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ATTENDANCE

	Attendees

	Name
	Affiliation
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	Oaktree Wireless

	Victor Hou
	Broadcom

	Julan Hsu
	Samsung

	Rich Kennedy
	RIM

	Tom Kolze 
	Broadcom

	Steve Kuffner
	Motorola

	Joe Kwak
	InterDigital

	Mike Lynch
	Self

	Ranga Reddy
	US Army

	Ivan Reede 
	AmeriSys

	Alex Reznik
	InterDigital

	Steve Shellhammer
	Qualcomm

	Victor Tawil
	MSTV

	Prabodh Varshney
	Nokia


	1.00
	
	Meeting called to order 12:00 pm CST


The meeting is called to order by Steve Shellhammer.  Steve Kuffner (Motorola) is acting secretary.
	2.00
	
	Attendance


Attendees are required to send their name and organization in through email to the Chair and Secretary. 

	3.00
	
	Review IEEE Patent Policy


The patent policy slides were brought up. 

	4.00
	
	The group discuss the TVWS coexistence standardization issues


Agenda

· Attendance 

· The IEEE patent policy is available at the following location 

· http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.pdf 

· New surveying tool

· Discussion about what a PAR could look like (All) 

· Wired or Wireless communication link? 

· Set of adaptable parameter set?  DFS, TPC, scheduling TX, channel splitting, etc. 

· Negotiation protocol? 

· New Business 

Notes
Ivan requested that his two new business items from the previous meeting be included in the agenda:
· fill in par form and discuss each par form field, including formulating each of the five criteria
· discuss the limitations of the proposed mechanisms; 1) RF-only has problems with signal level disparity between a 40 mW device being interfered with by a 4W device 20 km away and unable to transmit "loud enough" to be "heard" by the 4W distant device, and 2) limitations on backhaul mechanisms as IP routing may not allow dialog over the backhaul (as is the case behind a network address translation (‘nat’) firewall or on a service provider whose uses locally administered addresses {10.0/24 or 192.168/24} spaces)

Mark informed Steve S. that the bridge did not seem to be allowing access.

Discussion topic: If we are going to have different systems (.11 and .22 as examples), is there a coexistence link between these devices to negotiate a coexistence agreement, i.e. some adaptation or change, and should that link be wired or wireless? 

· If wired, many devices already will have some internet access connection (because of database (‘DB’) access requirement). Could have a wired connection, but could be wireless for sensing only devices. A wireless approach was suggested by Nokia at the July 802 session (see IEEE 802.19-09/0046r0), some wireless protocol between .11 and .22.  
· Ivan requested we separate wired vs. wireless from DB connectivity.  Mark C. suggested the use of “backhaul” instead of “wired”. Straw poll: (http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=LOlqGFCzGeS02oC4QjUqZg_3d_3d )
· An over-the-air vs. backhaul debate ensued and expanded to PAR philosophy and eventual WG landing zone.  
· Ivan reiterated his point about link imbalance between 4 W and 40 mW devices discovering each other. 

· Mark suggested “both/and” philosophy instead of “either/or” regarding backhaul and over-the-air. When to use one or the other is the more meaningful question.

· Problem with over-the-air is the need for a MAC/PHY – politically sensitive.
· Steve S.: backhaul gets around that problem.  
· Ranga: backhaul would not be as responsive (latency), but maybe that’s OK.  Also brought up collaboration could be passive, as with CSMA/CA, or active like intra-802.22.

· Gerald: DB-only required info on incumbents, not other license exempt users, and pointed out such license-exempt spectrum/geography reservations might be wasteful.
· Ari: over-the-air gets around that (but recall Ivan’s concern)

· Mark: users declare lat/long to DB, but Gerald commented on necessary info processing that would be required to translate that info to available channels

· Steve S.: DB group doesn’t want to pick who gets priority on a channel – somebody loses in an unfair way.
· Ivan: a lot of these wired access points may not have a static IP address, behind a router no routable address, so may not be able to contact them. Any backhaul coexistence has to create a virtual channel with a clearinghouse database to communicate to a port on that device, which may have dynamic IP address, so backhaul also has problems.
· Gerald: policies would need to be developed and agreed upon by industry.

· Steve S.: negotiation protocol a natural for 802.19 task.  Do we do negotiation and wireless protocol or just negotiation?

· Mark: our immediate task is not to specify solutions; rather, outline alternatives and difficulties and allow eventual WG to solve the problem.

· Ivan: for 1st PAR, we need to define a solvable problem; limit scope.  Mark disagreed – thinks all issues need to be outlined.
· Gerald: coexistence discovery should be easier than incumbent detection from SNR perspective, but Ivan reiterates link imbalance problem. 

· Steve S: PAR needs to be specific.  Choose one, maybe do others later.

· Mark: Not limited to a single PAR.  Could do three PARs: discovery, PHY, logical link.

· Garth: started discussion on where this work would be done; in .19, or elsewhere?  Steve S. informs that Matt Sherman is spending a lot of time thinking about this.  But need better clarity of project to know where it will go.
· Ivan: we can recommend where we think it should go, but EC ultimately decides.  Brings up everything 802.15 is doing started in .11 but EC decided a new WG made sense.
· Steve S.: best case is that .19 writes a useful standard that is broadly adopted in industry, including .11 and .22.

· Mark: gave an earlier presentation (see IEEE 802.19-09/0044r0); umbrella that would focus on coexistence, and impose least amount of additional work on existing standards.  Others will need to create extensions to their standards to communicate with the TVWS DB.
· Steve S: noted that the reflector was slow, straw poll had not yet gone out near end of call (Steve K: eventual tally was backhaul 6, over-the-air 13, but several requested that the “both/and” option be available).

	5.00
	
	New business


Next meeting Tuesday 4PM PDT on 11 Aug. 2009.
	6.00
	
	Meeting closed 1:01 pm CST


Ivan called orders of the day.
Abstract


A record of the discussion pertaining to drafting of a PAR and 5C for the 802.19 TVWS SG.  Specific discussion was on the topic of wired (or backhaul) versus wireless coexistence.
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