Preliminary draft: Minutes

IEEE P1609 WG meeting, Feb 6-9, 2007

Minutes, Tuesday, Feb 6, 2007
Tom Kurihara called the meeting to order at 9 am at Southwest Research Institute (SwRI), San Antonio, Texas. Those attending introduced themselves. Tom Kurihara went over the IEEE rules and patent policy. Sue Dickey volunteered to take the minutes.

Tom went over action items (included in the agenda). With respect to the actions items from the Albany meeting in October: 
· 200610-04 will be included in the RAC tutorial

· 200610-07 is DONE, paperwork in progress from IEEE.

· 200610-11 is DONE.
· 200610-05, 07, 09, 10,12, and 13 are discussion items on this week’s agenda.

· 200610-06 Carl Kain has presentation on agenda.

· 200610-16 In order to get Dot3 approved by March, we need to try to get discussion on Dot3 comments completed today and tomorrow. The goal is to update the tutorial and the draft and submit to REVCOM by Thursday, Feb 8. We can submit the draft at same time as initiating a recirculation ballot, and if no new comments are received during the recirculation, REVCOM can proceed. Alls that remains to be integrated into Dot3 are comments from Dick Roy and Randy’s PICS mark-up.
· 200610-17 Done. Thanks to Ryan and SwRI for hosting the meeting.

Draft minutes taken by Rick Noens from the October 2006 Albany meeting were reviewed, along with comments and corrections proposed by Lee Armstrong and Tom Kurihara.
· Minor corrections for wording of patent policy review, expansion of SwRI, etc. were inserted by Tom Kurihara.
· Dick Roy questioned whether there was a discussion of possible PSID abuse at October meeting. Alastair said he had made a comment that there was nothing preventing a single application from pulling a couple dozen PSIDs and conveying information over the control channel. The issue is one of PSID usage being an abuse of control channel usage. Rick says this was mentioned but not discussed.

· In a comment on a statement in the minutes that “VIIC will want 1609 to make changes to reflect what they are doing so that they can be compliant,” Lee pointing out that VIIC is charged to build according to the standard by federal contracts. Justin maintained that you need to build what works, and the standards may need to be changed in order to make things work. Tom said that you need a specification that does not point to a specific product. Rick said statement in minutes sounds inflammatory, but wording could be changed to follow “make changes” with “at appropriate time” to make VIIC’s actual intent more clear. Lee said words should stay as they were said at meeting, but his comment could be included parenthetically to clarify what was meant.
· Lee commented that he made ACID presentation, with an analysis very different from the bullets on ACID renaming that were copied from the white board and included in the minutes, and this also should be part of the record.

· On page 9, Lee has more points from the discussion of PSC, pointing out that this is not just a renamed ACM, but a different function, since the WME never looks at it. It should be in the minutes. It was proposed that Lee’s comment be included. Doug and Alastair say that the part of the comment that says “It is no longer a part of the application/service identification, but is now a data field to be passed to the application. It has nothing to do with application/service identification any more,” does not reflect a consensus of the group, but Lee’s opinion. Consensus of group to include the comment as Lee’s opinion.
· On p. 10, at bottom, Lee and Alastair agreed to change:”We are really talking about a service instead of a services instead of an application” to “We are really talking about a service of an application.” to reflect the differing points of view about service/application. Dick suggested that each of the following bullet points be worded more tentatively, since none of these reflect decisions 

· On p. 10 at bottom, Rick agrees that “for those wanting hierarchy approach” needs to be reworded so that it does not imply causation.
· On p 11 at top Rick agreed to change “too much baggage” sentence to reflect other points of view in discussion.

· On p 11 at bottom, Lee objects to equating ACM to PSC, agree to change wording to (“which was changed to PSC”) Alastair says we should correct “it is a flat-four-byte space” to “the PSID is a flat four-byte space”.
Rick will integrate the above corrections and comments into the Albany minutes and present them for approval tomorrow.
After reviewing the agenda, we began with agenda item 4.5, EPC Registration Procedures, with a power point presentation by Carl Kain. The purpose of presenting this information is as a background for the system that needs to be set up for 1609 PSID registration. Some points mentioned during discussion of the presentation.

PSID control channel abuse could be avoided by charging enough per ID,


EPC manager numbers are unique per company


Randy: silicon chip itself has RFID number, chip manufacturer number built into the serial number

Company GS1 takes responsibility, for an annual fee, of all number administration


Filip: able to do hierarchical assignment of numbers because of the larger number of bytes in fields.
After this presentation was finished, we continued with agenda item 3.1, Dot3 comment resolution. After the recirculation of Draft 22, only Dick Roy’s comments were received and remain to be resolved. John Moring encourages people to look through his resolution of Dick’s Editorial Comments, and bring up anything that needs to be discussed at the meeting. Dick’s Technical Comments and John’s proposed resolution were reviewed during the meeting, and John entered the resolution into the spreadsheet. These Technical Comment resolutions are not duplicated below, but other issues that were mentioned, especially proposals for inclusion on the V2 list, are noted next to the number of the Technical Comment.Note that we broke for lunch at 11:45, in the middle of the comment discussion, and resumed at 12:45

· Comment 16: Dick’s comment addresses need to have ability to define different classes of channels that have different capabilities, so channel type identifier of some kind is required to be considered in V2. Doug asked Dick to write this up to add to V2 list.

· Comment 17: For MAC layer, there is no multicast. But we should add a V2 item for harmonizing use of unicast, broadcast and multicast in line with 802.11 intentions to generalize and refer only to groupcast, since the difference between multicast and broadcast are a higher-layer concept.
· Comment 21: For V2 list. The basic concept is to allow sending out a WSA for a persistent WBSS less often than once per CCH. Justin said non-persistent service could be used for this. Currently we can send a WSA more than once per CCH interval, but must send at least once. Dick said we may want to be able to throttle it back for congestion control, not under application control, so non-persistent service could not be used. Justin: this is a good idea, but it’s Dot4, not Dot3, so add as supplemental feature after POC. 

· Comment 28 In discussion of this comment, Dick conceded that the need for information about currently operating persistent WBSS can be solved by implementation, and does not need to be added to V2 list at this time. Dick claimed that the generalization of concept to interval length between WSA sends to infinity obviates the need for the distinction between non-persistent and persistent WBSS. Doug said that this all needs to be wrapped together with mechanisms for multiple WBSS on different channels. Integrate into V2 list
· Comment 31 Problem: a persistent WBSS of high priority becomes the only one that ever gets service. Doug said we currently do not have good support for multiple WBSSes on different service channels that are all persistent. John said we have outlined support for that but deferred the complexity to V2.

· Comment 42: Justin noted that RSU to RSU communication can not be just added to the NoDS part of the table, since RSU to RSU communication may in some cases be the case where both DS bits are 1. This comment was resolved by adding a note to the standard that RSU to RSU communication is not prohibited by the standard but not discussed.
· Comment 52: John said that homework for tonight is everyone needs to figure out how to fix this.
· Comment 67 There was an extended discussion of what the language in the Channel Monitoring section means and whether there is justification for including the algorithm for selecting “best available” channel in the standard. Dick agreed that it was OK to include the algorithm if it is an optional selection in the PICS and language is improved to make it more clear. The consensus of the group was to remove any mention of specific channel numbers. John will bring in improved language for this section tomorrow.
Next the floor was turned over to Randy Roebuck to present the version of Draft 22 annotated for PICS development by Randy and John. From Randy’s powerpoint presentation, Justin agreed with the proposal to change WRSS to RCPI throughout for 802.11 consistency.
Lee said he needed  direction on every place where is a shall has been changed to a may  or vice versa and approval by the groupbefore he could incorporate Randy and John’s changes into the draft. Doug asked for clarification about what was meant by the notes and the color coding (yellow is shall, blue is may, and red was a color Randy never wanted to use but some of the notes turned out that way anyway.)
There was an extended discussion of what kind of changes are allowed at this stage in a recirculation ballot and whether we were required to adhere to the principle that each shall in the document should correspond to a PICS. There was also a question of whether “shalls” should be used with respect to primitives, since these are a matter of implementation and usually not subject to direct test

John pointed out that there were several kinds of possible changes that Randy and he had annotated:
· Changes to PICS itself: these are required and should be inserted
· Changes mapped to previous comments ( These include corrections for resolving previous comments that had been overlooked and were found during there close examination of the document. This rationale could also be used to justify removing shalls removed from sections to do with primitives, since a comment had been made by Dick that this was desirable)

· Editorial comments (eg, cans to mays): Lee is proceeding with incorporating these into the document.
· Other: John will inventory what other annotations were made, and we can decide tomorrow whether these can be deferred to V2.
We broke from 4:30 to 5:30 to take a very interesting tour of the SwRI labs.

After the break, John checked back through 11, and found multiple shalls associated with a single PIC in some cases, and also shalls in some sections where operations of primitives are described. Therefore he proposed that we defer to solving those problems later and that shalls in the document that refer to primitive, and multiple shalls that refer to one PICS item, shall not be changed. Dick’s comment to this effect will be deferred, in the sections where we reference a PICS, although they will be removed in the section where the primitives themselves are described. 
Before adjourning, Tom pointed out that two major items remain for discussion this meeting, the PSID tutorial (agenda item 4.4) and the Dot0 outline done by John and Justin (item 4.7) Tom would also like to bring up the questions, can a guide document be prepared in parallel to the architecture document? And can we have a workshop for PR and outreach, towards the end of this year?
We will begin the meeting tomorrow morning at 8:30 am with the Omniair presentation (agenda items 4.1 and 4.2).
Meeting adjourned at 5:50 pm.
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