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Tuesday September 20, 2005, 4:00 PM Session
Lee Armstrong chair of the TGp working group opened the meeting at 4:00 PM.

The policies, rules, and objectives were presented to the working group. The main objective of the meeting is to prepare the document for the next meeting in Vancouver.

Lee discussed the agenda and requested whether the agenda was acceptable as submitted to the server. The working group approved the agenda.

The modifications to the July 05 – San Francisco meeting minutes were discussed and approved. 

The modifications to the meeting minutes were posted the server (11-05-0811-02-000p-San Francisco-2005-WAVE-minutes.doc)

Knut Evensen presented the liaison report on ETSI (Doc: IEEE 802.11–05/0958r0).

Knut Evensen presented the liaison report on ISO TC204 (Doc: IEEE 802.11–05/0959r0).

Tom Kurihara, chair IEEE P1609, presented the liaison report on IEEE P1609. (Doc: IEEE 802.11–05/nnnr0)

The action items from last meeting were discussed.

ACTION 18: Broady Cash will update the language in section 3.52, 5.9.2, 5.9.3 addressing the relation made to the In-vehicle bus. 

Closed

# 19, 20 & 21 (Cash) Measurements explanation asked from Koga – Open (Carryover)

Background: It was questioned which information was used to derive the requirement for the adjacent channel rejection, Minimum sensitivity, and Alternate adjacent channel rejection in table 20.3.10.1.1. Same question came up for sections 20.3.10.3 to 9. It was mentioned that measurements were performed and that calculations showed that this requirement could be met. It was decided that the available documentation will be made available and will be discussed off-line. A list will be developed on which tests need to be performed in order to verify the requirements. The list will be presented next meeting.

Open: The information needed is still restricted by the government. It is in the review process but hasn’t bee released yet.

ACTION # 25: 
Look at all sections containing priority wording (clause 5.9.8, K.3, K.4 and etc) – Justin McNew 

Changes are made and will be presented to the group tomorrow.

Closed

# 32
Richard Noens plans to submit new comment on test parameters in clause 20.3.10. This was initiated from Randy Roebuck’s question on whether these parameters were tested at chip or system level? 

Closed

The question was not clear and the action item has been restated as:

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

ACTION # 34
Provide test clause comments from OmniAir “Device Certification” perspective – Randy Roebuck by June 30

Open

ACTION #36: Generate a definition for Safety Message, Message stream, and service provider.

Closed

Some were addressed others were not. The action was restated to:

ACTION #41: A definition will be provided for message stream and safety message. (Scott Andrews)
ACTION #37: Provide input on the Doppler curve to be used in paragraph 20.3.10.7 (M. A. Ingram)

The Doppler curve was taken out and put in the test standard as a result, the action item was no longer applicable.

Closed

ACTION #38: Ask Bob O’hara for the element ID number and look into what is required to update the document. (Jason Liu)

This has been addressed and the result will be presented tomorrow. The action item is taken over by events.

Closed

ACTION #39: Provide definition for service provider (comment: Motorola/38). – Rick Noens

See action item 36.

Closed

Wayne posted the excel spreadsheet (954r0) included the comments received to date. A presentation was prepared (document 962r1). Draft 0.23 including the comments was posted on the server.

The meeting was recessed at 5:05PM.

Wednesday September 21, 2005, 8:00 AM Session

Lee Armstrong convened the session at 8:15AM.

Justin Mcnew was introduced who presented the proposed changes to IEEE 802.11p (doc: IEEE 802.11-05/0990r0).

This presentation closed Action item 25 and 38.

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)

How is a network discovered without a beacon frame: The WAVE Announcement action frame will include similar information. 

What is the advantage of this frame over a beacon frame? There is no specific advantage, however, we do not want to disrupt the existing beaconing mechanism. 

Question: Is Action #38 taken over by events? Yes.

Lee introduced Wayne who presented an updated version of the draft standard including the proposed changes for considerations. (Presentation - Doc.: IEEE 802.11-05/0962r1)

Following up on the presentation, Wayne presented the draft including the modifications. (P802.11p_D0.23, August 2005)

Lee asked whether there was an objection to accept the comments raised by Wayne Fisher (Fisher1 – 6)? No objection. Comments Fisher 1-6 accepted.

Fisher/8 is still open and needs to be resolved.

ACTION #43: Resolve comment nr 8 raised by Wayne Fisher. (Wayne Fisher)

Lee asked for a vote to accept comment Fisher/7. Result (12 Yes, 0 No, 0 Abstain)

Make a note in annex K to identify that DSRC is used mainly in North America.

Broady: There should be a disparity in how we describe a specific device. There is probably another solution which is to makes sure in the document that we refer to the WAVE mode as appropriate and use a generic term when referring to the device (different from WAVE or DSRC). Is there a term that we can use to identify an 802.11 device? 

Knut: We could use mobile device and stationary device as identified in 802.11

DSRC device and WAVE device are changed to Station. Other cases need to be review.

ACTION #44: The naming convention such as for “DSRC device” and “WAVE device” needs to be reviewed. This will impact Calm/1-6 (Knut, Broady)

The meeting was recessed at 10:00 AM.

Wednesday September 21, 2005, 1:30 PM Session

Lee Armstrong convened the meeting at 1:50 PM after the projector and the microphone were installed. 

The draft presented by Wayne is to identify what the impact to the draft will be if the modifications presented in the morning session were implemented. Lee discussed that it is clear that based on the discussions, we need another round of comments.

Discussed changes were either made directly to the draft standard or documented in the comments sheet.

The meeting was recessed at 3:30 PM.

Wednesday September 21, 2005, 4:00 PM Session

Lee Armstrong convened the meeting at 4:05 PM. 

Wayne Fisher continued with the discussion on the comments. Changes were made directly either to the draft standard or documented in the comments sheet.

Is there an objection to approve the resolution of the comments as discussed? No objection was raised. Approved by unanimous consent.

Yamanoto/1 was discussed and approved by unanimous consent.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:00PM. 

Thursday September 22, 2005, 8:00 AM Session

Lee Armstrong convened the meeting at 8:15 AM. 

Discussed changes were either made directly to the draft standard or documented in the comments sheet.

ACTION #45:Comment Bobs/9 needs to be reviewed off-line. (BobS, Justin)

ACTION #46: A conference call will be setup to discuss the differences between a BSS, IBSS, and WBSS. (Lee)

ACTION #47: Additional information will be provided in the standard to address the difference between a BSS, IBSS, and WBSS. (Justin)

It was requested whether there were requirements available for the work of 802.11p. These requirements should include the channel model. It was mentioned that the requirements were presented to the group in the first meetings for TGp. This information includes the channel model and is available on the server.

Comment (BobS/21) will be resolved and the resolution is that we wait for Mary Ann’s input; which will not be available till January. At this point (in Jan 06) the comment will be resolved.

Straw poll: Lee requested who agreed that the only way to resolve the comment is to wait for Mary Ann’s input by January 2006. A majority of the group agreed with this approach.

ACTION (see #48): A format is required for the solution that will be generated by Mary Ann for the channel model. (Dick, BobS, Koga)

There is a separate item on the agenda to discuss the impact on the balloting process.

The meeting was recessed at 9:55 AM.

Thursday September 22, 2005, 10:30 AM Session

Lee Armstrong convened the meeting at 10:30 AM. 

Discussed changes were either made directly to the draft standard or documented in the comments sheet.

There was further discussion on action item 48 and it was mentioned that it should allow us to verify the requirements.

ACTION #48: A format is required for the solution that will be generated by Mary Ann for the channel model. The channel format must be provided in such a form that the requirements can be verified. (Dick, BobS, Koga)

Broady moved to strike Japan from table p2 – WAVE regulatory requirement list. (18 favour, 0 against, 0 abstain) 

Lee asked to vote to accept the recommended solutions to be part of the next draft (identified in blue in the draft). (15 yes, 0 no, 0 abstain)

There will be an opportunity to review the solutions after this meeting.

Lee asked for a vote for acceptance of the comment resolutions noted in Wayne’s working copy (doc 11-05-954-00-000p-tgp-D0.23-Comments+sep21+.xls). (18 yes, 0 no, 0 abstain)

Jerry moved to accept Justin’s proposed solution to be included in the next draft. Seconded by Broady. (17 yes, 0 no, 3 abstain)

The new draft of the standard will be distributed on October 14th. Comments need to be back on November 4th. The summary sheet of the comments will be available before the November meeting.

Mary Ann’s final report on measurements at 5.9 GHz was distributed on a memory stick.

No new business.

Following teleconference will be set up:

· Review the resolution of the comments, 9:00 AM Eastern time, Friday October 28th
Jason motion was discussed on assigning the WAVE Service capability bit. It was recommended to leave the draft as it is and bring it to the working group at which time the issue will be addressed. 

Motion to adjourn. Seconded by Dick.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:30AM.

Closing action items

ACTION # 19, 20 & 21: Measurements explanation asked from Koga – Broady Cash

Background: It was questioned which information was used to derive the requirement for the adjacent channel rejection, Minimum sensitivity, and Alternate adjacent channel rejection in table 20.3.10.1.1. Same question came up for sections 20.3.10.3 to 9. It was mentioned that measurements were performed and that calculations showed that this requirement could be met. It was decided that the available documentation will be made available and will be discussed off-line. A list will be developed on which tests need to be performed in order to verify the requirements. The list will be presented next meeting.

Open: The information needed is still restricted by the government. It is in the review process but hasn’t bee released yet.

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 # 41: A definition will be provided for message stream and safety message. – Scott Andrews 

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 #43: Resolve comment nr 8 raised by Wayne Fisher. (Wayne Fisher)

ACTION #44: The naming convention such as for “DSRC device” and “WAVE device” needs to be reviewed. (Knut, Broady)

ACTION #45:Comment Bobs/9 needs to be reviewed off-line. (BobS, Justin)

ACTION #46: A conference call will be setup to discuss the differences between a BSS, IBSS, and WBSS. (Lee)

ACTION #47: Additional information will be provided in the standard to address the difference between a BSS, IBSS, and WBSS. (Justin)

ACTION #48: A format is required for the solution that will be generated by Mary Ann for the channel model. The channel format must be provided in such a form that the requirements can be verified. (Dick, BobS, Koga)
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This document includes the meeting minutes for the IEEE 802.11 WAVE Task Group held in Los Angeles, CA, from September 19th to 22th, 2005, under the TG Chairmanship of Lee Armstrong of Armstrong Consulting and editor Wayne Fisher of ARINC. Minutes are taken by Filip Weytjens of TransCore.
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