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Minutes of the Conference Call of Requirement Ad Hoc, Mar. 2, 2010
Date: Mar 2nd, 2010, 6:00 am in EST

Attendees:

Alex Reznik, Joe Kwak (InterDigital), Päivi Ruuska (Nokia Research Center), Reinhard Gloger (Nokia Siemens Networks),  Ivan Reede (AmeriSys Inc), Tuncer Baykas,  Chen Sun, Yohannes Alemseged, Ha Nguyen Tran, Stanislav Filin, Gabriel Porto Villardi, Junyi Wang (NICT)
Discussed Documents: 
19-10-0039-00-0001- System Requirements (Stanislav Filin)
Action Items:

1.  The requirement ad-hoc group need some time in face-to-face meeting to further advance the requirement and reach complete consensus. 
What discussed:
1 Opening by Ivan Reede
1.1 Call the volunteer of the secretary
1.1.1  Junyi Wang from NICT volunteered for the secretary of this teleconference.  
1.2 Ivan Reede reminded everyone IEEE patent policy
2 Contributions and disucssions
2.1.1  Stanislav Filin presented document 19-10-0039-00-0001- System Requirements
2.1.1.1 Joe Kwak: The wording in requirement 8 shall be “support different  architectures of options of decision making and support different network options”
2.1.1.2 Joe Kwak: Suggest separating the true requirement for the system from recommendations which are strong adjustment about what the system should do. 

2.1.1.3 Joe Kwak: Requirement 4 is actually somehow like a guard line, to be correct, you should replace “shall” with “should”, and then it may not be a requirement anymore. 
2.1.1.4 Stanislav Filin : Clarified the difference between requirement 4 and 8 again. Requirement 8 is about different options of decision making. Requirement 4 is about all options, indicating that there are some entities in 802.19.1 systems which can communicate 　with TVBD networks and devices, these entities make decision for TVBD networks and devices. 

2.1.1.5  Stanislav Filin : Proposed to resolve the comments from Joe Kwak. Requirement 4 may be worded as “P802.19.1system shall able to provide reconfiguration command/request and corresponding control information… ” . Regarding to Requirement 8, one possibility would be to remove the word “architecture” to avoid the confusion. 
2.1.1.6 Joe Kwak: It is better to say “network option” instead of just removing the word “architecture”.
2.1.1.7 Ivan Reede: Replace the word “network options” by “network topologies “since you can have different network topologies, it is not an option, it is flexibility. Joe Kwak agreed.
2.1.1.8 Stanislav Filin: Changing “network option” may result some contradictions. In Requirement 8, we mentioned P802.19.1 systems to make decision, which is not network topology.  

2.1.1.9 Päivi Ruuska: It is better to use “decision-making topology” instead of “network topology”. Stanislav Filin agreed. Ivan and Joe agreed too. 
2.1.1.10 Joe Kwak: Suggest moving the Requirement 4 after Requirement 8 since requirement 8 is talking about the ability to make decisions; Requirement 4 is taking about the ability to transmit command and affect the changes based on those decisions. Reinhard Gloger agreed. 
2.1.1.11 Joe Kwak: There are still a strong overlap between 4 and 8. Instead of listing 4 as a separate item, we could propose it as one of three examples since equirement 4 is one of those the requirement 8 can be satisfied.  
2.1.1.12 Stanislav Filin : Requirement 8 does not speak about external interfaces but speak about internal interfaces of the system.  Requirement 4 speaks about external interfaces; it is from system to devices interfaces. 
2.1.1.13 Joe Kwak:  External interfaces mentioned by Stanislav Filin  does not affect in the wording. Suggest replacing “P802.19.12 compliant” with “external” in Requirement 4. He also mentioned that the word “command”  is objectionable, we may replace it with “alternative” or at least indicate “command or alternative”  in Requirement 4. 
2.1.1.14 Yohannes Alemseged: there is no alternative term for command which can go alone with reconfiguration. 
2.1.1.15 Ivan Reede: Suggest discussion of Requirement 4 in face-to-face meeting.
2.1.1.16 Joe Kwak: In 802.19, there is a system addressing coexistence mechanism, he hopes we could have requirements that references coexistence mechanism.

2.1.1.17 Alex Reznik: Requirement 3 is basic requirement for mechanism. Do we need any detail requirement for mechanism, which may be also combined as a general requirement? 

2.1.1.18 Joe Kwak: it depends on the category. 

2.1.1.19 Joe Kwak:We have certain requirements which are “shall”, we have some other requirements which are “should”, we will need clearly address that before we finalize the discussion. The “should ” may be too weak. 

2.1.1.20 Alex Reznik: In Requirement 6, instead of “should”, the system shall be able to analyze obtained information. 
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