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September 25, 2008, Ad hoc TGp Teleconference

Attendance: 

Lee Armstrong, Armstrong Associates (USDOT)
Carl Kain, Noblis (USDOT)

George Vlantis, ST Microelectronics

Wayne Fisher, ARINC (USDOT)
Sue Dickey, California PATH (Caltrans)
John Kenney, (Toyota/VSC-A)
Vinuth Rai (Toyota/VSC-A)

Dale Sumida (Kapsch-Technocom)

Alastair Malarky (Mark IV)
Dick Roy, (Connexis)
Justin McNew, (Kapsch-Technocom)
Lee called meeting to order, asking for letters of assurance. The main topic for today is to consider whether any of the proposed comment resolutions need to be redone. John Kenney has uploaded document IEEE 802.11/1213r0 with CIDs that require reconsideration. Sue listed a few still open from clause 11: CIDSs 330, 339, 347, 369, 371, 372. Wayne mentioned that there are some deferred comments in the spreadsheet that need to be addressed. Dick Roy said we still have regulatory issues with Annex J to clean up, he will send CIDs to the list.

Justin McNew said he joined the call in case there was a discussion about the name of the frames or about what we want to call our non-authenticated, non-associated form of communication. Dick Roy said that we can just call the frame a “Timing Information Frame” instead of “Timing Information and Higher Management Frame.” Justin McNew said the true purpose of this frame is to deliver information from the management layer as well. Alastair Malarky suggests “Timing and Information Frame” would satisfy both purposes. George said “timing information” as an epithet is used quite a bit in the base standard, and Peter suggested we don’t use that. Dick suggested Timing Distribution Frame; Justin suggested Timing Distribution and Information Management Frame. Dick suggested we create an email list and ask for names. 
Dick then suggested dot11COBEnabled as the name for the MIB variable that indicates we are actually doing WAVE operation outside the context of the BSS (as opposed to dot11WAVEEnabled, which indicates that we are operating in the 5.9GHz band.) He thinks 5.9GHzEnabled should be used instead of dot11WAVEEnabled for this.
George said he is still working on simulation tests on the center frequency, and he thinks he can write a better resolution for the comment on the 10 ppm issue, with a reference to a document with data. He expects to have the data by November, he will keep us up to date on status.

George had a question about the 5 MHz channelization we have added to the draft. Can we now have put 10 MHz channel centers on multiples of 5MHz spacing? How married are we to control channels in the dead center, and to the current channelization, which may not be good for a two channel system? Dick said he has had the proposal to make this completely general on the server for a year and a half now. There was considerable discussion about what other channelization schemes might be better than the current FCC approved channelization scheme. Alastair Malarky said there is a need to prove that there is a problem with using the adjacent channel with the current channelization scheme. The whole reason for different channel rejection and tighter masks was so we could use adjacent channels. Dick said we are not asking for a change in the scheme, just the flexibility in the standard that we need to do if a change is required. George said since there is some interest, he will prepare something for the 1609 meeting. Lee said that this is not germane to the 802.11p issues. George said we would have to add possible channelization on a 5 MHz centers, though we may not want everything else in Dick’s proposed amendment 228r5 last time and it’s not appropriate to deployment and implementation in 802.11. However, some considerations of those issues may be appropriate in 1609. Lee said it does come back to FCC issues, and we can go back if we decide to. Lee said we need more information than we currently have to decide this question. Carl Kain said the FCC said we are not going to have problems with this for a long time, wait until it is built before you ask us to changes, that it will take 5-10 years of actual deployment before the data to show there is a problem is needed. Dick Roy said we need to do smaller tests to show that they still work. Carl said we do not do anything at this time that will open this docket, otherwise we may not have any 5.9 band to worry about. We do need to update ASTM 2213, and we need to put to rest the satellite sharing issues. <
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