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July 31, 2008, Ad hoc TGp Teleconference

Attendance: 

Lee Armstrong, Armstrong Associates

Francois Simon, ARINC

Alastair Malarky, Mark IV

Carl Kain, Noblis

John Kenney, VSC-2
Vinuth Rai, Toyota

Wendong Hu, ST Microelectronics 

George Vlantis, ST Microelectronics

Dick Roy, Connexis
Wayne Fisher, ARINC 

Lee Armstrong, TGp Chair, opened the TGp ad hoc teleconference at 3 PM Eastern Time.

The agenda for the Teleconference:

1. To continue the review and discussion of Alastair’s Comment Resolution submittal for Annex J. Document: 11-08-0907-05-000p-TGp LB 125 Comment Resolution Annex J.
Discussions:
After introductions Lee opened the discussions by having Alastair continue his presentation and discussion of his submittal of Annex J.  The submittal provides an extensive background and explanation for CIDs 453 to 461.
Alastair continued his discussion of recommended changes for 11.8.2.  The changes address Country element and Power Constraint elements needed for STAs being used as RSEs.  The RSE is a licensed site and therefore knows its maximum power allowed by regulatory limits. The STA as an OBU is unlicensed, licensed-by-rule.  John asked how .11p addresses the power limits.  Alstair explained how Power Constraint could be used for regulatory maximum.  John asked how the system coexists with a WAVE BSS and other BSS communications in the same band vs our draft D4.0 which says only one BSS is allowed at a time.  Alastair said that currently FCC permits only one mode in a band and that they and ITS sponsor may not be amenable to multiple modes in a band if it affects performance of safety and road management applications which is the primary purpose of the band.

John asked why we didn’t have notes in 11.8.2 (TPC) before – and an entry in J.2 to invoke it.  This appears to have been an oversight.
Dick Roy then joined and stated that Power Contraint being manadatory is unacceptable.  Dick Roy (RE: Max power) said that devices will know power constraints a priori.  Alastair says not true for all devices.  Devices will be built then deployed; therefore, the power constraints will be part of deployment and applications loaded on them.  Dick then explained that Europe is leaning towards a network supplied data model where each STA stores all the regulatory geographic power constraints and this is regularly updated. STAs will not be able to transmit until they receive the recent update and know where they are.  Alastair said this isn’t acceptable for all devices.
(Returning to 11.8.2, Power constraints.) There will be provisions for P1609, or other upper layers, to control power. (Further discussion.)

Carl asked, how is it done today in 802.11.  Alastair said the AP provides, in the Beacon, information on the regulatory maximums.  Dick said this is a major security risk and we should use the higher layer information to determine maximum power limits. Alastair said an alternative way to the network supplied data model is to pass the Power Constraint in the WAVE Service Announcements.  Carl said there must be power limit controls within the MAC/PHY to comply with FCC Regulations, basis of Type Certifications. (FCC) Part 15 defines baseline 802.11 power limits; Part 90 defines TGp limits. Carl recommended that we check TGw to see if it is covered in their document.  Alastair agreed to reconsider making Power Constraint non mandatory to cover all cases.
Presentation and discussion of I.1 and I.2.1.  Alastair recommended keeping two rows of entries in Table I.3 – Behavior limit sets.  One is for “non-mobile” operations (i.e., RSUs) and one is for “mobile” operations (i.e., OBUs, which are licensed-by-rule). The terms “non-mobile” and “mobile” are commonly used by the FCC.
I.2.2, Transmit power levels.  Alastair is recommending adding a statement pointing to a new table of Transmit Power classifications for TGp. Note, this reflects the power limits defined in the FCC R & O for WAVE/DSRC.
J.1, Country information and regulatory classes.  Dick asked, how do I know which channel to choose between multiple channel sets on same regulatory class.  Alastair said that is managed by the higher layers. There were then discussions on 1 vs 3 regulatory classes and updates to the regulatory classes.  Dick explained devices work on indexing into channel set rather than getting channel numbers.  Alastair agreed to separate into 3 regulatory classes.
J.2.2, 5.850 to 5.925 GHz in the USA.  In response to Peter Ecclesine’s recommendation to collect WAVE operating requirements, like TGy for their band, Alastair provided J.2.2.  This defines requirements for registration (non-mobile), country elements, power constraints elements, and the channelization for WAVE.

The next teleconference is scheduled for next Thursday, August 7, 2008, at 3 PM ET.

The conference call was adjourned at 5:10 PM ET.
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