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Monday AM 2 Session

1. The Chair, Neeraj Sharma,
1.1. opens the TGt meeting at 10.35h
1.2. states his affiliation being Intel
2. Information on IEEE Bylaws on Patents and Standards

2.1. Chair shows and reads out slides #1 through #5 of IEEE Patent Policy including:

2.1.1. Highlights of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards
2.1.2. Section 6.2 of IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws on Patents in Standards
2.1.3. Other Guidelines for IEEE WG Meetings
2.2. Advise the WG attendees that: 

2.2.1. The IEEE’s patent policy is consistent with the ANSI patent policy and is described in Clause 6 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws;

2.2.2. Early identification of patent claims which may be essential for the use of standards under development is encouraged; 

2.2.3. There may be Essential Patent Claims of which the IEEE is not aware. Additionally, neither the IEEE, the WG, nor the WG chair can ensure the accuracy or completeness of any assurance or whether any such assurance is, in fact, of a Patent Claim that is essential for the use of the standard under development
2.3. The chair provided an opportunity for participants to identify patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) and/or the holder of patent claim(s)/patent application claim(s) that the participant believes may be essential for the use of that standard
3. Chair reminds audience to sign-in and claim attendance credit

4. Chair informs TGt about

4.1. requirement to reveal affiliation

4.2. Anti-Trust

4.3. IEEE Ethics

5. Tentative agenda presented

6. Appointment of Secretary
6.1. Chair asks if there are volunteers to serve as a permanent secretary. No volunteers.
6.2. Marc Emmelmann (TU Berlin) volunteers to serve as a temporary secretary fort this session.
7. Meeting objectives:

7.1. Resolve LB comments

7.1.1. LB will not close until May 16, therefore, comments received so far in are in 11-07/0659r0

8. Meeting minutes Orlando Meeting (11-07/501r0)
8.1. Modifications to the minutes were requested by Mark K. (Broadcom)

8.2. Changes will be included and a new revision of the minutes will be brought back 

8.3. Audience asks how it can be assured that discussion is recorded in the minutes. Chair stated that discussion is not required to be recorded in the minutes. If specific parts of the discussion should be recorded in the minutes, please explicitly ask which points should be noted.
9. Chair proposes comment resolution process as shown on slide 17 of 11-07/658r0
9.1. Discussion:
9.1.1. Rather not vote on comments before LB closes but use time to discuss the comments
9.1.2. Concern: comments arriving during the week might affect resolutions for present comments
9.1.3. Rather spend time to organize comments rather than resolving them, e.g. grouping comments to sections they relate to
9.1.4. Discussion if comments should be revealed to the entire task group before LB ends as this might bias some outstanding votes

9.1.5. Discussion yielded in motion to amend agenda.

9.1.6. Motion #1: Move to amend the agenda line item 8 (LB 101 comment resolution) to begin on Thursday morning.

9.1.6.1. Moved Mark K; Seconded: Tushar M. (Broadcom)

9.1.6.2. Discussion

9.1.6.2.1. Delaying this agenda item will waste the available session time during this week

9.1.6.2.2. Comments in favor for motion as commenter’s feeling strongly to discuss comments may always bring in a presentation.

9.1.6.3. Approve: 4; Against 3; Abstain 1 

9.1.6.4. Motion passes

9.1.7. Motion #2: Move to add to the agenda before item 8 (LB 101 comment resolution) an item on “discussion of the process for comment resolution.”

9.1.7.1. Moved: Uri L. (Intel) ; Seconded: David C. (NIST)

9.1.7.2. Discussion on the motion

9.1.7.3. Approve: 3; Against 2; Abstain 3

9.1.7.4. Motion passes.

9.1.8. Motion #3: Move to add a new item after item 8 (process discussion) to discuss any outcome item from the process discussion that is not contradicting motion #1

9.1.8.1. Moved Uriel L. Seconded Sasha T.  (Intel)

9.1.8.2. Discussion

9.1.8.3. Approve: 5 Against: 0 Abstain: 3

9.1.8.4. Motion passes

9.1.9. Motion #4: Move to approve the agenda as amended

9.1.9.1. Moved: Mark K.; Seconded Tushar M.

9.1.9.2. Discussion

9.1.9.3. Motion approved by unanimous consent.

10. TGt in recess at 12.35h

Tuesday AM 2 Session


11. Chair calls meeting to order at 10.33h

12. Editors report

12.1. Nothing to report since we moved to Draft 1.0 without changes and are currently in LB

12.2. Procedural issues:

12.2.1. Editor goes through comments and may change editorial comments to technical if they have falsely been classified as editorial but affect the draft. (No downgrade from technical to editorial possible)

12.2.2. Editor did also classify some comments to “MT = minor technical” if felt that these can  be solved by the group within a few minutes.

13. Motion #5: Move to recess until LB ends

13.1. Moved: Dalton V. (Broadcom)

13.2. Second:  Mark K.

13.3. Discussion

13.3.1. Whether or not anything we can do before LB ends is actually part of  a formal comment resolution even though we might not vote on “resolutions” but only discuss comments. There is disagreement regarding this issue in the group.

13.3.2. Concerns raised by Dalton V. that comments were posted before LB end as this might influence voting. Chair states that WG Chair Stuart K. ruled that this was in order.

13.4. Yes: 2 No: 5 Abstains: 1

13.5. Motion fails

14. Mark K. brought necessary changes to the last session’s minutes to the attention of the group. Chair will incorporate them and will bring back the minutes to the group for acceptance.

15. Process discussion

15.1. Chair presents a possible process for comment resolution prior to LB closure (Slide 21 of 11-07/658r1)

15.2. Discussion if looking at the comments without voting on a resolution is part of comment resolution and hence can’t be taken place before LB 101 ends (as moved in Motion #1)

15.3. Straw Poll #1: Tallying comments is part of item 10 on the agenda

15.3.1. Discussion: Request to clarify the indention / meaning of “tallying” could not be answered.

15.3.2. Straw poll withdrawn; chair asked to clarify what is part of comment resolution.

15.4. Chair proposes procedure for comment resolution process post LB 101 closes (slide 23 of 11-07/658r1)

15.4.1. Discussion

15.4.1.1. Chair’s slide changed to reflect group’s opinion on how the process should be;

15.4.1.2. Definition of “run-off” voting will be proposed by chair

16. Order of day called by Mark K. No objection to recess

17. TGT in recess at 12.30h

Tuesday PM 1


18. Chair calls meeting to order at 1.33pm

19. Chair asks if there are any objection to recess until 1.50pm to allow to draft a flow chart regarding the comment resolution process

19.1. No objections

20. TGt in recess

21. Chair calls meeting to order at 2pm

22. Tom A. explains flow chart 

22.1. “vote on each (different) resolutions” still has to be expanded

22.2. Further discussion on procedural issues

22.3. Suggestions by individual group members:

22.3.1. Make the vote on the “group of resolutions for future motion” after each 2-hour meeting block

22.3.2. Fix time to make motions on “controversial” resolutions

22.3.3. Discussion of the process should allow straw polls before going for a vote to move to accept the resolution

22.3.4. Suggestion to recess to allow another flow-chart to be drafted

23. Motion to recess for 15 minutes.

23.1. No objections

24. Chair calls meeting to order at 3.07pm

25. Alternative flow-chart regarding comment resolution process presented by Mark K.

25.1. Discussion

25.1.1. Add box to chart that states that presentations / comment resolution text should be placed on the server before being brought to the group, i.e. have a straw poll.

26. Order of day called.

27. TGt in recess

Tuesday EVE 1

28. Chair calls the meeting to order at 7.39pm

29. Motion to recess to 8pm in order to work off-line on an agreeable process flow chart

29.1. Moved: Tushar M.; Seconded Mark K.

29.2. No objections; moved and approved

30. Chair calls meeting to order at 8.15pm

31. New, agreeable process flow chart sketched (slide 25 of 11-07/658)

31.1. Debate will be limited at the beginning of a session. It’s the chair’s discretion to suggest to stop debate if discussion has not been previously limited.

31.2. Dalton V. requests to note in the minutes that members shall uphold a polite way during the conversation.

31.3. Concerns were raised that all LB resolutions may be ruled out of order if the process is changed in between LBs.

31.4. TG Chair is requested by the group to check with WG Chair if changing the process in between LBs will invalid any previous LBs resolution.

32. Motion to recess till Thursday morning

32.1. Moved Dalton V.

32.2. Seconded Sasha T.

32.3. No objections,

33. TGt in recess.

Thursday AM 1 Session

34. Chair calls TG T to order at 8.03h

35. Approval of minutes of Orlando meetings (07/0501r2)

35.1. No objections to approval minutes by unanimous consent.

36. LB-101

36.1. Spreadsheet with submitted comments: 11-07/659r1

36.2. Still not a complete list since Editor Tom A. is still working to compile completed comments

36.3. Work plan for the remaining meeting time:

· Look at technical comments,

· Limit debate to 10 minutes

· Sort out those proposed resolutions in the comment spreadsheet that everybody agrees to accept “as in” in the spreadsheet

37. Addressing CIDs; additional notes are taken to appear in the “notes” column of the comment spreadsheet.

37.1. CID 126:
37.1.1. Discussion if comment should be rejected or if we should defer it and request the commenter to further clarify what precise changes are needed.
37.1.2. Suggestion to add per user a sentence on how to use this recommended practice.
37.2. CID 63:
37.2.1. Uri L.: Comment invalid since presentations have shown that LOS tests can be controlled and hence should be declined.
37.2.2. Jesse (commenter): Indoor tests have to very carefully specified  in the considered environment in order to get repeatable results which is not done so far.
37.2.3. Fahd: Remedy too strong and since reject it.
37.2.4. Jason T. (Broadcom): Cannot reject comment unless show that comment is technically incorrect.
37.2.5. Marc E.: Jason would you accept a counter if tests required a detailed characterization of channel.
37.2.6. Jason: Possible, as far as the counter is not simply showing the existing measurements again.
37.3. CID 298
37.3.1. Request to reject by Fahd P.
37.3.2. Comment deferred by group
37.4. CID 31: Suggested accept in a block vote later on
37.5. CID 197: Suggested accept in a block vote later on
37.6. CID 32:
37.6.1. General comment by Marc E.: Decide if  “header” or names of metrics should include the used environment or not. Make this consistent throughout the draft
37.6.2. No consensus  to either reject or counter by added explanation on how to use the mention environment for this metric
37.7. CID 33: discussed at next telco
37.8. CID 198: Suggested accept in a block vote later on
37.9. CID 128
37.9.1. Group is aware that a metric measured in different environments are not comparable 
37.9.2. Still different environments should be present in order to state a specific performance of a device in a specific environment. Results measured in the same environment will be comparable
37.9.3. Counter and bring this argumentation in the draft in form of a small remark
37.10. CID 131, 468
37.10.1. Accepted (remove)
37.11. CID 134
37.11.1. All agree to remove “which should be parallel to ground level”
38. TG t recesses for two minutes to allow the Chair to upload the spreadsheet with all the comments as compiled by the editor.
39. Continuation of addressing CIDs based on 11-07/659r3
Thursday PM1 session
40. Chair calls meeting to order at 1.35pm
41. Mark M. notes that we are addressing comments based on a preliminary comment spread-sheet as there seem still to be submitted comments missing.
41.1. Point acknowledged by chair
41.2. Chair will announce via WG-email reflector when the final version of the spreadsheet is posted and request balloters to check if there comments are not properly reflected.
42. Continuation of addressing CIDs; ideas on how to resolve comment noted in  comment resolution spread sheet
42.1. CID 261 assigned to Tom A.
42.2. CID 109:
42.2.1. No consensus if comment should be accepted (remove OTA outdoor test env) or countered.
42.3. CID 139
42.3.1. Majority of group in favor of declining as. Too unspecific which additional devices should be covered and the draft allow testing other devices than laptops.
42.3.2. Mark K. thinks additional text should be entered in the draft, i.e. counter.
42.3.3. Draft explicitly mentions other devices (e.g. page 33, line 18). 
42.3.4. Group agrees to contact commenter and provide draft text or at least more detailed clarifications.
42.4. CID 173
42.4.1. Counter: comment is well being taken but the suggested remedy has been discussed in the group and was rejected within the TG before
42.4.2. Should be countered.
42.5. CID 141
42.5.1. Counter: new text in spreadsheet

42.6. CID 143

42.6.1. Reject and point to 5.3.3.2.1 where calibration is defined.

43. New Business

43.1. Straw Poll: Who is in favor of (a) weekly / (b) bi-weekly teleconference calls at 12pm ET

43.1.1. Weekly
( 2 people

43.1.2. Biweekly
( 5 people

43.2. Motion: Move to empower TGT to have bi-weekly teleconferences starting May/31/2007 at 12pm ET for 1 hour till July meeting

43.2.1. Yes: 7

43.2.2. No: 0

43.2.3. Abstain: 2

43.2.4. Motion passes

43.3. TGT timeline.

43.3.1. 1st Recir moved to Nov.

44. TGT adjourns at 3.34pm

45. Action items:

45.1. List of CIDs  for  which commenter has to be addressed to check if the intention of the TG on how to resolve the comments satisfy his suggested resolution
· 63

· 139

45.2. CIDs to discuss at next telco as detailed and “limited” suggested changes to the draft are suggested by commenter:
· 33
· 133 (Neeraj will provide suggested text change at upcoming telco)
· 143
45.3. Resolved CIDs ready to vote at beginning of next meeting
· 134
· 141
45.4. List of CIDs resolved (accepted) and subject to block vote at the end of this session
· 31
· 197
· 198
· 131
· 468
· References:
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