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Monday July 18, 2005, Ad-hoc (8:00 AM - 11:00 AM) 

· Lee Armstrong, chair opened the meeting.

· Monday sessions are considered adhoc and voting will need to be conducted in scheduled meetings within the official meeting block (Monday 1:30pm through Friday 12:00pm minus tutorials and social).

· Issues exist with attendance system and will continute to report attendance in daily sign-in at registration desk.  

· Armstrong urged people to attend opening plenary where they will be covering new anti-trust information.

· Standards patents bylaws and meeting rules / etiquette were covered.  

· Randy Roebuck of SIRIT Inc. is taking meeting minutes until Filip Weytjens arrives.  

· Carl Kain asked about government release status of P1556.  Question was tabled until Wednesday or when appropriate people arrive.

· Wayne Fisher covering received technical comments from and 11-05-0693 Open Issues July 2005 document regarding IEEE802.11p draft revision 0.21.

· No representatives from IETF & ITU to give status.

· Lee Armstrong covered last meeting’s action items from Cairns:

# 18 
(Cash) OVHI – Open (Carryover)

# 19, 20 & 21 (Cash) Measurements explanations asked from Koga – Open (Carryover)

# 25 
Look at all sections containing priority wording (clause 5.9.8, K.3, K.4 and etc) – Justin McNew by June 30

# 26 
Finalize WRSS definition/requirement through WRSS committee – Jeffrey Zhu by June 24 

# 27 
Get semiconductor manufacturers’ WRSS feedback before July’s plenary – Dick Roy by July 18

# 28 
Arrange special “p” session for WRSS at July plenary where “k” and semiconductor company “n” representatives can be present – Lee Armstrong

# 29 
Invite appropiate “k” and “n” representatives to July’s special WRSS session – Randy Roebuck by July 8

# 30 
Review “j” duplication that applies to “p” draft – Jason Liu by June 30

# 31 
Review “j” differences and determine if they are justifiable and present recommendation – Jason Liu by July 18

# 32
Submit new comment on test parameters in clause 20.3.10 are tested at chip or system level?  Specific to “p”? – Rick Noens by June 30 

# 33
Provide test channel model recommendations and present – Dick Roy by July 18 

# 34
Provide test clause comments from OmniAir “Device Certification” prespective – Randy Roebuck by June 30

#35
Provide WRSS earlier seminconductor responses done in September 2004 to Richard Roy – Randy Roebuck by May 20, Completed    




































































































































































































































































































































































Wednesday, July 20, 2005, 8:00 AM Session

The meeting was convened by Lee Armstrong at 8:10AM.  

The policies and rules, including patent rules, Meeting etiquette, inappropriate topics including price identification, were presented to the group. The objectives were discussed and the agenda was approved.
The posted meeting minutes of the May TGp meeting in Cairns, Australia (doc nr 591) were approved.

Liaison reports

Knutt Evensen – ISO: No update

Tom Kurahara – IEEE P1609:
· Next meeting scheduled for August 23 (Detroit) together with ISO TC204/WG16

· Presentation from WG16 and IEEE working groups discussing differences or potential overlap.

· P1609 Standards meeting on August 24, 25, 26 – most likely Michigan DOT (Detroit)

· Drafts will be circulated before August 24th.
· Next meeting is Scheduled for October 5, 6, 7. NY State DoT offered their facility to host the meeting.
Broady Cash – IEEE 1556: 
· VSCC group agreed to delay the vehicle security such that other security areas could move forward. 
· The version 1 of 1556 standard follows by a maintenance period after which version 2 will become available. 
· Intended for applications running on top of the MAC and the PHY. It is not expected that this standard will have an impact to the MAC and PHY security provisions.
Lee Armstrong – IETF: No update.

Review action items previous meeting

ACTION 18: Broady Cash will update the language in section 3.5.2, 5.9.2, 5.9.3 addressing the relation made to the In-vehicle bus. 

Open – The standard will be updated changing IVN (In-Vehicle Network) to OVHI (OBU Vehicle Host Interface).
# 19, 20 & 21 (Cash) Measurements explanations asked from Koga – Open (Carryover)

Background: It was questioned which information was used to derive the requirement for the adjacent channel rejection, Minimum sensitivity, and Alternate adjacent channel rejection in table 20.3.10.1.1. Same question came up for sections 20.3.10.3 to 9. It was mentioned that measurements were performed and that calculations showed that this requirement could be met. It was decided that the available documentation will be made available and will be discussed off-line. A list will be developed on which tests need to be performed in order to verify the requirements. The list will be presented next meeting.

Open: We have not been able to determine whether the information can be released. As soon as the information is released it will be provided to the group.

# 25 
Look at all sections containing priority wording (clause 5.9.8, K.3, K.4 and etc) – Justin McNew by June 30

Jason Liu: This is ongoing. Deferred to next meeting.
# 26 
Finalize WRSS definition/requirement through WRSS committee – Jeffrey Zhu by June 24 

Jeffrey Zhu: Since last meeting we had a couple of conference calls. A presentation was prepared which will be presented to the group in the afternoon.
# 27 
Get semiconductor manufacturers’ WRSS feedback before July’s plenary – Dick Roy by July 18

Randy Roebuck: We requested information from the manufacturers and sent an invitation out. No response received. 

# 28 
Arrange special “p” session for WRSS at July plenary where “k” and semiconductor company representatives can be present – Lee Armstrong
Done

# 29 
Invite appropriate “k” and “n” representatives to July’s special WRSS session – Randy Roebuck by July 8

Invited the known representatives from the chip manufacturers. Not sure whether they will be able to make it to the meeting in the afternoon.

# 30 
Review “j” duplication that applies to “p” draft – Jason Liu by June 30

# 31 
Review “j” differences and determine if they are justifiable and present recommendation – Jason Liu by July 18
Wayne Fisher: Jason provided input to Wayne who updated the documents to address the duplications. 

Done
# 32
Submit new comment on test parameters in clause 20.3.10? Which one are tested at chip or system level and specific to “p”? – Rick Noens by June 30 

Background: Richard Noens plans to submit new comment on test parameters in clause 20.3.10 initiated from Randy Roebuck’s question on these parameters being tested at chip or system level?  Specific to “p”?
This was discussed during the adhoc meeting. It was suggested that we wait until the language in the standard stabilizes. Not clear – Multipath, Doppler shift, …

# 33
Provide test channel model recommendations and present – Dick Roy by July 18 
Done
# 34
Provide test clause comments from OmniAir “Device Certification” prespective – Randy Roebuck by June 30

Open

#35
Provide WRSS earlier semiconductor responses done in September 2004 to Richard Roy – Randy Roebuck by May 20, Completed    
Done
Action items that were not addressed will be re-addressing in the afternoon.

Ad-hoc meetings
During the ad-hoc meeting the 802.11p draft document was discussed (11-05-0693-00-000pP802.11p). The action items resulting from this ad-hoc session were re-confirmed.

It was requested that Brian Wells would review the resolution of the Denso comments that were discussed during the meeting. 
It was also requested that when submitting comments, they must be clear and must include proposed changes.
In clause 5.9.8 the word safety message is used without a definition. It was understood that a definition needs to be included and will be discussed in the afternoon. Also, there is no definition of message stream.
ACTION #36: Generate a definition for Safety Message, Message stream, and service provider.

Comment Denso/2: Closed. This is not supported. See for instance 10.3.24.1 
Comment Denso/3: Additional wording has been provided in the latest version of the draft amendment. 
Clarification on the question by Brian Wells: If the WAVE subfield is not set to true, is there anything that can be done? 
Wayne Fisher asked whether it was acceptable that if false, no functions are performed. This was acceptable to Brian Wells.
Additional clarification is required in the standard to describe the use of the WAVE Subfield and to address the use of WAVE in other bands such as UNII and 4.9 GHz.

Broady Cash: The use of WAVE in other jurisdictions needs to be identified in the annex. It is important that the WAVE subfield is used to identify whether the device is in WAVE mode or not.

TNCM30: Open

TNCM31: 
Broady Cash: Most of the callouts for tests are for static conditions using 1000 byte packets. It is assumed that if a device works for 1000 byte packets it will work in the same static environment for shorter packets as well. The 64 bytes are used in a simulation for a mobile environment. The RF channel model/simulator is ready in January. At that time additional testing can be done. 

Lee Armstrong: The problem may be the way this paragraph reads. Question: Is this information informative or is it required. Broady Cash: It is informative. It tells you the basis for the test requirements that are required. However, it is not clear what needs to be changed. The language needs to be updated but we have to understand the final test procedure that will be described in the test document. No change needs to be made to the first paragraph. In the informative session, we need to include testing of 64 bytes in a mobile environment.

It was requested to accept the set of comments identified as closed. This vote was accepted by the group with 17 favour, 0 against.
This completes the review of the ad-hoc meeting.

The meeting was recessed at 9:55 AM.

Wednesday, July 20, 2005, 1:30 PM Session

Broady Cash: during previous session 2 items came up that were not finished during the session. 

· WAVE Mode parameter being set. 
· Actual change to the standard to implement the 64-byte test.
Chair: Both issues relate to comments that are already on the spreadsheet. The concerns will be addressed when the comments are discussed. If time permits, this can be addressed during the meeting this afternoon.
Randy Roebuck/Richard Roy presents the WRSS issue (doc nr: 05/0754-01-000p-r0). 
Dick Roy gave a technical overview of the statistics related to the measurements.
It was addressed that the question to the OEMs (slide 14) needs to include the additional complexity when they would support it. It was also identified that also the user must sign up for the requirements.
It was presented that the short-term accuracy was +-3dB but no confirmation was received from the manufacturers.

Straw pole

1. Should TGp concern itself with “WRSS”? (9 Yes, 2 No, 6 Abstain)
2. Should WRSS be mandated even if it has a considerable impact on product complexity (1 Yes, 7 No, 6 Abstain)
Broady Cash: Made the comment that it was not clear what complexity was. The term was addressing potential cost impact.
3. Should TGp address WRSS MAC poll/response effects and accept current accuracy/resolution values for absolute measurements from TGk (1 Yes, 7 No, 8 Abstain)
4. Should TGp address WRSS MAC poll/response effects and accept current accuracy/resolution values for absolute measurements from TGk? (Yes, No, Abstain)
Justin McNew requested not to vote on question 4. Seconded by Bob Soranno.
It was agreed not to vote on this question.
5. Should TGp request that TGk incorporate short- and long-term statistical parameters in defining accuracy and setting limits (as described herein)? ( Yes, No, Abstain)
It was not appropriate for TGp to pose questions to TGk. Broady Cash moved not to have a vote. Seconded by Jerry Landt.
It was agreed not to vote on this question.
Reconfirmation questions

1. Should TGp continue work on including WRSS (both MAC poll/response and accuracy resolution)? (Yes, No, Abstain)
2. Should TGp eliminate WRSS entirely? (Yes, No, Abstain)
The reconfirmation questions were not voted on.

There was a discussion on what long and short term measurements were. It was identified that 1 minute was not short term.

Broady Cash moved to table the discussion on WRSS till tomorrow morning. Rick Noens seconded. Discussion tabled.
The meeting was recessed at 3:30PM.

Wednesday, July 20, 2005, 4:00 PM Session

The chair reconvened the meeting at 4:08PM.

Tamar Elbatt presented “Communications performance evaluation of cooperative collision warning applications”, doc nr 05/0764r0.

Conclusions: 

1. DSRC supports low latency for CCW applications even under high density scenario’s

2. Performance measures chosen to address the needs of CCW applications show that DSRC supports those applications.

3. Under high densitriy scenario’s, packet success probability varies considerably with distance.
4. Need to investigate:

· More realistic channel models

· Impact of varying the broadcast rate

· Multi-channel operation

Wayne Fisher proceeded with the discussion on the status/comments of the draft document (doc nr 05/0692).

The latest version of the draft amendment is P802.11p_D0.22.pdf

The comment sheet that was discussed was doc nr 0749-01.
Denso/3: Besides the issues discussed for this comment. It was also not clear on whether only WAVE could be used in the 5.9 Ghz band or whether other services were supported.
FCC Language proposed by Broady Cash: The WAVE mode shall be used in the 5.9 GHz band, no other mode is allowed.
In response to comment Denso/3, following language was added to paragraph K.2: “In the 5.850 – 5.925Ghz only the WAVE mode shall be used.” 
A vote was taken on the wording that was added to the amendment. The wording was unanimously approved.
TNCM/30: 
Clause 20 was updated and the language was moved to 20.1.

Clause 20.3.10.7: 2100 Hz was updated with 765 Hz and language was put in for the 64 byte requirement with a +-1576 Hz Doppler requirement.
Jason confirmed that no changes had to be made to these clauses.
A vote was taken on the wording that was added to the amendment and the changes that were included. The changes were unanimously approved.

It was decided that clause 5.9.8 needed revision. This will be addressed during tomorrow’s session.
The meeting was recessed at 6:00PM.
Thursday, July 21, 2005, 8:00 AM Session

The meeting was reconvened by Lee Armstrong at 8:00AM.  

Wayne Fisher proceeded with the status of the draft (doc nr 05/0692).

The latest version of the draft amendment is P802.11p_D0.22.pdf

The comment sheet that was discussed was doc nr 0749-01.

Clause 20.3.10.7:  The concern was raised that the language in section 20.3.10.7 was inconsistent and not sufficient. The problem that was raised was that the channel model was not available today (available in December). 
ACTION #37: Provide input on the Doppler curve to be used in paragraph 20.3.10.7 (M. A. Ingram)
A vote was held to move the closed comments from the list. The vote passed unanimously.

The meeting was recessed at 9:50 AM.
Thursday, July 21, 2005, 10:30 AM Session

Lee Armstrong reconvened the meeting at 10:30 AM.  


The language the ad-hoc group came up with was presented to the group.

Dick Roy stated that he did not agree with the language the Ad-hoc group came up with. It was his feeling that the proposed language was not sufficient to provide a description of the use of the accuracy and resolution.

Jeffrey Zhu stated that TGk did not intent to add more detail to the language.
It has been moved by Dick Roy and seconded by Scott Andrews to remove all references to how signal strength measurements are to be made and to remove all references to accuracy requirements thereof.  The definition of signal strength as an absolute measure of the received power at the antenna connector over a single burst is to remain.  (Vote: 7 Favour, 7 Against, 5 Abstain) – Motion fails (<75%)
Discussion: 
Justin discussed why he believed we should discuss the WRSS language with TGp and was in support of the proposed language.

Dick: I am in full support of every MAC layer requirement. There is absolutely a need to describe the issues within TGp. The language should be removed to get through letter ballot. Spoke in favour of removing the language.
Broady: Spoke in favour of keeping the standardization of the WRSS in TGp.

Scott: Has a problem with putting something in the spec that makes it different from 802.11 and at the same time assuming that somebody someday will implement it. 

Jeffrey: Believes that TGk cannot sufficiently address the WRSS since we are working in a mobile environment. 
Randy also believes that TGk cannot sufficiently address the WRSS.

The language under discussion:

WRSS (Wave Receive Signal Strength) is a measure of the received RF power in a selected channel made at the antenna connector. WRSS shall be measured during the reception of the PLCP preamble. WRSS is intended to be used in a relative manner, and it shall be a monotonically increasing function of the received power.
The short term accuracy shall be based upon 100 frames received within 1 second, and shall be better than ± 3 dB.  The WRSS parameter has sufficient bit length to provide less than or equal to 0.2 dB resolution.   These specifications apply within the received RF power range of -60 to -30 dBm. 
Vote: (7 favour- 5 against- 9 abstain)
Motion #1: Move that bit 12 of the capability information field be allocated to “WAVE” as defined in 802.11p. Vote: (11 Favour – 0 Against – 6 Abstain)

Motion #2: Withdrawn

ACTION #38: Identify what we need to request for the element ID and what is required to update the document? (Jason Liu)

Jason will ask Bob O’hara for the element ID number 
In two weeks Wayne will post the new draft to the server including all the comment resolutions. At this time, new comments can be submitted. Comments need to be back to Wayne two weeks before the next meeting. All comments identified on sheet is from an individual not from a company.
The meeting was adjourned at 12:35 PM.

ACTION ITEMS

ACTION 18: Broady Cash will update the language in section 3.52, 5.9.2, 5.9.3 addressing the relation made to the In-vehicle bus. 

Open – The standard will be updated changing IVN (In-Vehicle Network) to OVHI (OBU Vehicle Host Interface).

# 19, 20 & 21 (Cash) Measurements explanations asked from Koga – Open (Carryover)

Background: It was questioned which information was used to derive the requirement for the adjacent channel rejection, Minimum sensitivity, and Alternate adjacent channel rejection in table 20.3.10.1.1. Same question came up for sections 20.3.10.3 to 9. It was mentioned that measurements were performed and that calculations showed that this requirement could be met. It was decided that the available documentation will be made available and will be discussed off-line. A list will be developed on which tests need to be performed in order to verify the requirements. The list will be presented next meeting.

Open: We have not been able to determine whether the information can be released. As soon as the information is releasable it will be provided to the group.

# 25 
Look at all sections containing priority wording (clause 5.9.8, K.3, K.4 and etc) – Justin McNew 

Jason Liu: This is still ongoing. Deferred to next meeting.

# 32
Richard Noens plan to submit new comment on test parameters in clause 20.3.10 initiated from Randy Roebuck’s question on these parameters being tested at chip or system level?  Specific to “p”?

(This was discussed during the adhoc meeting. It was suggested that we wait until the language in the standard stabilizes.)
# 34
Provide test clause comments from OmniAir “Device Certification” prespective – Randy Roebuck by June 30

Open

ACTION #36: Generate a definition for Safety Message, Message stream, and service provider.

ACTION #37: Provide input on the Doppler curve to be used in paragraph 20.3.10.7 (M. A. Ingram)

ACTION #38: Ask Bob O’hara for the element ID number and look into what is required to update the document. (Jason Liu)

ACTION #39: Provide definition for service provider (comment: Motorola/38). – Rick Noens
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  The final agenda for the meeting is in document number 11/04-1544r8. 
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