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

September 2009
 IEEE P802.19-09/0068r0

IEEE P802.19
Wireless Coexistence
	Project
	IEEE P802.19 Coexistence TAG

	Title
	Comments on Draft PAR

	Date Submitted
	[September 13, 2009]

	Source
	[Stephen J. Shellhammer]
[Qualcomm, Inc.]
[5775 Morehouse Drive]

[San Diego, CA 92121]
	Voice:
[(858) 658-1874]
Fax:
[(858) 651-3004]

E-mail:
[shellhammer@ieee.org]

	Re:
	[]

	Abstract
	[Comments on Draft PAR in document 802.19-09/60r1]


	Purpose
	[]

	Notice
	This document has been prepared to assist the IEEE P802.19.  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 P802.19.


This document provides comments and questions on document IEEE 802.19-09/60r1, the draft PAR on TVWS Coexistence.  This version of the document does not comment on the 5C.
SCOPE

The current scope reads,
“The standard will specify mechanisms for coexistence amongst networks and devices, which use dissimilar radio technologies and may also be operated independently on common TV White Space Frequency Bands”

· My first question is why does the PAR refer to both “networks” and “devices” in the same sentence?  Why is not sufficient to refer to “networks” only?

· The use of the future tense does not work, since this is the Scope of the standard once it is published.  This exact text will be the Scope in the published standard.

· The sentence is a bit awkward and I think it would be clearer it were broken up into two sentences.  There is no requirement that the entire Scope fit within one sentence.  I recommend the following modification,
“The standard specifies mechanisms for coexistence amongst wireless networks, which may use dissimilar radio technologies, operating in common TV White Space Frequency Bands.  These wireless networks may be operated independently.”

· I notice that more detail about the Scope is provided in the Explanatory Notes.  That makes sense.  However, I think it would be useful to include on more sentence in the Scope listing what will be included in the standard.  I suggest a few sentences something like,

“The standard consists of three main components: methods for discovering other networks within range which would benefit from the coexistence mechanisms, a common control channel between different networks and a logical mechanism for enhancing coexistence between networks.”
PURPOSE

· My comment here is that the Purpose refers to “…coexistence for IEEE 802 networks and devices…”  I believe we can delete “and devices.”
· Also I believe “coexistence of” is more proper than “coexistence for” but that is a minor point.

· Also, the term “Air Interface” is more commonly used in the cellular industry.  It might be better to change “Air Interface” to “Wireless”
NEED

· The first sentence says,
Existing IEEE 802 standards groups are working to develop modifications of their standards to comply with the regulatory rules for accessing TV White Space.
· Not all these standards are amendments. For example 802.22 is not an amendment.  Also “standards groups” are “working groups.”

· I think it would be cleaner to say,

“Several IEEE 802 working groups are developing standards to comply with the regulatory rules for accessing TV White Space.”
· I recommend deleting “modified” in the second sentence so it reads,

“Mechanisms that allow these standards to coexist are needed.”

· The third sentence uses the term “overlay mechanisms.”  Can you explain this term?
SIMILAR STANDARDS

· I would say there are two types of standards that need to be listed in this section: MAC/PHY standards for operating in the TV white space and standards to provided coexistence between these standards

· I would say for the first type we should list: 802.22, new project in 802.11, and CogNeA.

· I would say for the second type we should list 1900.4.

EXPLANITORY NOTES

· I think the first sentence is a little awkward.  Also, it talks about the future again. This is not as much an issue as it would be in the Scope which gets included in the standard, but is it still worth fixing. I would recommend it be simplified as follows,

The coexistence mechanisms in the standard consist of the following and related areas.

· I am unclear why the “Discovery” portion needs to be standardized.  Please explain why this needs to be standardized and could not just be implementation dependent.
· Why is the term “connection” used here?  Why is this not called a “control channel” or something like that?
· Under “Logical Mechanisms” the first sentence says it is for “Promoting Coexistence.”  This seems like it is encouraging the networks to coexistence instead of being a method of coexistence.  Maybe another term like “facilitates coexistence” might be clearer.
· I think a little more detail on what a “Logical Mechanism” is would be useful.  I for one am a bit unclear on this term.

· Under “Etiquette” it mentions that it is “polite.” It is not clear to me at all that it should be polite.   That implies that it in some way “backs off” (either time/frequency/power) to other networks.  Then other networks that do not support the standard get access to the spectrum and those that do support the standard get less access.  I think that is a really bad idea.  I see no reason for using the term polite.  I would much prefer a term like “negotiate.”

· Also, I am unclear on the difference between a “Logical Mechanism” and an “Etiquette.”  A few examples (they do not need to be included in the PAR just explained or given in a presentation) would be very helpful.
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