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Tuesday, November 11, 2003  10:30AM Session

The meeting was convened at 10:30AM by Lee Armstrong (Armstrong Consulting). Lee introduced himself as chair of the WAVE Study group and went over the procedures and rules applicable to the WAVE study group.

Lee expressed appreciation for the attendance of each member and presented the agenda. The agenda was reviewed and approved by the group. It was mentioned that the meeting minutes of the Singapore meeting were not posted on the server yet because they were not in the IEEE 802 format. This will be corrected ASAP. For the convenience of the group, Lee went over the meeting minutes of the Singapore meeting.

A presentation was presented describing the history of WAVE to IEEE and the current status of DSRC standards developments.  The standards development that was on going within ASTM, comes into IEEE as a work in progress.  Lee explained the organization and responsibilities of various SDO groups that have been involved up to this point.  Involved organizations include ASTM, IEEE, SAE, and ISO.  A number of different activities (ITS-A, VSCC, Omni-Air) have been underway and this work comes into IEEE 802.11 in various states of completion.  The overall schedule was presented including prototyping, standards development, and supporting activities. 

It was mentioned that one of the DoT requirements for WAVE technology were the creation of an interoperable environment with support from the vehicle industry. 

It was asked whether the channelization sublayer was part of the lower layers or the upper layers. It was answered that it was part of the IEEE 1609 work in the upper layer.

It was asked what the relation was between the invehicle network bus and the WAVE technology and how the security was guaranteed over the in-vehicle bus. This question was answered by demonstrating how information was passed between the WAVE media and the in-vehicle bus. To secure the in-vehicle bus, the car manufacturers are putting in gateways. 

The relation between the WAVE work and initiatives in Europe was questioned. This question was answered by representatives from Europe, America, and Japan who were attending the WAVE meeting. It was mentioned that there are several programs either in start-up or on going in different parts of the world. Where possible they are coordinated. ISO TC204/WG16 is working on a global standard and has representatives from Asia, North America, and Europe. A formal cooperation is in place between the WAVE work and the ISO working group.

The overall status of the existing DSRC program is that draft standards for the upper layers are available (1609.xx) are available and the goal is to have them for balloting within the next 2 months.

The PAR (IEEE-SA Standards Board Project Authorization Request (PAR) Form (2001-Rev 1)), including the changes made in Singapore, was reviewed. In Singapore the name was changed from DSRC to WAVE (Wireless Access in a Vehicular Environment). 

A question was raised on what changes to the IEEE 802.11 and IEEE 802.11a standards were incorporated to the ASTM standard. Also, some were concerned about the channel addressing mechanism. Broady Cash (ARINC), the author of the ASTM 2213-02 document, presented an overview of the changes that were made to the IEEE 802.11 and IEEE 802.11a. Broady explained the relation with the 802.11j addressing scheme, the different power masks, and performance requirements for the base band clock frequency. 

It was questioned why this group moved from ASTM to IEEE. Broady and Lee described the overlap between the two groups (WAVE is based on  IEEE802.11a), and the advantages for the WAVE community and IEEE of having one technology that could address the multiple bands. Also, the relationship of ASTM E2213 and the proposed IEEE standard was questioned.  Broady explained that ASTM has agreed to transfer responsibility for the DSRC lower layers to IEEE once IEEE has a proposed standard in place.

It was mentioned that it would be advisable to synchronize with IEEE 802.11h to work with them on new models.

In the PAR, section 9 scope of proposed project, it was mentioned that the technology supports all forms of surface transportation, including rail and marine. It was questions what the relation was with the FCC ruling. It was made clear that this section did not want to restrict the use of the technology but that the technology had to be conformant with the applicable FCC ruling in the 5.9 GHz band.

It was questioned whether high speed was the most important problem and that it may be better to include multipath as well because this could end up being more important. It was made clear that the scope of the task group was not limited to difficulties related to communications in a high speed mobile environment but the scope would also address multipath and other technical parameters.

It was mentioned that in section 12, ” very high bursts up to 27 Mb/s”, was not enough. It should also include 54 Mbit/s since 20 MHz channels are allowed in the 5.9 GHz band. 

The meeting was adjourned at 12:40PM.
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Thursday, November 13, 2003  8:00AM Session

The meeting was convened at 8:00AM by Lee Armstrong.

Lee reviewed the agenda for this session and stated that the meeting would be dedicated to finalizing the WAVE PAR and the five Criteria, both leading to the creation of a DSRC Task Force.

Lee introduced the group to the PAR and continued the discussion on the “scope of the proposed project”, where we left it on Tuesday.

It was questioned whether more information should be added on the distances that are supported by this system. It was decided to mention that the system supports operating ranges up to 1000m

The section “purpose of the proposed project” was discussed. No changes had to be made.

The relation between WAVE and IEEE 802.16 was discussed and after investigating the PAR of IEEE 802.16e it was clear that there were important differences between the two groups. In section “Are you aware of any other standards or projects with a similar scope?” of the PAR we added that IEEE 802.16e is not using an 802.11a flavour and does not support the short latency or direct vehicle to vehicle communications.

It was decided to include “surface transportation” safety applications in section 14 “Is this project intended to focus on health, safety or environmental issues?”

No other changes were made to the PAR. 

Lee continued with the discussion on the document describing the five dsrc criteria (11-03-0779-05-dsrc-five-criteria-dsrc.doc).

In section “Broad market attention” it was mentioned that not “many” applications would connect to the internet but that it was more accurate to have “some” applications would connect to the internet. Also “most likely” was changed to “as early as”.

In the section “compatibility”, the version number of the ASTM document was changed to 03 (ASTM E2213-03). Also “roaming over” was changed by ”operation in” and “such as IEEE 802.11h and incorporating IEEE 802.11i when it is completed ” was included.

In the section “distinct identity” we changed the following sentence (to) “… the most severe of wich is to be able to establish communications and complete transactions in the order of milliseconds with and between vehicles moving at speeds up to a minimum of 200 km/h.” to emphasize the use of this system in transportation and for safety applications, we added “, especially safety related services,”. We also changed “The modification” to “amendment to”. 

A motion was made on whether we should add transportation mobility in front of  “especially safety related services” to become “especially transportation mobility and safety related services”. It was made clear that transportation mobility was directly related to the driving vehicles. The motioned passed with 5 in favour, 4 against, and 0 abstains. 

In the section “technical feasibility” we changed “conducted” to “continued” and changed the calendar years to 2004 and 2005. The wording “building out the” was changed to “deploying an interoperable”. We also changed “implemented with” with “using minor enhancements to”. We added “The resulting devices will be fully compatible with the existing  IEEE 802.11a standard.” We added “anticipated” to “reducing the economic risk are the anticipated plans for the automobile manufacturers” and added “Existing manufacturers of comparable equipment will also be providing devices which can be aftermarket additions to existing vehicles”.

No further additions were made to the document.

The meeting was recessed for a break

During the break, the minutes from the September meeting in Singapore were added to the server (11-03-0966-00-wave-Minutes-of-WAVE-SG-September-2003).

Lee went over the final version of the PAR. In the scope of the project the following was added: “and only be applicable when using this amended PHY”. In the same section we took out the reference to the IEEE 802.11 MAC and IEEE 802.11a PHY since this was contradictory with the five criteria document. 

A motion was raised for the PAR document number 943-03 by Pankaj Karnik (JHU/APL) to be presented at the plenary meeting to the 802.11 WG on November 14th, 2003. The motion was seconded by Bob Soranno (JHU/APL). The motion passed with 21 votes in favour, 0 votes against, and 0 abstains. The document was submitted to the server.

Lee went over the final version of the five WAVE criteria. In the section broad market potential, the name “National architecture” was changed to the official name “National ITS Architecture.”  In distinct identity we changed “extreme levels of service quality” to “level of reliability and performance needed by the safety applications”.  

In the section on “Technical feasibility”, we added “ASTM standard” to be more detailed on what testing is done by the automobile manufacturers. We also detailed the standards that we would be testing. In the section on “economic feasibility” we added detail on the use of the WAVE devices for accessing the unii band.

A motion was raised by Pankaj Karnik (JHU/APL) for document number 0967-02 describing the five WAVE criteria to be presented at the plenary meeting to the 802.11 WG on November 14th, 2003. The motion was  seconded by Bob Soranno (JHU/APL). The motion passed with 22 votes in favour, 0 votes against, and 0 abstains. The document was submitted to the server.

The meeting was recessed for lunch at 12:30PM.

Lee proposed the motion to be made at the 802.11 WG closing plenary on November 14th, 2003. The motion that was voted on was described as:

“Move to approve the PAR document 11-03-0943-03-wave-WAVE-PAR.doc, and 5 criteria document 11-03-0967-02-WAVE-five-criteria.doc, for WAVE, and forward to ExCom for Approval.”

Lee presented this motion and asked whether there were objections by the group.  No objections.

The meeting was recessed until 3:00 PM.

After the break, comments were received for the par and for the five criteria. These were added to the documents. The changes required a new vote and update of the motion.

A motion was raised by Pankaj Karnik (JHU/APL) for the PAR (document number 943-04) and for the five criteria (document number 0967-03) to be presented at the plenary meeting to the IEEE 802.11 WG on November 14th, 2003. The motion was  seconded by Bob Soranno (JHU/APL). The motion passed with 26 votes in favour, 0 votes against, and 0 abstains. The document was submitted to the server.

The meeting was recessed at 3:20 PM until 4:00 PM.

Lee presented the next topic on the agenda which is the plan for future progression. Broady will be editing the standard that will be standardized for WAVE within the IEEE process. Broady will also present simulation results to the group and if the task group is accepted, amendments for some minor modifications to the 802.11a PHY and 802.11 MAC can be expected. It is advised to introduce the IEEE community to the details of wave including the concepts, applications, technology, …  It is expected that this introduction can take several meetings. 

The question was asked how IEEE deals with the international operation of this technology. It was mentioned that the goal is to make it an international technology but that the group needs to come up with suggestions. Knut Evensens (Qfree) suggested that we should distribute the requirements that were found within the CALM M5 group. Lee agreed with this suggestion and will add this to the agenda for the next meeting.

The WAVE study group was adjourned at 4:15 PM.
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