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Wednesday May 17, 2006, 8:00 AM Session
Lee Armstrong chair of the TGp working group opened the meeting at 8:09 AM.

The policies, rules, and procedures were presented to the working group. (doc.: IEEE 802.11-06/747r0) The main objective of the meeting was to resolve the comments received on the draft document.

Lee discussed the agenda and requested whether the agenda was acceptable as submitted to the server. The agenda was accepted.

Brian mentioned that the minutes of two conference calls were not posted. It was agreed that there were no minutes available for the conference call of May 2nd as this call was primarily procedural (and no secretary was available) but that the minutes for May 8 were posted to the server on May 9th. It was requested that a note would be send out when the minutes are posted to the server.

Lee discussed the liaison of the 1609 Meeting. (doc:. IEEE 802.11-06/0659). It was requested whether IEEE 802.11 had access to the 

Liaison TC204 WG16 is addressing multimedia (CALM). Calm M5 is 5 Ghz media type using much of .11p. They are running experiments and have several programs started for developing the CALM technology. They got a briefing from Bill Jones on the VII and Bill gave an overview of the v2.0 standards for IEEE P1609. The group was very interested in having the possibility to provide input in version 2 of the standard. They expressed that they would like to implement multi channel radios. Therefore they would not like to have the channel switch mandated. Although they would like to use the 802.11p and 1609 standards, if it does not address their concerns they may decide to define their own standards and use them for implementation.

The list of all comments is document in 11-06-0553-03-000p-lb81-11p-d1-0-comments-resolution.xls. Wayne proceeded with a discussion on the excel sheet that was used to collect the comments to the draft document. 

Carl Kain proceeded with a discussion on proposed resolution for the comments in Annex P and Clause 20. (doc.: IEEE 802.11-06-0590-00-000p)

· WAVE RSS

Justin: Two areas we need to address for RSSI. One is the WRSS poll which is not addressed in other standards. The other one is the accuracy of the RSSI. Carl: I was only assigned the accuracy. 

Doug mentioned that we had to go into the details of .11k as they changed the accuracy requirement and the measurement method. Jerry: It doesn’t look like the requirement was changed in .11k dated March 2006. (Doug agreed) Also, RCPI may not be as strict as the original WRSS spec but it does cover a broader range. Justin will prepare a motion addressing the RSSI resolution, granularity, and the frames that are used to measure the RSSI. A template for a motion can be found in doc.: IEEE802.11-06/0439r1. 

The session was recessed at 9:55 AM.

Wednesday May 17, 2006, 1:30 PM Session
Meeting was reconvened at 1:35 PM.

Carl Proceeded with a discussion on the proposed resolution of comments. (doc.: IEEE 802.11-06-0590-00-000p)

· Mixing 10 and 20 MHz channels

The question was whether we want to support 20 Mhz channels or not? This was not resolved. 

It was discussed in which regulatory domain it belonged and what the consequences where for FCC by taking it out. 

ACTION #66: Carl will take a look at the use of 10 and 20 MHz channels.

· Mixing normative and Informative Information in Annex P

ACTION #67: Carl will take a look at the use of normative and informative information within P.

Bryan proceeded with a discussion on the duplicate comments in 9.15. (doc.: IEEE80.11-06-0749-00-000p)

· Comments on multi-channel operation

The presentation and resolution was discussed.

Motion: Move to issue a call for proposals in P802.11p TG for a complete multi-channel switching method, including managing and coordinating channel switching operations, to be completely specified within the 802.11p standard.

Moved: Bryan Wells 

Second: Justin Mcnew

Approve: 2

Disapprove: 10 

Abstain: 4

=> Motion failed

In Anaheim a motion was agreed that the channel switching would be taken out of the standard.

In favour of the motion: 

· The interface between 802.11p and 1609.4 is not clear

· Difficulties we will face as identified in the presentation.

Against the motion:

· There will always have to be some coordination between other layers. 

· Eventually complete stack will be sucked in. Bryan disagreed as the motion was only addressing channel switching.

· Congestion Control Comments

The presented resolution was discussed.

Motion: Move to issue a call for proposals in P802.11p TG for a complete congestion control method, including monitoring and control operations, to be completely specified within the 802.11p standard.

Moved: Bryan Wells 

Second: Justin Mcnew

Approve: 2

Disapprove: 9  

Abstain: 5

=> Motion failed

General comment about the motions: It is not requesting for study but a proposal to be included. This may result that existing technology is being discussed.

· QoS Comments

The presented resolution of the comments was discussed.

It was requested to present the simulation data for a 100 vehicles that showed that there is no problem with the QoS.

Motion: Move to issue a call for proposals in P802.11p TG for a xxxx to be completely specified within the 802.11p standard.

Moved: Bryan Wells 

Second: Justin Mcnew

Approve: 2

Disapprove: 10

Abstain: 3

=> Motion failed

Bob O’Hara discussed the migration from .11p to .11P. He identified differences in the markets and the requirements that are a result of this. The requirement of concern was 

It is Bob’s understanding that it would be much easier if we would select the technology we need from 802.11 and bring it into 802.11P. 

Doug identified that while being small “p” we are able to rely on the off-the-shelf chip sets developed for 802.11. Bob agreed with this concern and it was his opinion that this should be a discussion with the chip suppliers. Support from the suppliers will be based on the markets. From a risk point of view 802.11P would have less standardization risk and most likely the same implementation risk.

The session was recessed at 3:30 AM.

Wednesday May 17, 2006, 4:00 PM Session
Meeting was reconvened at 4:05 PM.

Bob Soranno continued with a discussion on the proposed resolution of comments for clause 20.9.3.1. (doc.: IEEE802.11-06-0591-00-000p, IEEE802.11-06-0735r0).

Move to provide the following modifications to 802.11p, draft 1:

· Add an Annex I, and within this annex state:

· In “Table I.1 -  Regulatory requirement list” for the “United States” include the following documents after “Section 90.1201-90.1217”:

Section 90.371-383, Section 95.639, Section 95.1501-1511

· In Table I.2 – Emissions limits set:

“Emission limits set”:
6  WAVE Mode Class A

“USA”

– FCC CFR 47, Sections 90.375, 90.377;



    FCC CFR 47, Sections 95.1511, 95.639

“Europe”  
    Reserved

“Japan”
    Reserved

“Emission limits set”: 7  WAVE Mode Class B

“USA” 
– FCC CFR47, Sections 90.375, 90.377 and      95.1511

“Europe”  
    Reserved

“Japan”
    Reserved

“Emission limits set”: 8  WAVE Mode Class C

“USA” 
– FCC CFR47, Sections 90.375, 90.377 and      95.1511

“Europe”  
    Reserved

“Japan”
    Reserved

“Emission limits set”: 9  WAVE Mode Class D

“USA” 
– FCC CFR47, Sections 90.375, 90.377 and      95.1511

“Europe”  
    Reserved

“Japan”
    Reserved

“Emission limits set”:  10-255

“USA”

     Reserved

“Europe”  
    Reserved

“Japan”
    Reserved

· In Table I.3 – Behavior limits sets:

“Behavior limits set”:
10  Wave Mode  RSU/OBU

“USA”
  :
FCC CFR47 Sections 90.375, 



90.377, 90.379, 90.383, 95.1511

“Europe”

Reserved

“Japan”

Reserved

“Behavior limits set”:
11-255

“USA”
Reserved

“Europe”
Reserved

“Japan”
Reserved

Moved: Bob Soranno

Seconded: Filip Weytjens 

Approve: 13

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 5

=> Motion passed

Move to provide the following modifications to 802.11p, draft 1:

· In Subclause “I.2.2 Transmit power levels” include the following sentences on line 52:

The maximum output power by station class for WAVE mode operations within the United States is prescribed by FCC CFR47 90.375 and EIRP in 90.377.  Table 1.7a summarizes these requirements.

Table 1.7a – WAVE station classes and transmit power levels (insert Table p8 as written).

Moved: Bob Soranno

Seconded: Wayne Fisher

Approve: 10

Disapprove: 1

Abstain: 0

=> Motion passed

Move to eliminate in IEEE 802.11p Subclause 20.3.9.1 all text preceding Table p8 and Table p8, and to add the statement from 17.3.9.1 “The maximum allowable transmit power by regulatory domain as defined in Annex I”.

Moved: Bob Soranno

Seconded: Jerry Landt

Approve: 12

Disapprove: 0

=> Motion passed

Abstain: 5

· In 802.11p, Subclause 3, add definition of “portable OBU” as provided in FCC 47CFR Part 95.639:

Portable OBU:  an OBU designed for personal usage such that when operated, the radiating structure of the device is/are within 20 centimetres of the body of the user.

This was discussed and it became clear that there were different opinions on whether this should be in the document or not. For instance Broady was in favour of keeping it in and Dick wanted to take it out.

Motion to provide the following resolutions to the comments identified in section 1 of document IEEE802.11-06-0735r0 (starting page 2).

a.
Comments:

Accept






Proposed Resolution:
Reject



Reason:

Subclause eliminated

b.
Comment:

Accept






Proposed Resolution:
Reject



Reason:

Subclause eliminated


c.
Comments:

Accept



Proposed Resolution:
Accept with modifications



Reason:

Subclause eliminated

d. Comments:

Accept

Proposed Resolution:
Accept

Reason:

Modifications made

e.
Reason:

Modification made

This will be finished in the 4pm session on May 18.

The meeting was recessed at 6:10PM.

Thursday May 18, 2006, 1:30 PM Session
Meeting was reconvened at 1:35 PM.

Justin proceeded with the resolution of the comments addressing WRSS. The discussion was documented doc.: IEEE 802.11-06-0762-01-000p.

Dick Roy discussed the use of probe response frames with 802.11k and asked whether their standard would support the request for a measurement from a peer device who would response with the RCPI value directly after the request. Dick was told that 802.11k supported this. It was decided to discuss this in more detail with the TGk Task Group.

Lee proceeded with a discussion on the resolution of the comments of LB81. (doc. Nr: IEEE 802.11-06-0793r0)

Motion: Move to remove all references to “RSU”, “OBU”, “user”, “provider”, and “DSRC”, and associated text from the draft, replacing with “STA” using the specific example shown in section 2 above.

This motion was not voted on and would require further discussion in the next session. 

Justin proceeded with the discussion on the WRSS measurement after discussing it with .11k. Following up on this discussion it turns out that the WRSS measurement request is already standardized in 802.11k and it is recommended that WRSS would be taken out.

Justin asked whether there was an objection to amend the motion to remove all references to WRSS in the document. Any objection? No.

Motion: Move to accept the recommendation to remove WRSS in its entirety from the 11p draft document for TGp LB81 comments and instruct the TGp editor to apply the appropriate changes.

Lee asked whether this motion provided sufficient detail for the editor to proceed. Wayne confirmed that sufficient detail was provided.

ACTION: Dick to follow up on the incorrect language in .11k.

Moved: Dick Roy

Seconded: Bob Soranno

Approve: 14 

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 0

=> Motion passes

Lee brought the discussion up on whether we should be a standalone document or an amendment to the 802.11 document.

Stuart gave an overview of the different possibilities we have and procedures we have to go through if we wanted to become a standalone document. 

Question: How long would it take if we started today. Stuart: This would require a par change and submitted to IEEE 802. This would be voted on during the July meeting. Than it goes to Nescom who meets in September. This would be the earliest that the document could be approved and assumes that we comply with certain timing requirements to make sure that the submissions are on time. 

Since the LB didn’t pass, the comments can be treated as an input to the process. Therefore, there is no need to formally address the comments. Therefore our document is still a baseline document and not a draft.

Jerry proceeded with a discussion on the resolution of the comments on Clause 20. (doc.:IEEE 802.11-06-0596r0) Jerry presented an overview of the categories and the number of comments related to them. 

Lothar proceeded with the resolution of the comments to LB81 addressing channel busy mechanism. (doc.: IEEE 802.11-06-0779-00-000p)

Move to: Change the text of P4 as stated below and make the support of the CCA report mandatory for STAs in WAVE mode.

Discussion: 

Isn’t this taken care of in other work groups such as .11k such that we have to adopt their implementation? Depends on who is first. 

Bryan: It may be required to use more than 50% of the time for the exchange of information. Tim: This could be handled through a MIB variable.

Dick: Agreed with Bryan concerns. 

Justin: Concerned that it is too stringent. There are better solutions than rejecting the message. It is not clear what it is we want to accomplish.

The motion was redrawn.

The meeting was recessed at 3:30 PM.

Lee proceeded with the resolution of the comments addressing WRSS. The discussion was documented doc.: IEEE 802.11-06-0793-01-000p.
Thursday May 18, 2006, 4:00 PM Session
The session was reconvened at 4pm.

Lee proceeded with the motion that was discussed previous session.

Motion: Move to remove all references to “RSU”, “OBU”, “user”, “provider”, and “DSRC”, and associated text from the draft, replacing with “STA” using the specific example shown in section 2 above.

Moved: Doug Kavner

Seconded: Justin Mcnew

Discussion: Bob identified that this has an impact to the table that will go in J as well. It was requested to modify the motion to add with editor’s discretion. No objection.

Motion: Move to remove all references to “RSU”, “OBU”, “user”, “provider”, and “DSRC”, and associated text from the draft, replacing with “STA” where appropriate, using the specific example shown above, with editor’s discretion allowed when appropriate.

A concern was raised about the use of STA and it was discussed whether we could do WSTA or LLSTA similar to QSTA.

Approve: 12

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 2

=> Motion passed.

Bob proceeded with the motion that was discussed on May 17. Items a-e in the following motion was addressed on May 17.

Motion to provide the following resolutions to the comments identified in section 1 of document IEEE802.11-06-0735r2 (starting page 2).

a.
Comments:

Accept






Proposed Resolution:
Reject



Reason:

Subclause eliminated

b.
Comment:

Accept






Proposed Resolution:
Reject



Reason:

Subclause eliminated


c.
Comments:

Accept



Proposed Resolution:
Accept with modifications



Reason:

Subclause eliminated

e. Comments:

Accept

Proposed Resolution:
Accept

Reason:

Modifications made

f.
Comments:

Accept


Proposed Resolution:
Accept (881, 1196, 1211, 1172)


Reason:

Defined as Class A station and elaborated upon in 





revisions to Subclause I of 802.11-REVma



g.
Comment:

Accept in part



Proposed Resolution:
Accept



Reason:

All of 20.3.9.1 has been relocated to Subclause I of 







802.11-REVma


h.
Comments:

Accept



Proposed Resolution:
Reject



Reason:

Subclause eliminated


i.
Comments:

Reject



Proposed Resolution:
Reject



Reason:

Station classes defined in FCC 47CFR Part 90.375

for U.S. operations.  We cannot make up our own 

for this country.

j.
Comments:

Reject


Proposed Resolution:
Reject


Reason:

“Peak Average Power” is not accepted terminology 





and does not apply to the station classes as 





described in FCC 47CFR Part 90.375

k.
Comment:

Reject


Proposed Resolution:
Reject


Reason:

Subclause 20.3.9.1 removed from 802.11p. 




 
Footnote “a” reiterated from wording provided in 





ASTM E2213-03 and accepted by FCC per 47CFR 





Part 90.375

Moved: Bob Soranno

Seconded: Bryan Wells

Approve: 14

Disapprove: 1

Abstain: 3

=> Motion passed.

Justin proceeded with the discussion on resolutions to the comments to LB81. (doc.: IEEE 802.11-06-0790-02-000p)

Motion: Move to accept the recommendation to remove all RSU and OBU terminology and use only STA in 802.11p.

This motion was retracted.

Motion: Move to accept the recommendation to remove all references to control channel, service channel and 1609 documents in 802.11p.

Moved: Justin Mcnew

Seconded: Dick Roy

Discussion: Bryan expressed his concern that vital specifications will be left out of the MAC. Lothar expressed his concern that it will be difficult to identify the WSIE without referring to 1609. 

Broady called for question.

Approve: 12

Disapprove: 2

Abstain: 2

=> Motion passed.

Motion: Move to accept the recommendation to remove all front matter and all other informative text that describes the DRC system(s) in 802.11p.

Bryan: not clear what front matter means.

Justin: Is there an objection to amend the motion to make it more narrow; 5.1.2, 5.2.7, and latency? No objection.

In order to allow sufficient time to address the comments and 

Motion was withdrawn.

Motion: Move to accept the recommendation to move and reword as much of clause 20 as possible to 17 and annexes I and J in IEEE 802.11p.

Motion was withdrawn as it was not sufficiently clear.

Motion: Move to accept the recommendation to add subclauses to clause 5, 7, and 9 that specifies the MAC differences between the 11p WAVE mode and IBSS and infrastructure BSS (no beaconing or association, no management frames used except WAVE Announcement and WRSS or LL-RSS, control frames still permitted) in 802.11p.

Discussion: is it possible to make the motion more detailed.

Motion: Move to accept modifying the motion to read “specifically, no beaconing or association, no management frames used except WAVE Announcement, Measurement Request/Report and link Measurement Request/Report, and control frames still permitted”

Moved: John Rohsdahl

Seconded: Susan Dickey

Is there an objection to make this modification? No

Motion: Move to accept the recommendation to add subclauses to clause 5, 7, and 9 that specifies the MAC differences between the 11p WAVE mode and IBSS and infrastructure BSS (specifically, no beaconing or association, no management frames used except WAVE Announcement, Measurement Request/Report and link Measurement Request/Report, and control frames still permitted) in 802.11p.

Discussion? No.

Moved: Justin Mcnew

Seconded: Susan Dickey

Approve: 14

Disapprove: 0

Abstain: 1

Motion: Move to delete all of Annex P in 802.11p.

Discussion: Bryan expressed concern that control operations are not described if we take it out.

Question called.

Moved: Justin Mcnew

Seconded: Broady Cash

Approve: 10

Disapprove: 4

Abstain: 2

=> Motion failed.

Motion: Move to delete all of Annex Q in 802.11p.

Discussion: 

Lothar: Receiver specifications should be in the document as it includes the PHY.

Moved: Justin Mcnew

Seconded: Bryan wells

Approve: 13

Disapprove: 1

Abstain: 2 

=> Motion passed.

Conference calls are rescheduled to 2 PM EST on Thursday’s

Meeting was adjourned at 6:10PM.

Action Items

· ACTION # 34:
Provide test clause comments from OmniAir “Device Certification” perspective (Randy Roebuck)

· ACTION # 40:
Richard Noens and Randy Roebuck to get together to submit new comments on test parameters in clause 20.3.10. – (Randy Roebuck, Richard Noens)

· ACTION # 42: Provide, as part of the liaison with TC204, additional information that will be included in the WAVE Announcement action frame for Calm (V2V Communications). (Knut Evensen)

· ACTION # 64: Setup an ad-hoc meeting to discuss CID 54. (Brian)

· ACTION # 65: Those who submitted comments to LB80 should resubmit the comments for LB81. 
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