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Monday PM2, July 13, 2009 

Lee Armstrong (USDOT) called the meeting to order at 4 pm, and began with presentation IEEE 802.11-09/0815r0, including IEEE meeting rules, the patent policy and the schedule for the week. Lee gave the call for patents, as described on slide 10 of 815r0, and received no responses. During presentation of slide 17, Lee pointed out that we were the first group go through the MEC process in 30 days without any required changes, and we all applauded Wayne Fisher (USDOT), our technical editor. As during the ad hoc session (see IEEE 802.11-09/0808r0), Lee pointed out the serious 6 month schedule delay that results if we don’t  have a clean draft by September. 
Lee brought up the agenda in IEEE 802.11-09/0728r2, and pointed out that we need to change the order of items in to discuss IEEE 802.11-09/0682r6 presentation by George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) during the only time that Eldad Perahia (Intel), whose comments are being resolved in that presentation, is able to attend a TGp session. Francois Simon (USDOT) said he thought we should still do the D7.01 draft approval first. However, Lee proposed that we move the discussion of 686r6 before item 10 on his agenda; Wayne said there were few or no editorial changes to Annex J in any case. Jerry Landt (TransCore) pointed out that IEEE 802.11-09/704r0 was omitted, Lee said  it will be included in the Wednesday AM1 slot. Joe Kwak (InterDigital) asked that IEEE 802.11-09/0761r0 be scheduled into the agenda at a defined time. Lee put this in for the Tuesday PM2 slot.  The agenda was approved as so modified with no objections. 
Stuary Kerry (OK Brit) moved approval of the minutes from the May 2009 plenary, Jerry Landt (TransCore) seconded and they were approved by unanimous consent. 

Tom Kurihara gave an oral liaison report on the work of IEEE 1609 and referred people new to 1609 to IEEE 802.11-09/0093r1, the status report at the Montreal meeting, for background. [Secretary’s note: For presentations from previous 1609 meetings and agenda for future meetings,  see the IEEE 1609 Working Group open web site at http://vii.path.berkeley.edu/1609_wave. ]
Dick Roy (Connexis) asked that the ISO liaison report be deferred. 

Lee then reviewed the strategy for comment resolution, for those new to the 802.11 Working Group, mentioning the need to address every single comment, and document resolutions.

George then presented IEEE 802.11-09/0686r6 with comment resolutions for Appendix J; this presenation has been discussed extensively at TGp telecons. These resolutions accept Eldad’s comment 122 not to define 10 MHz channels in the 5.5GHz to 5.7 GHz band, but reject comment 157 in reference to eliminating the overlapping 20MHz channels in regulated 5.9 GHz bands, as is justified in clause 2, “Reasons for Rejection,” of the submission. Comments 166 and 173, asking for the inclusion of 40 MHz channels, were also rejected, as detailed in the submission. John Kenney (VSC-2) that the last row, that is now 16, shows a change to D7.0 where what is in D7.0 is not being changed. George made the correction John K suggested and took out the strike-through and color changes, to create 686r7. Lee asked Wayne to confirm that none of the editorial changes he had made in D7.01 affected anything in George’s submission. 
Eldad Perahia (Intel) was then recognized to respond to the resolution of his comments. He said he is happy with the ones that were accepted. He said he lived with a lot of the pain in 11n dealing with the legacy devices that were on overlapping channels, where they had to be very conservative in their usage of 11n in the 2.4 band because of the legacy devices. His main point is that later if the 802.11p band is successful, there will be the same problems that they had with 11n dealing with 11g. He pointed out that in every other case besides 2.4, 802.11 has distinct non-overlapping channels, and if we specify non-overlapping channels in the 5.9 GHz band as well maybe we can force the FCC to take action. George responded that there is still a lot of uncertainty about how the US and Europe will align for 20 MHz channels, and not a lot of testing of applications has been done, so it seems premature to freeze a standard. In particular, there is 30 MHz in the middle in Europe has no well-defined usage. Eldad’s point is that in the next generation layers 1 and 2 will get stuck with dealing with unnecessary complications due to overlapping channels.  John K said that he understood that although both even and odd centers are allowed in this table, they would never actually be allowed in operation together in one place. Eldad said he never saw that assumption anywhere in the document. John K said that Alastair had written some language about STAs operating in 5.9GHz to be known to be non-overlapping in a particular geographic location, and asked if it would be appropriate to put a note in the table to that effect. Doug Kavner (Raytheon) saids Table J.1 says regulatory classes in the United States, we only have the even ones, what are we doing with the odd ones in this table? Dick Roy said we need them because we don’t yet know will be the best final solution for ITS. John K said this is intended to be flexible enough to handle future changes in regulation. Dick said we should put in a note saying we’ve made this maximally flexible so that smart people can do the right thing. Eldad said the FCC should be maximally flexible, but the standard should be designed to support interoperability, and interoperability is not maximally flexible, but requires restriction. Eldad would like to see some normative language in the standard to dictate operation with non-overlapping channels, without yet specifying which channel set if that is premature. George suggested we just change it to a note referring to regulation; Eldad said it is not regulation of channels he is concerned with, but non-overlapping channels should be specified for 802.11 operation.  Dick wants to specify different non-overlapping channel sets, one row with all of the even channel centers, one row with all of the odd ones. John K supported Eldad’s point that we should say non-overlapping is part of our standard. Carl Kain (USDOT) said that, in support of Eldad’s point, FCC may require backward compatibility in the future, and non-overlapping channels may make this easier. Lee said from the way 802.11 baseline document defines it, a channel set only refers to legality, not to whether something is a good way to do it. Eldad said he doesn’t read it as all possible legal channels, just that the channels listed are legal, although he sees Lee’s interpretation. Dick said that sentence in the baseline document is being commented on in TGmb. Dick made an additional point that GSM has overlapping channels, there is nothing that makes them a priori a bad idea. Justin McNew (Kapsch) said he agrees with Dick, and asked how many comments were involved in this issue. George said that there were 4 that were rejected. Justin said people were make hardware that will tune to the FCC channels, and there is nothing we can do about it. George said that we will always have to overlap 10MHz and 20MHz channels. Justin said he is going to go for the highest bandwidth solutions, and scan 20 first, then 10, then 5. Eldad said in 2.4 we currently have to do a lot of scanning, but try to do that vehicular. Justin said when operating outside of the context of the BSS we don’t need to do scanning. 
George said that he presented this submission today because he wanted to get the motion to a vote so that we have time to fix it if it fails, and brought the motion from 682r7 to the floor. 

Motion: It is moved to accept the Comment Resolutions in Doc. #11-09/0682r7 to P802.11p/D7.0 and instruct the editor to make the changes in P802.11p/D7.0 as provided herein above in Item 1.

Moved George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics)

Seconded Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)
Discussion: Eldad said he would abstain on this vote, but would maintain his “no” vote if no further changes were made. John said he will vote “no” because he disagrees with statements in the reasons for rejections. Dick said he supports John’s comments. Lee called the vote.
For: 13
Against: 5
Abstain: 5

Only 74% in favor, so motion failed. Justin suggested that we break out the rejected coments into a separate resolution so Wayne can get to work on the ones everyone is in agreement on. Lee said we may do this later, but for now we want feedback from those who voted no:
Stuart: voted no, because we should not have anything about regulators in the reasons for rejections.

Vinko Erceg (Broadcom):  still not happy with allowing the overlapping channels, although he doesn’t have a solution. He might be satisfied with a note, as John K suggested earlier.

John K: uncomfortable with “reasons for rejection” and also would like a note about non-overlapping channels.

Joe Lauer (Broadcom): thoughts same as Eldad, that we need some language that deals with 10 MHz channelization to not allow overlapping channels.
Dick Roy: not happy with the decrease in flexibility.

Lee said we will resume this in our next slot, at the same time tomorrow afternoon, and hopes that George will work with the no voters to improve the submission to get the issues resolved.
Lee recessed the meeting at 5:57 pm.

Tuesday PM2, July 14, 2009
Lee Armstrong (USDOT) resumed the meeting at 4 pm, starting with George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) presenting IEEE 802.11-09/682r10; to accommodate Joe Kwok’s request to be scheduled in a particular time slot, IEEE 802.11/761r0 was scheduled immediately afterwards.

George presented his resolution which adds a footnote that channels shall be non-overlapping at a particular location. Justin McNew (Kapsch) said he would prefer to list the channel numbers out to adding this note. He doesn’t see how it would be enforced and he thinks it will be a comment magnet because it is too ambiguous. Doug Kavner (Raytheon) asked what centers we would use if we are going to list them out. Dick Roy (Connexis) argued against the resolution because he thinks system level issues should not be addressed in Annex J, and “location” is not well defined. Jerry Landt (Transcore) asked about the introductory text that says Annex J contains sets of channel numbers that are legal for a regulatory domain or class; he said up until now the sets have been mentioned in a regulatory document somewhere, though no one yet has commented to that effect. He suggested that we may have to put something in Annex J saying that we are looking to future regulatory possibilities. John Kenney (VSC-2) said he thought we tried earlier to include the kind of language Jerry is talking about and got comments; footnote 1 is an explanation that has not drawn any negative comments.  John K said that footnote 2 was an attempt to deal with the chip manufacturers’ concern expressed yesterday that they not have to scan too many channels; Justin said it wouldn’t help because they would still have to until they figured out where the channel centers were. Doug said he thought we would be violating the introductory language by including any channels not mentioned in a regulatory document. 
Motion: It is moved to accept the Comment Resolutions in Doc. #11-09/0682r7 to P802.11p/D7.0 and instruct the editor to make the changes in P802.11p/D7.0 as provided herein above in Item 1.

Moved George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics)

Seconded Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)
Discussion: Dick maintained that the 40 MHz specification should be put back in, because yesterday’s regulation should not be allowed to restrict tomorrow’s standard. Lee asked Wayne if the reference to Item 1 is adequate as directions, Wayne said it was. Justin spoke against the motion for three reasons: (1) doesn’t solve the problem with scanning , (2) can’t be enforced and doesn’t lead to (3) will draw a lot of comments. George said none of the table is enforceable. Stuart Kerry (OK Brit) pointed out that the whole document is voluntary, and is not enforceable; Stuart will abstain on this motion. John K would like to suggest as a friendly amendment that the footnotes be applied to both J1 and J2 tables. Wayne has agreed to incorporate this in the document. Dick pointed out that scanning is not an issue in our band. George said 802.11 is constructed in a belt and suspenders sort of way, and that the PHY layer protections should still be in effect. 
For: 9

Against: 2
Abstain: 6

Motion passed,  and is uploaded as 682r11.

Joe Kwak (InterDigital) presented IEEE 802.11-09/761r0, which while not referencing a formal Letter Ballot comment, points out apossible ambiguity in the specification of values to be used in the Time Value field of the Time Advertisement information element defined in 7.3.2.65 in TGp draft D7.0. This possible ambiguity was noted in discussions in TGv, which also plans to use the Time Advertisement information element. The international standard for UTC time referenced in the TGp draft specifies time in seconds, days, months, years. Joe has consulted the references in the TGp draft, and just referencing UTC leaves the origin (zero point) for the time ambiguous. Dick Roy said that UT0 time is always calculated from January 1, 1958.  Stuart Kerry (OK Brit) said that it is actually calculated from January 1, 1972. Joe said it doesn’t matter what the date is, but the actual date should be included. Lee said that we would find that out and include it. Doug Kavner pointed out that UTC is really UT1, not UT0, which is based on mean solar time. Stuart agreed that it should be UTC, adjusted with TAI. Doug said GPS uses an atomic time with no leap seconds. Joe said UT0 is simpler because we don’t need to have as many updates for different factors. Doug said either we put in UTC and deal with leap seconds, or we put in an atomic time source.  Justin said that he thinks UTC is fine, since we will have a GPS receiver in the device anyway. 
Joe asked if the TGv scheme for describing Timing Capabilities is incompatible with TGp’s scheme, and if it needs to be made compatible. TGv was taking a management point of view, that we didn’t want conversion to months, etc, for human readability to be done by the client. Justin said in TGv the chip is actually doing something to the information, but in our case the information is just being passed to the SME; TGp’s requirements are only the transmitter side. 

Stuart asked for a straw poll on the sentiment of the group on making this change int the text now. He pointed out that if we change a clause that did not previously have a letter ballot comment against it, we will not get conditional approval from the EC. Joe said he did not want to delay our process. Justin said this is an easy thing to fix in the sponsor ballot. John K asked if there was a comment we already had we could attach this to, but Justin said he was not able to find one.  Francois said there is nothing to fix.
Straw poll: Should we address the issue in 761r0 at this time?

Yes: 0

Fix in sponsor ballot: 7
Abstain 6
Lee said then we would proceed with formal comment resolution, rather than investigating this possible ambiguity at this time. 

Justin then presented comment resolutions on clause 9 in IEEE 802.11-09/751r2. Justin made the motion.

Motion: Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the recommended changes to P802.11p D7.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D7.0..

Moved Justin McNew (Kapsch)

Seconded Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)

Discussion: Dick asked for the rationale for setting the TXOP limit to 0. Justin said it has to be zero because it is the only value that makes sense.

For: 13

Against: 0
Abstain: 1
Motion passed, and is uploaded in IEEE 802.11-09/751r2.

Lee said that, given that Francois has changes on D7.01,  approval on the working draft should be postponed until tomorrow. 

Justin then presented comment resolution in IEEE 802.11-09/766r0 on Annex D. 
Motion:  Move to accept the Recommended Resolution to the comment and the recommended changes to P802.11p D7.0 noted above and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D7.0.
Moved: Justin McNew (Kapsch)
Seconded:George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics)
Discussion: There was a question about the additional entries not related to John Kenney’s comment. Wayne said they represent amendment N changes. Lee ruled that the inclusion of these changes was just informational, for keeping up with editorial changes, Justin deleted them for clarity.

For:13

Against: 0

Abstain: 1

Meeting recessed at 5:58 pm.

Wednesday, AM1 July 15, 2009
Lee Armstrong (USDOT) resumed the meeting at 8 am. Wayne Fisher (USDOT) presented the changes he made to TGP draft 7.0 in response to editorial comments to produce draft 7.01. In addition to changes in response to editorial comments, Wayne has incorporated formatting changes required for the MEC.  Wayne used a redlined document from 7.0 to 7.01 for the presentation. Lee  pointed out and Stuart Kerry (OK Brit) confirmed that comment line numbers should refer to the clean document, not the redline document during balloting. Wayne has also incorporated George’s and Justin’s changes from yesterday’s resolutions., and given them files to review. 
Motion: Move to accept draft P802.11p D7.01 as the official working draft for TGp.
Moved: Wayne Fisher (USDOT)

Seconded: Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)

Discussion: John K asked if there were any editorial changes in the area covered by motions yesterday, Wayne said they had been incorporated in the submissions for yesterday’s motions.

For:16

Against: 0

Abstain: 2

Motion passed.

John Kenney (VSC-2) presented IEEE 802.11-09/748r2; change tracking in the document shows the difference between what he presented during the ad hoc on Monday and revision 2. The major change was to decline rather than accept comment 18.  
Motion: Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments in Section 1 above [in 748r3] and the proposed changes to P802.11p D7.0 noted in Sections 2 and 3 above and instruct the editor to make these changes to the latest draft of P802.11p.
Moved: John Kenney  (VSC-2)         
Seconded: Jerry Landt (Transcore)

For: 16

Against: 0

Abstain: 2

Motion passed and is uploaded in 748r3.
Justin McNew presented IEEE 802.11-09/752r1, comment resolutions to clause 7 comments. Editorial comments related to Timing Advertisement frame/Time Advertisement information element were due to a typo that used “Time Advertisement frame” in the first definition in D7.0; this has been corrected. Susan Dickey (Caltrans) pointed out that for comment 36, the commenter really wanted a clarification of “outside the context of a BSS”, which was added to the editorial directions of 752r2 as “(dot11OCBEnabled is true in the transmitting STA).” George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) suggested with reference to comment 70 that instead of declining, we counter and use the language, “the value is” instead of “is”, and Justin made those changes in the editor directions section to 752r2; it is a counter rather than an accept of the commenter’s language because using “set” as the commenter suggests would imply the value was Boolean, and it is an octet. 
Motion: Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the recommended changes to P802.11p D7.0 noted above [in 752r2] and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D7.01.
Moved: Justin McNew (Kapsch)

Seconded: Francois Simon (USDOT)

For: 15

Against: 1

Abstain: 4

Motion passed and is uploaded in 752r2.
Justin then presented IEEE 802.11-09/764r0 clause 10. There was discussion of the decline of comment 92. Dick Roy (Connexis) maintained his comment was correct logically, and if something illogical was inserted to satisfy a previous comment that was no reason to decline it.. Justin said that this is the best place to specify this communication capability, which is required for WAVE operation, and that the conditioning is added to restrict its applicability. George asked if we should change the “shall” to “should,” Lee said that would cause more problems. George said why don’t we just eliminate the timing requirement on MAC address changes altogether? Dick pointed out there is PIC attribute conditional on this timing requirement that will also have to be changed. After discussion, two straw polls were taken, one on eliminating it all together, with the result 2 in favor, 5 against, and another on accepting the comment, 1 in favor, 3 against, so the original decision to decline was kept. John K pointed out some additional changes from OUI to Organization Identifier, and these changes were made to 764r1.
Motion: Move to accept the Recommended Resolutions to these comments and the recommended changes to P802.11p D7.0 noted above [in 764r1] and instruct the editor to make these changes to P802.11p D7.01.
Moved: Justin McNew

Seconded: John Kennery

Discussion: none (discussed before motion).
For: 14

Against: 1

Abstain: 3

Motion passed and is uploaded in 764r1.
Lee recessed the TGp meeting until 4 pm, in Pacific Concourse Room O. 
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