Preliminary draft: Minutes

IEEE P1609 WG meeting, October 3-5, 2006


Minutes, Tuesday, October 3, 2006
Agenda & Action Item Reviews and Standard Notifications
Tom Kurihara called the meeting to order.  He reviewed the IEEE policies and procedures.
Tom asked for a volunteer to take notes for these meetings.  Rick Noens volunteered to take notes for the Tuesday and Wednesday meetings.  Jules Madey volunteered to take the notes for the Thursday meeting.

Tom reviewed the proposed agenda which was accepted.

Tom reviewed the action item status.

It was noted that 1609.3 was running late.  The forecast was to have it ready for recirculation on 9/25/06 but it will take a few more days before the final edits are complete.

1609.4 edits are in process.

1609.1 is getting ready for publication.  It is currently in the pre-publication audit
 stage.

It has been suggested that the 1609.0 Architecture draft that was circulated for comment by Wayne Fisher be put aside and instead an outline for this document be constructed.  There was no objection to this approach.  A target date of the end of 2006 was set to have this outline complete.
There was a discussion about the need for a formal agreement between 1609 and SAE.  There was a concern about the Message Framework activity in SAE and the linkage to 1609.  It was decided that this could be accomplished with the linkage being between the 1609.0 work and SAE.

During a discussion of the status of 1609.3, Lee Armstrong stated that work still needed to be done to insure that all the comments from the Sponsor Ballot had been addressed.  It was believed that comments concerning the PICS were completed.

ACID/ACM Discussions

Lee brought up the issue of ACID/ACM.  He reported that the white paper he had sent to the reflector had had very few comments.  He also commented that the tutorial sent to the RAC was slightly different than the one sent to the reflector.  He had subsequently sent the tutorial sent to the RAC to the reflector on September 13 and this document was dated September 1, 2006.
Lee reviewed the document during the meeting highlighting the main points.  Alastiar comment on his email input concerning this tutorial with specific reference to the fact that he thinks the document should be taken to a higher level discussion.  The objective is to find a way to identify the application.  Also discussed was the need for a hierarchical approach rather than a flat space approach.  If we have a hierarchical approach we can support classes of applications which allows for other organization to control.  Specifically the RAC would control the ACID and other groups could control the ACM.
The issue of the RAC’s concern was discussed.  They do not want to be the deciding authority on who gets ACIDs.  They only want to validate if the forms have been filled our correctly.  Their concern is that they will be making decisions on who gets ACIDs based on criteria that they don’t want to manage.  This is a motivation for their recommendation of a 4 byte field thus creating enough capacity to avoid future contention.
Alastiar suggested that ACID defines application capability.  This lead to a discussion of what ACID defines.  Is messaging structure defined by ACID?  Doug suggested that we focus on understanding and/or defining ACM before we address ACID.  The comment was made that the definition of ACM has been growing because we defined ACID as a 1 byte field.  The question was raised if ACID alone is sufficient?  Comment was made that we need to agree on the function of ACID/ACM before we can go into more detail.  It was agreed that an ACM is unique to an ACID.  ACID is not required to have an ACM.
Follow this, a discussion of the meaning of a context mark ensued.  Can a message set vary by context mark?  At his point Doug focused the discussion using flip charts which were filled in as follows:

Discussion start

1 Context mark in PST only



No context mark in WSMP header



No context mark for WSM in CCH



ACM still variable length

1a
Does stack or application match context mark?

2 multiple ACID registration at provider 



if multiple, ACMs per ACID PST



UDP only 



*single ACID rincluding all hierarchy registration

3
multiple ACID registration at users



Single user registration per ACID

4
ACID hierarchy



Currently class.subclass



Management issue only



Issues: manage available space

5 Response to RAC

6 Name the fields



Revise processing 

ACID Heirarchy

1
Manage available ACI space

2
Subclass could be variable length

3
length of class/subclass fields

4
control of message sets

5
issue certs by class and covers entire subclass

6
hierarchy may simplify registration

7
ACID version in subclass


-
minor convenience issue


-
can support backwards compatibility

ACID = class.subclass

Proposal:

1 No ACID extension (future expansion)

2 Reserve 10M values for 1609 WG future use

Lunch Break

SAE Update

Following the lunch break Frank Perry presented on the SAE work.  The following are the highlights:
· Subcommittees are organized around ACIDs

· Expect J2735 to be approved this week and then published

· There are 58 data elements

· 29 data elements referenced in 2735

· 13 Data Concepts

· The current draft has 5 messages defined and they are:

Basic Safety Message

Common Safety Request

Emergency Alert/Vehicle Alert

Generic Transfer

Probe Data

· The subcommittees working within the DSRC Technical Committee are:

Vehicle Safety

Public Safety

Message Framework

Traffic Info

Fee & Fleet – Currently inactive

Digital Maps – Currently inactive

· The Work Plan for the Technical Committee for 2007 is:

Revisions and amendments to Version 1 from VII POC, CAMP, IEEE, etc.
Develop a “Users Guide” to assist in using J2735

Further define the Message Dispatcher concept

Integrate/Coordinate the IT IS and ATIS Standards with J2735

· During a discussion after the presentation, Frank said the SAE currently expects to define when to use WSMP and IPV6.

World Congress 2008 IMS Update

Jules gave an update on plans for the IMS in NYC in 2008.  He said that this IMS would be different in that some or all of the systems would remain in place after the World Congress and continue to be utilized.  He said that in addition to previous demonstrations there would be Toll Bridge, Height Warning, and Intersection Collision Warning applications.  Jules is the contact person with respect to this IMS activity.
Resumption of ACID/ACM Discussion
Doug drew the following on flip charts to illustrate User and Provider relationships with respect to messages and multiple applications.

[image: image1]
Doug’s proposal is to have a single ACID / Port.  This would move routing up a layer.
At this point the group held a discussion on the need for hierarchy in the ACID/AMC scheme.  The real question is what does a hierarchy approach add over a flat ACID scheme?

Once again going to flip charts Doug led the group discussion on framing the issues which he listed as:

ISSUES

1. Manage available ACID space

2. Subclass could be variable length

3. Length of class / subclass fields

4. Control of message sets

5. Issue Certs by class (cover entire subclass)

6. Hierarchy may simplify registrations

7. ACID version in subclass

Doug also suggested that we tell the RAC that we want to reserve X ACIDs for the future use of the 1609 WG no matter what solution we decide on.  The group agreed with this suggestion.

Since in was late in the day Doug suggested that we take a straw poll before recessing the meeting.  The results were:

Flat 6

Hierarchy 2

Abstain 8

Minutes, Wednesday, October 4, 2006
OmniAir Presentations

The first item of the day was an OmniAir BoD Presentation.  This presentation was sent to the 1609 reflector on 10/4/06.

The second presentation was given by SWR
 on Test Method Development.  It was also sent to the 1609 reflector on 10/4/06.
Following these presentations a brief discussion was held in which topics like the possibility for self certification were discussed.  Also it was mentioned that Bluetooth® has an evolved certification process and that OmniAir might benefit from lessons learned in the Bluetooth SIG.  John Moring volunteered to help with this effort.  Also
 during discussions it was mentioned that OmniAir and SWR
 will need to get the IEEE OK to create derivative work when developing testing plans.  They will also need to decide on which versions of the 1609 documents to use when developing test methods.

Update on FP6 & FP7

Dick Roy gave a verbal update on activities with in the 6th Framework Project and plans for the 7th Framework Project in Europe.  It was noted that there will be an open workshop to be held in Brussels on October 18th and 19th by the 6FP CVIS project.  The purpose of the workshop is to review the use cases and requirements collected thus far and seek additional ones.
VIIC Update

Doug gave a VIIC presentation which was sent to the 1609 reflector on 10/4/06.  Scott Andrews joined in via the phone during the presentation to assist Doug.  Discussions that occurred during the presentation and after it included:

· Commercial vehicles and not being addressed at this time.  They will be addressed in the future.

· It is not yet agreed upon as to how the random MAC address scheme will be accomplished.
· The feeling is that the number of bytes required for security security is too large.

· VIIC will want 1609 to make changes to reflect what they are doing so that they can be compliant.

· A denial of service attack has been identified.  In the presentation it says it is a 1609.2 problem but after discussions it was agreed it was really a 1609.3 problem.  John Moring agreed that he could fix the problem by not terminating a service if an invalid cert comes in but leave what action to take to the application.

· The auto OEMs do not see any need to have applications standards since they won’t allow open platforms.  Any application going on their platforms will need to be qualified by them.

Security Update

William Whyte gave a verbal update.  He said that the next version of the Security Guidelines will be available within a few days.  Also, he said that the outcome of the ACID/ACM discussion would likely have an impact on both the Security Guidelines and V2 of 1609.2

Resumption of the ACID/ACM Discussion

Doug presented a proposal in PowerPoint form.  After extensive discussion what follows is the amended proposal.  The discussion point
 are noted after the presentation material within these notes.
ACID Proposal for the RAC

· Flat ACID of 32 bits

· ACIDs 0x0 and 0xFFFFFFFF are not assignable

· ACIDs 0x1 to 0x20 are pre-assigned

· RAC needs to record current Point of Contact for each

· ACIDs 0x21 to 0x7FFFFFFF are currently available for RAC assignment

· ACIDs 0x80000000 to 0xFFFFFFFE are reserved for future 1609 use

· Could be used to create a future hierarchical space 

· An applicant submitting multiple ACID requests at the same time may request that the ACID numeric values be assigned sequentially

· Each ACID request must be individually justified and paid for in the same manner as would be otherwise required for an individual ACID request



Proposal for ACID/ACM/ACF Usage in 1609.3
· ACM (variable length) appears in PST only

· ACM removed from WSMP header

· WSA Certificate contains ACIDs but not ACMs

· A PST shall not contain duplicate ACIDs

· A UST shall not contain duplicate ACIDs

· Remove ACF from the PST

Proposal to Rename Fields

· ACID ( (Round 1) 

· SID (Service Identifier) 2

· AID (Application Identifier) 2

· ASID (Application Service Identifier) 6

· WPID (WAVE Port Identifier) 3

· WIP (WAVE Interface Point) 4

· Other 4

· ACID ( (Round 2) 

· ASID (Application Service Identifier) 4

· Identifies a service provided by an application on the provider side that is offered to a user application

· PSID (Provider Service Identifier) 4

· Identifies a service provided by an application to another WAVE device 

· ASID (Application Set Identifier) 1

· A number that identifies the set of applications that are associated with that number

· WPID (WAVE Port Identifier) 2

· WIP (WAVE Interface Point) 5

· Other 6

· ACID ( (Round 3) 

· ASID (Application Service Identifier)

· Identifies a service provided by an application on the provider side that is offered to a user application

· PSID (Provider Service Identifier) ****

· A number that identifies a service provided by an application to applications on other WAVE devices 

· Moved by D. Kavner, seconded by J. Madey

· Approved by unanimous consent

· WIP (WAVE Interface Point)

· CID (Component ID)

· Generic term without baggage

· EID (Element ID) 

· Generic term without baggage

· WID (WAVE Identifier)

· WCID (WAVE Component Identier)

· Other

ACM ( 

· SCM (Service Context Mark)

· SSA (Service Selection Attribute)

· CDF (Context Data Field)

· PSCF (Provider Service Context Field)

· PSC (Provider Service Context) ***

· A field associated with a PSID containing supplementary information related to the service. The format of the PSC is PSID dependent.

· Moved by D. Kavner, seconded by R. Noens

· Approved by unanimous consent

· PSCI (Provider Service Context Information)

· PSCI (Provider Service Context Identifier)

· PSCC (Provider Service Context Code)

Updates to 1609.3 V1
· Incorporate all above proposals

· Application matching based on PSID only

· Keep both automatic WBSS join and confirm before join models

· PSC is removed from the UST

· If a PSC is present in a PST for a PSID registered in the UST for automatic join, the WBSS is joined unconditionally

· The PSC is still included in the application activation notification sent to the user executable that registered the PSID in the UST

· Change from normative to informative the requirements on HOW a PST is processed – Defer to V2

· No change to current functionality

· Retain need normative requirements for WHAT is done

· Correct Denial of Service vulnerability if a WSA update is received with incorrect credentials while a WBSS is active

· Ignore WSAs with invalid credentials (logging is OK)

· Processing of WSAs with valid credentials is unchanged

· PSC Maximum Size

· Discussion

· Sponsor ballot version has 255 bytes, WG poll in ~May 2006 to change to 32 bytes in response to comments

· OEMs have objected to 32 bytes, however that was when the PSC was in the header of all WSMs

· Having a max of 32 bytes allows flexibility and potentially saves WSA space if the longer PSC can be used to eliminate extra PSIDs in the PST at a minimum cost of 32 bytes each

· Systems using WAVE are always free to set requirements on which PSIDs are supported by the System.  Maximum PSC size may be a criterion for deciding which PSIDs to support.

· Allowing the PSC to be too large enables it to be abused to exchange data

· Proposal 1: Retain maximum of 32 bytes, add informative statement that services should be designed to use the smallest PSC possible and is not to be used to exchange application data

· Moved by D. Kavner, seconded by J. Madey

· Approved by unanimous consent of the diehards still in the room

· Proposal 2: Add maximum PSC length for each PSID to WSA certificate

· Rejected as being a form of application certification, which is outside the scope of 1609.3



Discussion notes:
· Key elements are Flat with ½ reserved for 1609 WG use

· We are really talking about a service instead of an application

· 
Want to have confirm before join to dictate this behavior

· Added multiple requests with sequential assignments as a compromise for those wanting hierarchy approach

· 
Dick was concerned that unauthorized applications would be allowed to work.  The comment was made that we are not certifying the applications.  That is done outside the scope of 1609.
· We will not allow multiple applications to use the same ID

· When looking at names it was felt that Application and Service had too much baggage to be considered
.

· We are not going to support ID # recovery.  Once assigned it can never be reused.

· The straw poll on whether the ID should be 3 or 4 bytes was a 7 to 7 tie.  It was decided to go with the 4 bytes (32 bits)

Doug used the flip chart to present the following examples when discussing the relationship between ACID and ACM:

Examples

ACID




ACM

47 = Gas



(Texaco)

48 = Parking



(Central Parking)



ACID




ACM

47 = ePayment


0001 Gas

47 = ePayment


0010 Parking
47 = ePayment


0011 both



ACID





47 = ePayment


Provider information is in the 1st message


NOTE: The motions and results relating to the ACID/ACM discussions and the RAC response are noted above in the presentation material.

Notes Taken by Tom Kurihara after R. Noens Departure

Affirm that we have reached consensus on the use of the ACID (now PSID) and the use of the ACM (now PSC and shortened from 255 bytes), 
and have agreed in principle that it is a flat four-byte space, as suggested by the RAC, with a large block of addresses reserved for future use.

Time line.

October 5     Complete discussion in P1609 working group

October 13    Author complete changes to P1609.3D20 and send to project editor

October 19    Project Editor complete formating and cross reference check and noting

   additional changes made to the draft that were not covered by the comments

October 20    Project Editor to .csv file and draft to WG Chair to initiate a 15-day

   WG review of a sizable document with changes

November 3   WG review period closes

November 10 Author and Project Editor address WG comments, completes entries in 

   .csv file and completes draft to WG Chair for first recirculation November 11 WG chair submits request for first 10-day recirculation ballot November 12 Start first recirculation ballot November 22 First recirculation closes November 30 Author and Project Editor completes review of comments and changes in

   voter positions and prepare responses December 6 Start second recirculation ballot if needed, other wise prepare .csv 

   file and draft for REVCOM submission (anticipate submission closing date as January

   23, 2007)

The above, give or take a day or two was agreed to shortly before the close of the meeting on Wednesday and after the secretary had departed. The above is also subject to change, the objective being to complete all of the milestones before the next REVCOM submission closing date.

Remaining to be done on Thursday this week is to discuss additional technical issues

(comments) to Dot3 that were discovered after the close of the initial sponsor ballot and requires WG discussion and decision and confirm the next meeting dates

A request was made to IEEE to ask A. Weaver, RAC Adminsitrator, to call the teleconference number 1-888-346-3659, participant code 51006# at or after 0930, to discuss RAC requirements, answer any questions that the WG has regarding the RAC procedures, and timing of submission in view of the changes in the completion and REVCOM submission schedule for P1609.3. The WG did not discuss nor determine the time line for preparing the material for RAC and the WG review period to gain agreement that it is consistent with the changes made to P1609.3, knowing that the draft will not be submitted to REVCOM until Janaury
 2007.
Minutes, Thursday, October 5, 2006
Rick Noens not present.
Draft minutes taken by J. Madey.
Thursday

October 5, 2006

Minutes

Begin 0855

F. Weytans up first with comments to 1609.3

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

See attached Excel File 

Comments_P1609_3D18Edited..xls

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

J. Moring will respond to written comments from F. Weytans

Next up 10:00

Telcon with Angela
 ??????
Follow on discussion to the RAC discussion yesterday

L. Armstrong 

Questions re managing number (PSID) set to be assigned

If there are existing numbers that can be used, don’t ask for another ??

A. similar situation in the ether type field

B. but there are potentially millions of numbers involved and a simple keyword search may not suffice

L:  what is the control mechanism you use for ether type

A:  a consultant reviews the intended use statement and suggests whether a new ether type is needed

L:  consultant review is new info

A:  paid consultant gets emails when application made and has 90 days to return a decision

L: assumption we made is that RAC gets a request and the application is granted without a formal review process

A: saw info from WG that did need review but heard later that we may have opted out of the formal review

L: mutual misunderstanding regarding the review process

Tom: part of the confusion might be due to the WG eventually going out of business

A: so RAC needs recommendation of someone who could perform the consultant review function

L: our real concern is managing the number set

Tom: we now need to consider what happens when the present WG dissolves 

L: other questions regarding the scale of the application process.  Can info be in a data base rather than a flat file

A: typical starting operations are flat file until or unless indication of scope requiring a data base structure is given

L:  we can provide the information required for creation of a database

A:  format for the ethertype process was sent to Tom.  Specific dates can be changed as needed.

F. Weytans :  Fees … concern about customers blocking 

A: we can make a recommendation which RAC and business manager will review. Depends upon amount of staff time needed for creation and maintenance of the registry.  Previous instances have resulted in either acceptance, reduction or increase of the originating group’s suggestions.

A; we can forward our comments and suggestions to the RAC for their considerations

T. Kurihara: any further questions .?

No

A: anything else that comes up can be forwarded to her by email

Tom:  once we have firmed up our input to the RAC on the registry, we probably need to have another teleconference

End of call at 10:15

(T. Kurihara:   tentative schedule for next steps … to be inserted in minutes at this point
)

L. Armstrong: suggested application form for RAC PSID assignment

(insert in minutes at this point)

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

See attachment to this word document:  “Registration form.pdf”

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Form provides for information relative to management of the PSID assigned values

T. Kurihara, L. Armstrong

Discussion on the naming of L. Armstrong’s suggested fields … finish this later, not important for the context of the applications format Lee has suggested

(F. Weytans … web access for application form??)

The pdf file Lee created has XML data embedded … can fill out off line and, when on line, can submit by email 

D. Roy, T. Kurihara, L. Armstrong, F. Weytans discussion on identifying responsible organizations for a category relative to requesting a new category

General discussion on two point
:  How does a potential user learn enough about the process to determine what he needs and once the need is established, how
 does he apply and obtain an appropriate PSID?

L. Armstrong .. if a different message set than that used by existing applications under an issued PSID, then an assignment of another PSID is probably in order

K. Kain .. perhaps an industry consortium in the appropriate context for the reviewing consultant.

What are IP issues, if any?  Can an application be denied?  (T. Kurihara … denial is off the table)  Is this discussion outside of our scope?  

T. Kurihara we are trying to establish a suggested process for the RAC to issue PSIDs

L. Armstrong .. we are required to provide information on where to go to get the necessary information to resolve an assignment request

Many comments in the current discussion relate to an applicant learning about the process before even touching an application form … how is that need to be satisfied?

F.Weytans .. when do we need this procedure for the RAC

Tom it needs to be in RAC hands when the standard hits the street

Discussion on private vs public PSID; what’s the difference?  Does private imply IP rights?

Discussion on control; who controls?  What happens after this group dissolves?  Is control out of our scope; will it eventually be self regulating

D. Roy … what is to prevent any PSID from being issued??

Re K. Kain’s comments, the PSID applicant should be working through or with industry consortia or representative user groups to insure enough knowledge / resources on the part of the applicant (the ideal)

The application for the PSID is the final step.

But the form itself probably needs a tutorial.

L. Armstrong reviewed the inputs from the 1609 WG requested by the RAC 

(insert list from Lee here)

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Questions to be answered:

· Address allocation amount (256 numbers is not enough)

· field size and flat number space

· How would one go about structuring an allocation

· procedure with the expansion numbers

· Are there any restrictions on obtaining assignments (http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/OUI.html#q11 for example

· Explain issue of fair and equitable distribution of values

· Tutorial (similar to those located at  http://standards.ieee.org/regauth/oui/tutorials/)             Oct.  2

· Provide procedures for grandfathering process for assignments that have been issued       Oct.  9

· Define public and private assignments and include instructions  for customers in either the standard or on the web pages 





 Oct.  23

· Provide text for web pages in Microsoft Word (Main page (similar to http://standards.ieee.org/regauth/oui/forms)



 Oct.  30

·  Application (similar to |http://standards.ieee.org/regauth/1451/manufacturerID/Form1.html) or https://standards.ieee.org/regauth/ethertype/ETH-form.shtml)  

· FAQs (similar to http://standards.ieee.org/faqs/OUI.html)   

· Public listing (similar to|http:// standards.ieee.org/regauth/oui/index.shtml 

· Download the public listing to define what information will be distributed to the public

· Revised web pages if changes made 




 Nov. 16

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Dates in the insert were based on a December publication and now need to be changed re our telecon with Angela today

K. Kain:   take a look at the EPC issuing process .. a very large flat space but internal organization is hierarchical…

General agreement that it might be good to look at the UCC’s handling
 of the those assignments …

D. Roy strongly suggests that the PSC is no longer needed and is an opportunity for abuse.  L. Armstrong: not part of this discussion.

Do we review the EPC issuing process for consideration of that model?  K. Kain will discuss with T. Kurihara

Discussion on price… one determining element is cost of processing by the RAC. We (the working group) will not set price but will describe the process we recommend so that RAC can establish the price.  We don’t need the actual number at this point.

D. Roy … straw poll … how many people believe that the RAC should simply rubber stamp the application … form:  “I want a number, please send  number to this address”

Or at least a very simple form….

Discussion  (no poll taken)

J.Moring  what happens when the applicant for the PSID dies or otherwise no longer exists as a point of contact?  T. Kurihara, assumption is that applicant is responsible for updating that point of contact and it is somewhat of a black hole.

If two people think they own this number, how is it resolved.  D. Roy, but the number wouldn’t be reissued … John, but if I buy one with some friends and they go their separate ways and we both claim we the PSID, what happens .. D.Roy …PSID not effective unless the app is certificated

General discussion on “ownership” of the PSID

T. Kurihara .. is the “ethertype” assignment process similar to our needs

L. Armstrong … hasn’t heard anything in opposition to Dick’s specific proposal for the form  (still no poll taken).

So how do you know whether you need to apply?   Provide web accessible information to make that decision.

L. Armstrong .. suggests going  to the IEEE website on ethertype application to see how it is done.

F. Weytans .. interested in learning what criteria that process has for denial

T.Kurihara … time line for input for RAC

L. Armstrong .. by Thanksgiving, will have a set of inputs to the RAC questions ready for stoning by the WG members

Possible move next meeting to 2/6-2/8, still at SwRI … D. Kavner had a conflict with the earlier date.

T. Kurihara … any further business?

No additions

Meeting adjourned at 11:52
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�edit


�Southwest Research Institute (SwRI)


�Also,


�SwRI


�Accurately reflecting what was said, but just want to point out that this represents changing standards to reflect a particular design and not designing to fit the standard (which is what they were supposed to be doing). I won’t have a problem with this as long as everybody involved agrees that this is what should be done. This includes people like FHWA and not just the WG members.


�points


�No mention is made of the presentation I made regarding the reasons for using the term “application” instead of “services”. This presentation was sent out to everybody on the list server.


�A very important point was made during this discussion that doesn’t appear anywhere in the minutes: 





This is not just a name change from ACM to PSC, but a change in the function performed by this field. It is no longer a part of the application/service identification, but is now a data field to be passed to the application. It has nothing to do with application/service identification any more. Adding application data to the announcement is a very significant change in the standard and I feel it got too little discussion and I doubt that even everybody in the room got the point and no one who was not present will be aware that this is taking place. 





What used to be an identifier made up of two parts (ACID and ACM) has been merged into just one single item, the PSID. What was the ACM is no longer used. A new field was created, the PSC, that serves to use the announcement to pass data to an application. The PSC replaces the ACM within the message constructs (uses the same field placement), but is not used for the same purpose at all, it is something totally new. This is a significant change and people need to be aware of it.


�Wrong. We are still talking about applications (in the full architectural sense), but have chosen to call them “services”.  A correct wording here would be “ We are really talking about applications, using the term “services” to refer to  the services that these applications provide to the end user.” Left as is, this a distortion of the facts that may be confusing to those who were not present.


�This has nothing to do with hierarchy approach, and thus is not a compromise. These are unrelated topics. Sequential assignments are simply something that came up as a probable request from applicants. The hierarchy was to provide a means of managing assignments, to allow what had been the ACM to be managed outside of the RAC.


�The whole point of my presentation was that the term “application” was correct and proper from the perspective of 1609 and that “service” was not appropriate at all when viewed from the 1609 perspective. Doug took off with the idea that these terms were over-used and carried baggage that made them undesirable. Everybody agreed that they carried some baggage of one form or another, but if they should not be considered because of this (as this bullet claims), then why did we approve of using “service” (other than to satisfy Doug so we wouldn’t be stuck there all night)?


�As previously stated, this is not just a name change. This would be another place where it would be appropriate to state that we agreed to change the purpose and functionality of the PSC versus the old ACM.


�January


�Angela Weaver, IEEE Registration Authority Committee Administrator. Angela stated that since the schedule for the approval of Dot 3 has been rescheduled for March 2007, there is less urgency in getting the tutorial, application form, and other supporting documentation prepared and ready for RAC review and approval.


�T. Kurihara Action. Prepare schedule of events to prepare the material required by the RAC for WG review and approval and submit to the RAC.


�points


�and


�International Code Council (ICC)
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