Preliminary draft: Minutes

IEEE P1609 WG meeting, May 1-3, 2007

Minutes, Tuesday, May 1, 2007
1.0
INTRODUCTION 

Meeting called to order at 9 am, Tom Kurihara gave an overview of meeting agenda and introductions were done. Sue Dickey agreed to be secretary. Tom read the IEEE Patent policy. Tom went over the agenda in detail, and added item for discussion of the new 802.11p beacon proposals. Minutes will be reviewed as part of action items and accepted when corrections have been made.
2.0
REVIEW OF ACTION ITEMS
Rick will add V2 (also called Phase II) requirements from action items list to current V2 Enhancements list (which is being kept for use in revising the trial use standards) and will check with Doug Kavner if he wants to retain ownership of the list or have Rick take over.
Guidance document discussion was added to agenda.

No other changes in status were made for action items.

3.0 PROGRAM OF WORK

1609.3 has been approved for trial use.
No recent progress on 1609.2 security guide.

Lee Armstrong has declined to continue as project editor for working group drafts, currently in search for new project editor for architecture document and trial use documents. IEEE is discussing this with FHWA. 

1609.0 scope discussion is scheduled for Tuesday and Wednesday. 

Dick Roy was not yet present, and John Moring asked that he provide a justification for additional items (specifically mention of WAVE STA carried by pedestrians) that he thinks should go into the scope of dot0. Wayne suggested that since this document is trial use he recommends that we accumulate a list of additional subject areas or scope extension enhancements, for full use. 
4.0
OLD BUSINESS

4.4
P1609.0 Draft Discussion 
After some discussion of the draft Dot 0 document that John Moring sent to the reflector, it was decided to follow the recommendation of John and Francois Simonand keep the document focused on the relationship between the 1609 standards and on describing the stack from top to bottom,rather than including the descriptive material or development, deployment and operational guidance. So sections 6, 7, 8 and 9 will be deleted from the current draft outline.
There was a discussion of improving the presentation of the relationship between different elements in the stack. Tim Weil showed a document that integrated standards names with details of stack layers, to make it clear which document does what. He also raised the issue that 1609.2 doesn’t just relate to 1609.3, but can be accessed directly by applications layers. Dick Roysaid that security services are available at all layers of the network stack. These comments were discussed in relation to Figures 3 and 5 in the Dot0 draft, and John will make improvements. He will also change “Radio Service Security” to the current correct title.
Dick explained his comment about pedestrian WAVE applications relating to the CALM internation standard, which includes them, and as just a practical matter, since it is very likely that DOT workers at least will use them. Tim: maintained that our documents should contain the minimal usage concepts for interoperability. Francois said that all the applications that Dick mentioned would not change the stack. Dick said that the main thing is that people can go to one document and get an idea what WAVE is.
We discussed the definition sections, how there are currently inconsistencies in terminology between the different 1609 standards because they were completed at different times, and that ideally Dot0 should be the repository of all terminology that is not unique to one of the them. 

As part of a discussion of how to handle these inconsistencies, like the obsolete use of ACID/ACM and keep track of what details need to be changed, it was decided to develop an errata list. Sue volunteered to maintain an errata list for1609.1, 1609.2, 1609.3, 1609.4.

For the section about 1609’s relation to other standards, Dick will provide CALM/FAST input, and Francois will help out with ITUT. 

Tim said what we are doing is in the context of ad hoc mobile networking Dick said we really are doing mobile direct connections; not adhoc networking or handoffs. Ad-hoc networking, association and join, that we don’t have in WAVE because you can’t do that in a rapidly varying environment: WAVE is communications in the absence of a network. John said he would try to add the kind of information in Dick’s comment to Section 4.

We broke for lunch at noon, returned at 1 pm.

4.2
PSID Use and Registration Requirements
Tom presented the draft of registration form that can be used for requesting the use of a PSID from the IEEE registry. Items to fill in include administrator’s name at the company, at request IEEE, as well as company name and contact information. The form does not include any information about the application usage of the PSID.Tim commented that the PSID request form performs the function of identity proofing that will be needed for certificate assignments,and that as a first step this is a very good step.

Tom described the typical IEEE registration process as being done by a consultant assigned to the registration authority who handles the paperwork, generally for a fee of about $1000 for each registration.

Tom also presented letter to registration authority describing our requirements. For IEEE to agree to do this, it needs to be a low maintenance activity. The legacy numbers from previous ACIDs need to be integrated with the system, and the numbers set aside for VII (Vehicle Infrastructure Integration) POC (Proof of Concept), a block from 0x01000000 through 0x4FFFFFFF, are also mentioned in the letter.
Tim commented that the VII POC Security IPT (Integrated Project Team) has had discussions about end to end registrations procedures that start with the PSID and end with advertised service. Scott Andrews and one of his team members own that as an item.and consensual understanding of how it’s to be done in a routine fashion is being hammered out as part of the POC implementation work. 
Tom displayed on the screen a draft on PSID definitions from the VII POC End to End IPT, not yet ready for publications, that was submitted by them to justify the request for such a large block of PSIDs. They are developing a hierarchical scheme that encodes priority as well as application class and other information into the PSID.
Sue maintained that the IEEE registration process should gather and publish some information about how PSIDs are being used and should include links to information about what existing PSIDs are administered by whom. The consensus of the group was that, since IEEE will not check or enforce this, and since according to the IEEE 1609 standards the PSIDs are a flat list, this is out of scope. Jules pointed out that, although issues about efficient and interoperable encodings at the application level need to be resolved at some point, when an application development group forms to deal with these issues, then the PSID registry page can include an appropriate reference to that group. 

4.5 Guidance document
Since Dot0, the architecture document, is not going to include descriptive material or scenarios descriptions of the kind that were in early version of the WAVE documents, it was proposed that an informal document be maintained on a web page and updated as required to include this kind of information. Material proposed for this document include:

· Concept of operations and usage examples sections deleted from Dot0
· Descriptive material from last December’s workshop.

· Scenarios of vehicle and RSUs that were cut from earlier documents.
· Lessons learned from implementations and testbeds to date.
· Links to WAVE development activity.

· Guidance for particular target audiences, such as applications service developer or infrastructure maintainer.
· Description of end to end PSID/WAVE advertisement process.

· Certification and testing issues.

· FAQs.

Volunteers are needed to collect inputs for the guidance document and to start doing the writing. We have an IEEE website where this information could be put. Information on this web site is currently out of date.
5.0 NEW BUSINESS

Tim Weil mentioned that he had submitted a workshop proposal for WAVE to IEEE’s GlobeComm convention Nov 26-30, 2007 in Washington, D.C. Tom Kurihara is organizing a Panel at the WIVEC symposium in Baltimore this fall:  Possible panelists include VII POC (TimWeil toID), Omni-Air (R.Roebuck toID),WG16 CALM (R. Roy to ID), Dot3 and Dot4 (J. Moring), Dot2 (W. Whyte), PATH Testing (S. Dickey to ID), NYSTA Lessons Learned (J. Madey to ID). Tom will check on availability for two different panels.. 

4.3 Update on Version 2 Requirements Use Cases

Rick pointed out that it is difficult to go forward with Version 2 Requirements Use Cases at this time:

· How do we anticipate the feedback from POC and DIC to roll into V2 changes?

· Problems have already been seen that they didn’t expect.

· Francois has found some problems that need to be fixed.

· SWRI has also found things.

Some things we want to change are enhancements, some things didn’t work the way we thought.

As part of the discussion on these issues, it was decided to keep a proposed errata list in Excel format, as for comments on a documents, and a procedure for dealing with errata during the trial use period was outlined, as shown in the figure below.
1609 Errata Flow

[image: image1]
The steps to be followed with 1609 Errata:

1. Reader identifies potential problem with published standard

2. Reader optionally confers with author/maintainer of standard for clarification

3. If reader still sees a problem, he posts it to the reflector

4. WG members may comment on reflector

5. Errata list maintainer adds issue to proposed errata list

6. WG approves/rejects proposed errata, similar to ballot comments.  Explicit solution required for approval.  Status updated in the proposed errata list

7. Approved errata are published
2.0 Action Item 200702-02
Randy Roebuck was there to correct the February 2007 description of what testing was done about FCC rules. This was done, to be posted to the reflector before the next meeting. The discussion of FCC rules led to question from Tim about differential corrections to GPS from Coast guard. Wayne said that all of this is beyond DSRC. Randy said ARINC is the one that has the GPS contract; Broady Cash was in charge of that. Tim said that if you are new to the standard, you see data structures dealing with GPS information. But it was pointed out that this is only in informative annexes. Carl said the differential stuff is lane keeping for CICAS, definitely out of scope for standard.

Planning for Wednesday: since Justin is available for beacons 7 am – 11 am Pacific Time, we will start 4.1 Certification Program Update; Test Methods Development at 9 am EST  and schedule Justin at 11 am EST.
Meeting was adjourned at 4:30.

Minutes, Wednesday, May 2, 2007
Tom Kurihara called the meeting to order at 9 am, introductions were done.
4.1 Certification Program Update; Test Methods
Bill Wolff presented  slides “IEEE 1609.2-.4 Test Method Update” that were sent to the reflector. Based on discussion at the February meeting, the test model is now a unified black box test of all 1609 standards, without reference to Service Access Points. Bill presented lists of inconsistencies from 1609.2, they will be sent to William and those that they agree are errata will be posted to the reflector by Bill and added to the errata list by Sue. On lists of inconsistencies from 1609.3, John and Bill concurred at the meeting, Bill will put corrections on the reflector. Sue will look at February 2007 minutes for 1609.4 errata from Bill’s review.
Randy suggested that sincewe’re doing black box certification testing for interoperability, we may want to make a set of test APIs part of the certification structure. This could be related to the VII software control layer for talking to the network stack, or the message dispatcher application that is being discussed in SAE. If there is no API, testing will be much more complicated.  Randy has an action item to talk to lead architects of VII/POC about this. Rick will add possible enhancement for the V2 list that there be a system requirement for a functional API to WAVE functions, with a formalization of the Service Access Point to be part of Dot3.
Tom raised the question of whether the manufacturers would be able to run the test suite themselves before bringing it to the test. Randy suggested there be a preliminary self-test, and more extensive testing as part of certification.

We broke for half an hour at 10:30.

5.5 Discussion of Beacon Proposal and Affect on 1609 projects

Before Francois Simon made his presentation of “Proposal for WAVE Beacon Frame_FSimon_42507.doc”, which was posted to the reflector on Monday, Wayne Fisher gave a recap of the issues with using a WAVE Management frame instead of a beacon that were raised as comments to previous Letter Ballots. These issues have led 802.11p Task Group P to consider either a new beacon format, in conjunction with Task Group S, or to be able to use the current beacon as a “quick beacon”. Francois has worked with how to use the traditional beacon in the way we need.

Three options:

1) WAVE quick beacon – new management frame

2) same thing, but piggybacked with TGS, as a universal beacon

3) use the existing 802.11 beacon frame, according to scheme Francois is proposing

4) using 802.11 ad hoc beaconing and having Service Advertisement go in data frame (suggestion made by Bryan Wells, reported by Dick Roy), 

Francois said we would like to come up with a clean approach that will be more acceptable to the 802.11 as a whole. Over 500 instances of beacon in 802.11ma/9.0, so we probably need about 100 changes specifying that Beacon Interval does not apply to WAVE mode.
Dick said an extra capability information bit not required even with a traditional beacon, only need to set up that you are in WAVE mode. Wayne said that we can’t count on, if you’re in 5.9 GHz, done, as a reliable indication of WAVE mode, because of possible different band plans internationally and for other applications.. Wayne said that the Extended Capability Information field is available in ma/D9.0, so let’s see if we can get the bit. Justin said that we are already doing that as part of the comments that are assigned to him, don’t see the harm in having that there.

Justin said either using a “quick beacon” (new management frame), as in 1) and 2) above, or a traditional beacon, as in 3 above, are technically realizable, and we should take both to working group and socialize them in Montreal to see which gains more acceptance. Of 1609 standards, only Dot4 may require significant changes, to specify segmentation across information elements. Francois favors the quick beacon overall. Rick thanked Francois for his presentation and thoughtful review.
We adjourned for lunch and returned at 1:30.

4.3 Update on Version 2 Requirements
Rick Noens went over the V2 enhancements lists, and the following updates to the enhancements lists were decided on.
	Action Items for Rick to Update Enhancements List

	E200
	Support OBU Anonymity – remove OVHI and reference to MAC address randomization from title.

	E201
	Action item: fill in since Dot1 was released before Dot2 was complete, need to see what impact Dot2 had on Dot 1

	E202, 203
	Only of interest if link suspension is reinstated for V2

	E204
	we need an intelligent way for system to distribute load among channels.

	E205A
	HALL High Availability Low Latency. Carl looked it up and said channel 172 been changed to vehicle to vehicle safety only. This restriction is really an issue of MAC-level enforcement not addressable in 1609 (but isn’t 1609.4 MAC, possibly hardware?) 

	E205B,C,D
	Add comment to status:Priority enforcement at application level and certificate procedures are outside of the scope of 1609.

	E208
	Get input from Alastair on whether this is needed, if so, does it need to be restated

	E210
	Hand off; this is a higher layer issue, can be handled by a mobility client. Review NEMO to see what impact they have on what we do.

	E211
	Change “windband” to “wideband”.

	E212
	Out of scope because application dependent

	E213
	STA to STA meshing; we can use technology developed by TGS (see also 217).

	E215
	Validate need, on hold.

	E217
	STA to STA WSMP multi-hop; related to 213

	E220
	Same as 200

	E221
	Follow-up with Dick to talk to Knut status of NEMO

	E222
	CRL Certificate Revocation List; ask Scott if OEMs are ready to share their ideas.

	E223
	Related to 213, out of scope, can use TGS if legally allowed.

	E224
	Check with Alastair about status. If Alastair wants to pursue, need to verify impact on Dot3 and Dot4.

	E225
	Global change of WRSS to RCPI. Broady wants to see geographical information, RCPI might be supplement. Change status toWG agreed with need.

	E226
	Check with Dick on wording.

	E228
	Global change ACID to PSID.

	E229
	Remove “in place of MAC bridging”, add Broady as requester.


In discussion during review of the V2 enhancements list, Dick Roy said we need a general specification of channels according to function rather than physical numbering. Bryan Wells said that in 1609, we are trying to impose limitations on the channelization scheme, but it is in the MAC that it needs to be defined, because someone can purchase a chip and configure it to do whatever we want, regardless of what is on top. Max Kicherer said the standard should not enforce content-based enforcement. Max also remarked that both OBU and OBE terms are misleading, and he would be more comfortable if they were called mobile STAs. Carl pointed out that the FCC document uses OBUs and RSUs. 

Dick Roy has an action item to send Rick an enhancement to allow multiple WBSSes simultaneously.

If no one is going to pursue Dot1, there is a Service Access Point (WMEApplication Request/Confirm) to Dot3 that is incorrect. Jules needs to talk about possible user.

5.5 Discussion of Beacon Proposal and Affect on 1609 projects

We resumed discussion of 802.11p beacon issues with a suggestion, 4) in discussion above, from Bryan Wells that no change be made to standard 802.11p ad hoc beaconing, and that the WAVE Service Advertisement be sent in a separate data frame. He referred to enhancements 202, 203, 204. He said 802.11p need make no change from 802.11 as far as beacon definition, just change state machine as required so that network formation does not include authentication and joining, and send WSA in a data frame on the control channel. Broady Cash asked Bryan to write down proposed changes to 802.11p for this scheme, which seems to have some advantages. He said right now we have in 802.11p language we have reference to a current method of sending out announcement., and we need help from Bryan to describe to us how to change those words how to use the regular beacon. Bryan said that if you understand the state machine it’s easy to control how to advance to the next state. Bryan said he was not going to have time to do a detailed proposal before the 802.11 Montreal meeting, and that the key problem with current 802.11p draft is that you have data going out in a control message. If we have a WAVE short message in a data frame, we can use that message for varying types of varying priority data. 

Dick queried the use of TSF timers in ad hoc beaconing and asked Bryan how this is expected to work. Bryan says that if you wanted to use ad hoc beaconing, you could use UTC time for that as well. Carl said when using Beacons in the IBSS mode, you can’t talk to the infrastructure. Bryan said but WAVE is like that already. We don’t do that two step process. Broady: I agree with Bryan that it doesn’t affect the timing of the control channel/service channel interval, because you have plenty of time to receive a beacon and a WSA before you switch. Bryan said he does not have time to prepare a presentation and  will not be in Montreal. Dick Roy said he would work with Bryan to flesh out his suggestions and present them.. Broady said this proposal gains a lot of points with me, in the voting process, providing it works. Bryan said that no changes to the beacon should be more palatable than a new beacon. Broady pointed out that you’re sending two frames instead of one, so you’re increasing the chance that at least one of them is dropped and resends will be required. Bryan said with ad hoc beaconing,if you don’t receive one, you transmit one. Broady said the beacon we hear from may not be the service provider. Bryan said set the sending interval to 100 ms. In a parking lot, every single car there could be a service provider. So with quick beacon approach you could have beacons from all of them. Bryan said we’re talking about traffic from WSAs, beacons and WAVE short messages. Let’s pretend what I’ve decided is based on UTC, I’ve set up my beacon interval so that it is 8 ms after the start of the 100ms control channel. Broady said I would like to see how to make this work. Bryan thinks the cost politically of not doing a beacon is enormous, and functionally the extra cost of using a beacon is small. Dick said all we have to do is set Dot11 Beacon Interval to infinity. 
July meeting is tentatively set for Thursday evening and Friday afternoon after 802.11 in San Francisco. Sue will make and confirm arrangements. There may also be a possibility for Monday morning. 

5.0 NEW BUSINESS

Sue presented slides on the status of the VII California testbed being constructed by Caltrans and currently being integrated into the POC testing plan. See www.viicalifornia.org.

Friday morning session was canceled since this meeting’s agenda had been completed.

Adjourned at 5:56 pm.
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