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Tuesday July 18, 2006, 8:00 AM Session

Harry Worstell stepped in as the chair of the TGp working group as Lee was not able to make it to the meeting this month. Harry opened the meeting at 8:00 AM.

The policies, rules, and procedures were presented to the working group. (doc.: IEEE 802.11-06/747r0). It was requested whether there were known patents that needed to be identified to the group. No patents were identified.

The main objective of the meeting was to resolve the comments received on the draft document.

Harry discussed the agenda and requested whether the agenda was acceptable as submitted to the server.  A discussion on the following documents was added to the agenda :doc nr. 06/890r3 (Justin), 06/1005r0 (Bryan), 06/1017r1 (Acosta). Also a discussion on clause 20 was added. 

Any objection to the changes. No. Any objection for approving the agenda by unanimous consent. No.

The Jacksonville, Fl meeting minutes were updated and approved by unanimous consent.

The ad-hoc meeting minutes were approved by unanimous consent.

Harry discussed the two options we had available; to proceed with the existing draft or start a new document. It was requested who would want to present a motion to address these options. Broady volunteered. The motion reads:

“Motion to adopt the document P802.11p-Draft 1.0 as the baseline for continued development in 802.11p.”

Moved by Broady.

Seconded by Justin.

Discussion:

Bryan asked whether this means that we could only make changes according to the comments. Harry: The whole draft is open.

Dick: Do we have to go through each comment or do we have an obligation to accommodate the comments?

Harry: You have no obligation by rules. On the other hand it is important that we go through the comments to make sure that the comments don’t show up the next time. We need to resolve as many comments as possible. This can be addressed by groupings.

Wayne: We are already going through the process of comment resolution.

Any discussion? No

Any objection to call the question? No

Favour: 17

Against: 0

Abstain: 2

Motion passed.

Liaison reports: 

ISO (WG16): Dick: ISO WG16 had a meeting in Philadelphia in May. Bill Jones gave a briefing at this meeting addressing the status and the prototyping effort. Europeans are still waiting and expecting to use IEEE 802.11p. (Initiative called CALM, 802.11p = CALM M5). They are developing architecture and draft documents are available upon request. The 60GHz standard is approved.

Any updates on spectrum allocation in Europe. No update. A group TG37 is working on this and at the moment it is not clear what the spectrum is that ETSI will allocate. They are expecting 40 MHz and maybe not contiguous. 

What is the relationship between CAL M and car-to-car. Car-to-car consortium is fully apprised of CALM. Car-to-car is looking for spectrum and the infrastructure. Both groups have different requirements. Car-to-car is also waiting for the results of this amendment. However they wont wait forever.

Daniel: Car-to-car is not like the VIIC. This consortium is a place were different projects and car companies come together. Not attached to a particular project as the VIIC. Car-to-car is using both 802.11p and 1609. 

Dick: The status of the prototypes. About 75M Euros has been allocated. They are planning to have a system up and running in Italy, England, and Spain. They are currently implementing CALM in Software. They are expecting to have it up and running somewhere next year.

IEEE 1609: Tom: doc nr. 06/978r0

Wayne provided a review of the ad-hoc meeting results. The resolution of the comments were addressed, clause 20 (Bob, Carl), the proposed language prepared by Justin. 

Justin started a discussion on 06/0890r3.

Justin identified that the language may go beyond the motion and as a result, a new motion will be generated. 

Capability information field: 

Question: Will the new Element being mandatory? Only when you want to implement the WAVE action frame. 

Question: Is the WAVE Element (WSI) defined in this document? Justin: Not yet, this is open for discussion. At the moment it is intended to be used by the SME. It is a field similar as the SSID, which is also set by a higher layer.

Question: Dave: Not synchronizing will cause problems. Justin: We may be talking about a different kind of synchronization. At the moment the 802.11p TSF synchronization is used for power saving. Not supporting this will result in not being able to use power saving as understood by 802.11.

Bryan requested that we added clarification on how the requirement will be used. Justin: This is indicated in section 10. Dick: This is a reaffirmation that we are having a TSF timer. No additional information is required.

Motion: Move to accept the proposed changes to clause 5, 7, 9, 10, and 11 of baseline draft P802.11p-Draft Dq.0 as presented in document 11-06-0890-03-000p and instruct the task group editor to make the changes to Clause 5, 7, 9, 10, and 11 with the appropriate formatting.

Moved: Justin McNew

Seconded: Doug Kavner

Any discussion on the motion: 

Bryan: Point of clarification. Harry: The document was placed on the server and an editorial change was made. It does meet the 4 hour rule and it is not a violation. 

Bryan: Two points: 1) relative to 7.4.7.1 RSSI Field, 2) Local TSF Timer being required. Both were not sufficiently addressed. If the membership feels that this is required, they can vote no, also an action is generated.

Further discussion? No

Any objection to call the question? No. Question calls.

Motion states:

“Move to accept the proposed changes to clause 5, 7, 9, 10, and 11 of baseline draft P802.11p-Draft Dq.0 as presented in document 11-06-0890-03-000p and instruct the task group editor to make the changes to Clause 5, 7, 9, 10, and 11 with the appropriate formatting.”

Moved: Justin McNew

Second: Doug Kavner

Favour: 13

Against: 1

Abstain: 4

Technical Motion: 75%. Motion passed.

Carl proposed to move Clause 20 to the end. 

Broady: Move to move the Clause 20 discussion to the end of the presentation section.

Moved: Broady

Second: Carl

Discussion: Justin. Clause 20 is lengthy and it is the most important thing that we need to do this week. Dick supports this. 

Further discussion?  No

Any objection to call the question? No

Favour:  6

Against: 8

Abstain: 3

Procedural motion; 50%. Motion failed.

Session was recessed 10:00 AM till 10:30 AM.

Tuesday, July 18, 2006, 10:30 AM Session

Harry opened the session at 10:30 AM.

Any objections to move Bryan’s presentation up one slot? No

Any objections to move  Guillermo’s presentation up to the top of the agenda? No

Agenda was changed.

Mr. Acosta presented the presentation on channel modelling doc nr. 06/1017r2.  

Bryan wells proceeded with doc nr. 06/1005r0.

The use of congestion control was being discussed. The discussion focussed on the location of congestion control either in the MAC layer or in the upper layer. No decision was made. 

It was suggested that we would check with .11k and .11d on whether they have this functionality already included or whether we can extend the functionality of these amendments.

Motion: Move to accept the proposed MAC MCC Framework and request corresponding standards text to be drafted and submit as TGp resolution to comments 101, 928, 956, 1009, 1029, 1131, 1201, 1207, 1217, and 1278, submitted against P802.11p D1.0 (LB81).

Discussion?

Justin: Against the motion. As it is not easier for the task group to incorporate this. 

Dick: Agreed with Justin. Also, additional research needs to happen to sync with .11k and .11d.

Lothar: Already one measurement discussed, which is on the server. We need to look into what can be reused from .11k, .11d. 

Dick: What is the impact of adopting the framework. Bryan: We are not committed to the language that will be drafted for the framework. 

Objection to call the question? No.

Question called.

Moved: Bryan Wells

Seconded: Lothar Stibor

Favour: 2

Against: 9

Abstain: 11

Procedural motion; 50%. Motion failed.

Dick asked for a straw poll on whether we would like to get some get and set controls and discuss that with .11k and .11d. Agreed that we need to have a discussion. No action taken.

Carl Kain proceeded with doc nr. 06/1038/r0 addressing clause 20.

Meeting was recessed at 12:30 PM.

Wednesday, July 19, 2006, 8:00 AM Session

The agenda was presented and approved by unanimous consent. This was moved by Wayne and seconded by Rick.

Wayne and Carl proceeded with the discussion on clause 17 and 20 (doc nr. 06-1038-00-000p-tgp-comment-resolution-cl20-to-cl17.doc).

Broady clarified the use of the channels as it was specified in the FCC rules.  He also discussed the use of the channels with a 10Mhz bandwidth and with a 20Mhz bandwidth.

Carl called for a straw poll: “Should any references to 20 MHz channel restrictions in the USA be put into Annex I?”

Yes: 22

No: 0

Harry called for a straw poll: “Who wants the polarization of the antenna in this standard?”

Yes:  5

No: 10

Harry called for a straw poll: “If it was in the standard, would you put it in annex I or in clause 17?”

Yes on I: 12

Yes on 17: 0

Motion: “Move to instruct the editor to remove all mention of physical attributes of antennas and their location, including polarization, from the TGp draft.”

Discussion on the motion?

Broady: This would remove the 50 Ohm from the 802.11 standard.  Harry: This is not the case.

Further discussion? No

Objection to call the question? No. Question called.

Moved: Dick Roy

Seconded: Bryan Wells

Favour: 7

Against: 7

Abstain: 5

Technical motion (75%). Motion failed.

Motion: “Move to instruct the editor to move the references to the polarization to annex I.”

Discussion on the motion? 

Carl: Emphasizes that it is part of the FCC rules and therefore annex I is the appropriate place.

Objection to call the question? No. Question called.

Moved: Broady

Seconded: Jerry

Favour: 10

Against: 2

Abstain: 4

Technical motion (75%). Motion passed.

Move to have Task Group p teleconferences beginning (Thursday) August 3rd, 2006 at (2PM Eastern) and continue through the second week after the September 2006 IEEE 802.11 session.

Move: Bryan Wells

Second: Dick Roy

Any discussion? No

Favour: 17

Against: 0

Abstain: 0

Motion passed.

Plan for next meeting: Continue discussions and resolve comments.

Motion: “Move to delete annex P from the TGp draft.“

Move: Jusint Mcnew

Second: Broady Cash

Any discussion? 

Bryan: Motion was made at the May meeting and it failed. This was verified with the May minutes.

Lothar: Against as it is not appropriate to delete an annex to resolve comments.

Justin: This should be discussed with other task groups before adding it to .11p.

Objection to call the question. No

Favour: 8

Against: 2

Abstain: 6

Technical motion (75%). Motion passed.

Harry closed the meeting at 10AM.

Action items:

ACTION: Identify the impact deleting the Capability Information Field (Justin)

ACTION: Address the WAVE Information Field and the Local TSF Timer. (Justin)

ACTION: Study .11k and .11d to check what functionality can be used for WAVE. 
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