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Monday Ad-Hoc, March 9, 2009  (J Kenney, Secretary)  
7 people in attendance
Stuart J. Kerry (OK-BRIT) is Acting Chair of TGp this week, as authorized by the 802.11 WG Chair.

Stuart presents the Opening Presentation:  11-09-0257r1

The TGp agenda is posted in 11-09-213r3

Wayne Fisher (ARINC) is the editor.
John Kenney (VSC2) is acting as secretary.
Stuart asked and there were no comments or questions on the patent and other policies as presented.

Adjustments to agenda:  Submissions 09-0274r0 (McNew) and 08-1165r6 (Roy) related to the Timing Information Element.  Also, submission 09-0273r0 (McNew), which is related to various CIDs.  Stuart asks if there is any objection to changing the agenda for the ad hoc as shown.  Alastair Malarky (Mark IV) notes the absence of his submission 09-234r0, also 09-0166r0 (on power constraint).  Stuart asks if they should be in the ad hoc meeting or in the main agenda.  Alastair says they affect the document, so they should be in the main part of the agenda.  Wayne suggests they could be handled on Wednesday.  Stuart makes the additions to the Wednesday agenda.  John notes that submission 274 is up to r1.  Stuart makes the change.  No objection to the agenda.  It is updated as 213r4.

Wayne provides a brief review of the status of comment resolution.  There are about 10 open CIDs, which Wayne communicated via an email.  Some in Clause 6 are probably OBE.  Stuart and Wayne tried to insert the others into the agenda so they don’t get lost.  

Stuart notes that Dick Roy is not yet present and asks Justin if he thinks it will be useful to begin discussion on 274, 08-1165, and 273.  Justin says he thinks it will be useful.

Stuart notes that he will insist on decorum during the discussions this week.  He notes that the intention for the week is to approve a motion for a recirculation letter ballot.

Stuart turns the floor over to Justin McNew (Kapsch) for the presentation of 09-0274r1.  George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) announces his affiliation.

John asks about the advantage of having the option for inclusion of second and third order terms, which are in 08-1165.  Justin says those provide capabilities that go far beyond requirements of IEEE 1609, which are on the order of a few hundred microseconds.  So, they are unnecessary, but not useless in general.  So, the length of the IE proposed in 274 allows for future amendment, but those terms are not included in this version of the IE.  Another group could amend it in the future if they desired.  Alastair points out that the value benefit of the higher order terms can only be realized when it has received a subsequent message from the same source.  So, Alastair agrees that for the purposes of our scope the first order terms are sufficient.  Alastair also points out that the first order standard deviation value will change if higher order terms are included, so if the sender includes those terms the receiver is in effect forced to use all of the terms.  Alastair also notes that there is a difference between sending the difference between TSF and the sender’s estimate of the external clock and sending the difference between TSF and the actual external clock.  This impacts the definition of the error whose standard deviation is sent in the IE.  Alastair states that the original requirement was to get UTC to another STA, not the sender’s external clock.   Justin and Alastair discuss the words describing the “TSF timer standard deviation” field.   Alastair says the term “external clock” is the problem.  Alastair says he will provide Justin with alternate text.  

Justin asks if people are comfortable with the explanation intended for 11.6a.1.  He notes that he could add a sentence explaining how a receiver would likely use this information.  John says he thinks that sentence would be useful.  Justin says he will add it after he gets Alastair’s suggested edits.  Wayne asks how it will work if the sender doesn’t have access to a standardized time base.  Justin says the first three capability bits could be set to 000 if all you want to do is synchronize a set of STAs, but not synchronize them to a standard time source.  

George says that if a STA hears multiples of these advertisements over the air, we don’t say which it should use.  So, the extra sentence can’t go too far.  Stuart asks who will write the sentence.  Justin says he will.  John also suggests inserting the word “optionally” before “includes” in the third line before the end of 11.6a.1.  Stuart asks if the people in the room have consensus on the approach.  There is no disagreement in the room.

Stuart asks Justin to present submission 09-273r0.  It proposes a minor change to 10.3.a.2.2 and 10.3.a.2.4.  It also omits the TSF primitives except for GET, i.e. it omits those for SET and INC TSF.  Justin notes that some discussion is warranted for what happens when TSF timer rolls over, though he thinks it can be handled outside of the standard as an implementation issue.  Justin says that if we change our minds about dot11OCBEnabled being exclusive of BSS membership we might have to go back and include some of these.   Justin asks Dick Roy (Connexis) if he believed that the SET.indication is the most important one.  Dick says yes.  Justin notes that he neglected to include that in those that would be omitted by 273.  He will post a revision that also omits that one. Dick says they are useful in a group, though they are not normative.  He believes these primitives should be retained.  Stuart asks Justin if it would be better for him and Dick to have an off-line discussion about that.  Justin says yes, he notes Dick’s objection and asks if anyone else in the room has objection.  No objection is noted.

Stuart turns the floor over to Dick for 08-1165r6.  Dick points to the discussion of how the INC TSF primitive is used, including to handle the roll-over problem.  It also mentions how the SET TSF primitives would be used.  Dick says this is the justification that Adrian Stephens wanted for how TSF is used.  Dick also notes that INC TSF can be beneficial compared to SET TSF since you don’t know when the update will be executed.  George asks how INC TSF solves the roll-over problem.  Dick says you can increment by a negative number.    Dick says you don’t want to let it roll over because it results in a huge offset with UTC, which puts an impulse into an estimation algorithm.  Dick says it is useful to keep the timestamp values small.  Alastair notes that it is easy to compensate for a rollover in an estimator.  Dick acknowledges also that it takes about 110 years for the 64-bit TSF value to roll over.  Justin says he doesn’t accept the argument that it is important to keep the values small because there is an 80-bit number involved.  Dick says the time may be large, but the estimator parameters are another matter.  Stuart asks for clarification of the standards issues compared to the implementation issues.  Dick says the question of whether the primitives are useful is a standards issue.  Stuart says that this sounds like a future-proofing argument.  Dick notes that so far he is only focusing on the final paragraph of the submission.  The rest of the document shows how to use the other facilities of the TIE.  Alastair asks Dick to clarify that the INC TSF primitive is useful if you use higher order terms.  Dick says it is useful to prevent roll-over as well.  He also says it is useful for keeping the 0th order bias term small as well.  Alastair says he does not believe there is a roll-over problem with the 0th order terms.  He agrees that if the higher order terms are present then these primitives can be useful.  Dick notes that the TSF timer can be set to within one microsecond of UTC, so the difference can be kept small.  Stuart asks the room who is in favor of Dick’s view of the primitives.  He asks Alastair, who says that he could use an offline discussion with Dick.  He says so far he is not persuaded that the higher order terms or the primitives are necessary.  Wayne says it sounds like an implementation issue vs. a standardization issue.  George says he prefers the simpler scheme presented by Justin in 0274.  He says that over long terms the drift in the sender’s and receiver’s local crystals are large enough that the highly accurate estimation parameters are not necessary.  So, the simpler estimate is sufficient.  Justin says that if 11p were about making timing available to other STAs in a highly accurate manner, then he would agree with 08-1165.  But, that’s not our goal so the accuracy in 08-1165 is not needed.  He agrees 08-1165 contains some very good information, but for some other group.  Stuart summarizes that there were three opinions for the simpler approach (Wayne, Justin, George), with two others (Alastair and John) indicating they could use some additional offline discussion with Dick.  Dick states that he believes the requirements for the higher order model will arise very soon.  He also points out that the higher order terms are optional.  Alastair says he has counter opinions to the points Dick just raised.  They should talk offline.  George says if you want good synchronization using linear estimates you’ll need frequent updates.  The accuracy of the higher order terms is not specified in 08-1165, as to how they will drift off true time.  Dick points out that at 20 ppm two STAs can vary by milliseconds quite quickly, and these terms can help keep them close to each other.  Stuart asks George to take his question to Dick offline.  Justin says he doesn’t care about being able to synchronize for more than a few seconds, and doesn’t believe that is a requirement of the work that motivates this amendment.  Dick states that Adrian Stephens and Brian Hart noted the utility of the first order terms, and Brian said that higher order terms would be useful as well.  Dick also notes that IEEE 1609 has an “expiry time” that lasts for many seconds.  Alastair says that Dick’s interpretation of what he said in an email is incorrect.

End of Monday morning ad hoc meeting.  Next meeting is Monday during PM 2 slot. Stuart suggests that Alastair and John talk to Dick offline in the interval.

Wayne makes a motion to adjourn the ad hoc meeting.  No objection.

 Monday PM2, March  9, 2009  (C Kain, Secretary): 

19 people in attendance. 

Stuart opened the meeting and introduced himself and the editor. He discussed changes to the agenda. Justin McNew (Kapsch) has a new presentation on the server that he will present (document0319) in Wed PM2 meeting. Carl Kain will be taking the minutes for this meeting. We have no presentations on the server for either the IEEE 1609 or TC204 liaison reports. Tom Kurihara had asked Justin and Alastair Malarky (Mark IV) to give a report for him. The agenda was approved by unanimous consent. 
Document 0257-R1 Policies and procedures, as well as participants, patents and duty to inform were presented. No comments from the floor. There are 10 voting members in the room 19 total in attendance. The Chairman (Stuart Kerry- OK Brit) asked if there were any essential patents, and there were no comments. 

Other guidelines were presented; there was no discussion. Presentations must have a document number, be on the server and be free of company logo or other information. 

Document 09-0100r3 TGp LA Meeting minutes review. Motion to approve LA minutes. Moved: Justin.  Second Randy Roebuck (Sirit). Minutes were approved by unanimous consent. 

Liaison reports. 

Justin gave an update of the IEEE P1609 meeting held in February. There was progress in improving the draft documents for moving the standards from trial use to full use standards. The next meeting is in San Diego in March. IEEE P1609 drafts are reliant on P802.11p being completed (opinion of Justin and perhaps others in 1609). 1609.1 –Alstair is editor. He is proposing a new PAR and draft text at the next meeting. 

Dick Roy presented the results of the ETS TCITS workshop (4-6 Feb). Dick was not there but has an unofficial briefing. ETSI has 5 WGs. WG 3 does 5.9 GHz and there is another WG that does the European profile standard. Dick is advocating increasing the USDOT participation in International standards. The briefing outlines conclusions and next steps from the workshop. Dick thinks the EC will mandate some International standards for ITS. Next meeting is in Mainz, Germany April 20-24. Stuart asked if this was a public document. Unclear. He will check the ETSI Portal. There were discussions in the responsibilities of the different working groups and the differences in terminology between ETSI and the US in terms of 5.9 GHz communications. ETSI’s use of the term “profile” as a subset of 802.11 rather than a superset that incorporates 802.11. Dick is supposed to report on TC204 also. Dick will prepare a report for Wednesday morning. Wayne requested that Dick send copies to him. 
The link to the ETSI presentation Dick gave is:

http://www.etsi.org/WebSite/NewsandEvents/Past_Events/2009_ITSWORKSHOP.aspx
NOTE:  In an email message after to the TGp reflector Dick Roy requested that the following link be included in the minutes.  It is a link to a presentation that he showed in his capacity as ISO liaison during the Monday PM2 meeting.  He stated that this is a public document, available at this link, and therefore there is no need to also put the document on the IEEE server.

http://www.etsi.org/WebSite/NewsandEvents/Past_Events/2009_ITSWORKSHOP.aspx
The chairman reviewed the strategy for comment resolution. Stuart will try to stick to the agenda timings since the group has a lot of work. Documents of 09-0274r1 09-0273r0 and 081165r6 were discussed this morning at the ad hoc. There was consensus building, but no agreement was reached. 

Wayne Fisher (ARINC) presented a summary of 802.11p draft 5.01. Draft 5.02 will include any formal agreed to changes, and will be converted version 6.0 for recirculation ballot. Wayne showed the summary of the comment spreadsheet. Wayne will create a redline document that will show differences between 5.01 and 6.0. 

Document 09-0043R5-John Kenney’s (VSC-2) submission. This started as resolution to clause 5 comments. This submission now also includes Clause 11 comments in 11.a. 

CID6 –John reviewed a submission by Dick Roy – he had proposed several short paragraphs for clause 5. John is recommending acceptance of one of Dick’s changes. Document 08-1375r3 is being worked on by Dick to counter this for presentation at the Wednesday PM2 meeting. Adrian Stevens asked in an email  comment why we need TSF time. Assuming we accept some of the proposals concerning TSF, John recommends if some of the primitives are removed, he has a resolution. If not, further explanation will be needed, but it should not go in clause 5. Dick says he has alternative text to operating outside the context of BSS. John recommends accepting part of his alternative. There were comments asking for clarification for the text. Many of these comments are about what ”outside the context of a BSS” means. John is suggesting to limit the scope of our use of that phrase to data frames. Management and control frames are excluded with one exception-the limitation that scanning and association is limited when dot11OCBEnabled=True. John has proposed revisions to the text. Dick doesn’t think we need this concept at all. Dick thinks it is overly restrictive and will have submissions to discuss the topic of the basic service set. Stuart asked if there were non-contentious resolutions in John’s presentation, and John says Dick’s changes are quite radical, but what John has is consistent with the decisions made at the Dallas meeting. Justin says we need to decide now. He says Dick’s proposal is outside the scope of our PAR. One issue is whether the draft should we allow concurrent operation outside the context of a BSS while a being a member of a BSS. Stuart asked who has reviewed the documents; Dicks are not on the server yet. Stuart asked if Dick can make a presentation now. Dick is not ready. John said R5 was submitted last Friday and 95% of it is unchanged from R4. Stuart asked if Dick’s presentation will affect previous decisions made in Dallas, Los Angeles, and Denver. Justin says some of these changes Dick wants results in changes to the MA-UNITDATA.request primitive and it might result in changes to both operating systems and 802.2, and it is not as trivial as Dick is proposing. It also impacts the EDCA parameter set implementation. This would also reintroduce issues that were resolved concerning clause 6. Justin says he will reconsider if we get multiple comments in the next recirculation ballot. 

John said in 5.3.1 there was a list of station services. We added some text concerning BSS operation being a condition. John proposes some re-writing of the section to resolve several comments. John also would like to incorporate some text provided by Dick to clarify the section. Dick says he has alternative language to his previously submitted text. Justin says the term QoS STAs implies backward compatibility and was left out intentionally. There was discussion on the topic of dealing with legacy STAs and interoperability. There is consensus on just removing the phrase “in the BSS”. John is concerned it may impact the baseline text. Justin is having second thoughts. Stuart says Dick’s suggestions may be an 802.11mb issue.

John makes a motion to accept the recommended resolutions and changes described in document 09-0043r5. 

Justin: second. 

There was some discussion on Justin wanting to modify part of 11.a before the vote, but he subsequently withdrew the mod. 

Question was called with no objections 

Approve-5

Disapprove- 1

Abstain-4
Motion is approved
Stuart instructed the group that these issues can be revisited in subsequent presentations later in the week, or can be addressed in comments on the next letter ballot. 

Document 09-0253r0 on CID 5 by Steven Emmett was presented. The comment is on the use of the term WAVE mode, and since it has been eliminated, the recommendation is to decline comment since the term is no longer in the draft. 

There was no objection to adding this motion to the agenda. 

Dick initiated discussion that this comment came after the term was already removed. Dick wants to ensure this comment does not come back. Alastair pointed out a typo, which was corrected. John Kenney is not sure this will prevent the comment from coming back again. He thinks it is about more than just the term “WAVE mode”. John thinks it is related to other comments on IBSS. John says to decline and point to other CIDs that are related. 

Moved : Wayne, 

Seconded: Alastair

Agree-11

Disagree-0

Abstain-0
Motion is approved.
Adjourned. 

Tuesday PM2, March 10, 2009  (C Kain, Secretary):  
18 people in attendance

Stuart opened the meeting at 4:10 PM with a reminder of the policies and procedures. There are no comments. People are aware we are operating under these policies. 

Agenda Item 14 - Document 09-0020 is the first agenda item. 

Wayne is presenting Lee’s document on comments from Peter Ecclesine – comments are of the nature that we are not following our PAR, which is for operation in the 5.9 GHz band. There is nothing in the document that limits operation to 5.9 other than items that are in the regulatory annexes. 802.11p can be used in other bands in other countries. Lee recommends that we shouldn’t limit ourselves to the 5.9 band and reject the comments.

Stuart read the scope of the TGp PAR. It does specify the frequency band. 

Discussion: none

Motion: Wayne

Second George Vlantis

Approve: 12

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 0
Motion is approved.
Document 09-1462 was next on the agenda. Francois Simone (ARINC) claims this document is out of date and the comments are no longer valid. Francois will resubmit if we have a document that is ready for recirculation. Wayne is responsible for editorial comments, he asked Francois to address these comments. All editorial comments can be satisfied with a single blanket statement. There is no requirement that editorial changes be presented and voted on. However, the editor wanted to have the TG examine the comments to ensure there are no technical components to the comments. The TG will readdress this on Thursday. Stuart asked the members to review the new draft and discuss this on Thursday since voting on these comments is part of the formal agenda. Francois will need a document by Wed 6 PM to have it posted on time by Thursday. 

No objection to changing the agenda to present the editorial comments (current agenda item 15) to agenda item 35 on Thursday. Document 0213 R5 will show the revised agenda.

Agenda Item 16. Justin presented Document 09-0171r1. This is an update of Rick Noen’s submission on Clause 10.2 comments. There are 3 comments referring to rate set primitives not being specific enough. The proposal is to accept all 3 comments and the document shows the necessary modifications to the draft to provide clarification. Several WG members offered grammatical improvements to the proposed changes. Item 16 is being moved to agenda item 27 in a Wednesday meeting
Agenda Item 17 is document 09-0140r1. This is an update to Sue Dickey’s submission on clause 11 comments (clauses 11.1, 11.3), all the comments are being accepted or countered because the content of these sections is being moved to other sections of the draft. That means there is no need to modify these two parts of clause 11.

Proposed motion is to delete changes to these two clauses (11.1 and 11.3) in the current draft. 

After some discussion, George Vlantis made the motion to accept the recommendations in the document. 
There was discussion about the possibility that these changes will define the operation as stateless. There was also discussion about adding language that the OCBEnabled value should be added in certain paragraphs for clarification of the clause. Question was called.

Motion: George

Second: Justin

Approve: 11

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 3
Motion is approved.
Documents 09-0273 and 09-0274 replace documents in agenda item 17. Justin presented document 0274 first. This is an alternative to Dick Roy’s proposed text modification concerning the Timing Information Element. Justin is presenting a simplified method. The question was raised as to where the document that defines a more complex method is on the agenda other than for the ad-hoc meeting. Stuart proposed to schedule it as item 30 and increase the time allotment to include document 08-1375 and 08-1165 under “other submissions” in Wed PM2. The prospect that this is too late to incorporate in the PICS, and there was subsequent discussion about possibly treating this offline. There are 3 types of UTC, and there was a suggestion to change the reference from UTC to UT0 with the appropriate ITU reference. This change was accepted. There was discussion on clarifying the definition of TSF timer offset estimate. There was a short recess to work out the specific wording and consensus was reached. The document also contains an informative description of the Time advertisement that generated significant discussion. 

Justin moved to accept his changes

Second : George Vlantis

Discussion – Francois wanted it to be posted to the server quickly if passed. There was additional discussion by Dick Roy on the specific presentation of the grammar. The question was called with no objections. 

Yes 10

No 0

Abstain 4
Motion is approved. 

There are 14 voting members in the room at this time. 

Document 09-0273r1 was presented. This document proposes either accepting or countering comments concerning the timestamp and some related primitives, and when they are used. The document also proposes to remove some primitives and some sections of clause 11. 

Justin moved to accept the recommended changes.

Second: Wayne Fisher

There was discussion concerning the comments asking for explanation of the primitives as opposed to eliminating them. There was no objection to extending the meeting time to complete this motion. 

The question was called,

Approve 12

Disapprove 1

Abstain 1
Motion is approved.
The agenda was completed. Agenda R5 will be posted and the TG was instructed to review the submissions on the agenda prior to the next meeting. Meeting recessed. 

Wednesday AM 1, March 11, 2009  (J Kenney, Secretary):  
16 people in attendance

TGp meeting

Stuart Kerry (OK-Brit) opens the meeting at 8:11 with a reminder of the policies and procedures. There are no comments. People are aware we are operating under these policies.
The agenda is up to revision 5: 11-09-0213-05

Alastair Malarky (Mark IV) is coordinating the presentations.

John Kenney (VSC2) is taking notes.
Alastair Malarky (Mark IV) presents submission 09-0157r1, addressing the Annex J comments.  Major comments relate to EIRP, regulatory classes for Europe, clarification of a statement about power, whether we should add a dot11WAVEEnabled MIB attribute, whether there should be a restriction, and reference specifications for 5.9 GHz operation in Europe.

A European entry in Table I.2 has an addition with a reference to an ETSI document.  There is a question of whether it should be 310 or 301.  The conclusion is that it should be 301, so Alastair modifies the submission.  

Correction to entries to European entries in Table J.2.  Some entries are eliminated as appropriate.  Some missing channels and bandwidths are added.  

Carl Kain (USDOT) asks if Europe has a full position on this or is it just the UK?  Alastair refers to a European harmonized requirement.  Stuart clarifies that this is under the EU.  

Clarification on transmit power:  spectral mask is defined by class, not by power level, even if you transmit below the maximum allowed power.  CID 214 suggests a deletion of the requirement regarding dot11RadioMeasurementEnabled.
Added requirements related to MIB attributes for other bands.

Francois Simon (USDOT) asks if the motion will be posted if it passes.  Alastair says yes.  Wayne Fisher (USDOT) asks Alastair to change the motion to refer to D5.01.

Carl asks if the requirement to set dot11OCBEnabled will be affected by any changes Dick Roy or Justin McNew will propose today.  Alastair says he does not believe so.

Motion: Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments, baed on the changes made to the D5.01 as specified in Section 3 above. 

Motion made by Alastair Malarky

Seconded by Wayne Fisher

Approve: 10

Disapprove 0

Abstain 0

Motion is approved

Alastair presents 09-0185r1, submitted by Lee Armstrong.

This addresses CID 216

The commenter disagrees with resolution of three CIDs from the previous ballot (LB125).  The commenter asks for some clarification relative to IEEE 1609.4.  But, this is not discussed in the draft amendment.  Furthermore, since interference is a general problem, not specific to 1609.4, there is no reason to place a reference to 1609.4 in the amendment.

Motion: Decline CID #216

Moved: Alastair Malarky

Seconded:  Carl Kain

Approve: 11

Disapprove 0

Abstain 1

Motion is approved

Alastair presents 09-0195, submitted by Lee Armstrong

Proposed resolution to CID #218

The commenter asks for a reference to a document the existence of which is anecdotal.  The proposed resolution states that in previous ballots multiple comments asked that this information be removed from the draft amendment.  The compromise was to put the information in a submittal and reference it.  Putting the information back into the amendment is considered unacceptable.  Referencing a document that is not publically available is also not acceptable. John asks if a submittal isn’t publically available.  The answer is that it is available, so the statement in the proposed resolution is not correct.  Jerry Landt (Transcore) suggests to modify the text to say it is “not readily available,” i.e. insert the word “readily.”  This is in line with the flavor of what Lee intended but is correct.  Stuart asks if there is any objection to that modification.  There is no objection.

Motion: Decline CID #218

Moved by Alastair Malarky

Seconded by Wayne Fisher

Approve 11

Disapprove 0

Abstain 1

Motion is approved

The next presentation is 09-0358, presented by Wayne Fisher

The submission covers CID 222.  The Commenter disagrees with a  statement in the introduction to the amendment.  Wayne explains that there has been a lot of previous debate on these questions, and people generally wished that this not be included in the amendment.  Submission 07-0245 was created to provide information of this sort.  The commenter asks that either this information be included in the amendment or the reference to this submission be removed.  Wayne says he is comfortable removing this reference, and notes that this reference would not be part of a published amendment anyway.  Wayne suggests we accept the recommendation to remove this reference.  Alastair asks if “accept” is the correct resolution since the commenter offered two suggested remedies, one of which we are following.  Stuart notes that we would effectively be accepting both parts, so “accept” is correct.

Move: Accept this recommendation and instruct the editor to remove this statement in the introduction of the latest version of P802.11p.
Moved:   Wayne Fisher

Seconded:  Alastair Malarky

Approve 11

Disapprove 0

Abstain 1

Motion is approved

Stuart notes for the record that there are 16 members in the room.

The next presentation is of 09-0234r0, by Alastair Malarky

Alastair notes that two sentences that were deleted in D5.01 should be reinstated.  The text is in the submission.  The text relates to spectral density.  Wayne asks Jerry if he approves of this reinsertion.  JL says he approves of this reinsertion.

Motion: Move to accept the proposed modification to modify I.2.3 as specified in Section 2 above.

Moved:  Alastair Malarky

Seconded:  Jerry Landt

Approve 12

Disapprove 0

Abstain 1

Motion is approved

Next presentation is 09-0166r0, by Alastair Malarky

Power Constraint Element.  This was removed from our proposed new frame, and Alastair proposes it be reinstated into the Timing Advertisement Frame.  Power Constraint can be used for local regulation of power.  It makes sense to put it in this frame.  One reason stated to remove it earlier was a concern that it could not be secured or authenticated; however, since it has been clarified that IEEE 1609.2 can cover this.  It is optional in the frame and would only be included if the Country IE is included.

Carl: should the motion use the word “optional”?  Alastair says it says “as specified … above”.  Carl: if the instructions are clear to the editor it is ok.  Wayne says the instructions are clear. Wayne asks that the proposed modification refer to D5.01, which Alastair does.  This will be posted as revision 1 of the submission.


Wayne asks Alastair to craft the specific language and Alastair agrees.

Dick Roy (Connexis) asks if the Country IE is included.  Alastair clarifies that this IE is only included if the Country IE is included.

Motion: Move to accept the proposed modification to include the Power Constraint Information element into the Timing Advertisement frame changes as specified in Section 2 above.

Moved:  Alastair Malarky

Second: Wayne Fisher

Approve 12

Disapprove 0

Abstain 1

Motion is approved

After the vote John asked for clarification if the IE is optional even if the Country IE is included and Alastair says that is correct and the language he provides Wayne will reflect that.

Next submission is 09-0171, submitted by Rick Noens.  Rick is not present.  Justin McNew (Kapsch) will present the submission.  Rev 1 of this submission has been posted and Justin is in the process of posting 09-0171r2.

Justin provides some background information.  There are two rate sets, a basic rate set and an operational rate set.  The requirements are different between the two.  A STA that receives the Timing Advertisement Frame must be able to transmit and receive at all rates communicated in the Basic Rate Set.  Alastair asks about the requirement to be able to transmit at all the rates.  Justin says this is traditional 802.11.  This set is usually in a beacon frame.  The submission shows proposed modification to text in the amendment.  While presenting he asks that the words “and transmit” be removed from the language related to the operational rate set.  With regard to CID 138 Justin asks John if the modification is acceptable to him.  John says yes.  The words “and transmit” are removed from that text as well.

Motion:  Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments, based on the changes made to the D5.01 as a specified in Section 2 above as Proposed with additions highlighted in Green and deletions highlighted in Yellow.

Moved Justin McNew

Seconded Francois Simon

Approve 12

Disapprove 0

Abstain 1

Motion is approved

We are at line 27 on the agenda. We have completed this morning’s work.  Stuart asks Dick Roy if he is prepared to carry on with the agenda item that is scheduled for this afternoon.  Dick says he is not prepared for that, but we could discuss 09-0098, which deals with the OUI.  Alastair asks for a short break so he can upload the modifications to the submissions that have been made this morning.  Each of the motions passed this morning are recorded in an updated version of the relevant submission.  Stuart asks if there is any objection to changing the agenda to include a review of 09-0098.  There is no objection.  The group takes a short break.

Meeting called back to order.

Dick Roy has the floor to present 09-0098r7.

Dick asks if people have comments.  Alastair: the ordering of octets in 802.11 is least significant to most significant unless declared otherwise.  In RSN there is a specific statement for OUI that it is in normal order  There is not similar statement for the Vendor Specific IE or Action frame. That creates a problem.  

Carl notes that the motion refers to changing D5.0 and asks if there is any difference between D5.0 and D5.01 in the areas that are proposed to be changed.  Dick says there are no differences in that section.  We are modifying sections of 802.11-2007, that are not currently modified in the amendment.  John speaks in favor of this.  Francois states that we should not change anything about OUI in 802.11p.  With regard to the byte ordering issue, it is only when using an OUI for MAC addresses.  It is not mentioned with regard to VSIE.  This implies that OUI in VSIE is only there to indicate a particular vendor, not to be treated as a MAC address.  

Dick asks if anyone wants to make a motion.  John says he will not support a motion unless the byte ordering issue is resolved.  Alastair shows clause 7.1.1 of 802.11-2007 on byte ordering.  He also shows clause 7.3.2.25.  There is a discussion about an alternative approach that would use two fields, a three byte OUI field and a subfield.  John states how he thinks it could be resolved, which would involve a change to the 802.11 standard.  George Vlantis (ST Micro) states that he thinks this is intended to be extensible, with the first three bytes indicating what follows.  He is not sure how to resolve this.  Alastair says he originally supported the idea that if the OUI matches the IEEE RA then the structure includes a subfield identifying the assignee.  His objection to 0098 is that it treats it as a single field.  George clarifies that 7.1.1 of 802.11 specifies a “big endian” convention, and so he does not believe there is an ordering issue.  George says he is in doubt, but his interpretation is the opposite that Alastair has.  Alastair points out that Table 7-1 shows a field with bit ordering going from high to low (b7 to b4).  Stuart asks Justin to clarify that his position is that there is an underlying TGmb issue.  Justin also has a suggestion to clarify the text in 0098.  He would like the text to say that if the value is a 36 bit identifier then the first 24 bits will indicate that.  Stuart asks Justin to propose a specific change to the text.  Justin suggests after the word “length” in the 6th line of the 2nd paragraph of 7.3.2.26 to insert, “, where the first 24 bits identify that it is a 36-bit identifier”. Dick states that there was text like that in an earlier version, which he removed at Alastair’s request. Alastair clarifies that he requested removal of a specific length.  Stuart asks Dick if he’s happy with the change.  Dick states that if Justin is happy he is happy.  Justin says the identical insertion should be made to the section on the Vendor Action Frame as well.  Alastair makes the change.  Alastair suggests a minor change to remove the extraneous word “public” in the second line of the 2nd paragraph of 7.3.2.26.  Dick says “public” should be moved to in front of “unique”.  Alastair makes the change.

Motion:  Move to accept the above additions to P802.11p D5.01

Moved by Justin McNew

Seconded by Randy Roebuck (Sirit)

Approve 6

Disapprove 2

Abstain 3

Motion is approved

Dick asks Alastair if he will post the changes as Rev 8.  Alastair says he will.

Stuart proposes to change the agenda to consider 09-0041-01 from Randy Roebuck.  There is no objection to change the agenda.

Randy presents 09-0041r1.  This relates to PICS comment resolutions.

There were four comments on ballot 141.  Randy proposes to accept all of these comments.  Randy asks Alastair to change “No changes and comments are accepted” to “All changes and comments are accepted.”  Randy says it appears we missed doing this motion in January.

Motion:  Move to accept the recommendation of this submission, and instruct the editor to incorporate the proposed revisions provided in to the amendment

Moved by Randy Roebuck

Seconded by Francois Simon

Approve 11

Disapprove 0

Abstain 2

Motion is approved

Stuart asks Dick if he agrees that it is not useful to begin his afternoon presentation at this point with 15 minutes remaining in the session.  Dick agrees.  Justin says he could present 319.  Francois asks if Dick’s presentation will address clause 6.  Dick says that is a good question.  Stuart says he thinks it is advisable to do Dick’s before 319.  Justin clarifies that 319 does not relate to Dick’s presentation.

Stuart asks if there is any objection to modify the agenda to move up the presentation of 09-0319 to this morning.  There is no objection.

Justin presents 09-0319r0, which deals with five “orphan” comments.  

Justin proposes accepting CID 68, accepting CID 164, accepting CID 220, declining CID 221, and accepting CID 222.  Alastair points out that 222 was already addressed by Wayne’s submission.  Stuart asks that CID 222 be removed from the table in 09-0319.  Alastair removes it.  There remain four comments.  CID 68 results in insertion of the word “is” in clause 7.2.2 and the removal of a phrase.

Motion:  Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions of these comments and the recommended changes to P802.11p D5.01 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D5.01.

Moved by Justin McNew

Seconded by Francois Simon

Approve 12

Disapprove 0

Abstain 1

Motion is approved

Stuart asks if there is any other business for this morning.  Francois: submission 09-0102r4 needs to be discussed.  Stuart asks if there is time to do it this morning.  Francois says he doubts it.

Stuart asks if there is any objection to recessing until PM2.  There is no objection.  The task group is in recess.

Wednesday PM 2  (C Kain, Secretary): 

15 members attending

16:05 meeting was called to order with a reminder of the policies and procedures. There are no comments. People are aware we are operating under these policies. R5 of the agenda is on the server. There are 15 members in attendance. 

First Presentation is Dick Roy (90 minutes allotted) –presentation is not on server. “Discussion of Key Issues Going Forward” power point. Dick opened up with several philosophical abstractions. Dick stated he did not plan bringing up documents 08-1165 r7, 09-0102 r5, 08-1375 r2 for a motion due to his claim that his straw poll asking the group “are you interested in a new way of thinking” had insufficient interest. John Kenney said that Dick should not conclude that we are not interested in “new thinking” and this should be entered into the minutes. Dick brought up a picture of the Sistine Chapel. Dick attempted an analogy. Dick showed a slide that he claims is the concept of the future of ITS (the slide depicts the European Cooperative Vehicle Infrastructure System (CVIS) program), and showed diagrams from the CALM architecture (an ISO TC 204 WG 16 concept). There were several more abstractions. He made reference to Documents 11-04-0135-01 and 11-04-0793-01. No comments were addressed, no motions were made. Justin claimed there are no reasons why what this group has done cannot be implemented in the architecture that Dick showed. 

The agenda for PM 2 has been completed. The chairman recommended continuing with the agenda. Document 09-0380 was presented by John Kenney to clarify the first paragraph of Clause 11a text agreed to on Monday. John reviewed several modifications and editorial clarifications.  There was a short discussion concerning changing the condition of dot11OCBEnabled being undefined. 

John Kenney made a motion to accept the changes in this document. 

Second: Justin 

Agree: 8

Disagree: 1

Abstain: 5 
Motion passes. 

Randy Roebuck presented an update and review of the PICS; Randy will update a submission based on the agreements on the updates. There was some discussion pertaining to data confidentiality, and if there should be a PICS entry based on the language in Clause 5. There are 16 members in the room at this time. There was also discussion pertaining to not using “shall” statements in Clause 7. There is concern that conditional statements pertaining to the inclusion of the country information element were removed. This discussion will be taken offline. Dick believes there are errors in table 7-18b concerning sequence numbers. Wayne will investigate. Randy completed a review of the PICS and he will make a submission on the server for discussion tomorrow. 

The meeting adjourned at 6:05 without objections. 

Thursday AM 2 March 12, 2009  (J Kenney, Secretary): 
 15 people in attendance
Stuart Kerry (OK-Brit) calls the meeting to order at 10:30.
Alastair Malarky (Mark IV) is coordinating the presentations.

John Kenney (VSC2) is acting as secretary)

Stuart asks if there are any questions or comments on the policies and procedures.  There are none.

Stuart reviews the agenda.  We are up to line item 35.  The first item today will be comment resolutions related to PICS.  

09-0041r3 is presented by Randy Roebuck (Sirit)

Alastair asks if we can correct PC<n.3> since PC<n.2> has been deleted.  Same for PC<n.4>   Alastair makes the changes in the file being presented.
Randy shows that a PIC was added (FT7.1.1) and Alastair makes an editorial correction.  

Dave Bagby (Calypso Ventures) questions if we are attempting to put implementation logic in.  Randy notes we are following the same logic as was used in previous drafts.  Justin McNew (Kapsch) asks if there is a similar entry for baseline PICS for the beacon frame.  Dave is asking about things that are of the form: “If variable has current value X then”  which doesn’t make sense since PICS are static and cannot depend on the run time dynamics of a variable.  Alastair comments on FT7 in 802.11-2007.  There are no sub-requirements under Beacon in that documents.  Alastair says that with regard to FT7.1.1, perhaps it does not need to be in the PICS.  With regard to others that are conditioned on “if dot11OCBEnabled is true” Alastair thinks that the “CF<n>” already covers that condition so the predicate text phrase is not needed.  Dave asks if the things referred to with the “if” statement are “run time” things, or if they are references to other PICS groupings.  He would be concerned if they are “run time” things.  Dave says that he’ll think about it more and will comment on the next ballot if he decides he is concerned.  Justin that in A.4.4.2 he suggests removing FT7.1.1 related to the country code.  FT7.1 related to requirements for the entire frame cover the requirements for an element of the frame.   Alastair removes FT7.1.1. Jerry Landt (Transcore) says that he sees conditional things in the PICS for 802.11y.  Dave says the .11y precedent is not persuasive.  Randy says that removing things that do not have value is OK.  Mark Hamilton (Polycom) says that he objected to FT7.1.1.  Alastair states that he proposes not to change the A.4.4.1 PICS at this time.  Randy asks for a straw poll on PC<n.2> should the qualifying statement “if dot11OCBEnabled is true” be considered redundant with CF<n>.  There is no objection in the room to removing it.  Randy states that the statements about dot11OCBEnabled being false on other PICS need to remain because they are not covered by CF<n>.  Alastair removes the phrase from PC<n.2> and AD<n>.  Randy asks if that condition was also present in any of the PICS that were otherwise unchanged from D5.0.  He notes PC11.11.  John points out that PC11.11 refers to text that has been removed from the proposed amendment, and there is no longer a standalone requirement related to maintaining a TSF Timer.  Alastair states that what is needed is a PIC related to the timestamp in the Timing Advertisement frame, which should refer to clause 11.20.  Alastair modifies PC11.11 to have protocol capability “Timing Advertisement generation”.  Randy asks for further review of the otherwise unchanged PICS from D5.0. Alastair asks if we need PC11.12.  There are a variety of opinions expressed.  Randy suggests it be left in.  Alastair believes it should be left as well.  There is no objection in the room to leaving it.  There are apparently no other occurences

Move to accept the recommendations of this submission, and instruct the editor to incorporate the proposed revisions provided into the amendment.

Motion by: _Randy Roebuck________________  Date: _3/12/2009_

Second:   Justin McNew_______________
	Approve: 9
	Disapprove:0  
	Abstain:  3


Motion is approved.

The next agenda item relates to editorial changes.  Francois Simon (USDOT) and Wayne Fisher (USDOT).  Francois starts with document 08-1462r1.  

Some CIDs are noted as “TBD” or “deferred”

CID 120.  Wayne says he suggests modifying the Editorial Note to clarify it.  Justin suggests underlying the old (a) text where it is moved into the body of the paragraph, and then instruct the editor to delete the lettered item (a).  Wayne says we can take care of this off line.  Alastair: the comment will be considered “accepted”.

CID134:  the group agreed to decline this so the text remains aligned with similar text in 802.11-2007.

CID 136:  the group agrees to accept this.

CID 139:  the group agrees to decline as per CID 134

CID 186:  the group agrees to accept this

CID 188:  the group agrees to accept this.  A review of the unofficial D5.02 shows some incorrect font text remains and needs to be changed

CID 3:  John and Alastair suggest we accept the comment, despite the fact that the term “ad hoc network” is defined in 802.11-2007.

CID 6:  John notes that this CID was resolved in 09-0043.  Alastair deletes CID 6 from 08-1462.  

CID 135 and CID 140:  The group agrees to decline these CID as overtaken by events.

Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the Recommended changes to P802.11p D5.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D5.01
Motion by: ___Francois Simon________________Date: 12 March 2009
Second:  _____Wayne Fisher_________________

	Approve: 8
	Disapprove: 0
	Abstain: 1


Motion is approved

Alastair clarifies that he will upload the updated submission as 08-1462r2.

Francois presents 09-0004r2.  This considers “editorial required” comments.

CID 156:  the group agrees to accept.  John asks if this affects the PICS.  Alastair says it does not.

Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the Recommended changes to P802.11p D5.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D5.01
Motion by: ___Francois Simon________________Date: 12 March 2009
Second:  _Alastair Malarky_____________________

	Approve: 8
	Disapprove: 0
	Abstain: 1


Motion is approved

Stuart clarifies with Wayne that no separate motion is needed for changes to the master spreadsheet because all of the comment resolutions have been taken care of through separate motions.  Wayne agrees.  Wayne states that due to changes we have made to resolutions in this meeting (Thursday AM2) he will create a revision 6 of the master spreadsheet.

Alastair notes that there are a few comments that were resolved in 08-1452, but there were later changes that make those resolutions incorrect.  These have to do with Clause 6.  Stuart asks that we reconsider the decision regarding the motion in 08-1462r1 from this meeting to check how they resolve those comments.  Alastair shows that 1462r1 changed the resolution of these comments so that they are correct.

Stuart asks Wayne if in his opinion we have resolved all comments.  Wayne believes we have.  Stuart: we have completed agenda item 36.  Stuart says that Dick Roy has requested to make a presentation this afternoon, and he clarifies with Dick that this presentation does not affect comment resolution.  

The group agrees that all comment resolutions on LB141 have been addressed technically and editorially, as confirmed by the technical editor and the members of the task group who are present.

Stuart shows 0258, the presentation for the closing plenary.  Sam Oyama (Hitachi) points out that the document number should start with 09 rather than 08.  Stuart changes the number.  

Alastair Malarky moves to start a 2nd recirculation ballot as per the motion language in 09-0258.

Seconded by Wayne Fisher.

Approve: 8

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 1

Motion is approved

Stuart asks for approval to amend the agenda to include Dick’s presentation in the PM2 meeting.  Stuart changes agenda item 40 to read “09-0395r0 WAVE ITS Station Technical Capabilities Summary”.  There is no objection in the group to changing the agenda.

Stuart also suggests to defer item 37 “Plan for next meeting” to become item 41 to follow in the PM 2 meeting today.  The agenda is 213r6 and will be posted. 

There is no objection to the task group recessing until 16:00 today.  The group recesses at 12:18 pm.

Thursday PM 2 (J Kenney, Secretary): 

  10 people in attendance
Stuart Kerry (OK-Brit) convenes the meeting at 4:10 pm

John Kenney (VSC2) is acting as secretary)

Stuart asks if there are any question or comments on the policies and procedures.  There are none.

Stuart announces that D5.02 is now on the members’ only site.  The master comment resolution spreadsheet (rev 6) is posted to the public server.

Stuart shows the TGp timeline, with new dates for “Form Sponsor Ballot Pool”, “MEC Done” and “Initial Sponsor Ballot”.  The new initial sponsor ballot date is changed to July 2009.  Stuart asks if everyone agrees with the changes.  Mark Hamilton (Polycom) asks if the Recirculation Sponsor Ballot date should be changed from September.  Stuart says he’d prefer to let Lee Armstrong make that change.  The group agrees with these changes.

Closing report document is 11-09-0258r0.   Stuart announces that teleconferences are approved to continue weekly, and that the task group will request the same meeting slots for the May interim as were requested for the January 2009 interim.  Stuart asks if there are any requested changes to the agenda. There are none.

Dick Roy (Connexis) has the floor to present 09-0395r0.

On slide 5 Dick asks the task group three questions.

1st question.  Yes = 5  No = 0

2nd question:  Alastair Malarky asks for clarification on “device” and “802.11 STA”.  Alastair asks Dick to change the question to read “Can 802.11 devices be made to communicate using P-links?  Dick makes that change and says that this change in terminology will also apply in the rest of the presentation.  

2nd question:  Yes = 5, No = 0.

3rd question:  Yes = 3, No = 0.  Stuart says he abstains because he is not sure this fits within the framework of 802.11.  Dick adds Not Sure as a possible answer.  2 people answer Not Sure.

Stuart asks Dick to remove any company logos from the presentation.

Justin McNew (Kapsch) disagreed with the statement that the TGp draft amendment disallows behavior that current products can do, since those products do not have the dot11OCBEnabled MIB attribute.  Dick agreed that that was an overstatement.  Mark asks if the devices in question use the same MAC address on both virtual MACs.  Dick answers yes.  Mark states that the 802.11 standard will “break” if a single MAC attempts to receive with multiple RAs.  Mark asks if you’re going to use “retries”.  Dick says no.  Justin asks if Dick won’t use unicast, which involves retransmissions.  Dick states that this will happen.  Mark states that even with something that simple the current standard will not work because of sequence number state.  Dick says these are good points and these things would have to be thought through.

Slide 24 poll:  Yes: 1  No: 1

Slide 25:  Justin asks for a definition of “valid technical reason”.  Justin says he is willing to provide a number of technical reasons.  Justin points out that Dick does not ask “do you think it would be appropriate to form a study group to study this issue along with other ideas you have?”  Justin says he would vote yes for that.  Dick adds a question to the slides that approximates what Justin said.  Stuart asks if this would be an architectural thing that the architecture group should look at.  Justin says that’s also possible.  Justin clarifies that nothing he proposed in 2004 advocated simultaneous operation.  Roger Durand (Research in Motion) says that it would be appropriate to get the architecture group involved if this gets into addressing.

Justin notes that doing the simultaneous operation that Dick envisions requires a change to the MA_UNITDATA primitives, and thus involves changes above 802.2, which would be a fundamental architectural change.  Dick says that he no longer believes a change to MA_UNITDATA primitives is no longer the right way to do this.  He believes the “virtual radio” concept can do it.

Justin asks if we specified a means in 802.11 by which you could arbitrarily change …(addressing)  without having to use the four address format?  Dick says no, that would break things.

Mark states that just because you can point to previous mistakes in the 802.11 standard it is not a justification for repeating those mistakes.  Dick asks that this be recorded in the minutes.

There was a brief stop to this discussion so that we could address an issue that arose on the closing report. Stuart brings back the closing report, and shows it as rev 1, i.e. 09-0258r1.  He notes that there was a typographical error in the first bullet of the motion that the task group approved in the Thursday AM2 meeting.  It referred to D5.02 and it should have referred to D5.0.  Stuart proposes that we correct this typographical error via a motion.

Motion:  Move to correct the typographical error “D5.02” by changing it to “D5.0”

Moved by Dick Roy

Seconded by Alastair Malarky

Approved by unanimous consent

The group agreed not to change the previous decision on the motion.  The text is corrected in 09-0258r1.

Resume discussion of 09-0395r1.

Dick modifies the poll question on slide 26.  The new wording is available in 09-0395r2.

Yes:  4  No: 1

Stuart asks if there is any remaining business for TGp at this meeting.  There is none.

Stuart asks if there is any objection to adjourning the meeting.  There is no objection. The meeting is adjourned at 5:45.
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