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802.16 Working Group: PAR Comments Ad-hoc Report

The PAR Comments Ad-hoc met from 8:30AM to 3:20PM, in the Williams Room in Hyatt Regency with a lunch recess from 1:00PM to 1:45PM. We developed comments on the following PARs and 5Cs on behalf of the Working Group.

· 802.19.1  PAR and 5 C
· 802.22  PAR and 5C
· 802.22.3 PAR and 5C 
· 802.11af  PAR and 5C 
The following attendees were part of the discussion where we developed the comments.
Jose Puthenkulam (Adhoc Chair)
Matt Sherman

Zexian Li

Ching-Tarng Hsieh

Djamal Meddour

Roger Marks

Peretz Feder

Riku Pirhonen
Max Riegel

We also received email comments from Mariana Goldhamer that we considered in the discussion.
Comments of IEEE 802.16 Working Group on Proposed P802.19.1 PAR

The IEEE 802.16 Working Group has reviewed the draft P802.19.1 PAR (IEEE 802.19-09/0081r1) and offers the following comments.

Comment 1: In sections “Type of Project: New IEEE Standard” and “3.1 Working Group: Coexistence TAG (C/LM/WG802.19)” 

There could be potentially a conflict of interest between this new 802.19.1 Project for a new standard and the 802.19 TAG’s advisory role, which is mandated by Clause 14 of the IEEE 802 Operations Manual (http://www.ieee802.org/PNP/2008-11/LMSC_OM_approved_081114.pdf ).
Possible Remedy:
Option 1: Separate this new standard effort from the 802.19 TAG and create a new Working Group for this PAR.

Option 2: Delete Clause 14 from the 802 Operations manual and allow this group to define coexistence standards that are not mandatory on other Working Groups.

Comment 2: In Section 5.2 (Scope): 
There is concern that this standard would address coexistence with a new PHY and MAC that would be incompatible with other IEEE 802 standards. We would like this project to define mechanisms that (as described in the explanatory notes) are radio technology independent and can be applied in conjunction with existing wireless standards.

Suggested Remedy: 
Please modify the Scope statement “5.2 Scope: The standard specifies radio technology independent mechanisms for coexistence among dissimilar or independently operated TV Band Devices (TVBDs). These mechanisms are applicable to existing IEEE 802 wireless standards.”
Comments on the 802.19.1 5C:

Comment 1:

Regarding “Coexistence of 802 wireless standards specifying devices for unlicensed operation” in the 5C, the following modifications would be appropriate (see text in blue):  
“A working group proposing a wireless project is required to demonstrate coexistence through the preparation of a Coexistence Assurance (CA) document unless it is not applicable.  The Working Group will create a CA document as part of the WG balloting process.  If the Working Group elects not to create a CA document, it will explain to the EC the reason the CA document is not applicable. 
This standard will enhance coexistence in the TVWS.  Evaluation of the effectiveness of coexistence will be done during standard development. The working group will create a CA document as part of the WG balloting process. This document will demonstrate that 802.19.1 coexists with 802.16h and other unlicensed wireless standards.”
Comments of IEEE 802.16 Working Group on Proposed P802.22 PAR Modification

The IEEE 802.16 Working Group has reviewed the draft P802.22 PAR modification (IEEE 802.22-09/0159r7) and offers the following comments.

Comment 1: In Section 13 (Scope of Proposed Project): 

The VHF/UHF bands include both licensed and unlicensed spectrum in the 54 MHz and 862 MHz range. Some of this licensed spectrum has been auctioned by the FCC to Mobile operators. We believe the P802.22 project is intended for unlicensed applications in the TV Whitespace (TVWS) bands. 

Also, as P802.22 was originally intended for fixed base station installations and now portable devices need to be supported, we propose to clarify this distinction. So we would like the scope to be clarified as follows (see blue text): 
“This standard specifies the air interface, including the medium access control layer (MAC) and physical layer (PHY), of fixed point-to-multipoint wireless regional area networks comprised of a fixed base station with for fixed and portable user terminals operating in the unlicensed VHF/UHF TV broadcast bands between 54 MHz and 862 MHz (TV Whitespace).”
Comment 2: In Section 19. Additional Explanatory Notes:
The following statement is not clear. 

“Item 4: “Wireless Regional Area Network” (“WRAN”) - a point-to-multipoint network for operation over large, potentially sparsely populated areas (e.g. rural areas) for fixed user terminals, taking advantage of the favorable propagation characteristics in the VHF and low UHF TV bands as well as for portable user terminals operating over a likely smaller area with sufficient margin to the fixed base station.”
1. What does “sufficient margin to the fixed base station” imply? 

2. Shouldn’t Item 4 also address interference requirements for portable devices as well?
Comments of IEEE 802.16 Working Group on Proposed P802.22.3 PAR 

The IEEE 802.16 Working Group has reviewed the draft P802.22.3 PAR (802.22-09/0165r5) and offers the following comments.

General Comments:

1. This is a clearly immature document, with significant level of self-inconsistency and ambiguity. It has not reached the level of clarity that is required for acceptance of a PAR at NesCom.

2. The PAR needs to be self-contained, and terminology (examples: Mode 1, Mode II, Scalable, Seamless handoff, ….) should be clearly defined and not require the use of external references except for background information.

3. The Working Group Chair’s name is misspelled in Section 3.1
Specific Comments/Suggested Remedies:

Comment 1: Distinct Identity issue

We have questions on distinct identity of Portable 802.22.3 WRAN cells versus 802.11 WLANs operating in the TV Whitespace. We believe that Wireless Local Area Networks are addressed better by IEEE Std 802.11. 

We also note that this statement in the notes section (8.1) indicates a violation of distinct identity: “Scalable WRAN services may include: 1) wireless broadband access, 2) WiFi-like services to end-users, and 3) seamless integrations of the above 1) and 2)”.
Comment 2: In Section 5.2 (Scope of Proposed Standard )

We see no text indicating that this P802.22.3 standard would support compatibility with the P802.22 project, except for the vague statement “The IEEE 802.22.3 standard is intended to be integrated to IEEE 802.22 standard” in the notes.
To maintain distinct identity, it would be appropriate to support backward compatibility with P802.22 instead of defining a completely incompatible PHY or MAC specification.
Comment 3: In Section 5.2 (Scope of Proposed Standard):

What does “scalable operations” imply? What is not within such a scope? We believe it is too broad and unclear. Perhaps it would be beneficial to itemize those aspects that are not included within the concept of “scalability”.

Comment 4: In Section 8.1 Additional Explanatory Notes:
1. What does “Scalable WRAN communication ranges” mean? Does it include typical ranges of WMANs, WLANs, WPANs, and Wireless Body Area Networks?

2. What does the phrase “seamless handoff” imply here? Does this mean handoff within the fixed WRAN network (intra-network) or across fixed and portable WRAN cells (inter-network)? We believe the term “seamless” in connection to handoff is superfluous. Also, is handoff to P802.22 supported?

Comments of IEEE 802.16 Working Group on Proposed P802.11af PAR 

The IEEE 802.16 Working Group has reviewed the draft P802.11af PAR (IEEE 802.11-09/0934r3) and offers the following comments.

Comments on the PAR:

Comment 1: In Section 8.1 (Additional Explanatory Notes)
The statement “One approach is a common coexistence mechanism that may be used by other TVWS systems; other approaches are also possible” could overlap with work in other groups. 

Remedy: 

The following modification might be appropriate. 

“One approach is a common coexistence mechanism developed in collaboration with other groups that may be used by other TVWS systems; other approaches are also possible”.

Comment 2: In Section 7.1 (“Are there other standards or projects with a similar scope?”), 802.16h is not included in this list. As it can potentially address these bands and should be included.

Remedy: 

802.16h should be added to the list of projects with a similar scope.

Comments on the 5C:

Comment 1: In Section 17.5.3 (“Distinct Identity”):

802.16h has presented simulations (802.19-09/0041r0) in the 802.19 TAG regarding the coexistence with 802.11y. So the following statement would appear to be incorrect:

“The P802.16h TG is writing an amendment that will enable coexistence only between those 802.16 systems that support the amendment.”
Suggested remedy: Delete the above statement.

Comment 2: 

The following statement may not be verifiably true:

“Neither of these projects currently addresses personal/portable operation under FCC Part 15 Subpart H rules”. The P802.16h and P802.22 projects could potentially address this case much like this draft PAR is proposing.
Remedy: It’s best this statement is deleted.

Comment 3: In Section 17.5.3 (“Distinct Identity”), the following changes are needed (See text in blue underline). This is because the table and text are not fully accurate.  
“Each IEEE 802 standard shall have a distinct identity. To achieve this, each authorized project shall be: 

a) Substantially different from other IEEE 802 standards. There are no other IEEE 802 projects specifically addressing personal/portable operation under FCC Part 15 Subpart H. 

b) 802.16-2009 provides full mobile operation; 802.16h amendment covers fixed (including Nomadic operation)
Existing Standards and Projects

	Element
	802.11
	P802.16h
	P802.22

	
	PHY
	
	

	Outdoor Timebase
	20 ppm xtal
	Internal clock and GPS
	2 ppm

	Indoor Timebase
	20 ppm xtal
	Internal clock and network sync. 
	—

	Radio bands 
	2.4, 3.65, 4.9, 5 GHz
	Any unlicensed
	54-862 MHz

	Master  Transmissions
	Listen Before Talk
	Synchronous
	Synchronous

	
	MAC and System
	
	

	Access method with others
	Carrier Sense Multiple Access-Collision Avoid
	5 msec frames
	10 msec frames

	Timebase (Master)
	Per AP
	GPS/IEEE 1588/NTP
	UTC ± 2µsec

	 Personal/portable
	Yes, in 3.65 GHz
	No Yes
	No

	System
	Distributed
	Centralized and Distributed in 802.16h
	Centralized


Comment 4:

The following statement is not sufficiently clear that incumbent protection is addressed.

“The project will define a protocol that consists of procedures for initiating new 

transmissions, procedures for determining the state of the channel (available or 

unavailable), and procedures for managing retransmissions in the event of a busy 

channel.”

Remedy: 
“The project will define a protocol that consists of procedures for initiating new 

transmissions, procedures for determining the state of the channel (available or 

unavailable), and procedures for managing retransmissions in the event of a busy 

channel or incumbent occupancy.”

Conclusion:
The developed comments were adopted without objection for sending out to the respective Working Groups.
Subsequent to the meeting the developed comments were put into separate documents listed below:
· Comments on 802.19.1 PAR and 5C: IEEE 802.16-09_0064
· Comments on 802.22 PAR Modification and 5C : IEEE 802.16-09_0065
· Comments on 802.22.3 PAR and 5C: IEEE 802.16-09_0066
· Comments on the 802.11 TVWS PAR and 5C: IEEE 802.16-09_0067
