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802.18/802.18SG1 Response to comments regarding proposed PAR for WRAN from 802.3
(802.18 responses as indented bullet points in blue)

1. The PAR & 5 Criteria were not properly disseminated 30 days prior to the beginning of this plenary session.

· The PAR and 5 Criteria were sent to all EC members on May 15, 2004, well prior to the 30 day deadline. No bounces were received.

· Per LMSC P&P Procedure 2, “Delivery may be assumed if sent by either FAX or e-mail one full working day prior to the deadline …” 
The PAR & 5 Criteria were sent to a selection of EC members, not to the stds-

802-sec reflector.  As a consequence, many interested parties (including EC officers) were not aware of this activity, nor were they able to find the documentation in the archives of

correspondence of the EC.

· The requirement in the LMSC P&P is to deliver a copy of the PAR and 5 Criteria “ … to all Executive Committee members not less than 30 days prior to the day of the Opening Executive Committee meeting of an LMSC Plenary session.”

· There is NO requirement that this delivery be by the EC reflector.  In fact, FAX, e-mail, and US mail are all specified as permissible delivery methods.
· All then members of the EC were included in the e-mail distribution of the PAR and 5 Criteria on May 15, 2004 – well ahead of the 30 day deadline.
· SG1 has been in existence since the close of the November 2003 Plenary in Albuquerque.
· SG1 was also reaffirmed by the EC in the March Plenary, including the goal of producing the PAR & 5C.
· Progress on the PAR & 5C has been reported to the EC after each session since the November 2003 Plenary.
2. As the Radio Regulatory TAG, 802.18 is not expected to produce PARs for air interface standards.

· 802.18 SG1 was approved by the EC with the knowledge that we intended to produce a PAR and 5 Criteria for a new standards development effort.

· There is no prohibition in the LMSC P&P about this, only that the standard cannot be developed in a TAG (thus the formation of a new WG was always contemplated, though it is the EC’s prerogative to decide on placement.)
· Furthermore, the study group that prepared the proposed PAR was originally proposed by 802.18 as an executive committee study group, but the EC determined that it should be placed in 802.18 to facilitate the interaction between those interested in developing a standard for unlicensed use of unused TV spectrum on a non- interference basis and those in 802.18 who are most familiar with the regulatory and political environment and the requirements that would have to be satisfied in order to successfully gain access to the spectrum in question.  

· It has been clearly stated and repeatedly reported since the formation of the study group that the development of a new standard for this unique situation was the goal and there have been no objections until this, the 11th hour.

3. No tutorial was provided for this project.  It is very important to provide a balanced tutorial prior to undertaking a major new work item. This is certainly a major new work item.

· This is not a requirement of the LMSC P&P.

4. The PAR indicates that a new Working Group would be formed.  No consideration appears to have been given to the concept of conducting the work within an existing wireless working group.

· On the contrary, both the Study Group and TAG discussed this issue and our recommendation is that this work has sufficiently unique requirements/identity to justify the formation of a new WG and the creation of a stand-alone standard.
· It is customary for a Study Group to make a recommendation on placement.

· Representatives of the broadcast community have participated and expressed a desire to work cooperatively with us to create a “win-win situation” by developing such a standard.  They have also indicated that they would be most comfortable in a situation that involved a dedicated working group focused on meeting both their needs and ours.
5. 802.18 should focus its effort on the production of a Recommended Practice or Guide, or comments to the FCC, that would facilitate the creation of cognitive air interface standards for operation in the VHF and lower portion of the UHF spectrum, rather than proposing the creation of a specific cognitive air interface standard.

· 802.18 does focus on the work described – regulatory and recommended practices. 

· 802.18 SG1 was formed by the EC to focus on developing the PAR & 5C, and SG1 held separate meetings from 802.18, so the work did not interrupt the regulatory work of 802.18. 

· 802.18 originally proposed a Study Group to develop a PAR & 5C at the EC level, but was redirected to form the SG under 802.18.

· The EC, in approving the formation of the SG, affirmed that recommendation in the original approval, and reaffirmed it in the March 2004 SG1 renewal.

· There is no prohibition in the LMSC P&P about a TAG writing a PAR, only that the standard cannot be developed in a TAG - thus the formation of a new WG was always contemplated, though it is the EC’s prerogative to decide on placement.

6. Several MACs already exist within 802 that could and should be able to make use of a cognitive air interface in the UHF band.

· The study group has concluded, that the best approach for the TV band is to develop a new standard tuned to the unique requirements of the band, and the regulatory requirement that license exempt devices protect licensed incumbents from harmful interference, rather than modify an existing standard.
· The study group has spent months studying the requirements for successful sharing in this proposed new block of unlicensed spectrum, and our studies and interaction with the broadcast community have convinced us that a purpose-built PHY/MAC/air interface system with integral cognitive capabilities tailored to this unique situation is essential to both gaining access to this spectrum and meeting the target application requirements.
7. The Scope statement in the proposed PAR does not match the title, in that the scope does not say anything about “Policies and Procedures”

· 802.18 will accept editorial guidance on the use insertion of these words from the EC.
.

8. It is inappropriate to include the words “Policies and Procedures” in the title.

· The study group was advised that this conforms to the titles of other wireless standards.

9. The first sentence in answer to the Distinct Identity criteria is misleading, since the 802.16 standard is not restricted from operating in the VHF and lower portion of the UHF spectrum.

· IEEE 802.18/SG1 apologizes for our inadvertent oversight of the recent change removing the lower spectrum limit from the 802.16 scope. It was not our intent to misrepresent. 

· Establishing distinct identity does not require distinct spectrum usage. As indicated by the existence of 802.11, 802.15, and 802.16. E.g. there are currently multiple air interface standards within IEEE 802 in the 2.4 and 5 GHz bands.  

· Furthermore, 802.16 has affirmed this concept in IEEE 802.16-04/43 2004-07-14 “Response to Comments from 802.20 Working Group regarding modified 802.16e PAR” where they state:
“Therefore, it is clear that band overlap is not the critical factor in determining distinct identity.”  

· The distinct identity of the proposed standard is the application and its unique requirements for a tightly integrated cognitive radio system tailored to requirement to operate as an unlicensed device in the presence of licensed TV band services (analog TV, digital TV, private land mobile radio, …).  
· It is not an attempt to develop a generalized cognitive radio solution, but rather an optimized one “keyed and tuned” to the detection of the specific incumbent services’ unique spectral characteristics. 

· Our studies have led us to the conclusion that a specialized form of cognitive radio techniques, highly integrated into a purpose-built PHY/MAC/air interface system, will yield the best, most practical, most cost-effective, and most robust solution to this unique “unlicensed under licensed” sharing situation and will also result in optimum spectrum utilization.  
· We do not believe that these requirements can be successfully or optimally met by attempting to “bolt an appliqué onto” any of the existing 802 PHY/MAC combinations.  
· Therefore 802.18 SG1 still recommends the approach described in our proposed PAR (a new WG/standard).
802.18 and 802.18 SG1 therefore respectfully request that 802.3 reconsider its position and remove its objection to the PAR, allowing the interested parties who have worked on this topic for many months to proceed promptly.
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