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Monday (PM2), November 16, 2009   


25 people in attendance
Lee Armstrong, TGp Chairman, called the meeting to order.

Wayne Fisher, TGp Technical Editor, will be the Secretary for these meetings.

The TGp agenda is posted in document 11-09-1100r1

Lee’s opening presentation is document 11-09-1179r0.
Lee reviewed the IEEE 802 and 802.11 Policies and Rules, policies on patents, attendance, voting, the website for documents, and the protocol for our meetings. Lee requested that anyone making a submission should download the official document template from the IEEE 802.11 website.  
Lee said that since we are in Sponsor Ballot our status as a task group has changed.  TGp will become the P802.11p Comment Resolution Committee (P802.11p-CRC).  (This has been confirmed by an E-mail sent by Bruce Kraemer, WG11 Chair.)  Any voting member of 802.11 may vote in P802.11p-CRC meetings.
Lee said we are now in Sponsor Ballot.  It closes November 22nd. Please vote ASAP so we can collect all the comments and begin addressing the comments during our sessions this week.  The primary goal for this week is to do Comment Resolution.

Lee reviewed the agenda (doc 1100r1) and noted that our Thursday AM2 meeting slot had been changed to Thursday PM1 to accommodate another task group. Lee asked if there were any other changes to the agenda.  None were raised.  Lee asked for a motion to accept the agenda as it stands.  A motion was made by Stuart Kerry (OK Brit) and seconded by George Vlantis (STMicroelectronics). Vote: Yes – 14, No – 0, Abstain – 0.
The minutes from the September meeting, in Kona, were presented.  Document: 11-09-1098-00-000p-tgp-meeting-minutes.doc. The minutes were reviewed and a motion to approve was made by George Vlantis and seconded by Francois Simon (ARINC). Vote: 14/0/0. Minutes accepted.

There was no ISO Liaison report.
There was a brief P1609 Liaison report by Tom Kurihara (self affiliation).  See document:    11-09-0093-03-000p-IEEE P1609 WG Staus Report.doc.  New drafts of P1609.3 and P1609.4 are now available for review.  A new draft of P1609.2 is expected by the February meeting.  P1609.1 is still being developed and coordinated with P1609.2.  A revised PAR and title are being developed for P1609.1.  P1609.11 draft is being coordinated with ETSI relating to ETS.  The next P1609 meeting is December 8-10, 2009 in San Diego.  There is also a related SAE meeting in Vista, CA, on December 11, 2009.  

Strategy for Comment Resolutions.  Lee discussed how TGp as the TGp Sponsor Ballot Comment Resolutions Committee (CRC) will address comments received.  He noted that during teleconferences we can make binding resolutions (unlike the LB teleconferences which were AD HOC meetings).  Stuart Kerry said that we are now working for the IEEE Standards Association (MyBallot, etc.).  Lee is trying to find out who is a member of the “committee” (CRC) to ensure that participants on teleconferences are valid voters.  John Kenney (VSC2) asked if the 802.11 membership is still relevant.  Lee said yes. The 802.11 WG assigned TGp as the Sponsor Ballot resolution committee.  Tom Kurihara asked what if the commenter is not on the call.   Lee said there is no requirement that the commenter be present (on the call) to address his comment; however, note, this may not satisfy the commenter.
Lee presented Adrian’s document that contains rules that 802.11 Task Groups need to follow in order to ensure a smooth passage through RevCom.  See document:  11-09-1058-01-0000-some-802-11-sponsor-ballot-rules.doc.    Here is a summary of what Adrian’s document covers:

•
Use unique comment numbers

•
Copy, don’t cross-reference, identical resolutions

•
Limit the number of references to submissions

•
References to submissions should be full URLs

•
Spreadsheet supplied to recirc ballot should include only all prior unsatisfied (SB) comments
John Kenney initiated a discussion on “unsatisfied” comments.  Lee said the comment remains unsatisfied unless the commenter changes his vote from NO to YES or sends a note (E-mail) to the chair stating that his comment(s) is now satisfied.  Note as described in 1058 including extra material (e.g. satisfied comments) may result in voters attempting to pile on to a satisfied comment.  Note, during comment resolution (after the initial Sponsor Ballot) we will hold to only comment against text that has been previously commented on.  John asked, what if comment resolution creates another problem in another area (e.g., fixing one clause breaks another cluse).  Lee said we can provide further comments showing the relationship to another area. 
Lee said the Redline document shows the changes. (This is after the initial Sponsor Ballot and a new draft is published.)  Only those Redline areas are open for further comments.  Today (during initial Sponsor Ballot) we can get comments on anything in the TGp draft.

Wayne Fisher asked if there was any correlation with TGmb. Lee and Stuart said we can not correlate our efforts with TGmb or any other drafts (in SB)      Lee said based on present rules  we can not correlate with other drafts after us.

Tom Kurihara asked if this document (1058) is an official LMSC document.  Lee said no this is Adrian’s interpretation and guidance for us.    Tom noted that therefore this document does not apply to P1609 (not official LMSC P&P).
Lee said hopefully we will be going to Recirculation Sponsor Ballot by January.

Lee began a discussion on Sponsor Ballot Comment Resolution   He showed the differences in the Sponsor Ballot Spreadsheet we will be using compared to the LB Spreadsheet.  There are different formats that Lee needs to resolve when building the SB spreadsheet.

Discussion on Spreadsheet format.  He will remove E-mails/phone #s from the distributed version. He will review and rebuild the spreadsheet that becomes the formal submission spreadsheet.

There was a discussion on Sponsor Ballot procedures.  John Kenney asked if in our meetings and teleconferences we have to comply with the 4-hr rule.    Lee said it is not required BUT is a good idea.  Tom recommended that this point be made known to group. Alastair Malarky (Mark IV) recommended that comment resolutions be submitted at one telcom but the final vote not be made until the next teleconference.  Lee thinks we can post resolutions on the TGp Reflector and not have to make formal Submissions on the 802.11 document server.  Alastair said that if a comment resolution is accepted in a spreadsheet resolution that is sufficient (don’t need formal document on 802.11 doc server). John Kenney asked what about those that are never satisfied?   Lee said we need to resolve the comment to the TGp SB resolution group’s satisfaction.  Some commenters will never be satisfied.

John asked what if we don’t get (75%) approval in our initial Sponsor Ballot.  Lee said if we do not get approved on this initial Sponsor Ballot our draft is open for any changes.  Once we get approval  the document is then fixed.  Only comments will be addressed and related text changed.

Lee will present some “rules of conduct/procedures” relating to our teledconferences. (See document:  11-09-1236-00-000p-sponsor-ballot-crc-rules.docx.)
The present staus of TGp’s initial Sponsor Ballot is:  164 Balloters.   65% response,  98% approval,   abstain.7%        21 Comments

Lee.  Anticipate the approval rates will go down as late voters’ votes come in.

Resolution Plans for this week.
1. Present, address Francois’ recommended resolutions.

2. Lee.  Present, address Normative Text comment.

3. Review, address document 0927r3 for “declined” comments –which will be resubmitted - done by Lee.

4. Review, address Dale Sumida (Kapsch) and George Vlantis’ document  0988.

5. Review, address “withdrawn” comments.  

RECESS   until Tuesday:

Tuesday (AM1), November 17, 2009   


11 people in attendance
After bringing the meeting to order Lee said we would begin Comment Resolutions.
Lee said he would be resubmitting those comments that had been withdrawn during LB 154 unless they were already (re)submitted by the original commenters.  He had been in contact with at least one of the commenters and later we got confirmation that he had submitted his comments for Sponsor Ballot.

Lee discussed the Sponsor Ballot comment numbering system.  Each comment received throughout the whole Sponsor Ballot process must have a unique number.  He will start the comments for this Sponsor Ballot at number 1000.  The next Sponsor Ballot comments will start at 2000 and so on.   See document 11-09-1200 for the comments received so far the the numbers assigned.
Francois presented and discussed document:  11-09-1204-00-000p-tgp-sb-speculative-resolutions-for-editorial-comments.doc.  This document addresses editorial comments received during LB 154 but were withdrawn.  It is anticipated that these will be resubmitted so this gives us a heads-up and an opportunity for the task group to discuss and resolve these comments while we have the time.  This will provide guidance to the editor even if they are not formally submitted.  There was discussion and review of the comments. Some of the recommended resolutions provided by Francois were changed.  Some comments were changed to “Technical” comments and not addressed.  Some of the comments were not addressed and left as “TBD”.  A revised document (rev 1) was created that only provides those comments that have been addressed and resolved.  This document provides preliminary agreement on these resolutions pending actual submittals to the SponsorBallot.  Lee will submit the comments in 1204 that TGp has discussed and accepted.

There was an extended discussion on some technical comments against the PICS (e.g., CID 31 in doc 1204).

Action:   John and Alastair and George will address the questions raised on the PICS.

(Since the meeting John has documented the discussion they had with Peter Ecclesine and has generated document 11-09-1242-00-000p-suggestions-regarding-some-pics-comments.doc which presents their findings and recommendations.)
RECESS until Wednesday.
Wednesday (PM2), November 18, 2009   


14 people in attendance
Lee opened the meeting and reiterated some of the rules for the meeting including the process for patents in standards.
Lee said he had updated the SB Master Spreadsheet, 11-09-1200 to rev 1 and it is available.  This is the spreadsheet used during this meeting.  He said that our Sponsor Ballot is still open and he expects that a lot of votes, especially negative votes/comments, will not come in until late.

Lee said that during the Mid Plenary he gave up the Thursday AM1 meeting slot at the request of the WG because of other task groups needing additional meeting time.

Begin comment resolutions.  Lee has updated document 1200 to r2 with the latest changes (not yet posted). 
Lee proposes that we defer the editorial comments for the rest of our meetings so we can address any technical comments face-to-face. For the remainder of this meeting we will refer to the technical comments in doc 1200 r2.

John Kenney presented and discussed the submittal relating to the PICS.

See document:  11-09-1242-00-000p-suggestions-regarding-some-pics-comments.doc
John and George and Alastair got together with Peter Ecclesine to address the PICS comments.
CID 26 and 31 (LB154) were addressed.  

	ID
	Comment
	Suggested Remedy
	Recommended Resolution

	26
	CF2.1 and PC37 are the same.  Why?  I know that you are not following any authoritative standard on the construction of PICS proformas, so it is hard to guess why you are duplicating items.
	Change in A.4.4.1, PC37 status column from "O" to "CF18:O"
	Counter: eliminate CF18, PC37, PC37.1 and PC37.2.  Modify CF2.1 and PC37.3 as shown below.  In Status column of PICS, change remaining occurrences of CF18 to CF2.1

	31
	Add PIC PC11.13 for "No Synchronization required for Common Clock". 
	Add "No Synchronization required for Common Clock", Reference 11.1, Status CF18:O as PIC PC11.13
	Counter: Modify PC11, PC11.4 and PC11.9 as shown below


See paragraph 2.1 of document 1242 for discussion on CID 26.
Discussed the differences between “supported”   vs “is able to”   vs “are operating”

There was a discussion by Francois, Alastair, and John on the logic of supporting (CF2.1).
Alastair said the PICS define the capability of the device    vs    the MIB which defines the (current) state of the device.  
There was a discussion of the baseline PICS   A.4.3 IUT configuration relating to CF2 Independent station (not an AP).   TGp is adding CF2.1 Independent station operating outside the context of a BSS.
George proposed changing it to:  Is communications outside the context of a BSS supported?

With status of:      CF18: O CF17: M, not CF17: O
Further discussion. CF37 is identical to CF2.1, although subordinate.
John said PC37.1 and PC37.2 are now obsolete with respect to the latest draft of P802.11p.

Therefore he recommends deleting these PICS.    (Alastair has submitted a comment on this.)

Alastair pointed out that at the top of each clause in the PICS it asks a question so any entry below should address this question.  E.g., for A.4.4.  The question is:  Are the following MAC protocol capabilities supported?  Therefore our entry should also address the question in the beginning.
John asked if we agree that we can delete PC 37.  

There was further discussion on function of PICS, relating to A.4.4.2, FT7.1 and FR7.1. (Subordinate to the Beacon.) Wayne asked if this is the appropriate place for Timing Advetisement frame.  AM will submit comments related to this.
There was a discussion on dot11OCBEnabled in 11.20, and how it tracks into the PICS.
In response to CID 26 many things changed.  See doc 1242 for details.

RE:  CID 31  (LB 154).  There was a discussion on PC11 Timing Synchronization function (TSF).  John says we continue to require TSF.  This may not be appropriate.  It may be required under some circumstances but is not needed in all cases.  John proposes that we change the Status from M   to NOT CF17:M, CF17:O.  In the subordinate PICS under PC11 many do not apply to TGp.  We may need to explicitly identify some PICS and add N/A under Support. 
Note TGp will operate in the 5.9 GHz band which at present is only for TGp operations so some of these PICS may be N/A.  Adding N/A to the “Support” column may cover this option for TGp.

John said we want to be sure that in changing PC11 we may need to reword 11.21. Clause 11.21 text is ambiguious (1st statement).  Alastair will submit some comments to the open SB to capture the concerns on some of these PICS.
John said PC11.11 (and FT7.1 and FR7.1) status says M, Mandatory.   John thinks this should not be mandatory. 11.20a says “may” so status M should be changed to “O”.  See Changes proposed to A.4.4.1 in document 1242r1.  John will update this document to incorporate these changes and correlate with comments when actually submitted in SB.
SB CID 1001.  Lee led this discussion on: "Within the same Regulatory Class, the channels in use in any location shall be non-overlapping."

While the intent is good, this statement can have no effect. The point is that the standard must define rules ("shall" statements) for the individual testable entities it defines. What are the rules for an individual STA? Specifying a "distributed" rule (i.e., distributed over all STAs in a location) cannot work.
See also George’s related comment.  SB CID 1031.
Footnotes cannot be normative and "in any location" is ill-defined.  Change Footnote 2 to Table J.1 on page 32, line 27 to: "Within the same Regulatory Class, overlapping channels are not permitted in this regulatory domain."

Alastair and George had a discussion on whether footnotes can be normative.
There was a discussion on overlapping channels. The general agreement is that we (IEEE Std) do not have any control on overlapping channels.  This is determined by (FCC) Regulations.

Alastair said that that statement is not normative. Some folks did not like it in the regulatory section but the regulatory agency class defines the requirements.  Lee noted that the standard does not require the requirements.  The requirements are defined in the actual regulatory body’s requirements/regulations. See also notes Lee is adding to the Spreadsheet (1200r2)

Alastair said the regulatory agencies do not permit overlapping channels within the same Regulatory Class. George agreed to start an e-mail thread amongst the SB commenters and other interested parties (e.g commenters from previous LBs) to nail down the text for the footnotes for a future telecon when a motion would be made to adopt it.
Lee led further discussion on resolutions for CID SB 1006: 
SB Comment ID 1006:    “There is no advertisement of a basic rate set. How does a station know what rates to use for control frames?”
There was a discussion on where data rates supported in TGp are defined.  This led to a discussion on other features that were provided via a Beacon that are no longer defined in TGp.  Many functions and capabilities are now addressed in P1609. George agreed to submit a comment to the 1609 reflector that requests that protocol be added to communicate a receiver’s capability to receive the optional data rates and for a STA to change the basic service set.  Similarly, EDCA TSPECs need to be communicated.
Francois and Lee noted that this assumes that the Upper Layers are P1609.  This is not a requirement; however, any system with another upper layer configuration will have to provide these capabilities which were part of a standard 802.11 MAC and PHY.

See proposed resolution in CID 1006 in document 1200r2.

A motion was made on CIDs 1005 and 1006:
Motion to resolve CID 1005, 1006 as stated in the resolution detail.

Move to reject the proposed changes for CIDs 1005 and 1006.

The justification is provided in document: 11-09-1200-01-000p-sb0-tgp-comment-resolution-master.xls.
Motion by:  George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics)               Date:  11/18/09

Seconded by: Alastair Malarky (Mark IV)
	Approve: 12
	Disapprove: 0
	Abstain: 0



Motion Passes

In Recess until   Thursday   PM1 
Thursday (PM1), November 19, 2009   


14 people in attendance
Lee opened the meeting noting that the meeting would be conducted under the IEEE 802.11 policies and procedures.
He said a presentation was added to the agenda:  IEEE802.11 for High Speed Mobility
This will be presented at the beginning of our meeting this afternoon.  We will then continue with comment resolutions.
Hitoshi MORIOKA (ROOT Inc.) presented document: 11-09-1000-03-0wng-ieee802-11-for-high-speed-mobility.ppt

See the presentation for details.  Some notes and comments on the presentation follow.
There was a discussion on the mobile vs portable and mobile vs nomadic.

Carl Kain provided the definitions the ITU uses for mobility in IMT-Advanced.

Many of the performance parameters are dependent upon the speed of travel of the user. The ITU defines the following 4 classes of mobility as:

*   Stationary: 0 km/h

*   Pedestrian: > 0 km/h to 10 km/h

*   Vehicular: 10 to 120 km/h

*   High speed vehicular: 120 to 350 km/h

The presentation identified different times for Handover vs 802.11xx standards:
IEEE802.16e  --    35-50ms

IEEE802.16m  --    30ms?

IEEE802.11i + .1X --    >100ms

A few examples were presented:

-Shared keys


-Authentication Procedure

Conclusions presented:
Limitation of IEEE802.11 is “NOMADIC” use only.

Mobile communication will expand IEEE 802.11 market.

Long AKM time is not suitable for mobile use.

We have to reduce AKM time toward mobile.

We show an example of new fast AKM method.

Further study in SG/WG is required for better AKM method.

After the presentation Comment Resolutions continued.

RE PICS: Lee noted that some issues for PICS for TGp can impact the the main doc.

Another TG has also looked into the impact of PICS that impacts the main doc.

They, and Lee, think the best course of action is to simply not pursue this as there are plans that the PICS may be removed from main doc.

Lee reviewed the present status of our ongoing Sponsor Ballot:  
Number of balloters:  164.  Response 70 %.  Approval 96%.   Abstain 7%.
Alastair asked about how to go about withdrawing comments.  Lee says wait until after our SB closes, then send him a note to formally withdraw the comment.

Lee asked if there are any technical comments to discuss right now.  He said we will be pursuing the comment resolutions during our teleconferences.

George Vlantis looked at the comments available and recommended that we address his comments 1026 and 1034.
SB Comment ID 1026:   The statement "After a STA joins a BSS or if the STA is the AP within a BSS, dot11OCBEnabled shall be set to FALSE." lacks temporal scope. The MIB variable should be FALSE from the inception of associating with a BSS through disassociating with the BSS. Similarly, an AP is only obligated to set the MIB variable to TRUE while operating as an AP.
Proposed Change to CID 1026:  Change this statement to: "When a STA is joining a BSS and throughout its association with a BSS, or while the STA is the AP within a BSS, dot11OCBEnabled shall be set to FALSE."
After presentation and discussion of this comment the Task Group agreed to accept the proposed change.  Alastair made a motion to accept this as the resolution:

Move to accept the proposed change to CID 1026 as is and instruct the editor to make these changes to the latest draft of P802.11p.

Motion by:  Alastair Malarky (Mark IV)


Date:  11/19/09


Seconded by: Francois Simon (ARINC)

	Approve: 10
	Disapprove: 0
	Abstain: 0


Motion Passes.
The next comment discussed was CID 1034.  
SB Comment ID 1034:   Add the following citation to the "Notes" Field for the "Timestamp" row (Order 1): "See 7.3.1.10"
Proposed Change to CID 1034:  Add the following citation to the "Notes" Field for the "Timestamp" row (Order 1): "See 7.3.1.10"
George said this relates to the Timestamp field in the Timing Advertisement frame body in Table 7-18a in Clause 7.2.3.14.   This is a question regarding “Time Stamp”   (a Management Frame field) See 7.3.1.10 for explanation.  Francois suggests that an explanation of what “Time Stamp” is be put in the Notes field of the “Time Stamp”.  (Timestamp – is not an Information Field but is part of the Frame)  Alastair suggests not because this is in 7.2.3 which contains only management frames.  Therefore it should not be needed. George agrees to NOT put an explanation in draft and to reject the comment. A motion is made to reject this motion.
Move to reject CID 1034.  (Add the following citation to the "Notes" Field for the "Timestamp" row (Order 1): "See 7.3.1.10" )


Motion by:  George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics   
Date:  11/19/09


Seconded by: Alastair Malarky (Mark IV)
	Approve: 7
	Disapprove: 0
	Abstain: 3


Motion Passes.

The next comment discussed was SB CID 1037.  
SB Comment ID 1037:   PIC needs to be added for "No tracffic streams when dot11OCBEnabled is true"
Proposed Change to CID 1037:  Change from "traffic streams are not used" to "traffic streams shall not be used". Add PIC QP8.
CID 1037  relates to 7.1.3.5.1   Traffic Streams  and  use of “Shall”  vs  “is” in Clause 7.  There was a general discussion on this issue.  Francois said that this was addressed in earlier editorial comment resolutions to try to NOT have “shalls” in Clause 7.  Alastair said there are two questions here:
1.  “Shalls” should not be in Clause 7.

2. Randy Roebuck is saying this should be mandatory:  to “NOT have Traffic Streams” to be Mandatory.

After further discussion Alastair suggests that “NOT using Traffic streams” should NOT be mandatory.  George suggests that we delete “traffic streams are not used”.  Lee and George say this is NOT a normative statement in the main document, just clarification.  George suggests that we change the text to “traffice streams are not used …”.  The general consensus is to not change the text in TGp (7.1.3.5.1).  See 1200/3 for comment resolution/explanation.

There was further discussion on keeping the statement   It was decided to NOT vote on this issue right now.

There was discussion on Technical CIDs 1042, 1047, and 1049.  Related to PICS in A.4.4.1.
SB CID 1042:  PIC needs to be added for "No Synchronization Required to Common Clock"

Proposed Change to CID 1042:  Change "is not required" to "shall not be required" in last sentence.
SB CID 1047:  Incorrect status associated to PIC PC37
Proposed Change to CID 1047:  Change from "O" to "CF18:O"
SB CID 1049:  The Status for OF1.7 is incorrect, and should be "CF11:O, CF15&DSE2:M, CF17:M"

Synchronization

Proposed Change to CID 1049:  Fix the insertion of CF17 so CF17 does not depend on DSE2.
Alastair feels synchronization is not required/mandatory.  If you wish you can.  See Clause 11.1, second statement.  Alastair suggests we reject the commenter’s proposed resolution to make this mandatory.  There was further discussion by Alastair, Lee, and George on whether or not this was optional.  Lee said the device is not a member of a BSS and use of this is optional. Alastair said see also 11.1.2.3 in the base document.    This may be problematic if we change.  Therefore, keep it as is.  See 1200r3 for present comment resolution/recommendation. Alastair and others agree to defer a vote until we discuss/vote on (all of the) PICS.

There was further discussion on the PICS, CIDs 1042, 1044, 1045, and 1046. Again there was a discussion of using “shall” vs “is”.  There was some more discussion on whether or not PASSIVE scanning is allowed in a WAVE device.  Note, there should not be a requirement to NOT do Passive Scanning.  (No radiation so it doesn’t impact FCC rules.  George said see Clause 11.3.1 related to passive scanning.
Time was running out so Lee terminated this discussion and made some concluding remarks.

Lee said we will continue on these discussions on Conference Calls starting two weeks from today. Note, our Sponsor Ballot is still open (until Sunday) so we still have time to add comments.  He asked of there was any new business.  There was none.  He asked if there was any objection to adjourning our meeting.  There were no objections.
TGp was adjourned.
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