March, 1994
      DOC: IEEE P802.11-94/xxx

March, 2002
 IEEE COEX-012r0 


IEEE P802.0

Coexistence Study Group

	Project
	IEEE P802.0 Coexistence Study Group

	Title
	IEEE 802 Coexistence SG Meeting Minutes

	Date Submitted
	13 March, 2002

	Source
	[Tim Blaney]
[Commcepts]
[12795 Low hills Road Nevada City, Ca 95959]
	Voice:
[(530) 478-5606]
Fax:
[(530) 478-5607]
E-mail:
[tim@commcepts.net]

	Re:
	802 March 2002 Plenary Meeting in St. Louis

	Abstract
	IEEE 802 Co-Existence Birds of a Feather Minutes

	Purpose
	Official minutes of the IEEE 802 Co-Existence Study Group

	Notice
	This document has been prepared to assist the IEEE P802.15.  It is offered as a basis for discussion and is not binding on the contributing individual(s) or organization(s). The material in this document is subject to change in form and content after further study. The contributor(s) reserve(s) the right to add, amend or withdraw material contained herein.

	Release
	The contributor acknowledges and accepts that this contribution becomes the property of IEEE and may be made publicly available by P802.15.


Hyatt Regency

St. Louis, Missouri

11 – 15 March, 2002

Wednesday 03/13/02 Afternoon Session

Meeting called to order at 1:05 p.m.

A sign-up sheet asking for name, company name and email address was passed around the room to log the attendance.

The Chair gave an overview of why the meeting was a Birds-of-a Feather and not an official SG/TAG meeting under 802. The intent is to ask 802 ExCom on Friday to re-instate this Coexistence activity as a TAG.

Agenda is to have three presentations:

1) Concerning definition of coexistence (Sherman, IEEE COEX-02/008r0)

2) Simultaneous Transmission (Lansford, IEEE COEX-02/010r0)

3) Coexistence Among the PHYs (Poor, IEEE COEX-02/012r0)

Discussion ensued on Sherman’s paper (008r0) on how broad coexistence is defined.

Question: What is the essential difference between these two definitions:

1) To exist together or at the same time

2) To live in peace with each other especially as a matter of policy

Question: Somebody asked what the history of this group is and it relationship to TG2

This forum is broader than TG2. It covers all of the respective TGs and WGs under the wireless scope.

Let us examine what the regulatory group has done. It examines the FCC issues that affect our standards. In part 15, it says that we have to accept interference. What is the groups view on how this affects our work?

The Chair said that if you can’t operate due to interference than by definition we do not coexist. For us to write a recommended practice, we need to define the coexistence definition more thoroughly.

The Chair reviewed some examples that were discussed in Dallas. The usage model will help determine how the recommended practice is implemented.

Question: How can any further refinement be achieved on the coexistence definition and how can the various groups writing standards actually address the coexistence issue, if there is no definition.

Start with a generic coexistence definition. Then, for each case add parameters that help refine coexistence for that particular TG. Coexistence is not a binary parameter. It has varying degrees.

One suggestion is to add a definition that says the device must perform an intended task, not any task. By doing this, we can have a measurement matrix.

Question: What about calling for some scenarios based on this definition. Then see if the definition fits. If it doesn’t, then we re-examine the definition or the scenario.

Matt Sherman tried to look at the existing scenarios (802, ITU, etc.) and then synthesize those to achieve the current definition.

We need to be able to quantify certain parameters by which we measure coexistence.

Even if you ignore coexistence, the current specifications give parameters for acceptable performance. Therefore, the more stringent or generic you make the definition, the more impact it will have on the standards.

Thus, we need to have some measurable parameters for accepting or rejecting the coexistence criterion.

It would be nice for 802 to line up along the lines of a regulatory body. Should it be in our charter to compare how the coexistence recommended practice improves the performance of the target standard by x% without degrading all other existing standards by y%.

No quantitative statements can be made until you check all of the cases. If you hand select the cases, then you have not thoroughly checked out all of the usage scenarios. However, we must be able to find the sweet spot and make an intelligent assessment.

We need to quantify what we can quantify as an 802 standards body. Let’s not make the same historical mistakes.

Let’s not repeat our past mistakes.

We need to “clean up our own backyard” in IEEE before we consume ourselves with other standards or activities.

A second presentation was given by Jim Lansford (IEEE COEX-02/010r0)

Limited discussion followed.

A third presentation was given by Rob Poor (IEEE COEX-02/012r0)

A comment was made that PCC alone is not sufficient. Maybe change PCC to Physical Interference.

Question: Doesn’t this degenerate into thresholds based on Carrier to Interference ratio?

Yes it does.

TG4 wants this to be done so that they can get an idea of how bad of a problem it is.

If you are looking for a worst-case scenario, this may not be it. Carrier Sense based on energy detection.

The Chair then reviewed the definition of a TAG and told the group how we were going to proceed at the ExCom meeting on Friday

Question: How do you establish voting rights for this TAG?

Question: Are the outputs from the TAG binding to the other WGs?

Not as a standard is binding. The TAG output is a recommended practice.

Question: Could these TAGs have the ability to propose changes through the drafts?

It isn’t as binding as if it was under an approved PAR. The TAG can make technical suggestions back to the respective WGs.

Question: Is there a possibility of getting the TAG involved with a criterion analysis of the various proposals. The TG could do the analysis and the TAG could review it.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m.
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