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	1.00
	
	Meeting called to order 19:04 EST


The meeting is called to order by Steve Shellhammer.  Ranga Reddy (US Army) is acting secretary.

	2.00
	
	Attendance


Attendees are required to send their name and organization in through email to the Chair and Secretary. 

	3.00
	
	Review IEEE Patent Policy


The patent policy slides were brought up. 

	4.00
	
	Discussion about what we need to standardize (All)


· Chair: R. Kennedy had stated on reflector if control channel even needs to exist (regardless of poll conducted.

· J Kwak: Difficulty with control channel concepts in diverse RAT(s) environment is that if control channel (new MAC/PHY components) is standardized, the device manufacturers may resist implementation if too difficult. It may be even ignored if coexistence isn’t mandatory.

· ??: Is the control channel going be a mandatory or a recommended practice?

· Chair: Really neither, because adoption of a standard is optional. Suggest that recommended practice is a bad way to go.

· Chair: to J Kwak, you mentioned a wireless link for control channel. Do you (J Kwak) also consider a wired backhaul link for coexistence?

· J Kwak: from FCC perspective, a centralized database is being setup, it’s a requirement. In this light, the backhaul mechanism will be accessible by all devices. Only certain exceptions, e.g. sensing only (coming later). Ad-hoc networks without a backhaul would be in the minority, so using the backhaul maybe a better option. 

· I Reede: agrees with J Kwak, somewhat. But FCC database, is once every 24 hours. Connectivity to database is not continuous. 

· J Kwak: during Google presentation, they are beyond that once per 24-hour period access. There are some gaps in the current regulation. Regardless of database access, wireless service providers can go above and beyond R&O to improve service. We should follow this for coexistence purpose, e.g. access database more often to make sure system can be responsive.

· I Reede: agrees, wants to implement a quasi-continuous access.

· W Hu: every WSD would require a wired link to query database. This may not be possible in some deployments where there is no other wired connection. If there is desire to make use of wireless resource, we should make the most of it.

· Chair: Not every device needs to have wired access, only BSs or APs. Only sensing-only configurations operate stand-alone.

· Chair: We haven’t touch on whether or not we shouldn’t have any exchange between .11 and .22 devices. 

· I Reede: Not having any “communication channel” between devices, and completely relying on the RF, would make it difficult for low-power devices to communicate with higher power devices if no backhaul is available. 

· Chair: If there is no communication, what “rules” can we make use of?

· I Reede: The lower-device will not be able to “talk” to the high-power device if the high power device is constantly transmitting. 

· Chair: to I Reede, do you prefer some sort of clearing house to allow for coordination?

· I Reede: Does prefer some sort of clearing house.

· R Paine: One of the options should be no communications between devices of different technologies. This is how FCC is approaching.

· R Kennedy: Agrees. If only .11/.16/.22 or in TVWS, coexistence might not be a problem. Coexistence with non-802 technologies will be difficult.

· J Kwak: Let’s talk about what’s practical to implement, e.g. DFS. In rural areas, TVWS is near limitless. However, bulk of license-exempt use is not in rural areas. The scenario where there is some competition for available channel (on edge of urban areas), so some communication is necessary for coexistence.

· R Kennedy: Spectrum availability may be a driver for Real-estate (physical).

· I Reede: Rural spectral use is already getting tough. Canadian regulation may dedicate capacity/spectrum even for rural use.

· J Kwak: In Chicago there are 25 broadcast channels, while in Canada 4 channels might be enough. Same might true in rural US. Up to 65 channels available.

· I Reede: Goes through the math, so actual application reduces the actual number of channels available significantly. For example, taboo channels are not properly handled

· W Hu: We are looking at the situation where the spectrum may be limited, and that size/breadth of networks could be > available channel. What is the feasibility to allow coexistence without coordination? We may be looking at scenario that multiple networks may have to share channel(s).

· I Reede: agrees, we may quickly come into a situation where channel competition my multiple overlapping networks

· Chair: need to work on crafting straw poll

· I Reede: if a common “signature” could be defined, and be capable of transmitting in a very narrowband manner, even the low power devices can communicate with higher power devices.

· A Reznik: agrees I Reede, but feels that he’s going to far into an implementation. Proposes straw poll: should there be a coordinated coexistence mechanism or not, as a more fundamental issue

· Chair: adds the question for straw poll to be posted after call: Should we add a coordinate coexistence mechanism, that relies on some form of communication between TVWS networks?
· No one objected to wording of this straw poll question.

· ??: agrees on a two-part, system
· Secretary: Given what we know about database architecture, what can we leverage to help a coordinated coexistence mechanism?

· Chair: it’s clear database has information on other WSD devices operating in an area, but current database system being defined doesn’t allow WSDs to see usage of surrounding WSDs.

· ??: Where are rules for channel assignment defined?

· Chair: R&O defines these rules, currently still fluid, but WSDs themselves don’t have access to this information

· I Reede: Any WISP would see dissemination of frequency allocations as a violation in privacy. 

· W Hu: WSD channel use is dynamic, because it’s license-exempt.

· A Reznik: Secretary’s question may or may not be practical from a logistical perspective. And we should try and get support for optional features that may be prove to be useful to Google’s definition. Such feature use would be based on certain regulatory uses.

· W Hu: Using database for channel coordination is not a facilitator between devices, it doesn’t take on the role of doing the coordination devices itself.

· I Reede: FCC rules do not forbid channel hopping. So, it’s hard to use a central store for coordination.

· J Kwak: Doesn’t believe there’s any advantage that pushes any more requirements into development of database architecture. The Google architecture is flexible enough to do this, but still not optimal. WISPs are local providers that could handle coordination with a local area. So looking at how WISP market will evolve, and getting them to see how coordination to protect incumbents and figure how to allocate channels. 

· Chair: After last session, during EC session, we are not prevented from defining higher layer mechanisms to support. 

· I Reede: If you’re talking above layer 2, we’re talking of protocols that are independent of mechanism.

· Secretary: Should we post another question to see if members of the group see if higher layer protocols should be used?

· Chair: to post another question to straw poll: Should the group media agnostic (backhaul or wireless) higher-layer (above layer 2) coexistence protocol and mechanism?
	5.00
	
	New business


Next meeting Tuesday 13:00 EST on 18 Aug. 2009.

	6.00
	
	Meeting closed 20:09 EST


Chair called orders of the day.

Abstract


A record of the discussion pertaining to drafting of a PAR and 5C for the 802.19 TVWS SG.  Specific discussion was on: (a) whether or not a coordinated coexistence mechanism should be utilized that utilizes some form of communication, and (b) whether or not a media agnostic protocol operating at a higher layer should be utilized. Straw poll questions for each of these topics were generated.
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