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Chair calls meeting to order 10:37 AM Tuesday in Singapore

Review Agenda

To date their are no IP statements WRT 11j.

Question -- Peter: is there an afternoon session? Chair: There is officially 

a session this afternoon as well as this morning (until 3 pm).  We may recess early.

Agenda accepted unaminously.

There are no regulatory updates.

Review of current draft (Peter).

802.11j/D1.5 is the current draft and it is in the Working Area.

Peter Ecclesine delivers tutorial on changes within 11j current draft from 

base standard.  

Notes on J.5 Coverages Classes

    Class 0 : standard 802.11a

    Classes 1,2,3: standard, w/ longer airpropogation times

    Classes 4,5,6,7: half-clock 10 MHz channel versions of 0,1,2,3

    8-10: 802.11a PHY w/ doubled cyclic prefic, w/ longer air prop times

    11-13 8-10 half-clocked, doubled cyclic prefic, w/ longer air prop times

Note: for the purpose of defining the coverage classes, no text in 17 is 

changed; annex J applies strike-throughs and new underscored text for 

operation in Japan.

As it stands this draft specifies +/- 15 ppm tolerance for the 10 MHz

channellization instead of +/- 20 MHz.

Summary:

(1) This document has a format wherein the regulatory annex modifies clause 17

(2) There are changes to the beacon

(3) Then there are the actual changes to the PHY to support outdoor and fixed 

wireless

Question (Steve): when this week must draft be on server to be

voted up for recirculation?

Answer: 7:30 PM on Thursday

Question (Knut Evensen): DSRC uses the 4th bit after the three UNII bits

colliding with J's use of this bit.

Peter replies describing the possible ways to avoid this conflict.

Question (Knut Evensen): the J text references Japan. Why is this? Answer 

(Peter): the PAR specifies operation in Japan.  We are responding to 

this requirement using general mechanisms.

Recess until 8 am Tuesday

Meeting called back to order 8:05 am Tuesday 16 Sept

Chair asks if there are any formal technical presentations --

there are none.

Comment from Uriel: not convinced of necessity of double guard interval

Question from Broady: is the longer guard interval a consequence of

10 MHz channelization?  Answer (Steve): not directly, although the 

10 MHz channelization does have a longer guard interval due to

the the entire symbol being longer.

Peter: some email to reflector proposed removing choices of 

longer guard interval

Steve: speaks in favor of longer guard intervals; use only when 

necessary

Peter: Inoue's presentation only pointed to the need for possible longer

prefixes at 20 MHz channelization

Brett: proposes standard mode (class 0) be mandatory, all modes with 

longer than standard prefixes be (classes 1 through 13) be included 

but optional.

Steve: supports what Brett proposed

Uriel: Longer delay spreads will only occur over long distances where,

and we will not be operating at 54 mbps in this case.

Bruce: the modes may be optional but the WiFi Alliance may mandate 

them in testing.

Steve: I have not heard that the WiFi Alliance has discussed this.

Sheung (not as chair): does not see interperability as a problem

in this case even though there are a number of modes, due to the

control over deploying.

Peter (not as editor): double-cyclic-prefixes for 10 MHz may not be 

necessary, but it's usefulness will be determined by people who choose

to deploy it.  Proposes a modification fo Brett's proposal but

with classes 11,12,13 deleted.

Richard: Question: how does station know what the prefix length is?

Answer (Peter) we have to scan for them, this does increase worse

case acquisition time.  Ultimately the user chooses which domains

to operate in.

Question (Uriel): Will part of the preamble sometimes be 9.6 usec?

Answer (Peter): Refer to table 17.3.8.1 -- this describes it.

Peter (as individual): wants to see 10 MHz channelization as

mandatory.  Proposal: 0-7 as mandatory, 8-13 as deleted.

Steve: Proposal 3 throws out the higher-perfoming modes and

keeps the lower performing modes.

The proposals are now:

Proposal 1: (Brett): 0-3 mandatory, 4-13 optional

Proposal 2: (Peter) 0-3 mandatory, 4-10 optional, delete 11-13

Proposal 3: (Peter) 0-7 mandatory, delete 8-13

Proposal 4:  (Uriel) 0-3 mandatory, 4-7 optional, delete 8-13

Richard: prefers Proposal 2:

Chair proposes single round, in which you can vote multiply,

straw poll.

Straw poll:

Proposal 1: 4

Proposal 2: 12

Proposal 3: 9

Proposal 4: 5

Steve: comment -- there is an issue with some individuals on 15 vs.

20 ppm.  Mark Webster argues for 20 ppm last time but made no

motion to modify the text, which says 15 ppm for the 10 MHz

channelization case.

Peter: Comments on order of information: regulatory class,

channels, then other bands.  201 in country information element

causes this series of information elements.  In future,

other codes (e.g. 202) could exhibit other site information

(e.g. 11k information). So in section J.3 the ordering is

important.  No changes in text proposed.

Steve: I will email Mark to ask about the PPM requirement.

Peter: solicits assitance with the informative text in J.6.

Per discussion from Peter: In J.17.3.8.6, strike through 2nd sentence 

from 17.3.8.6.  There are no objections by voice vote.

This is now consistent with the text in 9.2.10.

Chair notes 5 open issues from LB comment resolution have been

closed.

Recess until 10:30.

Chair calls meeting back to order at 10:35.

Discussion of down selection process.

Chair presents the four proposals.  They pertain to the radio 

classes in Table J.5.1 as described above.

First downselection round:

Proposal 1: 1

proposal 2: 4

proposal 3: 4

proposal 4: 7

Proposal 1 downselected

Second downselection round:

Proposal 2: 5 

Proposal 3: 1

Proposal 4: 10

Proposal 3 eliminated

Third Downselection round:

Proposal 2:  6

Proposal 4: 10

Proposal 2 eliminated.  Proposal 4 is the surviving proposal.

Motion (Peter): Motion to instruct the editor to incorporate the coverage

classes of proposal 4, all corresponding text, the minuted CCA changes, the

17.3.8.6 strikethrough, and adopt the so-modified candidate draft 1.1.5 as 

the draft TGj text.

Seconded:  Inoue-san.

Motion fails: 9-7-1

Motion (Brett): Motion to instruct the editor to incorporate the 

coverage classes of proposal 2, all corresponding text, the 

minuted CCA changes, the 17.3.8.6 strikethrough, and adopt the 

so-modified candidate draft 1.1.5 as the draft TGj text.

Seconded: Pope

Motion fails: 9-8-0.

Proposal 5 (Loc) Delete coverage classes 4 through 13.

Motion (Peter Loc): Motion to instruct the editor to incorporate 

the coverage classes of proposal 5, all corresponding text, the 

minuted CCA changes, the 17.3.8.6 strikethrough, and adopt the 

so-modified candidate draft 1.1.5 as the draft TGj text.

Second: (Chris):

Proposal fails: (5-13-0) 

Discussion on the need for longer prefixes.  No consensus emerges.

Chair moves recessing until 1:00 PM

No objections to recessing.

Meeting Called back to order 1:10 PM Tuesday

Peter presents P802_11j-D1_1_5_015.doc with changes to

J.17.3.8.6 as discussed in the morning session, and to J.17.3.4 and 

J.17.3.7 to replace references to 6 Mb/s with more general references.

Peter moves to adopt the above changes.

Pope seconds.

No objections.  Motion is adopted by unanimous assent.

Peter: the above document incorporates all instructed changes

at this time which is now the candidate text.

Chair: we are at a stalemate.  The next step is to have the

editor prepare multiple drafts.

Motion (Pope) to instruct editor to update text of candidate draft

1_1_5_015 to incorporate proposal 2. (Seconded: Joe Mueller).

Non-technical motion accepted by unanimous assent.

Motion (Uriel) to instruct editor to update text of candidate draft

1_1_5_015 to incorporate proposal 4 (Seconded: Marc Jalfon).

Non-technical motion accepted by unanimous assent.

Motion (Chris) to instruct editor to update text of candidate draft

1_1_5_015 to incorporate proposal 5.  No second.  Motion does

not come to the table.

Marc: motion to recess

Second: Pope

No objections.

Recessed until 1 pm Thursday.

Meeting called to order 1:12 pm on Thursday

Chair presents agenda.

Chair: on Tuesday, editor was instructed to prepare two versions

of draft text.

Editor: yes the two drafts are in the Task Group area for TGJ

and have been since yesterday afternoon.

Chair: no need to review changes to draft.  No objections.

Chair provides explanatory description of difference between drafts.

Sheung (as individual): states individual intent to not convert "optional"

modes to "mandatory" via WiFi Alliance or other mechanism.

Comment: drafters do not necessarily have final say.

Motion (Pope, second Fred) to adopt P802_11j-D1_1_5_(Proposal 2) 

as the TGj draft text

Discussion: Pope speaks in favor

Uriel speaks against

Vote: 7-11-2 fails

Motion: (Peter, Marc): 

To adopt P802_11j-D1_1_5_(Proposal 4) as the TGj

draft text

No discussion

Motion fails 10-9-0

Peter: it would be in order to further discusss comment resolution.

Peter: comment 257 resolution could be changed if any made a motion

to that effect.

Chair creates new document 337r5, comment resolution with edits.  

Issues B, C, D were closed prior to this meeting.  

With resepct to Issue A, 337r5 now reflects that the 10 MHz mode 

provided for in both new candidate texts resolves the appropriate 

comments.  Issue E is still open (comments 256 and 257).

Peter presents document 782r0, discussing the need for Neighbor 

Information.

Peter -- move to accept 337r5 as comment resolution document.

Brett -- second.  Accepted by unanimous assent.

Pope moves to adjourn.  Hansen seconds. No objections.
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