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Minutes

Tuesday, March 16, 2004

Lee Armstrong convened the meeting at 7:40PM.

The group was reminded of 802.11 procedures and policies to be followed in this meeting.

Minutes of the last meeting (Vancouver) were addressed and approved without changes.

Agenda was reviewed.  An item was added to discuss whether the WAVE work should be done as an 802.11 standalone document (e.g., 802.11P) instead of an 802.11 amendment (e.g., 802.11p).

Lee presented the WAVE timeline showing its interactions and involvements with other groups.

Broady Cash delivered an overview of the lower layers portion of the WAVE activity.  Among items reviewed were:

1) Allocation of the required bandwidth by FCC (the ‘5.9 GHz band’) with emphasis on the recently-released FCC Report and Order 03-324.

2) Status of the current ASTM PHY document (ASTM E2213).  This document is not available on the server because it is currently a copyrighted ASTM document.  Broady indicated that, a few years ago, an agreement was made between ASTM and IEEE to allow E2213 to be written within ASTM in a format similar to an amendment to 802.11a.  With the move to IEEE, the document is being formally converted.

Andrew Myles presented an argument for making the WAVE product a standalone document instead of an 802.11 amendment.  He contends that it is inappropriate for the WAVE PAR to define the proposed work as an amendment.  The 802.11 family has become very complex and continues to get more complex.  There is danger of collapse.  The application space is quite different from what 802.11 does today.  The integrity and stability of 802.11 for WAVE applications are unproven.  Andrew contends that the goals of WAVE can still be achieved by changing the PAR to specify a standalone standard and he strongly recommended that approach.  Further, he contends that the WAVE document will be more readable if standalone.

Tom Schaffnit reminded the group that there were many reasons for coming across from ASTM to IEEE and most related to perceived advantages of being an 802.11 amendment.

Lee Armstrong stated that he has talked with Stuart Kerry about this issue.  Stuart would support either approach.  It was noted that there are some advantages of being standalone.  Most relate to the critical review of a standalone vs amendment approach.  Fewer critics are anticipated in reviews of WAVE if we move toward a standalone document.

Numerous questions were raised and discussed.  Most were related to understanding the differences between these approaches, both at the time of initial approval and over time as updates are needed, both for basic 802.11 and for WAVE.  Despite some expressed fears about the documents eventually drifting apart, no one was able to give an example of situations where this had happened to any degree that created a problem.

Concern was expressed about the need for WAVE devices to have a long, stable lifetime (perhaps 20 years, the life of an automobile) whereas ‘conventional’ 802.11 wireless LAN equipment is replaced frequently and does not need the same long-term stability.  Andrew stated that this was another argument for creation of a standalone WAVE document.

Dick Schnacke stated that many WAVE devices are envisioned to also include a ‘standard’ 802.11a operating mode.  A WAVE device so equipped would operate in WAVE mode when its parent vehicle is in motion and could shift into 802.11a mode when that vehicle is at rest.  The ramifications of having one operating mode inside the 802.11 family and the other as a standalone document were debated, but no conclusions were expressed.

This subject will be re-raised at the next WAVE session tomorrow morning, to give members a chance to think about the arguments raised tonight.

Next topic was a suggestion that the name on our PAR should be changed from WAVE to WAITS (Wireless Access for ITS).  The WAVE acronym, in some minds, is equally applicable to the work of 802.20.  The group expressed a strong preference for its use of the WAVE acronym, stressing that we are 802.11 Wireless Access in the Vehicle Environment.

Knut Evensen gave a brief report on ETSI ERM TG37 activities in Europe.  ETSI is European Telecomm Standards Institute, responsible for electromagnetic compatibility and radio spectrum matters in Europe.  TG37 is Intelligent Transportation Systems.  They address cellular systems as well as all other radio system PHY and MAC issues.  Several new Work Items were just adopted by TG37, including a 5.9 GHz PHY.  ETSI is eager to work on these issues cooperatively with IEEE.

The ETSI 5.9 GHz Work Item includes an initiative to procure spectrum similar to what has been granted in the US.  Applications include both vehicle-to-roadside and vehicle-to-vehicle communications.  Information is available at www.etsi.org and search for ERM and TG37.

Wayne Fisher introduced the topic of converting ASTM E2213-03 to IEEE 802.11x Format.  Most changes will be additions.  Wayne scrolled quickly through parts of the document to describe the types and magnitude of changes required.  This was a precursor to the more detailed review scheduled for tomorrow’s WAVE sessions.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 PM.

Wednesday, March 17, 2004

Lee Armstrong convened the meeting at 8:10 AM.

Wayne Fisher resumed a detailed review of the draft WAVE document.  The review consumed most of this WAVE session.  Several questions were raised, primarily relative to the relationship between what WAVE is proposing and other existing and planned 802.11 variants.  There was significant discussion of allowed power levels and emission mask characteristics, relative to conventional 802.11 values, but this discussion was philosophical and no technical changes were proposed.

Some discussion related to the manner of moving the document forward, resolving differences of opinion, etc.  Lee made it clear that the group is only doing document familiarization and review at this point.  This is not yet a formal review and commenting activity.

A number of selected WAVE parameter values were questioned.  Several received a detailed discussion, but no changes were formally proposed.  Certain bit counts and codings were questioned, but not formally changed.

Knut Evensen gave a presentation on global spectrum management requirements for WAVE.  Spectrum around 5-6 GHz is heavily used around the world, including military users, since it has good propagation characteristics.  For LAN-type services, Europe has HiperLAN and BRAN, Japan uses the ‘j band’ for a variety of things and in North America there are the U-NII and DSRC bands.  There is also a large ISM allocation in this spectrum.  ISO TC204 WG16 CALM M5 is the international equivalent of the 5.9 GHz DSRC work in North America.  CALM M5 is pursuing a global band allocation paralleling the North American allocation of 5.85 to 5.925 GHz.  The global situation is further complicated by national and regional requirements.  Knut’s central message is that, if the WAVE solution is to be useful worldwide, the channelization scheme must be configurable.

Sam Oyama pointed out that spectrum issues are handled at the highest level by the ITU.  Our work to achieve global allocation must begin there.  Others pointed out that this is just the start of a solution, since after ITU allocation, the national and regional issues are still there.

Lee Armstrong announced that the 802.20 group has just passed a formal resolution asking the WAVE group to change its acronym from WAVE to something else, and suggested WAITS (Wireless Access for ITS).  The resolution addresses ‘the appearance of overlap between the activities of the two groups.’  This must be addressed by a formal response from this group.  The general feeling of this group is that our work is clearly differentiated from that of 802.20 and that the name is clear and problem-free.

Lee re-raised the issue of WAVE as standalone (P) vs amendment (p):

A straw poll was done to see what the sense of the group is:

In favor of WAVE being an amendment (p): 24

In favor of WAVE being a standalone document (P): 1

No opinion/Don’t care: 7

Daniel Jiang:  Move to retain the status of the PAR as an amendment to 802.11 rather than creating a standalone document.  Tom Schaffnit seconded.  The vote on this motion was: 25-1-7

A straw poll was taken on the issue of a name change for WAVE.  Results:  Keep name: all, Change name:  none.  I.e., unanimous for retaining WAVE.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:05 AM.

Re-convene March 17, 2004

Lee Armstrong re-convened the meeting at 1:40 PM.

The benefits of having our WAVE amendment editorially follow the path taken by TGJ was debated.  Of special interest was the issue of whether the amendment should be a separate 802.11 paragraph.  The basic TGJ approach was supported in most ways, although it was reported that 802.11 editors may not be totally pleased with that approach.  The sense of the group was to include the functionality of TGJ and TGH and make WAVE a separate paragraph in 802.11.

The point was also raised that WAVE access methodology (e.g., via a control channel) may be different in different parts of the world and we need to specify access in a manner that allows for this needed flexibility.

Lee Armstrong reviewed WAVE items covered in the mid-week plenary  (this morning):

1) Lee Armstrong was formally elected as chair of the WAVE SG

2) The WAVE PAR will continue to reflect that we are an amendment to 802.11 (although this item may be raised again at Friday’s Closing Plenary)

3) The 802.20 resolution relative to changing the WAVE name was rejected.

Lee stated that it’s likely the WAVE SG will become the WAVE TG before our next meeting.  It was acknowledged that Wayne Fisher will continue to act as WAVE document editor after this transition.

The WAVE SG developed a formal motion relative to the 802.20-proposed name change on our PAR.  The ultimate product was:

Motion regarding Request for Name Change from 802.20, as follows:

Whereas:

· The name of the PAR “802.11 Wireless Access in Vehicular Environments” is considered an accurate and unambiguous description of the PAR subject and scope, and

· While Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) services are a primary motivation for this PAR, the intended usage of the resulting standards extends to many applications outside the scope of ITS, and

· The PAR applies only to 802.11, and

· The name 802.11 Wireless Access in Vehicular Environments offers a distinct identity to this activity,

It is the opinion of the 802.11 WAVE SG that the present PAR name should remain unchanged.

Acceptance of the above motion was moved by Broady Cash and seconded by Bob Serrano.  Voting results were:  32-0-1

The meeting was adjourned for the week at 2:40 PM.  The WAVE SG will not meet in its next scheduled session at 4PM.
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