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Meeting Minutes

Monday Meeting (10:30 am – 12:30pm)

1.1. Chair reviewed the patent policy.

1.2. Chair reviewed the meeting objectives. Key objective was to get TGT draft technically complete for letter Ballot. Current draft D0.12. Plan for the week was to hear proposals on deferred comments from internal reviews. The group will be discussing what it means to be technically complete. 

1.3. Dallas meeting minutes approval 11-06/1795r0 - minutes approved without objection
1.4. Approval of Agenda – agenda Approved without objection
1.5. Editor’s report – Chair notified that the Editor will be giving his update on Wednesday.
1.6. Chair comments – Charles’s stepping down as Chair of TGT. 

1.7. Chair suggested the team to see who would be interested in chairing

1.8. Call for presentations – 
1.8.1. 11-07/0099r0 – Resolutions to CIDs 166, 167, 178 - S. Tolpin, 15 min

1.8.2. 11-07/0082r0 - Resolutions to CID 266 and 296 - U. Lemberger, 30 min

1.8.3. 11-07/xxxxr0 – Resolutions to CID 72 and 239 - N. Sharma, 15 min
1.8.4. 11-07/1839r2 – MIMO testing in a conducted environment - C. Wright
1.9. The agenda was revised to include the new proposals. There was no objection to the revised agenda – the agenda was modified and approved.

1.10. Presentation on Resolutions to CIDs 166, 167, 178
1.11. First presentation given by S. Tolpin on CIDs 166, 167, 168. There were no questions or comments on the presentation. The proposal was not put to motion at this time to allow for the 4-hour rule.
1.12. The chair informed that he will be discussing the goals that were set out for this group and whether we have met those goals to determine if the draft is technically complete (review the PAR).
1.13. Chair reviewed the list of deferred comments to see which comments will be addressed by the proposals to be presented during this week’s meeting. 
1.14. Chair to ask the commentator of CID # 296 whether the current revised text addresses his concerns.
1.15. There are currently about 40 deferred comments.
1.16. Since the task group does not have too many proposals, there was discussion on giving up some time that was allocated to TGT. 

1.17. By unanimous consensus, it was decided to give up Tuesday AM1 time slot.

1.18. Meeting was adjourned at 12.03.

Tuesday Meeting (10:30am – 12:30pm)
1.19. Chair opened the meeting at 10.30 AM
1.20. Motion #1
Move to accept the proposal in the comment resolution in document 11-07/0099r0 and incorporate into the P802.11.2 draft (addressing IDs # 166, 167, and 168)
Moved by: Sasha Tolpin

Seconded by: Mark K

For: 5; Against: 0; Abstain: 1
Motion passes
1.21. Presentation on Resolutions to CID 266 and 296

1.22. Second presentation given by Uriel L. Proposed changes are marked in red. There are only additions in the text. For CID# 296, a figure has been replaced. 
1.23. There were no questions or comments from the attendees.

1.24. Motion #2
Move to accept the proposal in the comment resolution in document 11-07/0082r0 and incorporate into the P802.11.2 draft (addressing IDs # 266 and 296).

Moved by: Uriel L.
Seconded by: Neeraj S.
For: 4; Against: 0; Abstain: 3

Motion passes
1.25. Chair confirmed that Agenda items 6.2 and 6.4 were not ready for presentation today. 
1.26. Chair asked if there were any topics to be discussed since there was not much on the 
agenda left. No new topics were put forward by the group.
1.27. The chair reviewed the list of deferred comments. 
1.28. The group went over the meeting schedule for the week. Since the agenda was light, the chair asked if there was any other presentation and there were none. 

1.29. Chair informed the group that on Thursday the plan is to see if the group was ready for letter ballot. Chair reviewed the motion for the letter ballot from some other test group as an example. 
1.30. Uriel L. asked if we need to address all the deferred comments before going to LB – answer was we do not need to.
1.31. Suggestion from Uriel – look at deferred comments which the group thinks are important for going to LB.
1.32. The group looked at all the deferred comments. 

1.33. Clause 4 – we do not need it as per Editor (thought it was informative) but Mark K. thought it was key for the draft as it brings the draft together. 
1.34. Clause 5.2 (CID 21, 22, 27) – not considered.

1.35. Had a long discussion on this. Chair read the PAR which talks about 11k but not sure if this would hold us back. We have biggest vulnerability for 11k since we have not done much on 11k – most of the amendments (e.g. j and k) are modifiers. 
1.36. Pratik M. mentioned that we did not do much in 11n but that is not required. Most of the current metrics apply to 11n as they independent of the PHY layer. 
1.37. Mark mentioned that his opinion was that 11k was on the list because people thought we could use 11k to do the measurements required for TGT. Chair commented that the group mainly focused on amendments which were expected to be complete when the TGT started.
1.38. Chair mentioned the difference between technically complete and technically correct.

1.39. Clause 5.3 (CID 270 and 240). Main concern CID 240 does not define the inside of the chamber. The commenter claims that the environment may not be useful. Chair asked if we should go to LB with this comment unaddressed. Different views were discussed.

1.40. Clause 6.3 - Sasha to discuss with Larry and Tom and will bring a resolution later on – not too important
1.41. Clause 6.4 CID#159 affects many clauses
1.42. Clause 6.6 and 6.8 - Chair to send e-mail to Pertti to see CID # 246 is still valid (may want to withdraw it)
1.43. Clause 6.7  no discussion

1.44. General comments (not specify to a particular clause) - 160, 162, 234  need to resolved before going to LB
1.45. CID 230 – to be resolved later. 
1.46. Chair reminded that to go to LB we should go through the deferred comments and address them – accept, reject or counter. 
1.47. General consensus was the group has had lot of time to close on these comments.
1.48. The group then tried to answer the following question - Can we close on the following clauses this week?

· 4 – cannot be closed this week 

· 5.2 – maybe 

· 5.3 – yes

· 5.7 – no

· 6.2 – no

6.3 - no
6.4 – no
6.6, 6.8 not important

6.7 - 

General – no consensus
1.49. Meeting was adjourned at 12.28.

Wednesday Meeting (8am – 10:00am)
1.50. Chair opened the meeting at 8 AM
1.51. Chair reviewed the agenda. 
1.52. Chair informed the group that the editor will be late due to weather conditions. Tom will be joining the afternoon session.

1.53. Presentation on Resolutions to CID 72 and 239 

1.54. Neeraj gave a presentation – two comments from the group 1) include the formula in the definition of first Fresnel zone 2) for the vicinity definition, specify that the floor and ceiling are not considered to be obstructions

1.55. The proposal was not put to motion at this time.

1.56. Chair mentioned that the task group will have to come up with the chair nominees.
1.57. Chair mentioned that we do have several internal comments which still need to be addressed. 

1.58. It was discussed that comments on Clause 4 are the gating factors for LB. 
1.59. Had a discussion on trying to come up with a resolution for the comments on clause 4 during this week’s meeting. Main issue seen was that we may not be able to complete all the comments in clause 4. 
1.60. Key gating factors for going to LB were discussed to be comments on clause 4 and secondly comments on accuracy and error margins definition which were not consistently used in the draft.

1.61. The group decided to look at all the comments in clause 4 and come up with some suggestions on resolutions for the person who may want to volunteer to resolving the comments. 
1.62. The group reviewed all comments related to clause 4. 
1.63. The group worked on creating a table for the metrics vs. usage models.
1.64. Meeting adjourned at 10:00.
Wednesday Meeting (1:30pm – 3:30 pm)
1.65. Chair opened the meeting at 1:30pm.

1.66. Chair notified – accepting nominations for Chair. Stuart to see if there are more nominations.
1.67. Editor’s report – 

· Draft 0.12 posted which differs from 0.11 as all the Editors comments removed. All figures included. 
· Tom mentioned that we do not need to have informative section in Clause 4 for going to LB. It may be possible to remove it without impacting technical contents of the draft. 

· Editor could add some text to the effect - this clause can be only completed once the entire draft is fully complete (all external comments have been addressed).
· Technical correct and complete – Tom feels the current draft is technically complete but not technically correct. 
1.68. Reviewed the table -  test environment vs. test metrics with Tom. 
1.69. The Editor will be adding the table to the draft. The table needs to be further reviewed for correctness.
1.70. Tom reviewed Clause 4 contents in the current draft. 
1.71. Mark K. felt clause 4 needs to be completed prior to going to LB. 
1.72. Chair suggested to put more informative info in clause 4 and go to LB at the end of this meeting.
1.73. Had a discussion on what is technical or editorial. 
1.74. Tom mentioned that we should not take serial approach – go for LB while continue to fix what ever is remaining. 
1.75. Mark emphasized that it would be good to ensure the draft is complete 
1.76. Pratik suggested to fill out as many deferred comments by end of the week but did not think the group needs to hold back from LB. 
1.77. Comment 240 discussions – Pratik feels regarding this comment, the draft is complete but the contents may not be agreeable to everyone. Pratik mentioned that the group needs more feedback from outside the group as some people may have lot of knowledge but may not be attending TGT as they are occupied with other task group. 
1.78. Had a long discussion on whether TGT should go to LB after this meeting with few comments which still remain deferred.

1.79. Pratik reminded everyone in the group that TGT is not a test plan forum but a forum to provide methodologies and that allows you to create a test plan. 
1.80. Pratik mentioned that only comment 240 may be showstopper.

1.81. Tom did mention that we have the remaining deferred comments because on some of them the group is split and therefore to go for LB and get feedback and then make a decision. 
1.82. The group decided to do straw poll for all remaining deferred comments. The following question was asked for each of the deferred comments: Is the draft considered to technically complete without resolution of this comment?

· CID 268: Y = 3  N= 2
· CID 269; Y = 2, N = 2

· CID 147; is complete – the group had worked on a table that could be used
· CID 148: Y = 0, N = 2

· CID 280; Y = 2, N = 2

· CID 303; Y = 5; 0

· CID 21; Y = 2; 2
· CID 22; Y = 3, N = 2
· CID 27; Y = 3, N = 0

· CID 270; Y = 5, N = 0
· CID 147; no straw poll required

1.83. Mark K. called orders of the day. The Chair recessed the meeting until Thursday AM2.
1.84. Meeting was adjourned at 12.28.

Wednesday Meeting (10:30am – 12:30 pm)
1.85. Chair opened the meeting at 10:30am.

1.86. Chair summarized where we left – straw poll to see if the draft is considered to be technically complete without resolution. 

1.87. Group agreed  to complete the straw poll

1.88. Chair asked if there were more presentations. Sasha A. mentioned that he would like to present a Comment resolution for TCP.

1.89. Added to the agenda under New Business
· 11-07/0104r2 – Resolutions to CID 72 and 239 - N. Sharma,

· 11-07/0039r2 - TCP Parameters and Settings – Sasha A.

· 11-07/0178r0 - Comment resolution for P802.11.2D0.12 – Pratik M.

· 11-07/1839r2 – MIMO testing in a conducted environment - C. Wright

1.90. To Item 9 (Process) of the agenda, added Continue with straw poll.
1.91. Any suggestions for agenda – none

1.92. Any objections to the modified agenda – none

1.93. Agenda modified

1.94. Group went back to straw poll

· CID 49: Y = 5, N = 0

· CID 242: Y = 4, N = 2 (draft is complete as it is more of format issue)

· CID 238; Y = 3; N = 1
· CID 239; Neeraj has motion – skipped

· CID 72: Neeraj has motion - skipped
· CID 240: Y = 4, N = 2
· CID 265: Y = 3, N = 3
· CID 166: Resolved

· CID 286: Shasha has motion – skipped
· CID 159: Y = 2, N = 2

· CID 82: Y = 2, N  = 2
· CID 167: Resolved

· CID 84: Skipped; expecting resolution this week
· CID 86: Y = 4, N = 2
· CID 87: Y = 4, N = 2

· CID I69: Resolved

· CID 246: Y = 6, N = 0

· CID 169: resolved

· CID 101: Y = 2, 0
· CID 102: Y = 0, N = 0

· CID 103: Y = 1, N = 2

· CID 104: Y = 6, N = 0

· CID 105; Y = 6, N = 0
· CID 106; Y = 6, N = 0

· CID 107: Y = 3, N = 0
· CID 109; Y = 2, N = 0

· CID 108; Y = 4, N = 2
· CID 118: Y = 2, N = 2
· CID 170: Y = 2, N = 2

· CID 110: Y = 3, N = 1

· CID 296 resolved 

· CID 162: Y = 3, N = 3
· CID 160: Y = 3, N = 3

· CID 100: Y = 2, N = 2

· CID 230: Y = 6, N = 0

· CID 234: Y = 2, N = 3

1.95. It was decided to decline some of the comments based on this straw poll. All comments for which the vote was 75% or greater were candidates for declining.  If any person objected, then it was removed from the list.  The following were considered for declining:
· 303 (no one objected to declining this)

· 27 (1 person objected)

· 270 (no objection)

· 49 (no objection) 

· 238 (1 objection)

· 246 (no objection)

· 101 (1 objection)

· 104 (1 objection)

· 105 (1 objection)

· 106(1 objection)

· 109 (1 objection)
· 110 (1 objection)
· 230 (no objection)
1.96. Motion # 3 

· Move to decline the following comments from the TGT Internal Review as contained in document 11-06/872r23 303, 270, 49, 246, and 230
· Moved by: Pratik M
· Seconded by: Neeraj
· For: 8; Against: 0; Abstain: 1
· Motion passes
1.97. Meeting adjourned at 12:30.

Wednesday Meeting (1:30pm – 3:30 pm)
1.98. Chair opened the meeting at 1:30pm.

1.99. Neeraj gave a presentation on Resolution of CID 72 and 239

1.100. The presentation was the same as the one on Wednesday with feedback incorporated 
from Wednesday.

1.101. Changes were: formula for Fresnel Zone, and some wording.
1.102. Motion # 4
· Moved by: Neeraj
· Seconded by: Dalton

· No questions or comments
· For: 7, Against: 0, Abstain: 1

1.103. TCP Parameters and Settings presentation by Sasha A.
1.104. Addresses CID 286 

1.105. Parameters that are addressed TCP, Delayed ACK, the MTU 

1.106. There was Question – is it possible to replace “must” by “recommended” for the settings parameters. Response - proposal says that you should use the recommended parameters if the OS permits otherwise you should record the parameters that are used.
1.107. Motion # 5

· Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-07/0039r2 and incorporate into the draft 802.11.2 draft

· Moved by: Shasha T.
· Seconded by: Neeraj S.
· Question – what is P802.11.2

· No more questions were asked

· For: 7, Against: 0, Abstain: 1
1.108. Presentation by Pratik on Comment resolution for P802.11.2D0.12
1.109. Resolves CIDs 149, 267, and 281

1.110. Part 1: Moves some text from Clause 6.20.1 to clause 4.3.2
1.111. Part 2: New text to go to Clause 4. Talks about the primary and secondary metrics. 
1.112. Comment – Clause 6 may have a gap if the text is moved from Clause 6 to clause 4 as 
recommended by the proposal. Suggestion was to make leave some text in Clause 6.
1.113. Motion #6 

· Move to accept the comment resolutions in document 11-07/0178r0 and incorporate them into the P802.11.2 draft, with the following modifications:

· Change editorial instruction for Proposed resolution 1 from: Instruct the editor to move the following text from Section 6.20.1 to Section 4.3.2 to: Instruct the editor to copy the following text from section 6.20.1 to section 4.3.2 and delete all but the first section to these paragraphs from section 6.20.1.
· No questions were asked
· Moved by: Pratik M.

· Seconded by: Sasha T.

· For: 7, Against: 0, Abstain: 1
1.114. Presentation by Charles W. on “MIMO testing in a conducted environment”

1.115. Tom A. took over the Chair while he gave his presentation.
1.116. Charles mentioned this is work in progress. Charles suggested going back to the previous document as a refresher. The chair agreed.
1.117. Talked about the MIMO models, MIMO version of throughput vs. attenuation,  
1.118. The new proposal made changes to the previous version – based on comments received 
improved text, expended on MIMO channels, etc. 
1.119. Chair asked if anyone wanted to bring a motion to go to letter ballot after this meeting. 
There was no response.

1.120. Char asked the Group to let him know before Wed 3:00pm Eastern time if they have 
something for the conference call, otherwise he will cancel the scheduled conference 
meeting. 

1.121. Current scheduled conference calls are on  8th Feb, 22nd Feb, 8th March before 
Orlando Plenary.
1.122. Unanimous consent, the conference call schedule was accepted.

1.123. Motion to Adjourn by Tom, seconded by Mark.

1.124. Meeting adjourned at 3:22 pm. 
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