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Minutes
The Chair called the call to order at 14:06 ET.
Teleconference Agenda

The agenda for the call, as included in the reminder posted to the TGs mailing list, was reviewed and there were no objections:

1. Attendance

2. IPR policy pointer: http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.ppt 
3. Tentative agenda for the Cairns, Australia, meeting in May: 11-05/322r1.

4. TGs proposal selection process for July 2005 and beyond: 11-04/1430r12, 11-05/274r3, 11-05/295r1. (tentative topics taken from points of controversy at the March meeting)
a. How much down selection should occur at the September meeting?
b. How should time allotted to each proposal presentation at the July meeting be determined?
c. At the last stage, how should final proposals be most effectively encouraged to merge?
d. How far ahead should we set procedure and should we do so monolithically or modularly?
5. Adjourn

IPR policy

The Chair asked if there was anyone on the call who was not familiar with the IEEE IPR policy. No one responded. The Chair pointed out that the email reminder of the call included a URL to that policy.

May Meeting Agenda

The tentative agenda for the TGs meeting in Cairns, Australia, in May, as documented in 11-05/322r1 was reviewed. The latest WG May Agenda document 11-05/298r0 was also referenced. The only question on 11-05/322r1 was regarding the “TGs Process” document (with a TBD document number) at the beginning of the procedures discussion segment of the Monday evening session. The Chair explained that this was just the next in the sequence of Chair process documents he has produced at recent meetings, the most recent example being 11-05/207r3. The Cairns version of this document will be adjusted based on task group decisions.
Proposal Selection Procedures
The remainder of the meeting involved discussion of process, primarily in reference to 11-05/274r3. At several points, not noted below, the Chair emphasized that, no matter what procedures the TG adopts, there is no way it can request the working group to send out a draft for Letter Ballot without a specific 75% to do that. The comments of various individuals are noted below.
How much down selection should occur at the September meeting?

· Having a weaker down select in September than in July does not seem to make sense. In July the bottom quarter of proposals are dropped as well as any with a yes ratio of less than 25%. But the September provisions in 11-05/274r3 shows only dropping those with a yes ratio of less than 35%. That might be only 1 or 0 proposals. It would make more sense at the September meeting to go to the provision for later meetings of dropping the bottom half of proposals.
· The criterion in September should be the same as in July. 
· The structure of the rules for September should be the same as July although perhaps the % could be increased to 35% or 40% to get approval.

· We do not know how many proposals will merge so we don’t know how many will still be active in September. But to compromise between the low hurdle, which might drop very few, and dropping half. 35% sound a good compromise.

· We should pin down the entire procedure in May. As soon as people start presenting proposals it will become very hard to adopt or change procedures. Maybe we should just stick with the July procedure of eliminating the bottom ¼ each meeting until we get down to 4 and then eliminate one per meeting.

· We don’t know exactly how many presentations we are going to get. Starting with eliminating the bottom quarter of proposals per meeting until we are down to 4 proposals and then 1 per meeting means that down select could take a very long time. The one at a time part is the part I like least.

· If there are around 20 – 15 proposals in July with the ¼ drop and some mergers, we may be down below 10 in September. Except at the end, we should be dropping 2 or 3 each time.
· The more proposals we have, the more we should drop each meeting so we get down to a reasonable number in a reasonable length of time. 

· We have not yet talked about the difference between full and partial proposals.

· Yes, it is not clear how full versus partial should be defined or treated differently.

· Document 11-04/1174r13 defines 8 functional areas and 15 minimum functional requirements and proposals are required by the Call for Proposals (11-04/1430r12) to say what minimum functional requirements they cover.

· Since we will first hear the proposals in July, maybe we shouldn’t do any down selection at all until September.
· Perhaps we should down select to 4 proposals at the September meeting by keeping only the 4 most favored.

· We want to end up with the best proposal/draft we can. TGs has a large scope. When we get down to few enough proposals, we should rate them on a component by component basis and combine the best pieces. Full proposals are important but we don’t want to discourage partial proposals.
· To be selected, partial proposals will have to merge.

· Partial proposals are fine. We could have many routing protocols in the draft since we are required support alternatives anyway. We don’t need to separate full proposals into components early but later the task group could choose to combine parts from different proposals.
· Using 11-05/1174r13 divides things too finely. A fairly coarse split would have been good: Routing, Security, MAC enhancements.
How should time allotted to each proposal presentation at the July meeting be determined?

· Time should be based on the fields covered by the proposal. Perhaps 20 minutes per field. But the list in 11-04/1174r13 is too fine grained. Three areas, such as Routing, Security, and MAC Enhancements, would be better.

· Scheduling with different lengths of time is much more complex. No proposal is going to want to be split between two different two hour sessions.
· Perhaps all presentations should be partial presentations. We could have a day of routing presentations, a day of MAC enhancement presentations, and the like. Full proposals would give multiple presentations. That way people are comparing similar things.

· It would confuse the audience if they hear different parts of the same proposal at different times. We want to avoid people deliberately splitting up proposals into multiple partial proposals to get more presentation time.

· Two different size time slots isn’t too bad but it gets very complex beyond that.

At the last stage, how should final proposals be most effectively encouraged to merge?

· At the end of the process, we should look more closely at the proposals. We can pick parts of proposals and put them together. The TGr process empowered the Technical Editor to do that sort of thing but the best people to merge proposals are the proposal authors.
· Is it practical to force merger? If some group has 55% support, many of those would have to vote for the merged result for it to pass a 75% confirmation.

· There should be wide task group involvement.

· If there are two proposals left at the end, we should use the break down to components as a last resort.

· The task group will be partisan. A confirmation vote will have to be passed eventually.
How far ahead should we set procedure and should we do so monolithically or modularly?

· We can break the rules up into 2 or 3 phases. For example, an initial phase 1, down to 3 or 4 phase 2, the merger phase 3. 11-05/274r3 currently shifts to eliminating one at a time when it gets down to 6. A 6 proposals threshold is too many for this. And I don’t like the 1 at a time process.

· There seems to be less controversy about July, where I think we can all agree. Down select can be guided by straw polls.

· We should adopt a complete set of rules if we can.

· Yes, the 6 proposal threshold in 11-05/274r3 is large. Using votes on functional areas would be a good way to focus merger efforts. The bigger the pool of proposals, the better the merge. We want the highest quality final proposal we can get.
Other re Procedure

· When we try to resolve these procedure questions at the May meeting there should be two different written versions or at least one with optional changes marked where there is controversy.

· There should be concrete options to consider. The procedures should be broken down into modular chunks. This will be good for head to head comparison. Perhaps someone can post a suggested breakdown to the mailing list.

· We should encourage full proposals. They make life easier. But we also want partial proposals to survive so their components can be used if needed.

· It will be very helpful if those giving partial proposal presentations say how their part or parts would fit in with other parts of a complete proposal.
· One way to determine what things a proposal covers is to look at the minimum functional requirements checklist. Each proposal is required to say in its submission or submissions which minimum functional areas it covers completely, partly, or not-at-all.

· If confirmation votes fail repeatedly, we may have to decide what new procedures to adopt outside of our already adopted procedures.

· TGs is not like TGn. In TGn some people had built hardware and were dedicated to it. In TGs almost everything is software so compromise will be easier.

· I don’t agree that it will be so easy to compromise in TGs.

· Tricci So invited people interested in an ad hoc effort to improve 11-05/274r3 or develop one or more other submissions to contact her at tso@nortel.com.

Adjourn

The Chair adjourned the call at about 15:23.
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