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Tuesday, March 13, 2007, 8:00 AM Session

Minutes documented by Rick Noens in doc nr. 11-07-0451-00-000p. 

Tuesday, March 13, 2007, 4:00 PM Session

Lee opened the session at 4:05 PM.

Justin continued with a discussion on how the beacons could be used within an 802.11 environment. The discussions will be limited to 1h in order to make sure there is time left for Mary Ann’s presentation.

The document Justin presented was on the server as 11-07-0410-04-000p-using-beacon-frames-wave.ppt.

Questions?

Wayne: Any impact on the 1609 documents? Yes, but this will be minimal. It will be a different service primitive. It is an impact to the document and does not impact standards compliance.

Max: Is the information in the beacon available to higher layers? Yes, this will be available. However, this may not be a standardized mechanism.

Daniel: Is this subject to back off and what would be the change to the standard? This wouldn’t result in any change to the standard as we are using the same back off mechanisms.

Carl: Are we using the protected management frame? Justin: No.

Carl: Shouldn’t we have a protected frame? We are encrypting the WSI at a higher layer.

Justin: We need to add a note that we do not support the typical protected beacons. 

Suzan: Are people going to think that the WSI could be too long as the length field is 2 bytes? Probably not.

Andrew: Is the beacon immediately transmitted or after a few PIFS? Needs to be checked.

Straw poll vote: All of those who supports this approach please raise your hands.

Favor: Unanimous

Against: 

Abstain:

Mary Ann continued with a discussion on clause 17 comments.

Lee mentioned that the document would be posted after the presentation. Any objections? No.

Comment Noens #745

Rick: We are using it in a mobile environment. However, we are not making changes.

Doug: We are making changes.

GM: Several documents state that there may be PER issues. For the long term this needs to be examined.

GM: Information will be provided that describes the studies and the background of these tests.

Carl: We could import the channel model in a test document but it is not recommended to put it in the 802.11 standard.

Dick: It is important that the commenter is more specific about what changes are required. For instance, specifying the power in Watts or a frequency error that is better than 10ppm; for instance 5ppm. This kind of detail can be added to the standards. We can’t move forward without these details. 

Rick: I will talk with the person who submitted this comment and see if additional resolution is required.

Any objection to use the resolution in the matrix by unanimous consent? No.

Comment Noens #765:

Any comment about the resolution:

Doug: Our system is design for high speeds, the 802.11 system is not. Therefore there does not need to be a faded channel. 

Mary Ann: Also for in-door use you can get into environments that have the same impact on the receiving signal.

Alastair: The standard specifies minimum specifications for all possible situations. We are addressing a very specific situation and therefore we may add a more stringent requirement.

Comment Erceg #774: This requires additional discussion with Broady on what the reason is for the difference between 802.11 standard and the 802.11p standard.

Lee: Is there a comment on the power? No.

Mary Ann continued with the excel sheet.

Comment #2: Randy: You can withdraw comment #2.

Comment #14: 

Carl: side question: -40degC - +85degC (engine compartment 125degC). Is it possible that the commenter is commenting on the bottom, not the top spec.?

Carl: Do manufacturers have a concern with meeting the 10ppm? Yes, over temperature commercial parts do shift with 20ppm. 

Justin: If you consider the phase noise and Doppler, we would need 5 ppm. 

Mary Ann updated the comment. 

Doug: Is this feasible with COTS implementations? Doe we have any data that 10 ppm is feasible with the current chipsets?

Action: Randy will discuss this with Atheros.

Carl: A lot of the comments in clause 17 are repeats from previous time. Therefore, when we do the comment resolution a second time, we need to get the comments back to the commenter to make sure they don’t come back again.

Wayne: Old sheet was 06-553-07.

Meeting was recessed at 18:00pm.

Wednesday, March 14, 2007, 4:00 PM Session

Lee opened the session at 4:05 PM.

Mary Ann continued with the proposed comment resolutions documented in doc nr. 11-07-0458-00-000p.

Following comments are addressed:

#784 and 786 – Lemberger: Commenter assumes that the test is coupled to the spectral mask specification. However, in her presentation Mary Ann argues that this is not the case. Therefore the comments are rejected.

Spectral mask is important for adjacent channel interference testing.

Fanny: There are test methodologies defined in the TGt task group addressing adjacent channel interference. 

Dick: This doesn’t require a radio. It could be a signal generator.

Fanny: Yes, the test methodology does require the use of a radio. It is a recommended practices document (not a requirement).

#812 – Cypher: Identifies an issue with the main document.

Rick: Should we capture these issues with the main document?

Lee: Yes, they will be forwarded.

#799 – Perahia: ???

#787 – Perahia: Reject

#804 – Perahia: Reject

#793, 810 – Oyama: Reject

#818 – Oyama: Reject

#785 – Lemberger: Approved

#794, 795 – Raissinia: Reject

Fanny: TGk has defined a quantity and replaced RSSI with RCPI. RCPI accounts for multiple antennas. RSSI is not reliable as it is not the same between manufacturers. RCPI is the same.

Doug: WRSS and RSSI were removed from 11p prior to draft 2.0 that was done because it was deemed that RCPI as defined in 802.11k is sufficient.

#803 – Cypher: Reject

Doug: If we are not introducing errors we don’t have to change it and forwarding a comment is sufficient.

Carl: We are not introducing errors.

#768 – Perahia: Reject

This document was updated and posted to the server with doc nr. 11-07-0458-01-000p.

During tomorrow’s meeting we can vote on the resolution.

Carl will prepare a motion slide.

Dick: TGs is working on a new beacon similar to what was discussed previous sessions.

Rick: We all should read what TGs presented about the beacons. This was document nr 403.

Lee: A joint conference call will be setup between TGS and TGP to discuss the modifications that each group wants to make to the beacons. 

Alastair continued with a discussion on a proposed resolution, described in doc nr: 802.11-06/1825r4.

Move to accept recommended changes as resolution for comments 931, 932, 947, 948, 949, 951, 956, 961, 974, 977, 979, 980, 981, 982, 983, 985, 986, 987, 988, 989, 990, 991, 992, 993, 994, 995, 996, 997, 998, 999, 1001, 1002, 1003, and 1004 and direct the editor to make the appropriate changes to the draft.
Second: Jerry

Discussion: No

Favor: 12

Against: 0

Abstain: 3

Alastair continued with doc nr: IEEE 802.11-07/0385r0.

There was an extensive discussion on the coexistence of 10 Mhz and 20 Mhz channels. Following the discussion, Lee asked if there was an objection to reject the comment?

No objection.

Dick, Alastair and Justin will propose wording.

Randy continued with a discussion on proposed resolution described in doc nr:80.11-07-0434-01-000p.

#825 – Ecclesine: Accepted

#827 – Engwer: Accepted

#832/833 – Erceg, Kolze: Declined

Daniel: We should not be talking about OBE and RSE in the resolution.

Agreed.

#838 – Olson: Accepted

#634 – Mccan: Declined

#835/836 – Raissinia/Van Zelst: Declined

Dick: Doesn’t this make 20 MHz mandatory?

Randy: agreed but we don’t want to make it mandatory.

Wayne will update the comment.

Lee: Any objection with the declines?

No objection.

We need a motion for the once that are accepted and provide direction to the editor.

Randy will prepare a motion and make it available 4 hours before the session.

Dick continued with a discussion on comments described in doc nr: 11-07-0424-00-000p.

#426: Accepted

Lee: Any objection to assign this to the editor?

No objection.

#475 – Darwin: Accepted

Lee: Any objection to assign this to the editor?

No objection.

Dick continued with a discussion on comments described in doc nr: 11-07-0428-00-000p.

No changes were made.

Move to accept comment 497 and instruct the editor to implement the recommended resolution, and to decline comments 517, 518, 519, and 520.

Seconded: Rick Noens

No discussion.

Favor: 14

Against: 0

Abstain: 1

#429: Accepted as editorial

Meeting was recessed at 6:03PM.

Thursday, March 15, 2007, 10:30 AM Session

Lee opened the session at 10:30 AM.

Randy continued with document nr: 11-07-0475r01.

Move to decline comments 711,713,715,716,717,720,832 and 833 and instruct the editor to leave temperature range as is.

Seconded: Alaistar

Discussion? No

Passed by unanimous consent.

Move to decline comment 834 and instruct the editor to leave the draft as is.

There is no objection to accept the motion as presented.

Move to decline comments 835 and 836.

There is no objection to accept the motion as presented.

Move to accept comment 825 and instruct the editor to add CF6A to the status of CF11.

Moved: Justin

Seconded: Wayne

Discussion? None

Favour: 15

Against: 0

Abstain: 1

Doug Kavner continued with a discussion on quick beacon. Documented in IEEE 802.11 11-07-0484-00-000p.

It was identified that TGs was thinking about a Mesh specific beacon with similar characteristics as the beacon we are looking at. We discussed the presentation in doc nr 403r0 presented during the TGs session.

Justin withdrawn the motion that he was planning to present following yesterday’s session.

Justin suggested a straw poll on following topics:

· Quick Beacons 4 

· Harmonize with Mesh Beacons 2

· Use traditional beacons 10

· Start with quick beacons and investigate mesh harmonization in parallel 18

· Sitck with WAVE Announcement 1

Carl Kain continued with the discussion that was started by Mary Ann during yesterday session. Doc nr: 11-07-458-01.

Move to reject comments 768, 787, 793, 799, 803, 804, 810, 812, 818 for the reasons cited in this document: theses comments primarily refer to statements in 802.11-2007, not the 802.11p draft.

Any objection to accept this motion?

No objection.

Move to reject comments 784, 786, 794, 795 for reasons cited in this document.

Any objection to accept this motion?

No objection.

Move to accept comment 758: comment suggests removing minimum sensitivity column that is a duplicate of the column that appears in table 145 in 802.11-2007; acceptance of comment would reduce likelihood of errors in future revisions.

Moved: Carl

Seconded: Wayne 

Favor: 12

Against: 0

Abstain: 3

Dick continued with doc nr: 07-0481-01.

Dick continued with doc nr: 07-00480-00.

Dick: The concern that is raised is that there shouldn’t be timing specifications defined for abstract interfaces.

Darwin: It shouldn’t be in clause 10 but it could be in 11.

The motions were not moved, as the document was not on the server following the 4-hour rule.

Lee continued with doc nr. 07-459-01.

It was a discussion in preparation of the motion: “Move to accept comments 32, 33, 34, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50 and instruct the editor to implement the recommended resolution.”

Darwin: dot11WAVEServicesRequired is not the usual parameter for this. It would be the parameter that identifies whether WAVE is enabled or not.

Dick: We need to change it to dot11WAVEServicesEnabled

Darwin: We need to delete OBJECT-TYPE

Darwin will make a proposal on what to replace the object type with.

Rick continued with a discussion on the comments he was assigned too.

Lee adjourned the meeting at 12:25PM.
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