line 30 on the bottom, we can take out all the changes to that table and all that can be removed, because no one is using it. The entire structure is read-only, not used and obsolete, so it is not worth changing anything. Wayne said he would accept that.
Peter also said that the Timing and Higher Layer Information Frame should have a name like WAVE Timing and Information Frame, that is less broad, then it is more specific to this amendment. George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics): there’s been a discussion on the P reflector about it, to just call it Timing Information Frame. John Kenney (Toyota/VSC-A) said he is not against Peter’s suggestion but there are other people who want to make sure the rest of the working group knows the Timing Information Frame is available for general 802.11 use. Sue Dickey (California PATH/Caltrans) agreed with Peter that is better to use a name that is easily identified with 802.11p, for clarity in distinguishing it from other 802.11 features; this does not mean it can’t be used by others. George said the current discussion is to just call it Timing Information Frame. Peter asked it it would still have a Higher Layer information element? John K asked if Peter would suggest that its use be limited to only WAVE Enabled is true? Peter said you can create a new MIB variable specifically for this frame, but if you want to call it Timing Information Frame, you need to search the base document to see if that is confusable. Peter found  “timing information” used in clause 11 with respect to access points. George said if it is overused we have to call it something else that hasn’t been used. 

Peter said a big problem throughout the document is that the phrase “communicating outside the context of a BSS”  is used without sufficient clarification, since public action frames can also be called “communication outside the context of a BSS.” The 11p draft should be changed to specify if Dot11WAVEnabled when features we are adding are meant to be limited to the 11p amendment’s specific operations for low-latency communication. We have to provide the path that all of this language makes sense across all of the rest of the standard. Our PAR does not include operation outside fo the 5.9 GHz band, so if anything we are doing is affecting anything outside of that band we have to call it out. We are changing the MLME.Reset request paragraph 10.3.9.1.4, but it is not oour authority to change that. We need to add Dot11WAVEEnabled is true to that clause. 
George suggested if we change all of the “communicating outside of the context of a BSS” with “when Dot11WaveEnabled is true” then that would be answer Peter’s objections. John K said this would mean we might be changing the MIB variable on a frame by frame basis. George said Peter is not worried about the difference between communicating in a BSS and communicating outside the context of a BSS during WAVE operation, he is worried about distinguishing this from when you are communicating outside the context of the BSS when you are not in WAVE operation We really have an AND condition here, making the change to “if Dot11WaveEnabled is true, when communicating outside the context of the BSS”. 
Peter said his bigger point is, if you made it a stand-alone standard, dependent on a particular set of amendments, you could have language like this. But if you are going to be an amendment to the rolling base lines, you will have to qualify changes you make to the MAC so that they do not apply to all stations and all bands. Dick Roy say that our PAR is amendments to the standard that are required for use in the ITS 5.9 GHz band, not every change we make needs to be restricted to the band. Peter’s point is that things need to be conditional, and conditioned on the right appropriate MIB variable. John K said he is still confused about how we are going to resolve this. Are we going to tie it to a specific MIB variable for different things? Dick said we need both a MIB variable for the 5.9 frequency enabled, and another one for WAVE data frame communication enabled.  John said we are talking about conditioning normative things on the state of the MIB variable. Peter said you still have to overcome the restrictions and prohibitions that are in 11.3 as far as what is permitted in Class 1, Class 2 and Class 3, you need language that deals with all the legacy. Dick said we can take the changes we already put in and condition them on a MIB variable. 

Dick asked about his changes to Annex J, Peter said they are outside the scope of the PAR, and would be fatal to 11p, and in addition Dick did it wrong. Dick asked Peter to send him corrections, and he would resubmit to 11mb.

Wayne described some inputs he had received from people in advance of the teleconference. Dale Sumida (Kapsch-Technocom) pointed out some issues in Annex D, speculative Draft P802.11p_D4.02.pdf, which are summarized here:
(1)  For Dot11StationConfigEntry (page 24-26), the last two lines on page 26 are missing some underlining starting from the comma in the penultimate line:

 (2)  On page 27 lines 27-32 should have been replaced by the definition of the new dot11PHYType2 (since dot11PHYType was deprecated above):

 (3)  Part of the deprecation of dot11TempType is missing a strikeout 

(4)  For dot11PhyOFDMEntry (page 29, line 16), it should be a change not an insertion.  Also there should be underlining in the last three lines. 

(5)  In the changes to dot11PhyOperationComplianceGroup (page 28 line 15-26 and Dot11PhyOperationEntry (line 32-29), the '2's in dot11PHYType2 and dot11TempType2 should be underlined.

Dale and Francois Simon (ARINC/USDOT) agreed by email on the additions of the Country IE language to the tables in 10.3.42.1.2 and 10.3.42.3.2.

Peter suggested the following changes by email, which were discussed earlier in the meeting;

“I hope in the teleconferences we can agree on suitable naming and definitions for

· 3.141a Timing and higher layer information frame, 7.2.3a  -> e.g., WAVE Timing and information frame

· and whether to use a MIB variable "when dot11WAVEEnabled is true" instead of "when STAs are communicating outside the context of a BSS"

as the 11p PAR is frequency band specific, but the D4.02 changes affect STAs operating in all frequency bands. 

The other change is (D4.02 page 29 MIBs) to remove all changes to dot11FrequencyBandsSupported (p29 lines 42-54 and p30 lines 1-29), as was discussed Wednesday PM2 [in Waikaloa].”
Justin McNew sent an email saying we need to review Dick’s submission on the timing information element again and decide whether or not we should put that back in prior to November RB.
Alastair Malarky sent two inputs regarding draft 4.02:
1) The first sentence in 17.3.10.2 and 17.3.10.3 states : 

An optional enhanced performance specification is provided for systems requiring low bit error rate (BER). 

I think this is misleading.  I think it should really state : 

An optional enhanced performance specification is provided for systems requiring improved immunity to nearby interfering STAs. 

The filtering does not improve the BER performance, it only allows you to maintain the BER performance in the event of interference. 

2) In J.2.2 two items which were removed in 11-08/0908r7 have still been left in the draft.  Please delete the following lines from J.2.2: 

o shall transmit frames containing a Country element and a Power Constraint element 

STAs shall be capable of receiving and transmitting on all channels associated with Regulatory Classes <ANAR> through<ANAR+2>. 

At the meeting, John K had two things to mention for future discussion and resolution: 1) EDCA description in the baseline refers frequently to AP advertisement, and does not cover our case where a non-AP is advertising it, and we may have a STA that has two sets, one for BSS and one for outside the context of the BSS. So we need to change some language and add a description of the multiple EDCA parameter set works. Peter said you are also going to have say what is going on in the MIB. A STA will have only one set of tables per destination STA; if you have more than one set of tables per destination STA, you have to supply the language on how it works. 2) There is language that was written from the perspective of an AP that we now want to have interpreted more broadly. Wayne asked if we could do this in J.2. 

Carl Kain (Noblis/USDOT) said he had some changes to Alastair’s changes to Wayne’s changes, and asked which draft he should work on.Wayne Fisher said we did not vote to approve 4.02 in Waikoloa, but it is the current speculative editor’s draft that we should be operating on.

Lee Armstrong (Armstrong Associates/USDOT) reminded us that we need to identify all changes to the comment resolutions that have already been done by next week, so we can resolve them before the Dallas meeting in November. We don’t have to actually have revised resolutions by next week, but identify which items need to be addressed. If not identified by next week, we should assume that the resolution is good as it was voted on during the Waikoloa session.

Dick brought up the email from Wayne including Justin’s comments on the Timing Information Element as a topic for next week.

Meeting ended at 4:18 pm Eastern Time.
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