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9:10
Meeting Opening Statements – Tom Kurihara, P1609 Chairman
Tom opened the meeting with a round of introductions.  He indicated that Revision 6 of the agenda would be followed for this 3 day meeting.  An attendance list was circulated.
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9:15
Review of IEEE Patent Policies
-
Tom Kurihara

9:20
Other IEEE Requirements
- Matt Ceglia, P1609 IEEE Representative
Matt introduced himself to the group and reviewed the balloting status of P1609.  Lee Armstrong asked a question regarding how to submit new comments and review prior comments.  Matt admitted that the current method is awkward.  Tom should include the entire spreadsheet of comments with resolution in the next recirculation so that people can see it.  It can be in Excel format.
9:21
Review of Agenda and Motion to Accept March Meeting Minutes

Tom reviewed the remaining action items.  He indicated that the application IDs were not assigned.  The informal response from Angela & Tony @ IEEE is that application IDs are not provided by the Registration Authority.  A request was made to Matt by Lee to assist in the registration process by providing application IDs.  Regarding the remaining action items:
· Action item to compare language in P1069.3 and .4 by Filip, Justin, Jason Lee and John Moring.  Justin indicated that this item is still open.

· John Moring removed Annex B from 1609.3

· Scott Andrews’, Doug Kavner’s and Jason Liu’s action items are still open.  Justin will address the comment.

· Adding PICS to 1609.1 – 4.  William Whyte added it to 1609.2.  Randy is addressing it in 1609.3 and 1609.4.  Nobody is working on it for 1609.1.  

· Page registration – still open.

· Ballot recirculation – PICS for 1609.1 must be worked.  Tom requested that Matt look into this.

· The last action item will be determined at the end of the meeting.  
Tom made modifications to the action item list as each item was presented.

Tom presented a draft status report, entitled:  IEEE 802.11-06/nnnn, May 2006.  He reviewed the status of 1455 and the P1609 standards.  The P1609 standards will be “trial use” meaning their life cycle is 2 years maximum.  The liaisons for the DSRC consortium was changed from Doug Kavner to Randy Roebuck and Filip Weytjens.  Other changes to the presentation were made.  
Tom returned to the agenda.  The next action item was to review the status of P1609.2

9:45
P1609.2 Balloting Status 
- William Whyte, Editor


William provided a presentation indicating how comments were addressed in the revisions made to P1609.2 and the outstanding issues.  He is also developing a security guide and needs a reviewer.  The current version of the document is .D7.  It includes “bit-twiddling” to reduce message sizes.

A security guide is being written by John Moring for P1609.3.  Tom asked if these documents should be combined and published in the same fashion as an 802.11 guide.  Matt indicated that he’ll present this request to the SA.  Tom also requested additional guide information for P1609.1 and .4.  

9:55
New Business, Item 5.1
- Tom Kurihara

Tom asked Lee to talk about the comments to 802.11p that indicate that maybe much of 1609.4 should be reabsorbed into 802.11p.  In particular, channel control is now a topic that can be approached by 802.11.  It was moved to 1609 because it was a change to the MAC that the working group felt to be a good decision a few years ago.  However, now, with other change recommendations being made to the MAC in 802.11, it may be a good idea to move it back and reworded appropriately.  


Lee indicated that because the comments to 802.11p reference P1609.4, we will be allowed to make this change to the 802.11p document, as IEEE will not release P1609.4 to all of the 802.11 members.  IEEE would only allow a single copy of the document to be released to Stuart.  Only those who signed up to review 1609 via “My Ballot” are allowed to see and review the P1609 documents.  According to Tom, to remove a dependency between 1609 and 802.11p would be a good idea.



Broady asked how many people asked how many comments in 802.11p were addressed regarding this topic.  Justin indicated that we should remove references to 1609.4 from 802.11p as a solution.  We could start another PAR at a later date in 802.11 if necessary.  The group felt that this is a better solution to allow us to proceed with the completion of the documents.  802.11p will remain as a “single channel” document.  Wayne indicated that there’s only one reference to 1609 in 802.11p.  The reference will be removed.

10:12
Coffee Break
10:25
P1609.4 Status Report
- Justin McNew

Justin began with a presentation entitled “P1609.4 Comment Summary”, dated May 10, 2006.  This presentation was posted on the IEEE reflector last night for everyone to review.  Justin indicated that the 156 editorial comments and 20 general comments have been addressed, and we will begin addressing the 100 technical comments today.  A comment spread sheet was circulated (Dot4 comments 040406.xls) to the group last night that contains his recommendations.  Comments requiring group participation were highlighted in yellow.  
The first comment addressed was from Rick Seifert, Comment 39.  Ethertype identifies the WSMP protocol.  Justin believes that the wrong LLC header may have been recommended.  Justin feels that the comment’s recommended solution is confusing.  He indicated how the SNAP header should be corrected.  Justin’s recommendation was to remove the level of detail provided in the document, by removing all reference to SNAP so that the potential problems of ambiguity from the details will be removed.  There were no objections to this recommendation.

The next comment addressed was from Gerry Serviss, Comment 203.  For 1609.4, it is a requirement to send management frames with the highest priority.  802.11 does not make this statement, although it is implied.  The comment was accepted, and 1609.4 will be modified to indicate that WAVE management frames shall be prioritized ahead of data frames.

Comment 204 from Gerry Serviss was then addressed.  Justin proposed a revised Figure 5 that shows two queues, one being a management queue.  The problem that this incurs, according to Yasser, is that the queue would not be transferred to the service channel.  Justin pointed out that the diagram is provided for reference, and is not a mandatory implementation.  The opinion was that by showing the management queue in the diagram creates confusion.  Justin recommended its removal from the diagram and providing additional text instead.  Comment 204 was accepted.  Justin indicated that he would take an action to reiterate this information in 802.11p.

Comment 152 was submitted by John Moring.  The comment regards the selection of the wrong channel number to send a packet on.  The comment was rejected.

The next comment was Comment 213.  The comment requests the duration of the sync interval.  The requirement will be changed to “shall” so that the interval is fixed.  The comment was accepted.
Comment 215 asks if the spec. of the UTC is a requirement.  The requirement was removed in this version of the standard to permit a different time base for an independent system.  Without a “shall” then there is a loophole in the standard to permit different time bases, versus just one.  The comment was accepted.  UTC shall be used as the common time base except where unavailable or inaccessible.  Additional wording will be provided in the standard.

Comment 43, submitted from Rich Seifert, requested that Service Access Points include some information that is provided in the WSMP header; in particular, power, channel and rate.  The response is that we are going to extend the SAPs to include this information.
11:45
Lunch Break

12:45 
Meeting Resumed – Continuance of Comment Resolution to P1609.4 – Justin McNew
  

Comment 219 from Gerry Serviss wants “shall” to be used in a normative section.  Justin will accept the comment with modification to show that Section 5 is an example.
Comment 220 from Gerry Serviss applies to the same section and will be resolved in the same manner.

Comment 233 refers to Section 8.1 and the SAPs.  Arrows will be added around the internal SAP and additional explanation will be provided.  

Comment 240 from Gerry Serviss refers to Section 8.2 and whether or not the information is mandatory or normative.  Justin indicated that the wording was taken verbatim from 802.11.  It is approved text.    Therefore, the group decided to reject this comment as with Comment 241 regarding the same section.
Comment 272 from Gerry Serviss requires an algorithm to be provided to determine uncertainty in timestamps.  The comment was accepted and a requirement will be provided based on the probability of exceeding the allotted variation specified by the guard interval.  
Comment 74 by John Sheppard will be answered by Comment 272’s response.
Comment 280 was also by Jerry Serviss.  It requested clarification of the repeats parameter.  The reason that repeats are allowed in succession is because the 802.11 MAC will, by default, incur a random back-off between successive transmissions.  A footnote will be added to the standard.  
Comment 247’s modifications will be accepted as written, and additional supportive text will be added.

The technical comments that required group inputs were completed at this time.  Justin then moved onto questionable general and editorial comments.  The first one was Comment 29 from Mark Tillinghast.  For now, the referenced section will be changed to read “example architecture” vs. “reference architecture”.  
Comment 234 from Gerry Serviss requests that the SAPs be reworded to agree with the associated text.  Justin asks that this comment be withdrawn as the meaning to software and system engineers can be construed differently.  
Comment 243 requests a corresponding “.Confirm” to a section that was copied from IEEE 802.11.  So, this comment will be rejected.

This completed the comment resolution process on all comments that Justin requested group input on.  The group then looked at all comments that Justin recommended rejection, so that we could confirm and support the response.

The first comment in this group was Comment 187 from Gerald Serviss.  The comment will be accepted and the basic service set will be defined in the list of acronyms.  
Comment 190 from Gerald Serviss requested that a provider device not participate on the Control Channel.  The comment will be rejected, as the provider could be acting as a User.

Comment 192, Section 5, line 44 addresses service channel message status when a device returns to the Control Channel.  The comment was accepted and the paragraph will be reworded to indicate that the data exchange may be resumed when the device returns to the service channel.
Comment 65 from John Sheppard refers to Page 6, line 45.  802.11e handles this comment, so it was rejected.
Comment 140 from Floyd Simpson refers to Figure 1.  The diagram disagrees with the text.  The comment will be accepted and the coordination box will be removed.

Comment 166 is the same as Comment 140.

Comment 25 from Mark Tillinghast indicates that only unicast applies.  It does not, so the comment was rejected.  
Comment 27 from Mark Tillinghast refers to Section 5.2.4.4.  This material was copied from 802.11 and 802.2, so it will not be modified. 
14:28
Break

14:45
Meeting Resumed – P1609.4 Comment Resolution

Comment 198 refers to Subclause 6.2.  The commenter Gerald Serviss wants a better definition of the announcement frame to be provided.  The request will be accepted and the label will be changed on the figure to read “Illustration of the location of the Timing Quality…”
Comment 206 from Gerald Serviss regarding 7.2 refers to a message that is tagged with a wrong channel type.  The comment will be rejected.

Comment 152 from John Moring is rejected.
Comment 30 from Mark Tillinghast refers to 7.2.1.  The material recommended is already provided in the standard.  Therefore, it is accepted.  Additional wording to the effect that “…channel number is valid if and only if it corresponds….” will be incorporated in the revision.
Comment 207 from Gerald Serviss concerns the EDCA parameter setting in Section 7.3.  The comment is accepted.  It will be changed to “EDCA parameter set values…”

Comment 209 from Gerald Serviss refers to 7.3.1 and the parameter set specification.  Reference to Table 1 will be provided on Line 1

Comment 211 from Gerald Serviss refers to 7.3.2.  The comment was rejected as the paragraph was clear to the committee.

Comment 48 from Robert Soranno was rejected as it is an implementation issue.  
Comment 239 from Gerald Serviss refers to 8.2.  It requests additional information.  The paragraph was taken directly from 802.11, so, it is rejected.

Comment 251 from Gerald Serviss, referring to 8.3.1.1.2 desires additional description be provided on the secured WSA.  The comment is accepted.  Wording will be added that 1609.3 provides the necessary information.

Comment 249 from Gerald Serviss refers to the same subclause as above.  The primitive specifications are in conformance with those in 802.11.  The comment was rejected.
Comment 250 from Gerald Serviss refers to Subclause 8.3.1.1.2.  He desires to know if it is possible to have multiple WBSS on the Control Channel.  The question is answered in Subclauses 9 and 9.2.1.  So, the comment was accepted.

Comment 252 from Gerald Serviss regarding limiting MAC addresses in Table 5.  The comment was rejected.
Comment 262 from Gerald Serviss refers to 8.3.6.1.4.  A new statement indicating that a PHY-TXEND.request (defined in 802.11) may be subsequently issued by the MAC to cancel transmissions in process by the PHY.
Comment 263 from Gerald Serviss requests more information regarding message flushing.  It was rejected.

Comment 266 from Gerald Serviss regarding Section 9.1 was resolved by placing a “shall” in the first sentence.

Comment 268 from Gerald Serviss asks if UTC is preferred.  The comment is accepted per response to Comment 215.

Comment 270 from Gerald Serviss asks how timing is provided in the absence of UTC.  It was accepted by referring to Footnote 7 and Comment #269’s response.

Comment 271 from Gerald Serviss refers to 9.1.2 asks for the definition of “precise time”.  The guard intervals define the precision.  The comment was accepted.  The definition of precision based on Comment 272 will be used.
Comment 273 from Gerald Serviss was accepted, with reference to Comment 272.

This completed the complete technical comment review.  A revision to this document will be submitted by Justin to Lee by the end of next week.

16:17

P1609.1 Comment Resolution
- Lee Armstrong, Editor

Lee referenced the newest version of 1609.1, Draft 14.  The comment resolution status was presented.  The first question requested PICS performance information to be included.  Lee indicated that this is an open action item that cannot be resolved at this time until Mark IV provides the necessary information.
Comment 3 requests a management interface to each protocol entity.  Lee’s response is that no more information can be added.

Comment 4 applies to the entire document, requesting description prose to be changed to normative text and state machine specification.  Lee indicated that ASN.1 provides this information.  He requires further feedback from the commenter.  A state machine was not the goal of this version of the standard.  The scope would have to be  expanded to satisfy this requirement.
Comment 10 requests that a command be provided for an atomic “read-and-clear” primitive.  Lee indicated that this feature is permitted as a concatenated command in a single PDU at this time.  Therefore, no new definitions will be added.

Comment 31 indicates that the value is omitted in 6.4.6 for command parameter length.  Lee indicated that this value is a variable within a range of two bytes.  The length is consistent every time it is used.  

Comments 33 and 34 were answered in the same manner as Comment 31 above.

Comment 38 was rejected because the paragraph that it refers to a paragraph that was eliminated due to other comments.

Comment 39 requests more information about the registration mechanism.  Lee indicated that this request is beyond the scope of this standard.  A different working group has been assigned this task.

Comment 40 requests more information for keypad.  Lee thinks enough is provided

Comment 41 according to Lee should be rejected because adequate wording is provided.

Comment 50 requested that DSRC be added to the PAR.  Lee indicated that the purpose does not have to match the PAR.  Matt suggested that the PAR be changed from DSRC to WAVE.  Tom took this as an action item.
Comment 70 was resolved by deleting the paragraph.

Comment 86 refers to field size.  The field size is two bytes, the range of the field is 65535 bits.  So, the comment is rejected.
Comments 119, 120, 121 and 122 were resolved by deleting the paragraph.

Comment 124 was resolved by removing reference to the FHWA document.

Comment 132 makes a wrong assumption regarding wrm-ResourceList and wrm_ResourceOfInterestList.  They are properly defined.

Comment 133’s resolution is the same as 132’s.

Comment 136 requests a response when there is a loss of transmission.  Lee considers this unresolvable.  Packets can be lost. ACKs are not issued on a packet by packet basis.  It is the responsibility of the application to keep track of its messages.

Comment 138 requests clarification for wrm-LinkID.  Lee indicates that all information necessary is provided in this instance. 
Comment 139 requires clarification.  Lee indicated that he cannot provide any more.  
Regarding Comments 140 – 143, Lee considers the resolutions to be unresolveable at this time and needs Ken Cook’s inputs.  Tom asked that these responses be changed to “Refer to Version 2”.

Comments 146 was rejected.

Comments 147 and 148 were responded with “unresolvable” .

Comment 149 was resolved with Subclause 9’s rewrite.

Comment 167 no longer applies with the rewrite of text.
Comment 175 wanted everything in binary.  Lee indicates that he followed IEEE rules.

Comment 177 requested to change the numbering system for command success.  Lee rejected it because the implementation of this standard is in progress.
Comments 181-183 no longer apply as that text was eliminated in the rewrite.
Comment 293 requested additional confirmation of packet delivery.  Lee considers this issue unresolvable at this time as it is not defined.  Ken does not want to define it.  

Comment 305 Lee rejected as he believes there is adequate definition.

Comment 317 requests that the clause be labeled “Informative”.  It cannot be where it is located in the document.  Lee added additional text.

Comment 338 was rejected because there is adequate definition provided.

Comment 355 requested that formatting be changed to formatting.  Lee made as many corrections that he could within the confines of the style guide.

Comment 368 – figure no longer exists, so reject comment.
Comment 378 – all necessary information provided.  Reject comment.
Comment 380 requests documentation to show differences between the terms.  Lee disagrees that this is necessary.  Definitions are provided, but no real detail.  He requested that people review these terms.

Comment 382 asked for “shall” to be used in a note.  IEEE states that “will” should be used in the note.  So, the comment was rejected.

Comment 386 requested clarification.  It was rejected.

Comment 406 requested clarification.  It was rejected.

Comment 424 requested deviation from the IEEE Style Guide.  It was rejected.

Comment 476 requires additional information from Ken Cook to resolve.  

Comment 477 was rejected because the software is written to operate in that fashion.

Comment 478 requests information that is left to the implementer.

Comment 480 indicates ambiguity in the definition of access privilege.  There is access control in this standard, but 1609.2 handles true privilege.  Lee did not change the text.

Comment 481 was resolved by paragraph deletion.

Comments 482 and 483 are issues Lee felt was better left to the implementer.

Comment 484 indicates that we need to extend the error codes.  Lee disagreed for this version of the standard.  Redefining the error protocol is beyond the scope of this standard.  
Comment 490 requested change to the definition to OBU.  The group agreed to this definition in all standards.

Comment 491 conflicts with IEEE Style Guide requirements.  Acronyms may be repeated.

Comment 495 was responded to by rewriting the clause.

After completing his presentation of the comments, Lee recommended that everyone review the new version of the document as there has been much rewrite.  Comments are to be provided by the thirteenth of this month.  Matt provided information regarding comments and how comment resolutions must be handled.

17:45
Meeting Adjourned 
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Telephone Attendees:


Jules Madey


Ken Cook


Chris Hedges


Carl Kain

Physical Attendees:


Rick Noen

Motorola


Bob Soranno

JHU/APL


Lee Armstrong
Armstrong Consulting


Justin McNew

TechnoCom


Jerry Landt

TransCore


William Whyte
NTRU


Randy Roebuck
Sirit


Wayne Fisher

ARINC


Broady Cash

ARINC



Susan Dickey

CALTRANS


Filip Weytjens
TransCore


Yasser Morgan
TransCore


Matt Ceglia

IEEE Project Manager for IEEE 1609


Fan Bai

GM


Frank Perry

Ford Motor Co.


Bill Williamson
Eviewsinc


Sam Oyama

Hitachi

Stanley Park

Mitretek

Doug Kavner

Raytheon


Richard Roy


Alasmer Malarky
IEEE

08:50
IEEE P1609.3 Balloting Issues/Comments – Justin McNew for Dick Kavner


Justin began his presentation with “1609.3 Comment Summary”, a file placed on the P1609 Reflector on Tuesday.  Justin indicated that he will be focusing on the technical comments and proceed in the same fashion that he handled P1609.4 comments.


Comment 84 was the first comment discussed.  This comment asked to change the “1” and “0” convention.  The same response was given by the committee as to P1609.4.  As the standard is being implemented in the fashion described and until someone presents a standard that requires a change, it will stay the way it is.  Therefore, the comment was rejected.

Comment 115 from Rich Seifert referred to LLC service support.  This comment was accepted with the modification that we use only unacknowledged Type 1 Operation, as discussed in P1609.4.


Comment 402 refers to MAC bridging.  It was submitted by Gerald Serviss.  He wants the section to be rewritten to clarify certain issues.  It was suggested by Yasser that the section be subdivided.  Doug Kavner agreed.   It was taken as an action item.
Comment 405
from Gerald Serviss indicates that Table 3 does not reflect the actual requirements.  This table was provided as a guide, not normative text.  Justin offered to remove the capability for OBUs.  Doug Kavner believed that we should keep it.  The DIC program has run into issues in the implementation of the MAC bridge.  The recommendation is to revise the table in conjunction with the Comment 402 resolution.  
This standard attempts to create a protocol for MAC address discovery for a non-IP based network.  Doug admitted that clause 5 was written as informative.  He wants to rewrite it, based upon the confusion that it has created.  On a large pad, Doug developed options for the committee to review.  Option 1a – supporting IPV6 on bridge at RSU was chosen by the group as essential, and should be based on existing standards.  This allows the RSU to be similar to a standard 802 access point.  Two options were provided for OBU bridging:  WSMP on the bridge with/without discovery or an optimized MAC discovery for the RSU.    
There was a break in the comment resolution for a teleconference on application class identifiers, as requested yesterday to Tom by Lee as an action item.

10:00
Teleconference with Angela Weaver from IEEE Registration Authority


Angela provided a list of ten questions to the committee.  Tom displayed these questions on the screen.  One of Angela’s questions related to our existing numbers and how they were provided.  Lee indicated that the numbers in the current standard were developed from ISO and earlier DSRC standards.  We do not have to use those values, but they were inserted to provide uniqueness.
Lee informed Angela that there many additional classes of applications that have been identified and inserted in P1609.3 that were assigned by IEEE, but there will be additional ones needed to support new and emerging applications as they are developed.  Different standards bodies will be requesting numbers.  Recommendations by Lee and Tom how to handle industry/trade association requests were provided.  Lee and Matt requested that a public domain website or some other utility would display these numbers, and the standards would not have to be revised for each new ACID.    Angela asked that a tutorial be provided on the public website to assist in ACID requests.  


There is no documentation on how the first fifteen IDs were assigned to DSRC.  

Scott Andrews brought up the point that every time a new ID is assigned, every vehicle must be provided this information so that it can use it.   Lee pointed out that these are class numbers so he does not believe that there should be too many new numbers created.  

Tom indicated that we are asking for application related vs. network related registration assistance.  

10:30
Return to P1609.3 Balloting Comments – Justin McNew and Doug Kavner


The discussion regarding MAC bridging continued.  Doug created a diagram to display operations using his second option.  Doug stated that the standard should prevent airlink to airlink communications.   The MAC address must be increased to support Option 2 – optimized time-bandwidth MAC address discovery from a bridge in the RSU.   A vote was taken on this issue and fourteen supported this option, there were zero “no” votes and three abstains.

The resolution to the comment is that the committee will retain Clause 5, rework the wording to be more explanatory, and welcome additional comments to the revision.  The requirement to support bridging does not require a unit to have a bridge.  The fields required for the bridge in the message need to be filled in only if a bridge is resident.  Filip pointed out that IPV6 requirements must be handled in conjunction with the WAVE message routing, and this was agreed to by Doug and Justin.
Doug Kavner indicated that there is a White Paper being developed by himself and Justin elaborating on MAC bridge service tables.  It will include simulation results to support the findings.

The third issue of discussion was to support OBU bridging to OBEs as already provided for in the standard.  Yasser indicated that limitations associated with the usage of MAC bridging for OBUs must be included.  Filip seconded this opinion.  He also indicated that the standard should be validated through design to prove the concept.    

12:00
Lunch Break

13:00
Presentations on Next Generation DSRC – Rick Noens, Motorola

Rick began with his presentation entitled, “RHN 1609 Meeting 05 06.ppt”.  Rick has been collecting and collating all of the applications and use cases proposed for DSRC.   Rick also reviewed the status current programs.  Inputs were provided by our committee to update his lists.  Lee pointed out that he did not coordinate his research on applications with those that the SAE is developing.  Rick wants to make sure the a link to DSRC is provided to as many programs as possible underway by FHWA, ITS America, etc.  His purpose is to solicit as much input as necessary to assure that the next generation DSRC product satisfies the needs. 

Rick provided a list of “Day 1” functional requirements (requirements that must be satisfied by the first release systems) that can be applied to the current version.  He would like to get this list finalized by June.  He presented a schedule of other documents that need to be prepared.  Dick Roy and Susan Dickey volunteered to assist him in his effort.

13:40
Additional New Business – Omni Air, Randy Roebuck

Bill Jones has verbally approved the OmniAir activities.  Tim McGucken is working on final contract issues.  The plan is to have OmniAir in operation by the middle to the end of June of this year.  The certification structure is being set up.  Tim McGucken is working on a white paper to solicit candidates for OmniAir membership.  The test methods are under development.  OmniAir members will be attending the P1609 meetings in the future.  Only 1609.1 was excluded from this effort by Bill Jones.   
Tom asked if anyone could report on the VIIC architecture and its dependence on DSRC.  There were no formal comments on the subject.  Doug Kavner indicated that the Version 2 list is open to them to provide inputs.  There is an RSE integration effort ongoing.  By the end of ’07 there should be test data available to assist developers.  
Tom asked Richard Roy to report on WG16.  Richard indicated that the network layer will differ, but they hope to adopt our MAC and PHY.  They will also review our 1609.3.  TG37 has been doing fixed satellite service interference studies to IEEE 802.11 products.  They are now looking into radar interference.  Dick indicated that when he asked Bill Jones, R. Soranno was provided as the point of contact for this information.
14:00
Future Meetings

The next P1609 meeting will be July 12 -14 at the ARINC facility in San Diego, CA.  Tom hopes to get second recirculation comments prior to that meeting.  Doug asked what would happen if technical comments still had to be addressed that could require recirculation from there.  Tom believes that the comments will go to the editor with annotations.  By then, the registration process shall be under control.
The next version of 1609.3 will be re-released on June 26th.  1609.4 will be re-released by June 12th.

14:05
Break

14:35
1609.3 Balloting Comments – Continued

Doug presented three rules:

1. Any service provider can be hosted across a MAC bridge.  In response to this statement, Yasser read 802.1d as an argument against this rule.  Doug indicated that as this applies to 802.11, we should add restrictions to our standards, as necessary, to come up with appropriate rules for WAVE BSS.
2. User applications cannot be bridged through any WAVE device for unicast transmissions.  Security and other issues preclude this operation.

3. All broadcast messages can traverse the MAC bridge.  We do not want to create any loops within the RSE, so, we will not forward out another airlink.  
An example was presented by Doug showing communications between two OBUs.  
Richard Roy wanted to incorporate a comment into the standard that two RSE’s cannot be connected to an RSU.

Doug asked for a vote on the three points he presented.  Broady requested additional discussion on Rule 2.  Dick Roy posed a question about the example that led Doug to ask if we can allow MAC frames with four MAC addresses (RA, SA, TA, DA)?  Doug believes that we should allow this.  He stated that, “We don’t want to solve the problem of how OBU1 learns about OBU2’s bridge”.

MAC randomization is not in the current standard, but a white paper is being written on this subject, as it is on the V2 (version 2) list.  

Rule 2 was reworded to state that Service Providers are not required to support unicast transmissions to user devices connected to a WAVE device across a MAC bridge.  New rules were then added.
4. Do not use unsigned MAC header payloads in a MAC bridge table.

Doug emphasized that it is understood that the wording of these rules is not perfect at this time, but these statements will be incorporated into the revision to Clause 5.

5. WAVE devices are permitted to ignore inter-AP frames.

Justin constructed a diagram showing that the interface between the DS to the OBE is undefined and not supported by WAVE Service Advertisement (WSA).  The implementer can define it, if so desired.   The interface between the RSU and the DS is defined and is supported by the WSA.    The committee was satisfied with this diagram.  It will be included in the revised standard.
Justin returned to the original presentation, “1609.3 Comment Summary” and the spreadsheet.  Comments 405 – 408 address the MAC bridge.  The response will then be Accept, and the clause will be rewritten based on the committee’s decision provided above.
Comment 403 from Alexander indicates that the existing MIB prefix should be replaced.  The new prefix will be “wavedot1”, “wavedot3” or “wavedot4” depending on the standard.  So, the comment was accepted.  

Comment 471 was from Scott Andrews regarding UDP forwarding.  The recommendation is to remove this feature as a requirement for the OBU.  Broady wants the RSU to require this feature as currently specified. The comment was accepted in that manner.

Forty-nine comments remain.  Justin proposed to limit committee review of each comment to five minutes, then move on if unresolved.  We will return to those comments that require more time after reviewing the entire group.

17:40
Prototype Efforts – Broady Cash

There are three prototype efforts underway.  The first prototype was developed based on last year’s standard.  The software is being evaluated and then the testing will begin.  The prototype upgrade is the second effort.  It is an enhancement to the first prototype as it incorporates an integrated chipset which has the appropriate spectral mask and meets temperature requirements.  The third prototype effort is to build 100 units to the balloted standard.  Once it has been confirmed that they meet the balloted standards, produce 100 more units in four batches.
17:43
Meeting Adjourned
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08:40
Meeting Resumed

Teleconference Attendees:
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Chris Hedges

Physical Attendees:


Lee Armstrong


Tom Kurihara


Doug Kavner


Justin McNew
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Rick Noens


Matt Ceglia


Alastaer Milarky


Stanley Park


Frank Perry


William Williamson


Filip Weytjens


Susan Dickey


Richard Roy

8:45
1609.4 Comment Resolution – Justin McNew


Justin resumed the presentation and resolution of comments to P1609.4.  The first comment was Comment 66 from Sheppard.  It regarded ACID assignments.  That comment was resolved in yesterday’s meeting.  The change to delete enumerations was rejected, but the maintenance portion of the comment was accepted.  Therefore, the comment was accepted, with rejection to the proposed change.

Comment 105 regards the uses of IPV4.  Should it be excluded?  Yes.  The comment was accepted.

Comment 110 was from Seifert indicates that we should change from broadcast to multicast MAC.  The recommendation was to reject this comment as it would require additional management of address assignments.  We do not want limitations.  So, the comment was rejected.


Comment 119 from Seifert regardes the wording of Subclause 6.5.  It includes normative and informative wording.  Justin indicated that “shall” is left off of information extracted from other standards.  He believes that the PICS should resolve this issue.  Doug and Lee indicated that the logic should be formalized.  Justin indicated that this is the policy in the response and rejected it.

Comment 121 applies to all of Subclauses 7.1 and 7.2.  It regards descriptive prose.  The resolution is the same as for 119.


Comment 316 was from Barr.  It regards the 64 bit MAC addresses.  It was rejected as it is not currently being implemented.


Comment 317 was rejected.  A reason had already been provided that was accepted.


Comment 412 from Serviss regards optional support of TCP.  Should it be mandatory?  TCP is difficult to support in a mobile environment.  Filip indicated that it could allow for an inexpensive products.  The comment was rejected because it makes development more difficulty and does not work well in a high mobility environment.  This issue is outside of the scope of this standard.

Comment 490 was from Scott Andrews.  It refers to Subclause 8.2.10.  It is directed at security of the MIB.  The comment was accepted, and MIB security shall be imposed.  This standard does not prescribe the method for implementing the security, however. 


Comment 490 from Andrews was addressed.  It will be corrected in the revision.

Comment 68 from Sheppard requests specific definition of the primitives on page 55.  The comment will be accepted and clarification will be provided.

Comment 86 is being treated as a duplicate of Comment 67.


Comment 87 from Karocki was interpreted as confusion by the writer of a difference between service primitives and what is transmitted over the air.  Principle was used as the reason.


Comment 107 by Seifert was accepted as the standard is being released as “Trial”.


Comment 113 requires that multi-cast addresses be addressed.  It was accepted.  Multi-cast addresses are permitted, but not required.


Comment 115 from Seifert on Subclause 5.4.  The recommendation is to eliminate the paragraph as the MAC bridge sections are being reworked.  The comment was accepted.

Comment 123 from Tillingham refers to Figure 6.  It was accepted.  The title of the chart will be modified to indicate “WBSS Initiation Sequence Chart”


Comment 124 from Tillingham refers to Subclause 7.5.  The decision was to accept with modification to indicate that 802.11p contains detailed information on this subject.  The receiving WME is not involved in the polling process.


Comment 132 from Tillingham refers to Subclause 8.5.  This led to an action item to investigate the solution with 802.11.  A “Principle” was assigned and Filip took the action item.

Comment 137 was from Freedman referring to the general description of WAVE.  Justin indicated that this comment would be resolved from a document describing the architecture.  He wants to add a diagram showing the relationship between RSUs, OBUs and applications.   An example diagram was presented.  It will be transposed to the standard with associated text for clarification.  So, the comment was accepted.


Comment 223 was from Morgan.  It indicates that Figure 4 needs to be repaired.  The comment was rejected as the working group is satisfied that it conveys the message as clearly as possible.

Comment 226 from Morgan refers to Subclause 5.3.3.2.  The group accepted the recommendation to add “globally” in front of routable.


Comment 236 from Morgan desires notifications of removals.  Justin recommended to reject this comment as we have no way of providing this information.  Susan asked if there could be more than one application for an application identifier, as a result of the way in which the paragraph is worded.  Clarification is necessary to indicate that the ACM/ACID pair is unique.  We will accept this comment with modification.  Justin recommends that we delete the last two sentences of 7.1.2.

Comment 239 from Morgan requests that a box be added to indicate where the application status becomes active.  Lee will ask Filip to ask Yasser where the box should be added.  So, the comment was accepted, but tentatively.


Comment 288 from Noens requests that the termination of services be illustrated in the diagram.  The comment was accepted and the modification will be made.  

Comment 298 from Soranno was accepted with modification.


Comment 313 from Soranno was accepted with modification.


Comment 317 from Barr refers to the use of the term “slightly different” in the standard in Subclause 5.3.4.  The comment was accepted, and the word “slightly” will be removed.  “Each category of applications requires the set of registration parameters defined by Table 1”.  


Comment 318 from Barr was accepted with modification as the section on MAC bridging will provide the appropriate discussion.

Comment 320 from Barr on Page 20, line 12.  The comment is rejected as the correct flow is displayed in the diagram.  Additional clarification was provided as both primitives and messages are shown in the diagram.


Comment 333 from Serviss on Subclause 1.6 requests that DSRC be changed to WAVE.  The working group agreed that it be left in for this instance.


Comment 339 from Serviss requests clarification on the management plane as it is larger than the WAVE management entity (WME).  The change has already been added to the revision.  So the comment was accepted.

Comment 367 from Serviss was satisfied by adding the term “IPV6” between “only” and “link” in the sentence referenced.  


Comment 368 from Serviss regarding Subclause 5.3.2 was accepted with modification.  A statement will be added to this standard to indicate that two WBSS exist at the same time on an RSU that support multiple, concurrent, service channels.  A statement indicating how a WAVE device operates within a single WBSS, and operations within multiple WBSS will be provided.


Comment 369 from Serviss was satisfied by removing the reference.  So, it was accepted.


Comment 377 from Serviss requests rewording of Subclause 5.3.2.2.  It will be done, so the comment was accepted.


This completed the review of the comments.  

The decision was made not to address the paper submitted by Scott Andrews entitled, “ACID White Paper.doc”, as he was not here to defend it or contribute to the resolutions. 
11:30
ACM Discussion
One of the topic from the white paper that led to a major discussion is the size of the ACM.  It was brought up by Lee and Doug.  It is felt that the field is too large at 255 bytes and it should be limited to 32 bytes at this time.  For trial use this change shall be made to the standards.  Lee is preparing a document to reply to Scott Andrew’s white paper.  
Lee presented a list of ACMs, the associated standards, and cross reference to the P1609 standards.  It was felt by the group that this list be included with the standards to provide conformance to IEEE rules.  

12:15
Closing Remarks

Tom indicated that there are only two comments to the new release 1609.1.  Balloting closes on May 13.  He thanked all the participants for attending.

12:16
Meeting Adjourned
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