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Minutes of the Second Tele-Conference Call of Process Ad Hoc, Feb 9, 2010
Date: Feb 9th, 2010, 6:00 am in EST

Attendees:

Joe Kwak, Alex Reznik (InterDigital), Tuncer Baykas,  Chen Sun, Yohannes Alemseged, Ha Nguyen Tran, Stanislav Filin, Chunyi Song, Zhou Lan, Junyi Wang, Hiroshi Harada (NICT), Mika Kasslin, Päivi Ruuska (Nokia),  Rashid Saeed (TMRND).
Discussed Documents: 
19-10-0023-00-0001- Incremental Process Details (Joe Kwak)
19-10-0024-00-0001- Process Considerations (Päivi Ruuska)
Action Items:

1. Group will continue discussion on Feb 11th teleconference and hope to make consensus before March meeting.
What discussed:
1 Opening by Mika Kasslin
1.1 Call the volunteer of the secretary
1.1.1  Junyi Wang from NICT volunteered for the secretary of this teleconference.  
1.2 Agenda approved.
1.3 Clarify the object of the group
1.3.1  The group has been established to prepare a proposal about process for the 802.19.1 TG to follow.  
2  The minutes of last teleconference (IEEE 802.19-10/0018r1) held on Feb 2th, 2010 approved
3 Schedule and procedure 
3.1 Status check
3.1.1  In the last week’s call we heard a proposal 10/17 about possible time plan and process
3.1.2  From the January 2010 interim we have two contributions about the process: 10/9 and 10/11
3.2 What’s needed from the group to get a proposal out from the group?
3.2.1  The group has only one call left after this call. We must start building common ground for the process proposal. We have good and detailed proposals that have more commonalities than differences. Let’s start putting together a joint proposal that the TG can discuss, finalize and agree on in the March 2010 plenary. 
3.2.2  We may discuss offline after the last teleconference by e-mail but we need to keep the schedule. 
4 New contributions
4.1 Joe Kwak  presented 19-10-0023-00-0001-Incremental Process Details
4.1.1 Highlight the difference of complete proposal approach and incremental progress approach.
4.1.2 Detailed steps for incremental process
4.1.3 Yohannes Alemseged questioned on slide 4, the procedure may be or may not be good for some standards. The project timeline of IEEE 802.16m is in different category compared to 802.19.1. The incremental progress approach may be suitable for 802.16m, but it may still take a long time. He wants to see something inside development and mechanism in order to let us finish the project in time.  
Joe Kwak: The participants in working group or task group are attempting to follow 802 processes with no previous experience. The more we learn about the process, the more helpful for decision-making.  A three-year timeline has been proposed by NICT and NICT has little experience on 802 processes. Even the simple project, like TGd, TGy takes 3 years for simplest amendment due to the requirement of 75% agreement. The three year timeline is not realistic to design a completely new standard for coexistence. Trying to fit the process in the three year timeline may not be a correct way forward.

4.2 Päivi Ruuska presented 19-10-0024-00-0001- Process Considerations
4.2.1 It is mentioned that the meaning of full proposal is not clearly specified. 
4.2.2  S. Fillin confused on the timeline in June and August when we have no face-to-face meeting
Päivi Ruuska: That is the deadline for Phase I and Phase II submission. They could be ready before the f2f meeting. Phase I is in May and July meeting  and Phase II will be after July and the presentations will be in Sept. meeting. 
4.2.3 S. S. Filin: Phase II and III may be somehow parallel in Nov?  
Päivi Ruuska: Phase II would be before Dec meeting. And after that would be Phase III 

5 Actions for call #3 on Feb 11 
5.1 Discussoins on the way to go ahead in order to have the joint proposal for ad hoc group.
5.2 We need to consider what happens between SDD proposal and letter ballot opening.  Mika Kasslin would like to give a template for process description document. 
5.2.1 Joe Kwak: Not oppose to the group focusing on 3 year aggressive timeline. It is not a big task if we can decide it later since if we realize that the timeline is not realistic we can adjust it. 
5.2.2 Joe Kwak:Three Phases are useful for discussion.  The presentation 0024/r0 is reasonable format and useful for contribution and discussion. However he confused on how we would describe in the call-for- proposal. The three phases may be the good way to present the call-for- proposal time. 

Päivi Ruuska: We should be flexible for call-for-proposal. After SDD and outline are in place, we can ask proposal to be align with SDD. In March meeting we may not have all what we need in the standard. 
5.2.3  S. Filin’s question to Joe Kwak: What is proposed timeline for step II in Page 7.
Joe Kwak: Step 2 is to collect proposal which cannot start until the deadline you provide your call-for-proposal. It is better to have an editing group or an editor to organize it based on the collected number. That can be done offline before the meeting. So the call-for-proposal would best be presented either at the end of one of teleconference meeting or at the end of one of f2f meeting. The presentation could be done by group or authors, they may discuss offline. 
S. Fillin : What is the particular day to stop the call-for-proposal. 
     Joe Kwak: If we claim that SDD is an interim document, at that time call-for-proposal would appropriate.  
Päivi Ruuska: It is better to define some milestone and some kind of outlines. There is not a big difference between these two contributions (0023r0 and 0024r0) and we may have a compromise proposal.

6 Closing by Mika Kasslin
6.1 Joe Kwak: The presentation can be taken as a compromise.  He would outline the benefits of incremental approach and some other comments through email. 
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