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Response of 802.18/802.18 SG1 to the comments of 802.1 on the proposed PAR

In this document, the comments provided to 802.18 and 802.18 SG1 are in black and our responses are in blue.
To: 802.18

From: 802.1

Re: Draft PAR for IEEE 802.xx Wireless Regional Area Network TV Band Specification

We have the following comments on this PAR:

As this PAR calls for the establishment of a new area of work, under the auspices of a new 802 Working Group, we believe that there should be an opportunity for wider discussion of the details of the proposed work prior to the decision to forward any PAR to NesCom. 

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.
Delaying the commencement of the development of the proposed standard is unnecessary and will only result in a loss of opportunity to gain early access to this highly desirable spectrum, unnecessarily delay the development of the market, and unnecessarily and undesirably delay the provision of broadband service to the rural and unserved consumers that the standard is intended to serve.  With the FCC NPRM coming out earlier than expected, the need to proceed promptly is only increased.

We also have concerns that arbitrarily denying the interested parties, who want to proceed promptly, the opportunity to do so may raise issues of anti-competitive practices that 802 and the IEEE-SA normally go to great lengths to avoid, could prompt an appeal to the IEEE-SA or the Standards Board, or could prompt the parties to seek an alternative sponsor or take the work to a “SIG” when we believe that the work should properly be done in the proposed new working group in IEEE 802.

The normal way that new Working Groups are established is for a study group to be formed, and for it to develop a PAR, along with the provision of appropriate tutorials,

to allow 802 as a whole to properly assess the appropriateness of the proposed work, its potential impact on other 802 working groups, and the proper placement of the work within 802.

While tutorials are recommended in the LMSC P&P, and are “traditional,” they are not a requirement of the P&P.  

With respect to 802.1’s area of purview, the “Compatibility” section in the 5 Criteria document states:

“Compatibility

IEEE 802 defines a family of standards.  All standards shall be in conformance with the IEEE 802.1 Architecture, Management, and Interworking documents as follows: 802 Overview and Architecture, 802.1D, 802.1Q, and parts of 802.1f.  If any variances in conformance emerge, they shall be thoroughly disclosed and reviewed with 802.  Each standard in the IEEE 802 family of standards shall include a definition of managed objects which are compatible with systems management standards.

The proposed standard will take advantage of the better non-LOS propagation characteristics and longer reach potential at these lower frequencies, and will provide robust and reliable mechanisms to prevent harmful interference to licensed operations in the TV bands.  Where feasible for the application, it will draw on concepts and technologies from existing 802 wireless standards.  By extension, it will be compatible with the 802 architecture, including 802.1D, 802.1Q, and parts of 802.1f.” 
It seems to us that the highlighted assurance above should address the concerns of 802.1.

While we realize that it is the purview of the EC to determine placement, we have recommended, and continue to recommend, the establishment of a new working group to develop the proposed standard.

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.
We believe it better suits the interests of IEEE 802, the interested participants in the study group (including the broadcasters), the marketplace, and the public interest to move forward with a cooperative, supportive sharing partner, rather than facing opposition from an extremely politically powerful opponent.

We are therefore not prepared to support forwarding the proposed PAR to NesCom until such a time as there has been an opportunity for that wider discussion to take place.

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 at the November 2003 plenary 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.
Delaying the commencement of the development of the proposed standard is unnecessary and will only result in a loss of opportunity to gain early access to this highly desirable spectrum, unnecessarily delay the development of the market, and unnecessarily and undesirably delay the provision of broadband service to the rural and unserved consumers that the standard is intended to serve.  With the FCC NPRM coming out earlier than expected, the need to proceed promptly is only increased.

We also have concerns that arbitrarily denying the interested parties, who want to proceed promptly, the opportunity to do so may raise issues of anti-competitive practices that 802 and the IEEE-SA normally go to great lengths to avoid, could prompt an appeal to the IEEE-SA or the Standards Board, or could prompt the parties to seek an alternative sponsor or take the work to a “SIG” when we believe that the work should properly be done in the proposed new working group in IEEE 802.
802.18 and 802.18 SG1 therefore respectfully request that 802.1 reconsider its position and allow the interested parties who have worked on this topic for many months to proceed promptly.
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