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P1609 Working Group (WG) Meeting Minutes March 1, 2006
Called to order at 9 am at Iteris, 1515 S. Manchester Ave, Anaheim, CA 92802

Began with introduction of those attending and reading of IEEE Patent Policy.
Sue Dickey was selected to act as secretary for the meeting and take the minutes.
Outline of comment resolution process
WG  Chair Tom Kurihara went over agenda and the open action items to be included in the agenda, and ask for any revision to the meeting lists included in the agenda.

Tom outlined that the main business of this meeting is to address all the comments returned from the recent sponsor ballots, and incorporate the resolution of those comments into a Version 2 draft that will get a 10 day recirculation ballot.We don’t have to resolve all comments to get the standard approved, but we should make an attempt to address all comments. We want to expedite the work while allowing people to express their points of view. Tom proposed that the author be the first to speak to a comment (the author is person who took on responsibility to produce the draft). Lee Armstrong is the editor responsibility for incorporating comment resolution into all drafts, and is also the author for Dot 1. The plan is to address all the comments this week, this may not resolve all the comments if the submitter does not agree with the change that is made. Chair and editor will agree on the recirculation ballot.  If we still have problems after the recirculation, we will try to address those comments and get resolution from the submitters that didn’t agree. If there are technical issues, we will do another 10-day recirculation. If by then not all issues are resolved, we will move to the next step, and defer changes to the revision cycle. By the end of September we should have approval of all four drafts.

Comment resolution discussion for P1609.2
(Note that in these minutes I use the unique comment number within the document, along with the person’s name, to identify the comment)

William Whyte (WW), author of Dot 2, gave a power point presentation, sent to the group, on proposed comment resolutions for Dot 2. WW said that since the ballot passed, there is no risk to the standard in simply rejecting comments, however obviously we want to take comments on board: For today, he addressed comments marked “seek input”, comments accompanying No vote, and comments marked “seek WG input.”
To resolve the comments marked “seek input”, will contact Certicom re RAND letter for ECC IP, will coordinate with Seifert about conformance statement, will coordinate with Gloria Gwynne about rewording of B.3.1, and will work with Doug Kavner to coordinate sync position and accuracy text with SAE
Rich Seifert comments for NO vote are largely being addressed by rewording. Discussion was generated in reference to Comment 196, which criticized the use of prose descriptions for protocols as opposed to using a finite state machine description or a formal language. WW thinks prose description is more appropriate than FSM for this type of protocol and will address the comment by defining boundary conditions more precisely. Yasser Mornag suggested use of UML. WW and Lee think time required for this is not feasible. WW is in favor of consistency but not of getting into long discussions about formalisms to use.
Reviewing Scott Andrews Comment 178 on the high bit overhead for security in a signed WSM, WW proposed the following changes to signing WSMs:
· Remove message_id (8 bytes).Provide guidance that transmission_time must always be unique

· In secured WSM, don’t need to encode length of applicationdata (2 bytes)

· Use single byte to encode ECDSA and curve choice (1 byte)

· Remove minPriority from certificate (1 byte)

· Consider reducing vehicle ECC keys from 256 bits to 224 bits (saves 8 bytes on message, 4 in certificate)

With the result that 40-byte WSM payload becomes 48-byte WSM becomes 144-byte signed WSM plus 108-byte certificate. The consensus of the WG was to accept this change as a resolution of the comment.

WW’s additional statement that for frequent messages such as heartbeat, Dot 2 allows sending certificate only every (say) 5th message, with an 8-byte CERTID on the other transmissions, and that choosing how often to send the certificate could adapt to congestion started a lengthy discussion of congestion control. Some comments from the discussion are listed here:
· Bryan Wells wanted to know if this was a suggestion for Dot 3, since the network level is the highest layer that will know about congestion. If you are doing capacity analysis on this band, you have to look at worst case. We’re telling 802.11 that control of channel congestion is going to be handled in the upper layer standards. So we need to do it in our upper layer protocols.
· Doug Kavner said it’s a recommendation for the vehicle safety applications sending heartbeats, to be added to SAE standards later. It will be based on application logic that determines how many vehicles are around dynamically in order to decide when it is safe to suppress the certificate.If we allow in the standard that we can suppress it, we don’t need to specify how we will do it. This is to complicated a question for the standards, perhaps needs a White Paper.
· Jason Liu said that for routine safety messages, we expect vehicle application design to handle congestion control in two ways: reduce frequency, change power. We expect that to need to be guided by the safety applications. You need to maintain a reasonable power if at large distance, at closer distances may need to increase frequency to handle greater hazards. In Dot 3, we need some kind of API for congestion control connecting to the applications.

· Fan Bai said we want cross-layer optimization, we don’t want to rule out any technical solution at any level. 

· Bryan Wells said that right now in 802.11p, the way it is written, the maximum bandwidth is 25%, because when up to 50% it starts discarding messages, whether it’s a safety message or not. 

The consensus of the group was to agree with WW’s rejections of Comment 195 by John Sheppard to make Annex B normative because it is full of shall’s. Instead WW will reword it to use “should’s” and “will’s”
WW’s request for WG input about comment 99 by Rich Noens “Concern about GPS time be accessible sufficiently to implement this standard” generated considerable discussion. WW initially suggested that the comment be rejected, because time comes from Dot 4, so not a comment on Dot 2. But subsequent discussion pointed out that there is no cross layer primitive for Dot 4 to provide time information to Dot 2, and that Dot 2 certification depends on its own acquisition of a system clock. Further discussion (including Frank Perry’s example of a car that awakens in a parking garage after several day’s rest with no GPS and needs to pay the RSU in order to get out) pointed out the need for some facility in Dot 2 to take account of a vehicle’s possible failure to have any time source sufficiently in sync with UTC time for messages to be validated. Roger O’Connor suggested that messages which fail security validation only because of invalid timestamps be passed on up to applications by Dot 2, on the assumption that as we go higher in the stack we get smarter and better able to decide whether we are facing a failure of our own clock or a spoof attack.
It was decided to table this comment resolution for further thought; WW will make a proposal for how to handle this later in the week. He said there is no API for Dot 2 yet, and addressing this question may involve defining the API.

Changing 1609 standards from full-use to trial-use
This discussion was introduced in reference to three comments on Dot 2 recommending that the standard be changed from full-use to trial-use, but applies to all of the 1609 standards. Very lengthy discussion of how this change would affect the time period of the approval process and the flexibility and opportunity for implementation. Tom Kurihara originally favored simply changing the applicability clause with advisory words about the boundaries of the standards. Many members of the working group claimed that automobile OEMs would be put in a difficult position internationally by the U.S. adoption of a 1609 as a full-use standard in its current state of development, and that they were anxious to have a trial-use standard agreed upon so that trial implementations could be carried out and tested to identify any deficiencies in the standards. The exact process for changing to a trial use standard is complicated and difficult because it can be considered to be a change in the wording of the original 1609 PARs. Since we have already had the first Sponsor Ballot for each of the 1609 standards, it is not clear that the WG can make this proposal, or that instead it must be made as part of Disapprove comments on the next recirculation of the Sponsor Ballot. Tom will check on our options for making the change to a trial use standard with IEEE standards authorities and send an explanation of what we can do. Roger O’Connor pointed out DIC has a program funded by FHWA to upgrade units to Dot 3 and  Dot 4 in July and deliver in September, and would like to have a standard, whether full use or trial use, to which the hardware can be compliant.
Comment resolution discussion for P1609.4

Lee Armstrong explained what he is doing with the proposed resolution spreadsheet., and how he is annotating his drafts with the comment numbers, so that when comments result in page and clause numbering changes the change can still be tracked. So far with Dot 4, changes have not yet been made to the draft. Jason Liu is helping Lee to address comments in Dot 4. 
Since most of the comments, even when marked technical, require only wording changes, Lee sees no need to spend meeting time on them. He is working with Jerry Serviss to resolve the extensive comments he made. Doug Kavner asked for meeting input on Jerry’s Comments 198, 201, 204, 236, 279, 247, 273 and 280.

In reference to 273, most of the confusion was generated by a typo in symbol for sigma and with changes in wording to make it clear that a local time base generation process to estimate the common time base is what was involved. However there is still a question about the probability density function itself. Doug suggested we define in terms of a 95 percent confidence interval. Dick Roy claimed that the 3 sigma definition is implementation specific, and should not create a problem for implementors. Doug Kavner said implementors will be working with specs of clock chip; Justin McNew said implementors may be doing calibration or control, but if not they will assume worst case.
In reference to comment 280, Dick agreed with Jerry’s comment for a minimum separation requirement between repeats. Justin said that using automatic MAC backoff is sufficient. Dick said down the road may create too much loading on the channel, so better to have a mechanism for ratcheting it down; he will be submitting another comment to that effect to the Verson 2 draft.
Lee has requested a list of specific inputs from Jason, will be incorporating as soon as he get a break from Dot 3. Since next week is 802.11, will not likely get back to 1609 until after next week.

Begin tomorrow with VIIC presentation by Scott Andrews

Meeting adjourned at 5:15 pm.
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