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Introduction

This document presents the comments of the NO votes followed by the resolutions adopted by 802.19.  The comment text is presented first in a normal text font, followed by the 802.19 resolution in a bold, italicized font.  These resolutions have been taken from the minutes in 19-04-0031-00-0000-Minutes-Sept-2004.doc.
1.0 Comments from Paul Nikolich

I vote NO with the following comments.  Addressing my comments will change my vote from a NO to a YES.

 

1.1 reword 6.4.d as follows:

FROM:

Coexistence with 802 wireless standards in unlicensed bands.
The working group proposing a wireless project is required to produce a Coexistence Assurance (CA) document unless it is not applicable.

TO:

Coexistence with 802 wireless standards in unlicensed bands.
The 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.

802.19 Resolution: Unanimous agreement to make the change verbatim.

1.2 reword the last sentence as follows:

FROM:

The working group makes the determination on whether the coexistence necessary for the standard or amendment has been met.

 

TO:

The ballot group (either working group or sponsor) makes the determination on whether the coexistence necessary for the standard or amendment has been met if the ballot reaches the 75% approval threshold.

 
802.19 Resolution: Unanimous agreement to make the change verbatim.

2.0 Comments from Roger Marks
I vote Disapprove. I believe that, because this proposal remains ambiguous, it's very hard to see what we may be doing here. We could end up with some very unhappy consequences. This is reminding me of what some governments do with telecom regulation: write some mandates using general language and leave it to some agency or the courts to figure out what they meant. The result is a bonanza for lawyers and consultants, but it doesn't do a lot of good for the technologists. 

In our case, who is going to be left to figure it all out?

Here are some specific comments. They are not as thorough and refined as I would like, but time is short. I may edit them, or add to them, later:

2.1 The language does not define coexistence or Coexistence Assurance. This leaves everyone who needs to make a judgement on this (including the Working Group and the EC) little guidance in knowing what is expected. This can be a big problem. I expect that development of CA document is going to significantly delay new standards from going to Working Group ballot, while participants look around to figure out who is going to fund the consultants required to prepare a CA document. Unless we are clear in what is required, this barrier could easily turn into a blockade to new standards.
802.19 Resolution: 802.19 is developing the CA methodology to give guidance to all the wireless working groups on what a CA document is and how to prepare it.  802.19 invites (and needs) assistance from the wireless working groups in this effort.  Each of the wireless groups developing standards in an unlicensed band has a vested interest in coexistence.

2.2 (b) The proposed Procedure talks about "Coexistence with 802 wireless standards in unlicensed bands." This would, literally, apply only to approved standards, not to drafts or projects in process, but this should be made more explicit so no one needs to guess. Also, it's not clear whether we need to coexist with every device that may be built to the standard, or to just the devices that already exist. For example, in some cases, 802 standards would allow devices in many frequency bands. Is it necessary to show coexistence in bands where no such devices exist? Are we trying to coexist with the standards or the devices?

Also, the limitation to "unlicensed bands" is fuzzy; in general, both licensed and unlicensed devices may be allowed in a band.

To address these points, it might be better to replace the heading "Coexistence with 802 wireless standards in unlicensed bands" with "Coexistence with unlicensed wireless devices based on 802 

standards." Also, in the proposed Procedure, "The CA document shall address coexistence with all relevant 802 wireless standards in the unlicensed bands" should be replaced with "The CA document shall address coexistence with unlicensed wireless devices based on 802 standards."

802.19 Resolution: In paragraph 2, procedure 11 cites that the CA document shall address coexistence with relevant 802 wireless standards.  Each working group and the 802.19 tag will make the determination on relevance.   

Additionally, the 802.19 TAG agreed to accept this comment by modifying procedure 11 as follows:  

From:

"The CA document shall address coexistence with all relevant 802 wireless standards in the unlicensed bands.  The working group should include other users of the target band(s) in their analysis."

To:

The CA document shall address coexistence with all relevant approved 802 wireless standards in the unlicensed bands.  The working group should include other users of the target band(s) in their analysis.

2.3 (b) Likewise, the meaning of "The working group should include other users of the target band(s) in their analysis." is not fully clear. Now are we trying to coexist with "users" instead of either "devices" or "standards"?

802.19 Resolution: 802.19 accepts the comment in principle.  The 802.19 TAG agreed to accept this comment by altering the text in procedure 11 as follows:

from:

"The working group should include other users of the target band(s) in their analysis."

to:

"The working group should consider other specifications in their identified target band(s) in the CA document."

The 802.19 tag agrees that the text was not clear and  procedure 11, paragraph 2 was changed to better reflect the intent.  The word user was replaced with the word specification to clarify that working groups only consider coexistence with documents rather than users or devices.  

2.4 (d) The wording "The CA document shall accompany the draft on all wireless working group letter and sponsor ballots" is ambiguous. Does "wireless" modify "working group" or "ballots"? Better to just change "wireless" to "relevant".

802.19 Resolution: The 802.19 tag agrees in principle with the comment.  The 802.19 TAG always assumed that wireless modifies working group. The 802.19 TAG agreed to accept this comment by altering the text in procedure 11 as follows:

From:

"The CA document shall accompany the draft on all wireless working group letter and sponsor ballots."

To:

"The CA document shall accompany the draft on all wireless working group letter ballots and sponsor ballots."

2.5 (e) The last line ("The working group makes the determination on whether the coexistence necessary for the standard or amendment has been met.") is inappropriate unless "working group" is replaced by "ballot group".

802.19 Resolution: This comment is accepted and was resolved in an earlier comment (see the resolution to comment 2 from Paul Nikolich).

2.6 (f) Editorially, the references to Procedure 2 and Procedure 11 are no longer appropriate, given the current P&P format.
802.19 Resolution: The 802.19 TAG accepts this comment.  The 802.19 TAG will work with the editor of the P&P document to properly integrate this document with the P&P.  
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