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Call to order - 03/11/02

Shueng Li discusses agenda and the fact that we are under general orders.

Shueng Li indicates that no IP notices have been filed.

Current "draft" is not an official working draft until voted on.

Any requests to modify the agenda.  None.

Chris Hansen has requested to be added to open issues.

Al Garrett has requested to be added to technical issues.

Motion to approve agenda: Peter Ecclesene

Second: Rolf

Unanimous.

Moving forward with review of MMAC efforts...

Yasuhiko Inoue, NTT 167r1

MMAC Activities

Question from Rolf: When do you expect 10MHz and 5MHz discussions?

Answer: We could start be next summer, but will not if there is no market requirement for definition.

Question from Peter: Would regulations allow for 10MHz BW in 5.15 to 5.25 band?

Answer: Regulations have not changed for 5.15GHz to 5.25GHz band.

Question from Mark Webster:  What happens after the draft goes to ARIB?

Answer: ARIB just approves the draft.  If approved it is published.

Question from Lior:  Regarding the channel numbers that you show on slide 6, is there a requirement for 2.5MHz offsets due to the 5MHz channelization.

Clarification from Peter:  The documents indicate that the 5MHz channels are offset from 5MHz spacings by 2.5MHz.  How do you number a channel that is at 4912.5MHz since you numbering definition can only do 4910MHz or 4915MHz.

Answer:  Does not address this issue for the time being.

Clarification from Shueng Li:  Answer is that if 5MHz requirement is dropped the offset is not required.

Lior: So we need to make a decision whether we should drop the 5MHz channels or maintain them within this body.

Moving forward with open issues...

Chris Hansen, Broadcom 163r1

Narrow Bandwidths in TGj

Peter declares reasoning behind ppm requirements in draft.  11a could utilize 30ppm oscillators with current short sync definition.  Therefore 10MHz could utilize 15ppm and 5MHz could utilize 7.5MHz.

Rolf:  Why are we discussing this?

Peter:  Adjacent channel issues.  Utilizing 10MHz channels would allow greater user capacity in limited bandwidth domains.

Shueng Li:  Do you anticipate presenting technical solutions?

Chris:  Not this meeting, maybe Singapore.

Peter:  Maybe we choose not to address 5MHz channelizations.  iBSS operation must be prohibited on these channels in Japan.  CCA sensitivity discussion.  Then forward to 

Motion to delete 5MHz channelization from draft.

First: Yasuhiko Inoue

Second: Hansen

No discussion.

Unanimous consent.

Speednet has dropped its request for 5MHz channelizations and thus there is no longer a need to define the 5MHz channels.

Peter E. will prepare a 1.1 draft with all references to 5MHz removed.

Moving Forward with 802.11j Draft 1.0...

Shueng Li requests that all parties voice concerns during discussion to speed process and provide discussion on issues.

Peter E. begins discussion of current draft.

Section 9.9 will address the requirement that a device cannot operate in iBSS mode in the Japanese regulatory domain.

Figures for OOB rules should be added as informative in .eps format.

CCA times in table are inconsistent with times in CCA sensitivity paragraph.  Chris Hansen indicates that longer CCA time is preferable.

Peter discusses implication of 4ms limitation.  Can be solved with dynamic fragmentation in the MAC.

dot11WorldFrequencyBandSupported is present to allow defintion of channels from 2GHz to 6GHz operation.  Indication that the FCC will open 3.5GHz band for operation and that the 4.9GHz band is open.

Motion: Request to remove all references to 10MHz bandwidth from 11j draft. Rolf

Second: Richard Williams

Peter E. speaks against the motion.  There will be 10MHz channel systems in Japan.  Prefer to wait for letter ballot to see if 10MHz should be removed.  5MHz had no proponents, but 10MHz has proponents.

Rolf:  Only example provided to date is FWA.  When PAR was approved, I did not realize that 10MHz bandwidths.  This is much broader in scope than I expected.

Shueng Li:  Anyone speaking in favor.

Richard Williams:  I think we should scale back to gain more general agreement.

Shueng Li:  Speaking as an individual, NWA is something most are not familiar with... Hot spot or other applications.  Nomadic Wireless access is in many ways WLAN access.  Scope of original PAR is to support modes of operation in 4.9GHz in Japan.  As long as there are companies interested, if we do not provide a standard an arbitrary non-standard will arise.  As far is analysis of suitibilty, we are limited to the well-defined rules of Japan.  For example, a discussion on how this might apply to Korea would be out of order.

Lior:  In favor of motion.  MMAC has shown that they will not pursue 10MHz definition.  Chris indicated there are implementation issues with this.  Waiting for letter ballot implies the need for 75% vote to remove.

Richard Williams:  Something about compatibility.

Peter E.:

Mark:  I would embrace the motion for now becuase there is clearly a cost impact while it is not clear that there is a potential benefit.

Shueng Li:  I agree with you in part.  There is clearly a cost impact.  However, we are attempting to define a 10MHz solution that is extremely similar to our 20MHz system such that the difference between 10 and 20 is minimized and thus cost is controlled.

CC: Speaks against motion.

Shueng Li:  Clarifying, there is precendence for this scaling approach.  Another solution utilizes the scheme of 1/2 clocking to provide 10MHz channels.  Again speaking as an individual, I speak against the motion.

Rolf:  MMAC is going to focus on 20MHz now and wait until later for 10MHz.  Can't we do the same.

Peter:  We don't need to maintain step with MMAC.

Rolf: Part of the unease is the implication out side of 4.9GHz.  If this is restricted to 4.9GHz I would rest easier.

Question has been called...

Motion to remove 10MHz reference...

7 against

5 for

Chair rules that motion requires 75% to pass as a technical motion.

Peter asks "Is the editor to remove 10MHz for the draft or not?"

No clear guidance on this issue.  75% approval will be required for moving to letter ballot. 

Straw Poll:  Who would vote to approve draft with 10MHz in the draft

5 for

7+ fail.

Straw Poll:  Who would vote to approve draft without 10MHz in the draft?

8 for

1 fail

We will need to ask the parlimentarian to clarify rules for technical and editorial changes.

Jo Li: Remove references to bands outside of 4.9GHz.

Rolf: Clarify your concern.

Jo Li: My concern is providing for operation in bands that are not currently allowed.

Peter:  Could we strike dott11WorldFrequencySupported and instruct editor to limit scope to specific Japan bands

For 11

Against 0

Abstain 0

Peter will supply new draft before noon tomorrow.

Call for Orders of the day.

We are adjourned.

Call to Order 3/13/03

8:00am

Peter Ecclesine reviews potential draft documents.  All three documents have 20 MHz channels.  One has document has 802.11h features and another document has 10 MHz channels.  Later we will vote on which will be the draft.

Discussion on merits of adding TGh features into the draft.  Arguments for include the benefit of DFS in this new band.  Arguments against include the lack of requirements for DFS/TPC in this band.

Motion:

Move that all elements of TGH from the editor’s document be removed.  A. Myles / R. De Vegt.  20 for; 4 against; 2 abstain.  Motion passes. 

Channel number review.  Requirements review from 02/533r0.

Currently, we have removed 5 and 10 MHz can removed from our working document.  MMAC would like to see a 10 MHz system, with increased range as one benefit.  Y. Inoue would like to see a 10 MHz channel plan for TGj.  

No additional technical presentations.

Motion:

Move to adopt our text as the 802.11j draft 1.0.  M. Audeh/B. Neilson.  28/0/0.  Motion Passes

Motion:

Move to request an IEEE 802.11 working group letter ballot on draft 1.0 of the 802.11j draft to be issued within 14 days following the close of the March 2003 session. A. Myles/Y. Inoue  26/0/0.  Motion Passes.

Motion:

Move to empower Task Group J to hold teleconferences and interim meetings to discuss and resolve letter ballot comments, and, if necessary and confirmed by the working group at the May 2003 meeting, issue subsequent letter or re-circulation ballots.  P. Ecclesine/C. Hansen.  25/0/0.  Motion passes.

Meeting adjourned.
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