Status of draft-ietf-opsawg-oam-characterization

* WGLC completed with some issues raised, and we fixed them in a new revision (-04)

3 reviews after the completion of WGLC (Greg, Tim, Benoit) raised fundamental issues about what should be
included in the document.

* Carlos has responded to Tim's review making suggestions, but Tim hasn’t said whether they are good enough.

* Asan editor | don't know how to proceed with the reviews when the WG has said "good to go" but the reviews say
"wrong content”

There are also editorials from Greg and Tim, and some minor editorials from Med still outstanding

Some outreach to other WGs has been done:

e Adrian sent a notice to DetNet prior to WG adoption
* Carlos sent notices to IPPM, DetNet, BIER, MOLS, MPLS, and SPRING post WGLC update (no responses)
* Greg asked DetNet and IPPM for reviews post WGLC update (no responses)

This leaves me with some questions for the WG. We do not have to resolve these here and now.
* Who has read the draft at -03 (WGLC) or -04 (fixes WGLC issues)?
* Who thinks we should go ahead with *some* draft on this topic?
* Who thinks that the scope of content (not the definitions) should be reduced or otherwise changed?
* Who thinks that we should go back into editing mode and make changes to the definitions?
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