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Monday (AM1), March 15, 2010   



13 people in attendance (affiliation given in parentheses at first mention of speaker in minutes.)
Lee Armstrong (USDOT) called the 802.11p Comment Resolution Committee meeting to order at 9:05 am and presented the information in IEEE 802.11-10/0339r0. He pointed out that some of the rules will be changing at the end of this month. He called for Letters of Assurance, and mentioned that one had been submitted with reference to 802.11p to IEEE.

Lee said the goal for this meeting was to complete Sponsor Ballot 1 comment resolution, with the proposed resolution for most comments prepared and discussed in teleconferences. We plan to request conditional approval to go to RevCom. 

This week’s agenda has been reduced to 4 time slots. Wednesday morning slot was given up last night. We can wait until Tuesday to release the Thursday slot, but this hasn’t happened yet. 

Lee presented the agenda 11-10/0191/r2. Bill Marshall (ATT labs) moved to accept the agenda. Wayne Fisher (ARINC) seconded. Bill pointed out that this is a comment resolution committee meeting, not an ad hoc session, so motions may be made and voted on. He also pointed out that if we need another session on Wed morning, we can do it if we find a place to meet. Lee said he didn’t expect to need it. Agenda was accepted by unanimous consent. 

Minutes from January were approved by unanimous consent.
Lee went over the strategy for comment resolution, and said it was very important that we provide traceability of comment resolution and replies from the commenter, since it is very important that comments be satisfied as well as resolved. He demonstrated how this is tracked in 11-10/0239r1, and mentioned that he is still in the process of converting document references within the spreadsheet to URLs. 

Lee reported on the three teleconferences since the return of Sponsor Ballot 1 [see minutes Feb 25, 11-10/0246r0], Mar 4, 11-10/0293r1, Mar 11, 11-10/0305r1].

Wayne reported on the status of the draft. He has circulated drafts incorporating the comment resolutions to those responsible to review, and one error was found. Bill asked to see the change that was made from this internal draft 10.01 to 10.02 in the paragraph at then end of clause 11.20 and displayed it on the screen. 
Bill raised the question of whether TGp should be moved up to be amendent 6, saying it would only be numbering issues involved in moving it ahead of TGz. Lee and Wayne said this was a question for the technical editor’s meeting. 

There was discussion about a discrepancy in the minutes about whether the resolutions for 2001, 2003 and 2006 were included in the motion to accept comment resolutions from submission 11-10/277r0 at the March 4 telecon. John Kenney (VSC3) asked if George had also included these in a submittal. Wayne said that George’s submittal assumed that all the changes in 11-10/0277r0 had been done. Lee said he would like to consult with George and Justin before voting on the resolution to those three comments. Tom Kurihara (IEEE-SA) asked which draft would be forwarded to Adrian, Tom asked what numbered draft would go to Adrian this week. Lee said this afternoon we would see speculative draft 10.02 on the server; after Wayne made sure that the changes he has made agree with the comment resolution submitter’s intention. 
John K asked to display Clause 11.20. He pointed out a possible ambiguity by using the word association in the second sentence, saying he thought it only happened with infrastructure BSSes. Susan Dickey (Caltrans) said she thought there was association in independent BSS, Bill and Andrew Myles (CISCO) both said she was wrong, there is no association in independent BSS. Tom K said if the ambiguity is an issue, there are mechanisms for fixing it later on. Bill said 11mb could consult with the experts. Lee suggested replacing “throughout its association” to “while joined”. 
Motion: Moved that the words “throughout its association” be replaced with the words “while joined” in subclause 11.20, line 2, page 19, of P802.1pp D10.0. 

John Kenney, VSC3 moved

George Vlantis, ST Microelectronics, seconded.

10 Yes

0 No

0 Abstain
Motion passed, and Wayne will make the change.

Lee asked George about comments 2001, 2003 and 2006. George said they were all resolved by the same changes as for CID 2004 in 11-10/0285r3. John K pointed out that the parenthetical addition as the main point from CID 2003 and that was not included in George’s resolution to CID 2004. George said there was no conflict and we could just accept the resolutions from 277r0. Wayne said all these changes had already been made to the draft.
Motion: Moved to accept the resolutions in 277r0 for 2001, 2003, 2006.

George Vlantis, ST Microelectronics,  moved

Wayne Fisher, ARINC, seconded.

9 Yes

0 No

1 Abstain
Motion passed.

Wayne will post 10.03 as a speculative draft, with the agreed to change in clause 11.20 in addition to all the other changes that were made. 

Lee asked if there was anyone who disagreed with the intent to go to the committee on Friday with a request for conditional approval. Tom K asked for clarification. Carl asked if this had an effect on TGz. Lee said this is a matter for the editors. Bill said if the draft that goes to ExCom has an amendment number behind TGz, you’re stuck behind them no matter how long it takes, and he can’t see any reason why we can’t go to RevCom in June. Lee said by mid-April we should be done with this recirc, if we get another recirc it might go into May. George said even if we get some comments they may be rejectable. Lee asked if anyone was aware of negative impact for waiting. John K asked Tom K if there was any impact on IEEE 1609, Tom K said he thought not. John K said VSC3 is planning to issue an RFQ, but they will just refer to 11.0 if not done. George said Peter Ecclesine would like 802.11p to be in by June so that it can be rolled up into 11mb, included in the changes to Annex I and J, and this is the case we could make for pushing forward. 
Lee recessed TGp at 10:28 am.

Monday (PM2), March 15, 2010   
16 people in attendance
Lee Armstrong (USDOT) reconvened the 802.11p Comment Resolution Committee meeting at 4:01 pm. At the end of this morning’s meeting we had determined that all comments received on Sponsor Ballot 1 were resolved. There is a question as to whether we should get on the June or September RevCom agenda. Randy Roebuck (Sirit Technology) asked if there was a chance of missing the roll-up from 11mb. Lee explained the situation to him, as far as renumbering with TGz and how we should be done by the middle of April, providing we get no more comments that require a change of the draft. Bill said it would be rolled up by the 11mb Sponsor Ballot in any case, since 11mb is due to come out in the middle of 2011.
Lee said that D10.03 speculative draft has been on the server, and we would like to vote it as an official draft. John K and Alastair Malarky (Mark IV) have comments they would like to make.

John K commented on something he had learned at the TGmb meeting: TGmb is planning to add a requirement that when the BSSID is set to the wildcard value the DA field is also set to

all 1s to indicate broadcast.  That meets the needs of which they are aware, which is that wildcard is only used for probe request and action frames. It does not meet our needs to be able to send unicast or multicast frames OCB. This conflict is not something for TGp to deal with, and maybe nothing has to be done by us at all. Assuming we finish prior to Revmb, when they roll TGp into Revmb they should realize that that sentence doesn't apply to frames sent OCB, and they should reword their new requirement so that it only applies to probe requests and action frames sent with the wildcard value. So we need to check 7.1.3.3 in 6 months and let us know. 

George said TGmb will notify TGp when the roll-up happens. Lee said this particular issue might still be missed. 

Alastair then brought up an issue resulting from the changes made in response to comments 2010 and 2020.  If the comment resolutions are implemented as worded, Alastair said this may permit denial of service attacks using beacons in bands where dot11OCBEnabled is mandated to be always true. For example, in the 5.9 GHz band in the US, where dot11OCBEnabled is required to be set true on all STAs,  higher layer management includes timing relationships (e.g. as implemented in IEEE 1609.4) which do not rely on beacons, and do not support contention free periods and hence performance could be compromised by any STA transmitting a beacon in that band.

John K maintained that we have rules in 11.20 for the types that may be sent that prevent the transmission of beacons in the 5.95 GHz band. Bill said that he believed a beacon could only be sent within a BSS; George said that’s not true, that a beacon is needed to form a BSS. After some discussion, John K suggested adding “and shall not send management frames of other subtypes.” Lee said we thought we could get more comments from people worried about excluding future subtypes. Alastair said in this case we are only concerned about one different type of frame. John K asked why are we concerned about denial of service with beacon frames from a compliant STA, because a compliant STA could do denial of service from action frames. Lee said, if no one but Alastair thinks this is an issue we should address, we need not address it now. Alastair said he would not insist on it as an issue but thought it ought to be discussed by the group.
It was brought to Lee’s attention at the Chair’s Advisory Committee (CAC) meeting that the Scope in the PAR should appear verbatim in our draft. Lee looked at other amendments that have gone through ExCom and did not see the PAR in those amendments. The words in the IEEE handbook apply to the main purpose of a baseline document, and Lee could not find a requirement with the scope in it. Other groups Lee has talked to said they are planning to include the scope. Stuart Kerry (OK Brit) said that from precedence in the past, 802.21 had exactly the same problem, and were told to go back and align their document with the scope in the PAR.  Stuart’s personal advice is that you should put the scope from the PAR into the introduction. Alastair pointed out that the baseline has a 2-line scope. Tom K gave an example of scope included in 11n. 
Lee showed on the screen how it would look to put a note in the introduction including the scope from the PAR. Wayne said that the IEEE style manual says nothing about being required to put in the scope. Lee says whether the requirement to include the PAR is valid or not, he does not want to risk an automatic rejection because of leaving it out.
Motion: move that the editor be instructed to insert the approved scope from the PAR into the introduction.

Moved: Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)

Seconded: Alastair Malarky (Mark IV)
Discussion: John K remarked that we need to make sure it is labelled as from the PAR, or there is a problem with the use of future tense.

Yes 10

No 0

Abstain 1

Motion passed.

Bill M brought up the question of the amendment number, since that should be part of the next balloted draft. Lee said, should we make the step to switch the order of the amendments? Wayne asked Bill, when we were assigned that number, was it decided by the editors or by the timelines? Bill said the official timeline, which has already passed RevCom, still has TGz first. Wayne questioned whether we have the authority to do this. Stuart said the CAC said TGp should take the action. 

Motion: In accordance with  the guidance of the IEEE 802.1 WG CAC, move to accept reordering amendment order so that TGp is ahead of TGz.

Moved: Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)
Seconded: Alastair Malarky (Mark IV)
10 yes

0 no

3 abstain

Motion passed.

Motion: In accordance with the advice from the IEEE WG 802.11 CAC, move to instruct the TGp editor to change the 802.11p draft from “Amendment 7” to “Amendment 6.”
Moved: Alastair Malarky (Mark IV)
Seconded: Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)
9 yes

0 no

3 abstain

There was discussion of what motions needed to be made to approve the draft, move to recirc, and get conditional approval.  It was decided to move to instruct the editor to produce a draft first: 

Motion: Instruct the editor to create P802.11p D11.0 from the current draft D10.03 with the editorial changes moved and approved in this meeting slot (Monday PM2).

Moved: George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics)

Seconded: Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)

12 yes

0 no

1 abstain

Before making the motion for sponsor ballot recirculation, Lee went over the comment resolutions in IEEE 802.11-10/0239r1, and showed how there are stand-alone instructions for making changes, with references to the submission URL for additional information. There were two “disagrees,” all the rest are either “agree” or “principle.” The spreadsheet follows the form for being posted on the myBallot page. 

Alastair pointed out several missing URLs, and Lee changed them, to be uploaded in 11-10/0239r2.

The final motion to be made for recirculation was typed in and displayed on the screen:

Motion: Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from Sponsor Ballot #01 P802.11p D10.0 as contained in IEEE 802.11-10/0239r2, move to approve a 15 day Sponsor Recirculation Ballot asking the question should P802.11p D11.0 be forwarded to RevCom?”

It was decided to allow for final review of the draft and the spreadsheet overnight before voting on recirculation tomorrow. Lee mentioned no other motions would be needed, Henry Ptasinski (Broadcom) pointed out that for all the other groups recently, Working Group approval has been obtained in order to do conditional approval, and we should make sure not to skip a step and get into trouble later.  Bill said we will need a motion to take the conditional approval package to ExCom. Lee said Bill and Henry are right, there will be two motions we need to do for tomorrow. 
Wayne will send a draft incorporating the changes from the meeting to anyone who wants to check his work, before he posts it as D11.0.

Lee recessed TGp at 5:55 pm.

Tuesday (PM1), March 16, 2010   
21 people in attendance
Lee Armstrong (USDOT) reconvened the 802.11p Comment Resolution Committee meeting at 1:38 pm. At this morning’s editorial meeting, no one could find the requirement to put the scope in the introduction, so Wayne made an editorial decision and took it out of D11.0. Lee asked if there were any discussions based on reviewing D11.0. Lee has contacted negative voters, and all except one have indicated that they are satisfied with our resolutions of their comments. 
Lee then explaining the record keeping required for conditional approval and the motions required, using 11-10/795r3 as a reference. If a commenter did not vote and had a negative vote on SB0, if they don’t change their vote it is still counted as unsatisfied. Lee then reviewed the motions we would be making this morning, and there was some minor wordsmithing.
John K raised the question as to whether a draft number change after recirculations would invalidate the conditional approval. Lee said the draft number is allowed to change, Stuart said he would worry that the conditional approval would be resolved if there were three or more recirculations. Tom K asked for clarification about “satisfied”, Lee said that comments are “satisfied” if the commenter changes his/her vote from “no” to “yes” or indicates in writing that he or she is satisfied. 
Lee is expecting not to ask for any time slots in May. Stuart asked if we will continue Comment Resolution Committee teleconferences; Lee said he will get approval for the time slot; these will be on hold during the 15-day recirc period, and after that we will have at least one teleconference, even if there are no new comments. Randy asked if RevCom passes it in June, will it become part of 11mb’s work in July? Lee said the WG and TGmb would be able to deal with it in July, since they meet every time. 

Motion to request a recirculation ballot: 

· Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from Sponsor Ballot #01 on P802.11p D10.0 as contained in IEEE 802.11-10/0239r2

· Approve a 15 day Sponsor Recirculation Ballot asking the question “Should P802.11p D11.0 be forwarded to RevCom?”

Moved: Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)
Seconded: Alastair Malarky (Mark IV)
14 Yes

0 No

1 Abstain

Motion passed.
802.11 EC motion – approval to send P802.11p to RevCom

· Request the IEEE 802 Executive Committee for conditional approval to forward P802.11p D11.0 to RevCom.

· P802.11p had a 96% approval on the last Recirculation Sponsor Ballot. There are 5 disapprove voters and 26 unsatisfied comments, all from a single voter.

Moved: Wayne Fisher (ARINC)
Second: Stuart Kerry (OK Brit)
14 Yes

0 No

1 Abstain

At Stuart’s request, Lee took a count of the voting members in the room, 17 voting members were present.

Stuart moved that we continue teleconferences at 3 pm EST and this was passed by unanimous approval.

John K mentioned the issue raised yesterday, about problems with the current language for wildcard BSSIDs in 11mb. Lee suggested that those of us who have been coming for TGp maintain our WG membership until 11mb is rolled up. Tom K asked how to tell if what attendance is needed to maintain our WG membership. Lee said Adrian had pointed this out at the opening plenary. [Go to the main 802.11 Working Group page and click on the “Members List”, this will tell you the meeting number when your voting rights expire if you do not attend; the meeting numbers can be found by looking at the 802.11 Meeting List schedule.]

Lee adjourned TGp for the week at 2:12 pm.
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