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Process ad-hoc telco Feb 2, 2010

Participants

Joe Kwak, Interdigital

Hiroshi Harada, NICT

Stanislav Filin, NICT
Tuncer Baykas, NICT

Joen Huan, NICT

Chunyi Song, NICT

Gabriel Villardi, NICT

Rashid Saeed, TMRND

Ivan Reede, AmeriSys Inc.

Reinhard Gloger, NSN

Mika Kasslin, Nokia

Prabodh Varshney, Nokia
Päivi Ruuska, Nokia

Actions

020210_1: Joe to submit process alternatives to the group before next meeting

Opening

a) Agenda approval

 No comments. Approved.

b) Introduction to the ad-hoc group

Shortly the ad-hoc group defines process for the work. Proposal ready for March meeting. 

Discussion: 

Joe: What process document should look like in your mind (in level of detail)?

Mika: Clear and simple process would be good. Document should answer: What form of formal votes we need to have as a group? What kind of contributions we allow?

Status review

c) What we have available?

NICT and Interdigital presented views in Jan meeting. Tuncer has created a contribution for today’s call (DCN 0017r0)

d) What is the schedule of the group?

Process proposal should be available for March meeting. Next telco next Tuesday.

Discussion on process contributions

e) Contributions from NICT and InterDigital (in meeting)
f) What should be the process for the 802.19.1 TG?

Tuncer goes though his contribution about time plan.

-Discussions on timeline: 

Proposed to have work ready 3 years.

-Tuncer thinks good to have aggressive timeline, tried to take into account some delays.

-Joe: Do we plan 3 year or 4 year? Joe proposes to have steps of the process and present different alternatives and base on the reasoning on comparing them. 

-Tuncer: Letter ballot and Sponsor ballot will take min 2 years. And we are defining new spec, we will have a lot of comments. 

-Prabodh: Should reserve more time for Sponsor ballot than for letter ballot, since there will be a lot of comments from members of other WGs.

-Discussions on contributing and voting:

Sectional proposals may be taken in based on straw polls. Sectional proposals may be taken also in letter ballot and even in sponsor ballot. Purpose is to try to decrease the number of formal votes, and try to get consensus on straw polls and working offline towards more complete proposal. 

-Prabodh: Is it mandatory to take the sectional proposals in the full proposal? 

-Tuncer: It is up to the one’s proposing full proposal.

-Joe: Without knowing what kind of proposals we will have, it may not be good to base the process to the assumption that we will have full proposals. Also giving advantage to full proposals may not be good, since we may estimate what is full proposal and what not differently.

-Tuncer: hopes to decrease the number of voting in group, not to be in favor of full proposals. This proposal gives sectional proposals many changes to get included.

-Joe: Considering/voting on full proposals first may not be good. It is perhaps good if we have many good full proposals, but we may have many good partial proposals instead. Also not clear what full proposal is (subjective). Perhaps we should create also alternative propose which considers partial proposals first.

-Tuncer sees that standardization is group effort. We should come up a good system together. Thus, partial proposals need to have some assumptions on other parts of solution as well.

Ivan: Thinks that no-one can make a good full proposal, because one party may not have enough expertise in all relevant systems that should be considered in coexistence.

-Tuncer: Different parties (which like each other’s proposals) can combine the efforts to create full proposal. Note that this process actually starts with sectional proposals.

-Prabodh: Not clear how sectional proposals are incorporated in full proposal. 

-Tuncer: Assumed that parties work together offline to come up with more complete proposal. No need to vote every proposal separately. 

-Mika: Task group editor will start when full proposal is agreed? Year from today? 

-Tuncer: True. Work is also easier for editor since full proposal becomes the initial draft specification.

-Joe: Still thinks that no-company cannot come up with a proposal which all can consider full. This may have been successful in traditional PHY/MAC groups, but may not be best way forward with this group which is working towards a totally new type of standard. This process proposal causes split between the members in different camps which conflict each other instead of working together for a more complete proposal. 

-Tuncer: The purpose was not try to divide group in camps, but bring the parties together. Concern that formal votes on each proposal splits the group more?

-Joe: If only one full proposal, this is good, but if many then you have to select the side.

-Reinhard: As Joe has proposed, it may be good to have partial proposals and then try to harmonize between them.

Conclusion from Mika: The discussions is very much in the core of the process - to discuss what to vote and when.

AP: Joe to submit alternatives to our next call.

Next call on Feb 9th, Same time.
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