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

August 2004
 IEEE P802.19 04/0029r0

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

	Title
	Executive Committee Letter Ballot Results

	Date Submitted
	[August 30, 2004]

	Source
	[Stephen J. Shellhammer]
[Intel Corporation]
[13290 Evening Creek Drive]

[San Diego, CA 92128]
	Voice:
[(858) 391-4570]
Fax:
[(858) 391-1795]
E-mail:
[shellhammer@ieee.org]

	Re:
	[]

	Abstract
	[This document includes the text from the executive committee letter ballot and the results from that ballot.]


	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.


Text of Executive Committee Letter Ballot

IEEE 802 LMSC Policy and Procedure Revision Ballot On Coexistence Assurance

From:
Steve Shellhammer

To:
LMSC Executive Committee



Date: July 20, 2004

Duration:
July 20, 2004 until August 20, 2004 11:59 PM Eastern Time

Purpose: Assure coexistence of new wireless standards with current standards

Rationale for proposed text:

The introduction of a new or amended wireless standard creates the possibility of interference between the new standard and present standards.  The purpose of these proposed changes to the LMSC policies and procedures is to establish a process in IEEE 802 to assure that the proposed standard and existing standards will coexist. 

A Coexistence Assurance (CA) document is used as a tool to assess coexistence with other users of the medium.  The 802.19 TAG shall advise working groups in the creation of the CA document at the request of the working group.

Coexistence is in the domain of MAC/PHY interactions between dissimilar systems.  The criteria for a system resiliency to interference is ultimately dependent on the expected application of the proposed standard or amendment.

Proposed Text:

Proposed addition to PAR process (procedure 2):

6.4 Technical Feasibility addition 

d) 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.  

· Working Group will create a CA document as part of the balloting process.

· Working Group will not create a CA document

Reason it is not applicable:  ___________________________________

Proposed addition to LMSC standard procedures:

Procedure 11 

PROCEDURE FOR COEXISTENCE ASSURANCE
If indicated in the PAR and five criteria, the wireless working group shall produce a coexistence assurance (CA) document in the process of preparing for working group letter ballot and sponsor ballot.  The CA document shall accompany the draft on all wireless working group letter and sponsor ballots.

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.

The 802.19 TAG shall have one vote in working group letter and sponsor ballots that include CA documents.  As part of their ballot comments, the 802.19 TAG will verify the CA methodology was applied appropriately and reported correctly.

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

1 Results of Executive Committee Letter Ballot

 

            Below are the results of the EC letter ballot on modifications to the P&P to support Coexistence.
 

            Ballot Summary
            Yes


11
            No


2
            Did Not Vote

3
 

            The ballot passed.  To pass requires >= 2/3 vote of Yes divided by the total number of eligible voting members.
 

            Yes/(Total) = 11/16 = 0.6875 > 2/3
 

Voting Summary 
Vote categories:          DIS    DNV     APP    ABS
  -----------------------------------------------
  00 Paul Nikolich        DIS                        With comments
  01 Mat Sherman                         APP
  02 Howard Frazier              DNV
  03 Buzz Rigsbee                DNV
  04 Bob O'Hara                          APP
  05 John Hawkins                        APP
  06 Tony Jeffree                        APP
  07 Bob Grow                    DNV
  08 Stuart Kerry                        APP
  09 Bob Heile                           APP
  10 Roger Marks          DIS                        With comments
  11 Mike Takefman                       APP
  12 Carl Stevenson                      APP
  13 Steve Shellhammer                   APP
  14 Jerry Upton                         APP
  15 Ajay Rajkumar                       APP
                          ---++++---+++++---++++---
  TOTALS                  DIS    DNV     APP    ABS
                   Total: -02-   -03-    -11-   -00-
 

2 Comments from Executive Committee Letter Ballot

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) 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.

 

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.

 

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:

(a) 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.

(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."

(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"?

(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".

(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".

(f) Editorially, the references to Procedure 2 and Procedure 11 are no longer appropriate, given the current P&P format.
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