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P1609 Working Group (WG) Meeting Minutes March 2, 2006
Meeting called to order at 8:45 am.

Presentation by Scott Andrews on VIIC

Scott Andrews presented slides on VIIC that were sent to the reflector, based on a talk that was given to a group of suppliers in September. VIIC is basically the proof of concept project for the WAVE OBEs funded at $40 million federal money, with $16 million cost share for automobile OEMs, aimed at a decision about deployment in 2008-2009. This is a separate program from the Booze- Allen VII network/backhaul program also being funded by FHWA. Michael Cops, Scott Andrews are developing work orders. Team with Raytheon and Bechtel are writing a systems engineering document. 
The OBE subsystem being developed is the entire processing and human interface platform, not just the radio. Testing and lab facilities are to be in the Michigan region. Car build up is targeted at January/February 2007. VIIC is currently working on a two-year scope of work. Originally thought was to do a 5000 vehicle field test, but as this was still too small to be significantly significant, they are now looking at controlled testing with on the order of 100 cars. WIFI-based probe data collection DC fleet of several thousand cars in Michigan may be used to artificially augment the pool of VII messages for investigation of backhaul applications.
OBE services design by Scott’s group uses Java-based OSGI to provide OBE services that allow reconfiguration over the air. They are not implementing 1609.1, instead implementing a Java Messaging System Communications Service. As part of the radio work order, they plan to implement Dot 2 eventually, but to start with Justin is implementing hooks for Dot 2 in Dot 3, and will integrate in Dot 2 when it is ready.  Open-source upper software layers are expected to be there by this summer. The embedded DSRC radio is based on the November 2005 drafts of the standards, leaving out the optional MAC bridging and implementing a simplified MAC randomizing capability. Positioning services based on vehicle sensors fused with GPS info is also part of this OBE development. Implementation details that are not expected to affect interoperability are in some cases different from those in Dot 3.. Since the RSU that these OBEs will be tested with is the DIC prototype, developed according to the standard, any departures from the standard will be tested for their effect on interoperability.

The Booze-Allen architecture for RSE includes a Pub/Sub server for publishing probe data to subscribers, and also includes an External Gateway to service providers who have a private relationship with the vehicles. Teleportia is building a DNS server for the RSU that provides the interface to service providers, so that they can send messages without knowing details of RSUs. Jeff Brummond and Iteris are working with Booze Allen on these issues. Lee Armstrong pointed out that hand-off work being done in IEEE802 should be consulted by Service providers providing a session hand-off capability

Anonymity of vehicles limits some possibilities for analysis of trip information. While private vehicles may wish to remain anonymous, public safety vehicles and commercial fleets may choose to transmit probe data messages that are not anonymous. Jules of NY State DOT says emergency vehicle and public fleet non-anonymous trace information very interesting and useful for planning routes. 
Right now VIIC has not targeted any vehicle-to-vehicle safety application, this is in the purview of VSC and CICAS, but VIIC will need to integrate this. Scott said safety app implementers are not going to want to use the OSGI/Java API that is being provided for VIIC OBE services, but can live with Linux OS and a separate API to the WAVE stack. Dick Roy asked what is going to happen at the end of OBE development when this integration doesn’t work? You’re going to have people pointing fingers and who is going to fix it?
Scott’s group is planning for a second work order to further refine protocols for better spectral utilization, improved congestion management, reduced potential for interference. We are looking for ways to get out of current constraint of using 50% of the bandwidth on one of the channels to accomplish all communication between vehicles in a limited area and look for the best solution consistent with what VII is supposed to do. 
Scott’s group plans to feed standards activity with results from radio implementation activity and from protocol development activity. We should expect to see suggested revisions backed up by test data contributed to standards activity 3rd quarter this year. 

Dick Roy asked Scott if VIIC is planning to do anything on the problem of interference issues with other services, such as satellite, Scott said no, Broady is working on it. Broady said we are already co-primary in the band, and we (John Hopkins, ARINC, Mitretek) are working on an agreement with satellite radio, and are on the verge of getting an in-band coordination agreement and propagation studies to see how we are affected by each other’s operations. In another couple months, we will have an agreement or will be going back to FCC to do things in a more formal manner. Bryan and Dick have detailed issues with what Broady had to say about the propagation studies, but this discussion was off-topic for the current agenda.
“Stopping 1609 Considered Harmful”presented by Jerry Serviss
“Stopping 1609 Considered Harmful”was a slide presentation (sent to the reflector) about the future of 1609, how 1609 needs to continue to meet as a group and provide additional documentation for standards use and understanding. He pointed out that Scott’s VIIC presentation slide is very much like a cellular system and needs protocol definitions for App Messages and Raw Probe Data (the Red Arrows). Jerry presented a Phase II Work List:
Create A Set of Use Cases For the System

· Base This on Existing Lists

· Document What the System is Intended to Do

· Use this to Guide Policy Decisions

Create A Reference System Architecture Document

· Integrates Existing Material in One Location

· Provides a Single Description of the System Elements and Their Functions 

· Provides a Starting Point for New Comers

Create a Set of System Requirements

· Document What is Currently Known

· Integrate Accepted New Requirements

· Use to Measure Completeness and Manage Scope Creep

Develop Revision II Standards Based on System Architecture and System Requirements

· Upgrade Trial Use to Full Use

· Integrate items from the Enhancements List
There was a phone comment [can someone say who this was?] that: said some of these policy items seem to be within the purview of VII and asked if a liaison from the1609 group should be a seated member in VII? Other aspects of the list are traditional change management, if the system is going to exist 40-50 years. 

Lee Armstrong said that we’ve wanted to do this for years but had no volunteers and no funding. Doug said that VII is doing a parallel effort. Jerry says with safety considerations we want to avoid the model of cellular communications where the first implementation wins and that he hopes people can advocate to sponsors for funding for continued participation in 1609, to carry out the Phase II work. Bryan Wells said that we shouldn’t trivialize the list of enhancements to 1609 as optional, things in the enhancement list are things that we know we are going to need for long-term.

[A digression about how newer members and less involved attendees can track important 1609 information ensued. This enhancements list was distributed as a spreadsheet after the November 2005 meeting, and has been sent again by request to the list today by Doug Kavner, The entire contents of the reflector is archived, but not sorted by what is important, and only started half a year ago. The URL of the reflector for review and download is http://www.ITSstandards.net/bb/viewforum.ph?f=19 . Lee Armstrong’s website http://www.leearmstrong.com is also an excellent archive and source of current information about WAVE/DSRC. Lee agreed to update his website for sign-in so that standards drafts can be placed in a consolidated place.]
With reference to the four documents that Jerry described in the Phase II work list, Scott Andrews and Roger O’Connor already had to write up use cases as the first part of their implementation effort. So that everyone can get the benefit of prior work, DIC and VIIC  could provide raw materials for the use case document to the WG.. Broady said the DIC material is already approved to be made available. Jerry suggests archiving them at the WG  level is useful for communicating with policy makers. 

Scott said that Jerry’s Phase II work list seemed to be a good set of activities for the 1609 WG to carry out in parallel to current VIIC and DIC implementation and testing efforst. Tom said there seems to be general agreement that this should be done and asked for volunteers for sub-groups. Broady suggested that we ask for volunteers for a sub-group to produce standards support white papers with the titles from the work list to provide input into the phase II development effort, and track these as additional action items. 

Jerry volunteered Rick as edit for the Set of System Requirements document (third major bullet on work list).. We are looking for individuals to take the lead on each of the other three items. We have an Action Item for working group members to identify themselves to work on this, with the process of finding volunteers to go on untilthe next meeting.

It was decided to schedule the next meeting for Tuesday – Thursday, April 18-20. We are looking for a host and venue

Tom proposed for setting up 1609 liaisons with other groups that are not standards groups, to be discussed after lunch [ but it wasn’t]
Broke for lunch at 11:45, reconvened after lunch at 1pm
Randy Roebuck reported on presenting certification/interoperability stuff to VIIC/automotive groups in late January and also presented to Booze-Allen with Bill Jones for the VII network side. What we have to do is take it to the state DOTs and AASHTOs, because they’re the ones who will really be in charge of RSU installation. When Randy’s group met with AASHTO, some of them said we were right, we need to work on this now, others said we will work on this at the end of the line. Randy will bring updates of what is happening with certification and interoperability every couple months to WG meeting

Comment resolution discussion for P1609.3

Lee Armstrong and John Moring each presented a selection of the comments made on Dot 3 that they thought most needed working group input. Lee began with Comment 418 by Jerry Serviss. Jerry said that this was a frustration comment and that he withdraws that one, but asks Lee  to fix the other problems with section 6.5 that are detailed in Comments 413-17. John and Justin agree that reference information in section 6.5 should be made more precise and will send improvements in this to Jerry for approval. In discussion of Comment 414, Jerry pointed out that it is not clear that those two paragraph describe the forwarding functions. Justin pointed out that the forwarding function is not part of the air interface, and should not be in the standard in his opinion. 
For the large number of comments on section 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, there was a general comment from Jerry that this section is informative but wording seems prescriptive. John and Lee will deal with these comments with off-line discussions with Jerry.In 5.4, Jerry’s Comment 407 was that this section was confusing and it seemed like we are reinventing routing and bridging. Doug thinks the addition of some figures might help; this will be settled between Doug and Jerry. John agrees with Comment 405 and will take action to fix. Doug is taking care of 404. Comment 400 pointed up a problem with loose use of the term notification, John will fix.
[Jerry left the room briefly as his cell phone rang “All I want to do is have some fun”, interrupting the comment resolution.]
John Moring presented a summary of the 1609.3 sponsor balloting: There were 443 total comments, 67 editorial, 164 technical, 12 general, 137 “Must  be satisfied” comments (from 5 Disapprove voters), about 24 identified for discussion

John first brought up for discussion John Sheppard’s comments 65 and 66 about Application Class Identifiers. John proposed to reject comments and leave as is, because of the chicken and egg problem of where the range of values for ACID values should be defined. [Secretary’s note: comment 65, however, seems only to refer to the fact that the values for ACID in the Valid Range column do not match those in the description column, and this should be fixed]. There was an extended discussion, primarily between Lee, Tom and Broady, about how registration and addition of ACID values can be done. Tom suggested two possible solutions, to get the IEEE registration authority to take it on, possibly for a reasonable fee for change, or to give it to an independent entity, such as an automotive industry association. The working group cannot do it because it requires a long-term funded entity. Broady asked if it would be appropriate for us to raise this to the VII committee level? Scott said he could go to the VIIC and ask what national body this should go to.Tom said he thinks there may still be a way to get  the IEEE standards authority to be in charge of generating the numbers. Frank Perry said that in SAE, they have been assigning ACID to specific use cases and ACM to sub-applications of use cases. Yasser Morgan pointed out that for 1609 we need to define only how we receive the information, not what the numbers are. At the end of the discussion, John asked that whatever the response from external groups, we should retain this as an Action Item to track and make sure that the problem of ACID registration gets handled.

Several comments were settled by rejecting: Comment 106, since we mandate only support of IPv6 (service providers supporting only IPv4 will need to go through a gateway); Comment 110, rejected because concerns about MAC broadcast versus multicast are not relevant for messages sent only on a wireless medium with a limited RF range; Comment 316, suggestion to use 64-bit MAC addresses rejected based on information Dick Roy received from Rich Seifert, who says that 64-bit addressing is not close to being implemented; Comment 412 was discussed and rejected, correct as stands. Comment 460 spawned a discussion about whether there was a problem with using MAC addresses as effective WBSS IDs, since the MAC addresses can change for randomization. Scott pointed out that if you are serving as a provider, you can grab a static MAC handle and keep the same while being a provider. Doug pointed out that this was Doug’s idea last year, when Scott rejected it. But since it is Scott’s idea now and this was Scott’s comment, no one has a problem with leaving this as is in Dot 3, so the comment is rejected/withdrawn.
For Comment 116, after some discussion of what Felipe and Justin have actually used for 802.LLC, it was decided to check language in both Dot 3 and Dot 4 and make sure that we have not overspecified, that we should just say standard Ethertype as in 802.2, LLC, connectionless service. [Justin, Jason and John have this action?]
For Comment 118, we discussed do we want to remove Annex B or rewrite it? Broady wants to leave it in, Scott wants to leave it out. It was decided that John will repackage Annex B and export as a white paper. He will have to make sure that places where references to Annex B are removed are taken care of to include any necessary information from Annex B. Doug: thinks we may need to add some figures to show why we have MAC bridging at all.

Several comments had quick resolutions: 

Comment 119: Scott said ignore it, John said defer it for further study in the future.
Comment 122: John agrees that a conformance statement is desirable, would be nice to see in the next draft. Randy has action to create this for Dot 3.
Comment 276: Jeff will send reference to Lee.

Comment 345: Jerry says his comment refers to the fact that Figure 2 is not a system architecture. Broady says we should add developing a system architecture document as an Action Item. John will relabel the figure as a WAVE protocol stack.

For Comments 358 and 381, Jerry appeared to be working from a different draft, he will consult with John to clarify.
Comment 466 started a lengthy discussion. Frank Perry had questions about confusion in SAE group of how to use ACID/ACM marks. Doug explained that ACMs originally started from Dot 1, where precise information is encoded into them. Given the confusion we have – do we need a white paper, or more introductory material in section 5? Jerry said this belongs in the system reference document? Scott has an action item to write a couple pages on it for inclusion in document or for white paper. This information can be passed to SAE.
Comment 467: There was an extended discussion, primarily between Scott and Broady, about whether outgoing messages need to be checked to see whether the application that is issuing them has registered an ACID/ACM pair. Broady believes that this is needed as a placeholder for more strict checking on priority setting of outgoing messages that will need to be done as implementations develop. Scott believes that any concern about behavior of messages being sent can be taken care of by the process of installing accredited applications in the vehicle, and that registration is only necessary for applications that wish to advertise in a WSA to form a WBSS. Bryan suggested that the requirement for all outgoing messages to be checked against registration be removed from the current standards draft and added to the enhancements list This was agreed to by group [John can remove from Dot 3; are changes to Dot 4 required as well? Who has action item to add to enhancements list.]
Unless members send email to John Moring tonight with other comments they wish to have addressed in the WG, Dot 3 comment resolution discussion is finished for this meeting.
Tom Kurihara said that based on input from Lee Simmons, standards program manager for ITS, we can look at PARs, make changes and go to trial-use, without any major changes in our schedule for standards approval. We can continue with addressing comments for 5-day working group review, then go to recirculation ballot after that. During the recirculation period we will have an opportunity to make comments. We are addressing comments to go to trial-use by identifying the wording that is necessary to be changed in the draft. The replacement wording will show up in the recirculation document. We will attempt to address all of them, with the circulation of the Excel spreadsheet 

We need to do Dot 1 Comment resolution tomorrow. 

LeeArmstrong announced that 802.11p Letter Ballot 81 is postponed because the wrong document on the server in reference to the Letter Ballot. To answer some of the questions from earlier in the day about ACID/ACMs Lee presented slide with an example of how ACID and ACMs were originally intended to be used.
Meeting adjourned at 5 pm.
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