November 2004

doc.: IEEE 802.11-04/1525r0

IEEE P802.11
Wireless LANs

Minutes of Task Group “p”

Date:
November 15-19, 2004

Location:
Hyatt, San Antonio, TX

Chair: Lee Armstrong, Armstrong consulting, 
lra@tiac.net
Secretary: Filip Weytjens, TransCore, 
Filip.weytjens@transcore.com
Monday, November 15, 2004, 4:00 PM Session

The meeting was convened at 4PM by Lee Armstrong (Armstrong Consulting). Lee introduced himself as chair of the WAVE Study group and went over the policies and rules applicable for task group “p”.

Lee expressed appreciation for the attendance of each member and presented the agenda. The agenda was reviewed and approved by the group. 

The minutes for the Berlin meeting (11-04-0838-00-wave-meeting-minutes-wave-sg-portland-july 2004.doc) were posted shortly after the meeting. It was noted that the minutes were wrongly presented as the Portland minutes. Lee will check on the filename to get it corrected.

An overview was provided on the WAVE program status review. It was mentioned that the upper layer standards (IEEE 1609.1, 3, and 4) are ready by February 28 including IEEE 1556. 

Changes are being made to ASTM 2213-03 and will have an impact on 802.11p. Wayne Fisher (ARINC) noted that the ASTM 2213-03 is on hold till feedback is available from the prototype development.  In any event, the 802.11p will be kept consistent with the ASTM document. There will be a point in time when no changes will be made any longer to ASTM 2213-03 and only the IEEE 802.11p will be kept up to date. This will happen from as soon as the IEEE 802.11p has been balloted and when the FCC accepted the IEEE 802.11p document to be included in the ruling.

It was requested how ISO WG16 would cooperate with the IEEE 802.11p. It was commented that ISO WG16 could provide comments to the document. Also, it was agreed that there would be an agenda point on the agenda to discuss international issues. 

It was requested that the IEEE body has access to background information that was used to develop the ASTM 2213 standard. Lee replied that there was no problem for the body to have access to this information.

Peter provided feedback on what needs to happen in order to get the IEEE 802.11p approved. He mentioned that the process to go through is similar to what 802.15.1 had to go through.

Knutt Evensen (Q-Free), representative of ISO WG16 (CALM), presented comments from CALM M5 to IEEE 802.11p. The presentation was not available in the IEEE 802 format. This will be corrected by Knut after the session.

The session was recessed at 4:55 PM till 7:30PM.

Monday, November 15, 2004, 7:30 PM Session

The meeting was convened at 8:40PM.

Wayne Fisher (ARINC) went over the IEEE 802.11p proposed draft amendment under discussion. Changes to document proposed during this session:

· IEEE 802.11e should not be included at the top of the document. The reason why “e” was included was that it was expected that “e” would be available by the time that “p” would be final. Moreover, the document is using important concepts out of “e”. As “e” has no status today, we should not use it.

· Formatting of the table of contents

· Suggestion made by Knutt Evensen (Q-Free) to use ITS-band instead of frequency allocated was brought up by Peter (Cisco) in support of the suggestion.

· Major contributors should be defined at the time of vote. For now it should say “To be supplied”.

· Numbering system of the list of figures requires update. Similar for the list of tables.

· A replace needs to be added to the editing instructions. 

· User service table has been highlighted because it is still under discussion.

· Section 5.1.2 is a description of what WAVE is about.

· Section 5.1.2.6 is informative. It is under consideration to add more informative section to the document.

· Section 5.1.2.7 highlights show areas that are focussed on North America. It was also mentioned that not all 7 channels could be used at all locations in Canada.

· A lot of information in section 5.1.2.8 belongs in section 11 or 12. 

· It was mentioned that section 5 is always informative. Links should be included to the actual requirements. 

· It was questioned why section 5, which is an informative section, is going into so much detail? It was agreed to bring the details into the applicable section. 

· In the document DSRC is used for the devices and WAVE in case of the specific operation in the 5.9 GHz band.

· Since section 5 is informative, it was requested not to use the word “shall”.

· Section 5.1.2.8.2 id highlighted to emphasize the existence of a time limit on the service channel and the control channel.  It needs to be mentioned that this includes fragmentation. 

· It was requested to lower the power level and transmission intervals under certain circumstances (section 5.1.2.8). This will be taken on by Jeffrey Zhu (MarkIV) and Stephen Spenler (MarkIV). 

· Section 5.1.2.12 was included to identify the possibility to have multiple devices as part of an OBU or RSU. It was suggested to include coordination between the different devices.

General comments made during the discussion:

· It was suggested that we would get the document out as soon as possible to get feedback from the IEEE body.

· It was requested to include country information in order to make the standard useful not only in America. This was discussed in relation to IEEE 802.11j. In order to support regulation out of different countries, it was suggest to include a table. Advantage is that it is easy to amend.

· It was requested to have a discussion on the request made by the FCC on channel 172 and 184. The FCC wanted to have some channels restricted to safety only. 

· It was requested were the restriction on channel 172 came from (section 5.1.2.8)? This needed further discussion but primarily comes down to the use of the priorities.

· It was requested to lower the power level and transmission intervals under certain circumstances (section 5.1.2.8).

· It was suggested that we would make sure that we would use terminology as it was defined by regulation. 

· It was suggested that we would include a description of terminology to provide reference to the regulation. It was mentioned that there are other IEEE standards better suited for this purpose.

· It was suggested that we would talk to TGk about the RSSI.

Meeting was recessed at 9:30 PM.

Tuesday, November 16, 2004, 8:00 AM Session

The meeting was convened at 8:15 AM.

Wayne Fisher (ARINC) went over the IEEE 802.11p proposed draft amendment under discussion. Changes to document proposed during this session:

· Section 6.1.1.1 includes a table. Similar information as provided in the table, is shown in 802.11e in a different section. We should think about moving the table into the same section as 802.11e.

· Section 6.1.1.1: The odd priority numbering has an historical reason were it matches priority definitions of 802.11d. The reasoning is that 0 is best effort and 1 and 2 is not meeting best effort. 

· Section 6.1.1.1: It was requested that we would match the chart with 802.11e and add a column for the ITS band priority designations as described in 1609.3.

· Section 7.3.2.22: It was requested that Jeffrey Zhu would study “k” and provide input to TGp on its applicability for the RSSI parameters.

· Section 7.4.5: Action field 1 is reserved per request of the car industry. Purpose is not clear.

· Section 10.3.16: Wording of reference to 1609.3 for WSIE needs to be revised.

· Section 10.3.17.1.1: The MLME-WAVE.request is a primitive used to put information in an action frame.

· Section 10.3.17.1.2: There are parameters missing in the MLME-WAVE.Request definition. This information was defined in the September draft of 1609.3. As it cannot be defined both documents, we need to decide which document it belongs to. Most likely this becomes part of 802.11p. Lee and Wayne will work on this.

· Section 11.8.2: It is not clear the information on (page 21, line 36 – 42) belongs. This is a requirement to monitor the control channel such that it not gets overloaded. 

· Section 11.8.2: It was questioned how you can reduce power when in a congested environment. The logic here is that power can be reduced as in a congested area, the cars are all close together. 

· Section 11.9.1: Confidentiality needs to be changed to protect privacy.

· Section 11.9.1: It was mentioned that Dynamic MAC Addresses are not allowed in certain countries. A statement should be included 

· Section 11.9.1: Need to address Dynamic MAC Address generation for RSUs. Suggested to exclude it from the RSU.

· Section 11.9.1: It was discussed on what to do with a PSOBU. It was agreed that this was a normal OBU allowed to use a higher power level and therefore not fundamentally different from an OBU. 

General comments:

· Do we need to keep references to USTs: Since it is only in informative sections, there is no problem with having it in.

The meeting was recessed at 9:45 AM. 

Tuesday, November 16, 2004, 10:30 AM Session

The meeting was convened at 10:30 AM.

Wayne Fisher (ARINC) proceeded with the discussion on the IEEE 802.11p proposed draft amendment. Changes to the document proposed during this session:

· Section 11.9.4: A group was assigned to discuss the language of this paragraph. The discussion on this section will proceed as soon as the session is recessed.

· Section 12.3.5.15: It was suggested to specify a minimum randomness instead of algorithms. 

· Section 20.1.2: It was emphasized that the diagram should be part of the draft. It is not clear however if this is the right section. A suggestion is to reference to section 5 or put it in section 5 (preferred).   

· Section: 20.2.3.2: It was mentioned that the accuracy as specified in the document is not practical. This will need to be consistent with TGk. It was decided to make this accuracy +- 3dB.

· Section 20.3.2.3: It was requested that we would highlight those numbers in the document (not just this section) that cannot be changed. 

· Figure 20.3.3.1: This diagram has been changed from 802.11a to reflect the changes proposed by TGp.

· Section 20.3.8.2: It was requested that we would make this table more generic. We could for instance move specifics into an annex. Another solution would be to refer to the annex that was created by TGj. Another suggestion was to include 11d, j, …

· Section 20.3.8.3.3: It was questioned whether IEEE can specify the channels outside North America/Canada as they have not been assigned outside North America and Canada. 

· Section 20.3.8.3.3: It was suggested to delete the sentence “The channels reflect the 10 MHz ….” As this does not take the 20 Mhz channels into account and it is overlapping with the information below the table. The odd numbered channels are the 20 Mhz channels. It was recommended to include a footnote to address the 20 Mhz.

· Section 20.3.8.3.3: The table needs to be checked against 11j (17.3.8.3). There are significant differences observed between 11j and 11p.

· Section 20.3.10.1: It was suggested to change the sensitivity to match the change to 10 Mhz (include 3 dB change in sensitivity). It was suggested that we would look at 11j to update the table. 

· Section 20.3.10.1: Need to verify the Adjacent channel rejection with 802.11j.

General comments:

· It was suggested to include an annex for regional/regulatory requirements (such as FCC requirements). This would be separate from the annex prepared for “j”. Wayne will take this on.

· It was requested were type 1 and type 2 channel rejection is described. The comment is that it was used but never described. 

The meeting was recessed at 12:00 PM till November 17, 2004, 8:00 AM.

Wednesday, November 17, 2004, 8:00 AM Session

The meeting was convened at 8:00 AM.

Wayne Fisher (ARINC) proceeded with the discussion on the IEEE 802.11p proposed draft amendment. Changes to the document proposed during this session:

· Bob Soranno brought up an objection on removing the PSOBU category from the IEEE 802.11p draft.  Bob Soranno discussed the original reasoning for the extra PSOBU category.  Broady Cash explained that all the capabilities sought by the PSOBU category can be met by the current IEEE 802.11p OBU requirements and the IEEE 1556 security requirements.  He also stated that there is no need for a special PSOBU category in 802.11p as there should be no such category distinction in the lower layers. Basically it is functionally an OBU used for public safety. The distinction between the PSOBU attributes and those of a regular OBU must be handled by applications at the upper layers.   After some discussion Bob Soranno and others involved in the discussion acknowledged that there is no longer a reason to add a PSOBU category to the IEEE 802.11p draft. Tom Kurihara acknowledged that P1556 and P1609 must address these requirements.

· Tom Kurihara identified a possible coordination activity before the ASD SG PAR and 5 Criteria wording is decided, by citing the words in 11-04-1214-0ads-draft-par.doc, specifically, "This amendment proposes to defend and protect IEEE 802.11 management frames from attack, to provide data integrity, data origin authenticity, replay protection, and data confidentiality for selected 802.11 management frames."
· Section 20.3.8.8: The question was raised whether it was appropriate to list type 1, 2, and 3 for WAVE. Because it is an addition to the paragraph 17 to include type 4 for WAVE. The suggestion was to make the WAVE type 4-temperature range as the first sentence and then mention the other 3 temperature ranges. This was updated during the meeting.

· Section 20.3.9.1: A discussion was brought up on how to incorporate cable losses between antenna and the output of the device. It was decided to include a footnote addressing the losses between antenna and cable. The reason why it is referring the output of the device is because the FCC wanted to type certify the device. The FCC did not have a problem with have the Class D device float. For the other device classes, they wanted to have it fixed. 

· A concern was raised by Knutt Evensen (Q-Free) that there was no relation between the spectral mask and the EIRP (An active antenna could conform output power requirements but not spectral mask). Broady mentioned that this relation was available in the FCC regulation and he took action to look this up. It turned out that the tables have been changed between two versions and therefore the concern that was brought up hold. As a result we need to address the relation between antenna radiated power (EIRP) and spectral mask. This was corrected by including a column in table 20.3.9.1.1 describing the maximum EIRP (dBm) for each device class.

· Table 20.3.9.1.1: Need to explain the device classes and the relation to the implementation below. Also, the table has to be moved into an annex.

· Table 20.3.9.1.3: Updated frequency designation and included “Power limits per channels”

· Table 20.3.10.2-1: In the table there is use for “Type 2” which is also used for environmental requirements. It was suggested that we would use a different wording instead of “type” such as “Category”.

Recessed at 10AM. 

Thursday, November 18, 2004, 8:00 AM Session

The meeting was convened at 8:00 AM,

Wayne Fisher (ARINC) proceeded with the discussion on the IEEE 802.11p proposed draft amendment. Changes to the document proposed during this session:

· It was mentioned by Broady that the tables in the FCC rules were combined between version which resulted in yesterdays confusion. The table that we plan to update in 802.11p, as discussed yesterday, will provide further clarification to the FCC rules.

· The MIB tables require update to match the upper layer standardization that is on-going.

· Table 20.4.4.1: This table primarily the table available in “j” but some parameters were added such as switching time.

· Section J2: It was brought up by Jerry Landt (TransCore) that “k” is using RCPI instead of RSSI and +-5 dB instead of +-3dB. We need to coordinate with the manufacturers on which parameters and values 802.11p should be referring to.
· Table 20.5.1: Jerry also brought up that in this table, WAVE_RATE was using the values of 20 MHz channels. Wayne took an action to clarify this.

· Table 20.2.2: Jerry brought up that Data rate for WAVE should not include 54.

No further comments were provided.

Bryan Wells (Denso) presented several proposals. It was clarified that this was not presented as a Denso position but his personal. The doc number is: IEEE 802.11-11-04-1499-00-000p. 

1. Proposal to provide a Cancel Transmit primitive to the 802.11p MAC.  

2. Proposal for the 802.11p MAC to process only one transmit packet at a time.

Comments: 

· The proposals were presented for both control and service channels.

· Same priority level is processed first-in-first-out.

· The purpose of the proposals is to not hold up the transmission of high priority messages.

· Question was raised why we should cancel the pending transmission. It was discussed that we cannot wait 100ms for a message to be transmitted by the MAC if a high priority message is waiting to be sent out by the MAC. 

· It was commented that this would have implications to the 802.11e implementation as the queuing today is performed by the 802.11e implementation, which is part of the MAC. 

· An action was suggested that we would discuss with the manufacturers how the priority management is done within 802.11e. The question is whether each message or priority queue has its own back off timer. If so, a priority message would be send out immediately after its back off time even if a low priority message is still waiting for its back off time.

General consensus was reached on the need to explore the requirement to be able to cancel messages by the upper layers that were submitted to the MAC for transmission. Bryan took action to study the problem further. 

It was requested to the task group if a motion can be presented at the closing plenary to have an adhoc meeting to discuss this in more detail. This motion passed with unanimous consent.

The meeting was recessed at 10 AM.

Thursday, November 18, 2004, 10:30 AM Session

The meeting was convened at 10:40 AM.

Broady Cash (ARINC) proceeded with the discussion on the IEEE 802.11p proposed draft amendment. Broady incorporated several of the modifications requested during previous sessions and presented his proposed language to the body.

John Rosdahl provided an overview of TGp and the relation with the voting that is going on in TGn. It was requested for the TGp group to participate in the voting. Information on the 4 proposals can be find on 802wirelessworld.

Lee asked if there were additional comments on the draft. None. The discussion on the draft was closed.

Lee asked for new business. Broady suggested that we would start liaisons with efforts that are feeding in to 802.11p. For instance IETF (as 802.11p is processing IP packets), IEEE 1609, ISO WG16, IEEE 1556 (as the size of some packets (certificates) do not fit the available size in the 802.11 packets), and FCC. It was requested that requirements for each of these groups are presented to TGp at the next meeting such that the requirements are addressed.  The suggestion to start liaisons was supported by the body. The following persons are assigned as the liaison:

· ISO WG 16: Knutt Evensen (Q-Free)

· IEEE 1609: Doug Kavner (Raytheon)

· IEEE 1556: William Whyte (NTRU)

· IETF: Knutt Evensen (Q-Free)

· FCC: Broady Cash (ARINC)

It was understood that the liaison with ISO WG 16 also included European ruling (ETSI). Lee took action to inform the liaisons of their responsibility. 

It was requested whether there was a time frame to submit the 802.11p document for ballot. There was no specific time frame identified.

The meeting was adjourned at 11:20AM.

Minutes
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