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Minutes of Tele-Conference Call of Requirement Ad Hoc, Mar 09, 2010
Date: Mar 9th, 2010, 6:00 am in EST

Attendees:

Ivan Reede (AmeriSys Inc), Alex Reznik , Joe Kwak (InterDigital),  Päivi Ruuska (Nokia),  Reinhard Gloger (Nokia Siemens Networks), Tuncer Baykas,  Chen Sun, Gabriel Porto Villardi, Yohannes Alemseged, Ha Nguyen Tran, Stanislav Filin, Junyi Wang (NICT)
Discussed Documents: 
19-10-0043-00-0001- P802.19.1 Requirements (Stanislav Filin)
Action Items:

1. All requirements in IEEE P802.19-10/0043r0 especially Requirement 6, 10 will be discussed in March face-to-face meeting.
What discussed:
1 Opening by Tuncer Baykas
1.1 Reminded everyone IEEE patent policy 
2 Contributions
2.1 Stanislav Filin presented document 19-10-0043-00-0001- P802.19.1 Requirements
2.1.1  Alex Reznik and Päivi Ruuska was satisfied with the document 
2.1.2   Joe Kwak: Some requirement statements worded as “may” or “should” are not qualified as requirements. Suggesting individual requirement discussion in March face-to-face meeting for finial decision. 
2.1.3  Ivan: We need some very pacific item to get down instead of just general discussion. He suggested addressing the specific rewording if anyone has different idea.  
2.1.4  Joe Kwak: Requirement 6 and 10 wording are different than the others.
2.1.5  Ivan Reede: Suggested changing the title of Requirement 6 as “desire future” instead of “Requirement”. And Joe Kwak Agreed.
2.1.6  Stanislav Filin:  We can find the wording “should” or “may” in the requirement of other standard. 

2.1.7 Ivan Reede: If we leave requirement 6 as “should ”, it is not a requirement but just a desirable goal.  
2.1.8 Stanislav Filin: Joe comment is general, not particularly for Requirement 6 . He would like to keep these requirements and change the statements in March meeting.
2.1.9 Päivi Ruuska: Requirement 6 and 10 has been agreed in principle, the problem is whether it is ok to change the requirement 6 as a desirable statement and leave them in the document instead of leaving them out. She agreed to have the category of requirement and desirable feature. 
2.1.10 Joe Kwak: The problem in requirement 6 is that it seems there are some devices totally unable to analyze the information but still P802.19.1 compliant. 
2.1.11 Päivi Ruuska: The requirement statements could not be specified in very details, in this case, “should ” may be used. 
2.1.12 Ivan Reede: It should be “shall” in Requirement 6. If the system has no ability to analyze the information, it is not the 802.19 complaint devices.
2.1.13 Yohannes Alemseged:  Agreed with Ivan, and clarified that Requirement 6 is the system capability instead TVBD device capability, all the system should have and always have the capability to analyze the information, so it is “shall be analyze”.
2.1.14 Joe Kwak: Reply to Fillin. Using “shall” is the only way to define the requirement, in the standard, they do have should or may, but they have different meaning and will not considered as the requirement. He disagreed strongly that we use “shall” in requirement 6. The system is not required to analyze the information to provide the coexistence improve, it is an option for the system to analyze. Changing to the shall is the wrong direction. 
2.1.15 Ivan Reede: Suggest changes in Requirement 6 “P802.19.1 system shall be able to react to the obtained information”.
2.1.16 Stanislav Filin: This is possible but not the best way. Requiremnt 6 cannot be considered as a separate requirement, if you start to say“react”, we may have a lot of other requirements describe some different reaction of the system.  
2.1.17 Joe Kwak: Suggest changing the titles to Feature 6, Feature 10
2.1.18 Yohannes Alemseged:  We should look at the wording “be able to ”
2.1.19 Joe Kwak:  By removing the “be able to” , the “should” can be changed to the “shall”.
2.1.20 Stanislav Filin: Not object to change the “requirement” to “feature”, but it is better to do it in face to face meeting. Ivan Reede  agreed. 
2.1.21 Ivan Reede: He would like to bring Requirement 11 for group consideration: “The 802.19.1 system devices shall be able to traverse method networks”,  
2.1.22 Alex Reznik: Oppose to put this requirement right now, because it is related with IP issue. 
2.1.23 Ivan Reede: The coexistence problem may exist when two networks are provided by different providers. 
2.1.24 Joe Kwak: Disagreed strongly that the network based requirement should be included in the high level system requirement. 
2.1.25 Ivan Reede: We may not get 100% consensus on the requirement, we should address this item and try to resolve them in face to face meeting. And we would like to improve our consensus on requriment 6 and 10. The group agreed about it. 
2.1.26 Joe Kwak: Called to discuss the requirement about coexistence system mechanism sent in Joe’s mail to the reflector : 
"P802.19.1 system shall utilize a set of coexistence mechanisms to improve spectrum and channel sharing configurations of TVBD networks and devices."
2.1.27 Päivi Ruuska: We may not have to state it, but she is not against. 
2.1.28 Ivan Reede: We will continue the discussion in March meeting.
Submission
Page 

D. Kawaguchi, Symbol Technologies
Submission
Page 

Junyi Wang, NICT

