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	1.00
	
	Meeting called to order
	Chair
	0 
	13.06 


The meeting was called to order by the 802.19 study group on TV White Space Coexistence Chair.
	2.00
	
	Attendance
	Chair
	6 
	13.06 


The chair required the attendees to send their name and organization in through email to the Chair and Secretary. 
	2.00
	
	Approval of previous minutes 
	Chair
	6 
	13.06 


· IEEE 802.19-09/0014 minutes of the 07/04/09

· The group approved these minutes, a new revision will be uploaded correcting some editorial mistakes.

· IEEE 802.19-09/0015 minutes of the 14/04/09

· The group approved these minutes

	3.00
	
	REVIEW IEEE PATENT POLICY
	Chair
	2 
	13.07 


The patent policy slides were brought up. There is no specific requirement for them to be read word for word.
	4.00
	
	Approval of agenda
	Chair
	
	13:09 


The agenda for this week is to discuss Document 802.19-09/0010R1
In addition Richard Paine requested that his document Whitespaces Coexistence Use Cases be added to the agenda; he was unable to upload this document to the Mentor site but had emailed it to the email reflector.
The revised agenda was approved.

	4.00
	
	Discussions on doc 10R1
	Chair
	
	13:09 


Note: The following minutes are a guide to the discussion that was held not all comments have been captured and some of the following comments have been summarised.
Chairman introduced doc IEEE 802.19-09/0010 R1: TV White Space Coexistence Plan
The results of the straw poll carried out are in slide 4:


[image: image1]
Slide 5: sets out the Chairman’s tentative proposals for the selection of the deliverables 

	Deliverable
	Study Group Plan

	Use Cases and Coexistence Scenarios
	Develop

	Coexistence Metrics
	?????

	Coexistence Mechanisms
	Defer

	Incumbent Protection
	Defer


With a 97% vote the use cases and the coexistence scenarios should be developed first, as the coexistence metrics got 67% support it was unclear if this was enough to progress this work.
As the coexistence mechanisms and the incumbent protection received approximately 50% it was proposed to defer any work on this.

The Chairman opened the floor to discuss these proposals, the chair proposed rather then not doing it is better to defer.

Nanci: As there was a use case document emailed to look at this in parallel to help the discussion, before we go to any vote.  

Bruce: Given a clear mandate to use case and shelf everything else, work on this for the next number of meetings. His concern is that the group need to have a deliverable ready for the July plenary meeting. Not having a deliverable by the EC meeting is risking same as saying abandoning this activate and not pursuing the work.  

Ivan: Asked for guidance from the Chairman on what is the EC expecting, he agrees that need to get one thing deliverable but asked what is the most profitable for the group’s time.
Chairman: They want the SG to have a direction and a plan i.e. a set of deliverables and a plan on how to achieve them.
Ivan: then he agrees with Bruce to take one and work on it and once finished then start on the next one.
Nancy: Must start with use case and then see where that leads us with the next deliverable that the group should work on, this is the normal approach. Feels that the EC wants to see that the group is productive.
Chairman: We are saying the same thing in different ways, but rather then just work on the use cases and put everything else on hold he would prefer to agree a plan, starting with the use cases, that he can submit to the EC. 
Nanci: Worried that we are predetermining what we are going to do without deciding on what the use cases are. Why then forced to have the other 3 before the use case is finished.
Chair: Once the use cases are completed we can then review the next step as they may be areas that we have not considered, by saying deferred we can tell them we will take that up afterwards

Nanci: Should tell them that we are going through the use cases as a first step and further deliverable will be straw polled to determine the importance to the group after the use cases have been agreed. Should not be a problem for the EC. Would object to saying anything else ten we are working in use cases in this document.
Chair: Asked for clarification on what should be in the table of slide 5
Nancy: leave the entries, but say that we will work on items once we have a high percentage as we achieved on the use case document. We will re-address these and new ideas later but not mandate the second or third one until we have finished the use case document.

Richard: To put a defer against the coexistence metrics deliverable, to answer Nancy’s concerns and to move this forward.

Chairman: In Rev2 of this document add a slide detailing that once the group has completed use cases and coexistence scenarios will then consider potential other tasks. The coexistence metric will be changed to defer and the chair will send out a Rev 2 of this document.

Nancy: Agreed.

Chair: Described slide 6, then asked for comments

Ivan: What would be the end goal for this
Chair: This would be the first deliverable an 802.19 document include use cases and coexistence scenarios compiled by all the active participants of 802.19  SG 

Mariana: Question first start with the use cases and then work on the coexistence scenarios or can we do these in parallel
Chairman: Just decided upon deferred work on the other activates and work on the use case and coexistence scenarios. Once completed then start or we could start discussing part way through.
Mariana: Between the two are there any condition to finish the use cases first and then work on the scenarios
Chairman: The way this is written this would be one document on use cases and coexistence scenarios, though we could have two separate ones if we wanted and would not need to modify this plan.
Mariana: Does not want two separate documents would prefer one document. Wanted to confirm that we can bring in coexistence scenarios contributions while doing working on the user cases?

Chair: Confirm that these are two topics that we can do together.

Joe: Return to slide 5 from his notes of the last meeting output deliverables or recommendation to the EC were discussed, what happened to this idea?

Chair: Asked for clarification on what recommendations to the EC Joe was referring too?
Joe: We had a lot of recommendations in the EC SG very few of which we were able to gain consensus on. Now we have a SG focused on coexistence, it is our duty to give recommendations out of this SG to EC as a continuation of this work The EC has told us that it does not want standards from this goroup so it has bound the scope of our study work. .[un- decipherable] We should give possible actionable recommendations to the EC concerning the future work of the subject. 

SS : The original EC SG on TV Whitespace and the recommendations discussed there?
Joe : This kind of recommendations that cover the whole gambit of the TV Whitespace issue limited scope of this group compared to EC SG, it is still the duty of this SG to go to EC with recommendations on the direction that 802 should go.
Chair: Correct that this group is an outcome of the EC SG where it was proposed formation of this SG on coexistence so this SG is more focused. If there are more general topics other then coexistence then people need to figure out the best way to deal with them. What type of recommendations are you talking about?

Joe: In his option the most important recommendation is should 802 address coexistence in a standard or not and if it is decided that we should where should it be developed. Would it be best to start a new group or for the work to be continued in the existing groups. These are the fundamental outputs that this SG should consider.
Chair: An area for the group to consider for its next topic to study after Item 1 (on slide 5) user cases and coexistence sceneries work has been completed, would be the possible recommendations to develop a PAR for a coexistence standard.
Joe: Yes a possible recommendation that could be a topic to vote on, plus numerous other items.
SS: Will add a slide stating the after item 1 on slide 6 we will consider the three items we deferred plus the other topics one of which maybe the development of a PAR.
Ivan Would like to echo Joe’s comments that when the report went from the ECSG to the EC a lot of things seem to have been lost in the wash. 
Chair: Read out his proposed text for the new slide. The summary of which is after we have finished the first deliverable we will consider other deliverables including the three deferred ones, a PAR and other possible ones. 
Joe: Asked for the wording to be changed as the important part is stating that there should be recommendations to the EC. 
Chair: Updated his text.

Gerard: Would like to go one step further then this proposal, that the real deliverable from this SG should be a set of recommendation and first the user cases would be a supportive document to the recommendation. The Recommendations are the real deliverable of this group not describing the coexistence scenarios; the EC would not know what to do with the scenarios.

Chair: The deliverables are really for the working groups, the EC would not know what to do with anything technical. Members of the EC are members of the WG’s so they would find it very useful.
Gerard: but then this is not a deliverable to the EC, its a deliverable to the WG as a support document to the outgoing recommendation to the EC

Mariana: Read out the EC motion that created the 802.19 Study group. [See the EC March minutes for this text]. 
Chair: Thanked Mariana for the raising the actual wording, the Chair clarified that this was drafted quickly during the EC meeting. The orginal said that we wanted to form a SG but the EC wanted something more specific. The coexistence mechanisms has only reciceved a 55% support form the group so ok to defer it but the EC may push back as we said we would do it. 
Mariana: But this means that the group has a charter to provide these two documents. 

SS: the EC wanted a plan as had not discusses so allow the group to talk about it. EC should be ok with the changes.

Chair: that is correct the main intent was they were asking for a plan that is why we have gone through this process to discuss this in more detail. We had not discussed this before the creation of the group, the chair choose to allow this discussion after the EC meeting. The EC will be happy that we have had a straw poll and that we have discussed this more thoroughly then the chair had during the last EC meeting. As the group feels we should wait for the coexistence mechanisms then this should be ok.

Ivan: By looking at the first item the use cases and the coexistence scenarios that is required before you talk about mechanisms. Without knowing what scenarios are then can’t make a rationale decision on the mechanisms should be. The scenarios define your needs.
Mariana: Agreed

Ivan: Agreed with the chairs timeline and with Bruce that we need to concentrate on one thing and get it done. 

Chair: Introduced Slide 7 which outlines a proposed schedule. 

· May Wireless Interim & Subsequent Conference Calls

· Receive and Discuss presentation contributions on Use Cases and Coexistence Scenarios 

· July 2009 Plenary

· Vote on selection of  Use Cases and Coexistence Scenarios 

· Conference calls between July and September

· Receive and discuss text contributions on Use Cases and Coexistence Scenarios

· Sept Wireless Interim & Subsequent Conference Calls

· Vote on selection of text contributions

· Integrate into signal 802.19 document

· November 2009 Plenary

· Vote on approval of final document on Use Cases and Coexistence Scenarios
Ivan: Add in call for presentation in May users case and coexistence to close by the July plenary on the Monday. July vote pre selection or final vote if possible. September discuss can pre vote that you can do that in an interim. So final document for EC in November. Pre-selection in July means that work is only carried out on the options that the group may agree to.
Chair: Why not approve in July
Ivan: Depends on the number of contributions, it means that we have more time to study them. It allows them to clarify through email and teleconferences. 
Chair: Presentations in July, will still plan to have the vote in case the group can approve it. The idea is to approve the presentation and then for the text for the document to be drafted.
Ivan: If people are serious about the use cases they have enough time to document them by July. This is not excessively fast.

Mariana: This is a long process if don’t approve in July. We need to have a first devlierable by July.
Bruce: A couple of comments, need to reaffirm that we need some deliverable by July for the SG to get extended and that second the way this plan has been sorted out is that we will be voting on scenarios thought that we were doing a combination of scenarios That there are only certain scenarios that would be acceptable for deployment in the TV Whitespace as oppose to a combination of scenarios. So why there is a voting and narrowing down included in this plan.

Chair: If we want to make sure that the document is accurate then need to have voting in the SG. 

Bruce: If the context of the voting is the highest priority, most lickely to cause interference then he could understand. It should not be what is good or bad as need to understand the metric that would be used to choice this.
Chair: Would be ok dropping the voting, if do drop the voting anyone could bring something in and ot would be compiled into the document. Do we then want to vote on it at the end.

Ivan: Would like to see the full the full documentation in July. Then to vote on on each the scenario’ to show the support, this would determine if the metrics should be developed for each scenario. If is it considered as a fringe or no support then a vote is a good security valve.
Nada: What harm if there is more usage scenario then are needed, need to keep the door open for different ideas, it does not have to be too stringent, need to the door open for new ideas in the future. this is not developing a technology.
Unknown: Agrees that this should be open but this is a deliverable of this group rather then individual presentation. There has to be a vote from the group and this may be best done in chunks opposed to risking having the whole document voted down if there is a small point someone does not like. 
Nada: Agrees can vote in July and in chucks but needs to keep it open to new text through the process.
Mariana: Agree that the document should be inclusive and should be approved via consensuses
Unknown 2: Use cases can we discuss them can we evaluate them on the biases that are yielding coexistence metrics or mechanisms and then we may find that some use cases can be merged as they have the same metrics and mechanism. that would be used to shrink the use cases and not eliminate them.
Chair: There are three choices

1. keep voting as we have

2. vote at the end

3. no votes

Preference to vote at the end as a compromise so all have a say in the final document.
Joe: agrees, the action of the vote more important then the process as its best to have the comments collected and improve the document.
Chair: can have a process to comment on the document even before a vote. We will need to iterate the document until people are happy with it.  

Ivan: Need to be careful we have a schedule to November but only have EC approval to July. We don’t have the time for a long ballot process.
Chair: People would like to move the schedule to July, May would need presentations and text and finalise it between May and July, could make it but be rushed.
Gerard: Does not agree that we need the finished written document by July. We are getting ahead of ourselves we have established all these coexistence scenarios; we should not eliminate any for the document. The difficulty will be defining the metrics and mechanisms for each scenario, this will not happen by July.

Chair: Proposed to update document 802.19-0010 to revision 2 capturing todays discussion and then send this on to the EC. And then move on to the presentations with Richards being next week.

Nancy: proposed to extent the current teleconference to review Richards document.

Chair: This is not possible but we have two more meeting before the May meeting. 

Ivan ; Proposed that discussion to move on to the email thread. 

Ivan: Call the orders of the day.

	5.00
	
	Other Business
	Chair
	
	14:05 


None
	6.00
	
	Meeting closed
	Chair
	0 
	14:05


References:

Notice: This document has been prepared to assist IEEE 802.19. 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.








Abstract.


This meeting was chaired by Steve Shellhammer and discussed document IEEE 802.19-09/0010R1.
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