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1. Monday Morning, September 15, 2003

1.1. Opening

1.1.1. Call to order

1.1.1.1. John Fakatselis (JohnF) called the meeting to order at 10:50pm (delayed due to equipment setup).
1.1.2. Review of the agenda (JohnF)
1.1.2.1. Tentative meeting agenda: 11-03-655r2-WG-802.11-WG-Tentative-Agenda-September-2003.xls

1.1.2.2. JohnF reviewed the proposed agenda.  
1.1.2.3. Fixed Time agenda items will be handled at 4:30pm Thursday, September 18, 2003.

1.1.2.4. Review minutes from previous meeting.
1.1.2.5. Call for papers.

1.1.2.6. The Fixed Time agenda Items are listed on the agenda. 
1.1.3. Approval of the agenda
1.1.3.1. JohnF:  Are there any comments on the agenda?

1.1.3.2. MatthewS:  Is there time for approval of the work by the ad-hoc meeting?

1.1.3.3. JohnF:  Yes, that will come up in the Business topics.

1.1.3.4. JohnF:  I ask the voting members, are there any objections to approving this agenda?  

1.1.3.5. JohnF:  I see no objections, so we have an agenda for this meeting.
1.2. Review of 802.11 policies and rules

1.2.1. Review Objectives for this Session

1.2.1.1. JohnF reviewed the general objectives of comment resolution.  

1.2.1.2. JohnF:  Are there any comments on these objectives or other objectives that anyone here has?   

1.2.1.3. JohnF:  I hear none, so we are agreed on the comments.

1.2.2. New participants

1.2.2.1. JohnF:  How many new participants here today?

1.2.2.2. {Secretary:  three people raised their hands.}

1.2.3. Reviews of voting rules and process (JohnF)

1.2.3.1. JohnF reviewed the general task group voting procedures and willingness for open participation, but that motions must be made and voted by voting members.  

1.2.3.2. JohnF:  For the past two meetings were the first ones in which we didn’t have a point of order, and hopefully we can keep it that way.

1.2.3.3. Osama Aboul-Magd (OsamaA):  Only people who previously voted can vote on a recirculation, correct?

1.2.3.4. JohnF:  Yes, once it has gone to the whole Working Group as a whole and has achieved 75% positive vote, it is frozen except for the areas in which there are comments already.  All “No” votes must be backed up with specific comments.  The recirculation is frozen both to the people who voted earlier and the comments that were made previously.  But you still have the right to put in your opinions on the document, even though you didn’t participate earlier.

1.2.3.5. Mathilde Benveniste (MathildeB):  We still have problems with the website.

1.2.3.6. Harry Worstell (HarryW):  The network is having problems; please see the help desk (Doug and Tony) to get the browsers configured correctly.

1.2.3.7. Charles Wright (CharlesW): You need to delete the cookie associated with 802WirelessWorld and start over.

1.2.4. Last Meeting Summary

1.2.4.1. JohnF:  Srini will walk us through the outcome of the Recirculation Ballot.  We also held an Interim meeting in New Jersey after the Recirculation Ballot.  This group got about 50 percent of the comments taken care of.  

1.3. Recirculation Ballot Discussion

1.3.1. Recirculation ballot status, 03/658r4, Srini Kandala
1.3.1.1. SriniK:  923 comments; 529 are technical; 375 are part of a “No” vote.  The New Jersey meeting resolved 90 technical comments and I have resolved 90 editorial comments, so we have about 750 comments to go.  We also resolved about 10 more comments in the teleconference last week.

1.3.1.2. Sid Schrum (SidS):  There are about 6 more comments that we resolved that we need coordinate on; these are not yet listed in 658r4.
1.3.1.3. JohnF:  So we need to go through the rest of the comments this week in order to get to another recirculation ballot.
1.3.1.4. Matthew Sherman (MatthewS):  The comments and minutes from that Interim meeting are unavailable right now, since we can’t get to the server.  Can we entertain them tomorrow?

1.3.1.5. JohnF:  Yes.  Also the group of 10 from the teleconference were not formally approved, so they will have to be covered in an additional paper.  The goal is to get those 100 plus comments resolved by tomorrow, at least.

1.4. Comment resolutions

1.5. Approval of minutes of July 2003 Plenary Meeting
1.5.1. Request for approval

1.5.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any questions or issues with the minutes of the July 2003 meeting in San Francisco?
1.5.1.2. JohnF:  I hear none.  The minutes of July 2003 are approved with unanimous consent.
1.5.1.3. JohnF:  We need to do the same for the minutes of the Interim meeting in New Jersey, but I would like to postpone this until those minutes are available.  Do I hear any objections to the postponement of this review?  Hearing none, we will postpone this discussion until these documents are available.
1.6. Papers and Comment Resolutions
1.6.1. Call for papers

1.6.1.1. JohnF:  What papers are available to be presented?

1.6.1.2. Stephen Wang (StephenW):  I have a paper, 03/661r0, that was uploaded to the server on Friday.

1.6.1.3. MathildeB:  One paper on EDCF, 03/676r0.

1.6.1.4. JohnF:  Any more?  I hear none.  When you present your papers, indicate the exact comments you are addressing.

1.6.1.5. StephenW:  How do we know when we are scheduled to present?
1.6.1.6. JohnF:  As long as you meet the 4 hour rule we can schedule you in.  But we will need to wait until the papers are available to the participants.

1.6.1.7. Matthew Fischer (MatthewF):  That requires 4 hours of session time, even if you put the paper on the server a month ago.

1.6.1.8. JohnF:  We still have about 429 comments left.  We typically did about 200 comments at a time per meeting session, so we need to double our production output.  I am looking for a way to do this.  I suggest breaking up into ad-hoc groups so we can work in parallel.

1.6.1.9. Andrew Myles (AndrewM):  It would be nice to hear the new papers first.

1.6.1.10. JohnF:  That’s a good suggestion and we will do that.

1.6.1.11. AndrewM: Can the editor get the draft out by the end of the week?

1.6.1.12. JohnF:  He doesn’t have to get the draft out.  We just need to agree on the changes and authorize him to implement the changes.  If he makes any mistakes, we can correct those later.

1.6.1.13. SriniK:  I believe we have to split into two or three groups.

1.6.1.14. JohnF:  I believe this group is big enough for three groups.
1.6.1.15. SriniK:  Suggest Clause 9, Clauses 7 and 11, and all other comments.
1.6.1.16. JohnF:  Any objection to this split?
1.6.1.17. CharlesW:  Am concerned with having more than two groups; how about starting with just 7 and 9 and going on to other topics when we finish with those?
1.6.1.18. SidS:  Would like to find out what people in here want to work on these.  How about a show of hands on participation?
1.6.1.19. JohnF:  How many people are going to be working on Chapter 9 and 11, how many are 7?
1.6.1.20. JohnF:  I count only 1 person for 7; and the rest all on 9.  We need to balance that a little more.

1.6.1.21. AndrewM:  How about only one group working on 9; you won’t get far with uninterested people working on 7.

1.6.1.22. JohnF:  Even if only one person is on 7, it’s worthwhile.  But is anyone else willing to help Charles on Clause 7?  I count about 3 more; so now we have 4 people on 7.  How many are still going to work on 9,11?  I count about 12 people on 9 and 11.

1.6.1.23. MatthewS:  If you solve 9 and 11, much of Clause 7 may work itself out.

1.6.1.24. CharlesW:  I’d suggest the same thing – to work from functionality.

1.6.1.25. Mike Moreton (MikeM):  How about functional groups?
1.6.1.26. CharlesW:  Could split 9 and 11 into functions.

1.6.1.27. JohnF:  I’d like that; it would give us some parallelism.

1.6.1.28. AndrewM:  Perhaps EDCA, HCCA

1.6.1.29. MatthewS:  We have two papers on power save.

1.6.1.30. SriniK:  It appears that there are about 150 technical and editorial comments in 9; 40 in 11; and about 150-200 on 7 and the rest are “others”.

1.6.1.31. JohnF:  My fear is that everyone will be working on 9,11 and overlooking the others that have more comments.  But lets say we do 9,11 today.  If we can accomplish that, we will have accomplished more than other meetings.

1.6.1.32. SriniK:  Functionality could split along the EDCA and HCCA line.

1.6.1.33. JohnF:  Is there any comment on that?

1.6.1.34. MikeM:  What about other groups?

1.6.1.35. SriniK:  We’re limited to about 2 groups by the size of this room.

1.6.1.36. JohnF:  How many in EDCA and how many on HCCA.  I count 7 and 5.  Who wants to be leader?
1.6.1.37. SriniK:  I volunteer Richard.

1.6.1.38. Richard van Leeuwen (RichardL):  I suppose I can do that.
1.6.1.39. MatthewF:  I can try to finish the HCCA before 6 pm when I fall asleep on the keyboard.

1.6.1.40. MatthewS:  I can do the HCCA group.

1.6.1.41. CharlesW:  Please review the guidance on what kind of things get done in a recirculation.  

1.6.1.42. JohnF:  The general guidance is no drastic changes this time; we are working for the second recirculation ballot.  The last thing you want to do is create no additional “No” votes.

1.6.1.43. MatthewS:  A drastic change likely is not an answer to the comment.

1.6.1.44. CharlesW:  What if a comment that asks for something that is beyond the scope?

1.6.1.45. JohnF:  It won’t really be beyond the scope; we just have to balance our response.
1.7. Closing

1.7.1. Recess for Ad-Hoc Group Work

1.7.1.1. JohnF:  We’ll split the room for the EDCA and HCCA groups.  Hearing no other comments, we’ll recess for ad-hoc group work until the 1:00pm meeting.
1.7.1.2. Recessed for ad-hoc group work, 11:50am.

2. Monday Afternoon, September 15, 2003

2.1. Opening

2.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:00pm.

2.1.1.2. JohnF: For those of you who were not involved in this morning’s meeting, we have recessed until the 3:30 meeting for ad-hoc work.

2.2. Recess for Ad-Hoc Work
2.2.1. Recess

2.2.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting at 1:05pm for ad-hoc group work until the 3:30pm meeting.
2.3. Reconvening
2.3.1.1. JohnF re-opened the meeting at 3:30pm.

2.3.1.2. SriniK:  Are we going to cover the comments first, before the papers?

2.3.1.3. JohnF:  No, we’re going to entertain the papers now.
2.3.1.4. MathildeB:  My paper is on the same topic.

2.3.1.5. JohnF:  We’ll take them up back to back then.

2.4. Paper Presentations
2.4.1. Unscheduled eDCA Power Management, 03/0698r0 and 03/0699r0, Stephen Wang, et. al.

2.4.1.1. StephenW:  This paper addresses comments:  

2.4.1.2. Thomas Kuehnel (ThomasK):  Is there any IP related to this proposal?

2.4.1.3. SriniK:  Point of Information:  is there known IP from past declarations?
2.4.1.4. StephenW:  Motorola has a previous IP declaration from 1994, and there is a further intent to create a new statement for this proposal.

2.4.1.5. AndrewM:  On slide 10:  For the queuing it is vendor specific, is this about EDCA?

2.4.1.6. StephenW:  For EDCA this is up to the vendor.
2.4.1.7. AndrewM:  In this diagram, what happens if the last Ack is lost?

2.4.1.8. StephenW:  One thing that could happen is that the AP could retry the packet while the STA is in sleep mode.  Then will just lose the packet.

2.4.1.9. AndrewM:  The advantage of the legacy is that don’t go to sleep until that ack comes back.

2.4.1.10. StephenW:  The difference between these two is not only the frame change; also, legacy can’t guarantee the QoS.

2.4.1.11. AndrewM:  I don’t agree.  The most valuable difference for your proposal is that you specify how APSD works.

2.4.1.12. StephenW:  That is already defined in APSD.

2.4.1.13. CharlesW:  Why can’t the STA just go to sleep a little bit later?
2.4.1.14. AndrewM:  Except that the time it takes for the ack to come back is very uncertain.

2.4.1.15. MathildeB:  If you look at 11.2.1.4h, you see that the AP has to send buffered frames to the STA once it wakes up.  I believe the description you have given is inaccurate;  I should have made a more detailed presentation sooner.  What if you have 2-way traffic, but there is silence suppression?  Then have to have null frames for signaling?
2.4.1.16. StephenW:  If you use silence suppression, that is correct.

2.4.1.17. MatthewF:  Is there still a service period, so once the uplink frame is send, the AP knows how long.

2.4.1.18. StephenW:  Yes, we are not attempting to change that.

2.4.1.19. AndrewM:  So the STA doesn’t go to sleep right away?

2.4.1.20. MatthewF:  That’s part of the question: does the STA stay away for the full period it advertised?

2.4.1.21. StephenW:  There is nothing to prevent you from doing that.

2.4.1.22. Wei Lih Lim (Isaac):  If STAs only have uplink, does the slide 12 proposal apply?

2.4.1.23. StephenW:  You are not prevented from using it, but don’t know why you would like to.

2.4.1.24. Isaac:  So does this proposal has an advantage for uplink only?

2.4.1.25. StephenW:  This just does better for bidirectional traffic; if you have only uplink traffic, then you can use EDCA.

2.4.1.26. SidS:  In the past there was concern that there is no urgency inferred; we’re trying to say that the AP needs to get the traffic down.  The AP can’t wait until whenever it feels like it.

2.4.1.27. StephenW:  If the AP sets this up, then the AP has already committed to transfer the frame as quickly as possible (if it accepts your TSPEC).

2.4.1.28. MatthewS:  For clarification: the idea is that it starts its service period at the same time the legacy would have started.  Am concerned that it is possible for service periods from different STAs to overlap.  The AP would have an obligation to support another service period while you are negotiating a new one.

2.4.1.29. StephenW:  The AP should service higher priority service periods first; if both are the same priority, then it can even flip a coin.

2.4.1.30. MathildeB:  There is the advantage that the AP is making a commitment.

2.4.1.31. JohnF:  No other questions?

2.4.1.32. StephenW:  We would like to bring up a motion on this later.

2.4.1.33. JohnF:  Then let’s look at the other paper that is relevant to this topic.

2.4.2. APSD vs. Reverse Polling for EDCA, 03/676r0, Mathilde Benveniste

2.4.2.1. MathildeB:  This paper addresses D5.0 ballot comments:  441, 210 (209, 330, 331, 324, 325, 460, 466, 467 and 526).  The description of APSD in the previous paper is inaccurate.  APSD is different from reverse polling in that in the latter the downlink transmission happens following the receipt of an uplink frame, not at times that are known in advance.  There actually are three ways to do reverse polling in the TGe draft;  Stephen’s paper described the first two.  The third is similar to the first; this will be covered in the next paper.

2.4.2.2. MatthewS:  I have a number of questions, but will only ask two or three now.  I believe that we’ve already made the decision to support two power saving methods – both APSD and a more legacy type of mechanism, reverse polling.  This is not an either-or mechanism.  See slide 9.  I disagree with this analysis.  Statistically, upstream and downstream don’t have to be related.  In truth downlink timing is random.
2.4.2.3. MathildeB:  I agree that APSD is very useful.  Also if you don’t optimize you could end up with a greater uplink+downlink delay.

2.4.2.4. MatthewS:  I don’t think so; I could always set it up for APSD such that I just miss both of them.  In reverse polling you can always optimize for one of them.

2.4.2.5. MathildeB:  But then the other can suffer twice the delay.

2.4.2.6. MatthewS:  But that occurs randomly.

2.4.2.7. MathildeB:  The problem is that you can double your worst case performance.

2.4.2.8. SidS:  I think slide 9 gets to the heart of what is accomplished with the scheme of the previous paper.  Though we can establish a schedule with APSD that can anticipate the frames, the clock is in the AP, and so is not synchronized with either the clock that synchronizes the uplink traffic and the one that synchronizes the downlink traffic.  On average you’ll likely incur a delay of 50 percent of both uplink and downlink traffic.   Second point: are you saying that you also are supporting the other proposal?
2.4.2.9. MathildeB:  I believe that that is a valuable proposal.  My paper is not a comparison to that, but to what is available in legacy.  The point is that if you are scheduling on the uplink arrival, then you are not guaranteed a better overall delay.  Slide 9 is a good example that you are not.  At times you can double your worst case delay.  Another point:  Stephan claimed that APSD has to synchronize with upper layers; that is not the case at all.

2.4.2.10. JohnF:  We’re running out of time.  Could we limit the statements to 2 minutes?
2.4.2.11. ThomasK:  I have a question.  On slide 10 this indicates there is no dead time in between.  I don’t know that this is a valid comparison.

2.4.2.12. MathildeB:  If the AP has pending frames, which can happen more than 50 percent of the time, then the AP knows that it has the frames.  With reverse polling that it might not know it has these frames.  That is what this is trying to show.

2.4.2.13. ThomasK:  What about the neighbor BSS that has a very slow link?
2.4.2.14. MathildeB:  Then both will suffer equally from that.

2.4.2.15. StephenW:  One question and two statements.

2.4.2.16. JohnF:  Please limit that to 2 minutes.
2.4.2.17. StephenW:  Your comment about silence suppression:  what does the AP have to do to tell the STA to go back to sleep?  Does APSD support that?

2.4.2.18. MathildeB:  You can use a TIM to tell it, or you could send it a Null frame, but you don’t have to use that.  You could use the TIM.  Some people don’t prefer that?

2.4.2.19. StephenW:  But then the STA has to stay awake for the next beacon.

2.4.2.20. MathildeB:  Yes, it’s either/or.

2.4.2.21. StephenW:  It is not true that the AP has no knowledge when the STA is awake.  You can use the TSPEC to specify that.  Second statement:  your comment about when the AP receives reverse poll it has to wait for all buffered data: but this is no different.

2.4.2.22. RichardL:  I have a statement:  even if several stations have the same codec, there will be some drift.  So by doing reverse polling you’re at least optimizing uplink.

2.4.2.23. MathildeB:  I disagree with these comments.

2.4.2.24. JohnF:  I’ll give you a minute at the end to respond.

2.4.2.25. AndrewM:  Let’s just get the reverse polling mechanism right, since we intend to keep it.

2.4.2.26. SidS:  A statement:  I have the same point as Richard.  We need to fully understand the mechanism of drift.

2.4.2.27. JohnF:  I want Menzo {Wentink} to present on this subject.

2.4.2.28. MathildeB:  I have another paper.

2.4.2.29. JohnF:  Menzo’s paper is directly on this power saving subject.

2.4.3. Piggybacked Inter-Service Time, 03/730r1, Menzo Wentink

2.4.3.1. Menzo Wentink:  Effectively if there are a lot of STAs in power saving mode, there won’t be much savings in power save.  Each ends up waiting for all of the others.  This is still a rough idea of an enhancement.
2.4.4. Continuation of APSD vs. Reverse Polling Presentation, Mathilde Benveniste

2.4.4.1. SriniK:  When will we bring up a motion on these comments?
2.4.4.2. JohnF:  I’ll let Mathilde respond to the comments now.

2.4.4.3. MathildeB:  I need about 7 minutes to complete this presentation.

2.4.4.4. JohnF: You have about 5 minutes, because we need 10 minutes to make a decision in the 15 minutes we have left.

2.4.4.5. MathildeB:  Let me go quickly to the other presentation.

2.4.5. Reverse Polling, 03/663r0, Mathilde Benveniste

2.4.5.1. MathildeB:  The reverse polling mechanism is basic legacy power saving, but you use the Null+Ack, so you have a double Ack at the end.  It does add some overhead with respect to the 03/661 proposal, but it is not the 33 percent claimed.  This will add a lot to channel utilization efficiency.

2.4.5.2. StephenW:  So you’re recommending making some changes to the legacy spec; does this group have authority to do that?

2.4.5.3. MathildeB:  This is what we’ve been doing for years. This is just a proposal on the table that fills in my previous paper.  This doesn’t have the weakness of the lost ack.  The legacy power management is left intact; this is for QAPs.

2.4.5.4. StephenW:  But you can’t use legacy frame types.

2.4.5.5. MathildeB:  Yes you can use those frame types.

2.4.6. Power Management Proposal
2.4.6.1. Chris Ware (ChrisW):  I would like to have a straw poll with respect to the slide that Mathilde just had up.  This addresses the comments on slide 2 of 03/699r0.  Straw Poll:  are you in favor of supporting the Proposal as it is in 699r0, or as amended by Mathilde’s   Can vote for both.

2.4.6.2. JohnF:  I count 8 for, 12 against, and 7 people abstain.

2.4.6.3. ChrisW:  With that I would like to defer this motion until Tuesday.

2.4.6.4. MathildeB:  My presentation is not against the 699 proposal; with this addition I would strongly support that proposal.  

2.4.6.5. JohnF:  Are you going to modify the normative text?

2.4.6.6. ChrisW:  That is our intention.

2.4.6.7. JohnF:  Can the ad-hoc groups not cover all of the comments listed in this presentation until that is presented?
2.4.6.8. SriniK:  I believe we need to spend more time on the other comments.

2.4.6.9. JohnF:  This paper addresses 9 no-voters, so I believe it has been worth this time.  But when it comes up again, I am going to limit the remaining discussion to 10 minutes, since we know all the positions here.  Since we want to bring this up tomorrow, then you need to submit it tonight.
2.4.6.10. ChrisW:  We would prefer to address this tomorrow afternoon.

2.4.6.11. JohnF:  That is fine.  It is now 5:30pm.  We will meet back at 7:00pm.  I ask the ad hoc task groups to report back then.

2.5. Closing

2.5.1. Recess

2.5.1.1. JohnF recessed the group at 5:32pm until the Evening meeting.

3. Monday Evening, September 15, 2003

3.1. Opening

3.1.1. Call to order

3.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:05 pm.

3.1.2. Ad-Hoc Work

3.1.2.1. JohnF:  As we decided earlier, we need more time to work in the ad-hoc groups.  Are there any objections to recessing until 8:30pm for ad-hoc group work, and entertaining any motions at that time?  Hearing none, that’s what we’ll do.

3.2. Recess for Ad-Hoc Work
3.2.1. Recess

3.2.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting at 7:10pm until 8:30pm for motions.

3.3. Reconvening

3.3.1. Opening

3.3.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:35pm.

3.3.1.2. JohnF:  Are there any motions that are ready now?  Hearing none, and listening to the ad-hoc discussions, I believe that you are making good progress.  Does everyone agree that we should continue with the ad-hoc group work and reconvene tomorrow for motions?
3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess for ad-hoc work
3.4.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any objections to doing that?  I hear none, so we will continue the ad-hoc meeting now and reconvene in the next session at 8am tomorrow.
3.4.1.2. JohnF recessed the meeting at 8:40pm.

4. Tuesday Morning, September 16, 2003
4.1. Opening

4.1.1. Call to order

4.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 8:08 am.
4.2. Agenda Discussion
4.2.1. Papers
4.2.1.1. JohnF:  Is the Motorola paper ready yet?
4.2.1.2. ChrisW:  It won’t be ready until tomorrow (it turned out to require some complicated logic), so we’ll have to discuss it Thursday.

4.2.1.3. JohnF:  Are there any other papers ready?  Hearing none, then does everyone agree that we should continue with the ad-hoc group work and reconvene at the 10:30 session?

4.3. Recess for Ad-Hoc Work

4.3.1. Recess
4.3.1.1. JohnF:   Hearing no objections, we will continue the ad-hoc group work and reconvene in the next session at 10:30am.

4.3.1.2. JohnF recessed the task group meeting at 8:10am.


4.4. Reconvening

4.4.1.1. JohnF reconvened the meeting at 10:32am.

4.4.1.2. JohnF:  Are there any motions or debates right now?

4.4.1.3. MatthewS:  We’d rather discuss these in the afternoon meeting.

4.4.1.4. JohnF: What’s the ad-hoc progress?

4.4.1.5. SriniK:  We’ve completed about 70 in the ad-hoc groups so far.

4.4.1.6. JohnF:  Do we want to start on the format comments?

4.4.1.7. SriniK:  We need to finish the 9 and 11 comments first.

4.4.1.8. JohnF:  Then let’s continue with the ad-hoc group work.  

4.4.1.9. JohnF:  Are there any objections to recessing for ad-hoc work until the afternoon session?  Hearing none, the task group is recessed until the afternoon session.

4.5. Closing

4.5.1. Recess

4.5.1.1. The meeting recessed for ad-hoc work at 10:35am.

5. Tuesday Afternoon, September 16, 2003

5.1. Opening

5.1.1. Call to order
5.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:08pm

5.2. Comment Process Review
5.2.1.1. JohnF:  What do we want to do about comment resolutions now?

5.2.1.2. SriniK:  We have resolved 71 comments so far.

5.2.1.3. MatthewS:  And that is in one day; so we will resolve at most 310 of the 529 technical comments.

5.2.1.4. JohnF:  Can we do another recirculation ballot after this meeting?
5.2.1.5. MatthewS:  No.  No chance.

5.2.1.6. JohnF:  Then I would like to cover frame questions, since they should be non-controversial.  At a minimum I would like to knock out the comments we have resolved so far, as well as the ones from the New Jersey interim meeting and from the teleconference.  Also I expect to ask the groups to continue their ad-hoc work tomorrow, even though we do not have official meeting times for the day.  

5.3. Recess for Ad-Hoc Work

5.3.1. Recess

5.3.1.1. JohnF:  With that, does anyone object to continuing the ad hoc group work until the next session, at 3:30pm?  Hearing none, we are in recess until the next session.
5.3.1.2. The meeting recessed for ad-hoc group work at 1:23pm.

5.4. Reconvening

5.4.1. Opening

5.4.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 3:45pm.

5.5. Comment Discussion

5.5.1.1. JohnF:  Do I have any requests for anything but ad-hoc work activities?
5.6. Closing

5.6.1. Recess

5.6.1.1. JohnF:  Hearing no requests, we will continue with the ad-hoc activities.

5.6.1.2. The meeting recessed at 3:50pm for ad-hoc group work until the Evening meeting.

6. Tuesday Evening, September 16, 2003

6.1. Opening

6.1.1. Call to order

6.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 7:20 pm.

6.1.2. Ad-Hoc Work

6.1.2.1. JohnF:  Does everyone want to continue with ad-hoc groups, or have presentations?  

6.1.2.2. MatthewS:  We’re working well in ad-hoc groups, in fact our group has finished Clause 11.  Do we want to move to Clause 7 or Clause 9?

6.1.2.3. SriniK:  Would rather move to Clause 9.

6.1.2.4. MatthewS:  So our group will move to Clause 9.

6.1.2.5. JohnF:  Are there any objections to recessing until Thursday morning for ad-hoc group work?  Hearing none, that’s what we’ll do.

6.2. Closing

6.2.1. Recess

6.2.1.1. The meeting recessed at 7:25pm for work in ad-hoc groups.
7. Thursday Morning, September 18, 2003

7.1. Opening

7.1.1. Call to Order

7.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting  to order at 8:10am.

7.2. Discussion of Procedures
7.2.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any motions or documents available now?
7.2.1.2. MatthewF:  We gave a list to the editor, but don’t know where his most recent document is right now.
7.2.1.3. SidS:  We have resolved a number of comments.  Matthew has the updated spreadsheet.
7.2.1.4. ChrisW:  Our proposal is in the documents 03/698 and 03/699, which have been on the server.

7.2.1.5. CharlesW:  I will have a presentation later today that will resolve a number of comments.  When do I need to get it on the server?

7.2.1.6. JohnF:  Typically it will be 4 hours; but please see me if you need an exception.

7.2.1.7. CharlesW:  What is scheduled for this evening?

7.2.1.8. JohnF:  We don’t have an evening session; our sessions end at 5:30pm today.  This afternoon there will be coverage of a number of comments and we have the fixed orders.  We also have been authorized to have an October interim meeting; so we also need to see whether that meeting will make sense.
7.2.1.9. ThomasK:  I uploaded two days ago a presentation on frame formats.

7.2.1.10. JohnF:  Now would be a good time to present that.  Matthew, could you update that group?  How many comments have been covered?

7.2.1.11. MatthewS:  In the original rev there were 70 comments resolved, but unfortunately the spreadsheet isn’t updating correctly.

7.2.1.12. JohnF:  Then after the paper from Thomas we’ll go into recess for ad-hoc group work.

7.3. Papers

7.3.1. “Clarification of EDCA Parameter Element”, 03/0743, Thomas Kuehnel

7.3.1.1. ThomasK:  This proposal resolves comment 923.  There were two variations of the EDCA parameter set element – one with 1 octet, one with 18.  This proposal is for 18 octets, which most developers have said will be easy to implement.  Text is added to clauses 7.2.3.1, 7.2.3.5, 7.2.3.7, 7.3.2.14 and 7.3.2.20 and an ACInfo field is added to the QoS capability element format.  The ACInfo field has the same functionality, but the number of permutations has been reduced.
7.3.1.2. MathildeB:  Are you removing elements from the beacon?
7.3.1.3. ThomasK:  No.

7.3.1.4. MathildeB:  So the effect is that they are not in all beacons?

7.3.1.5. ThomasK:  Yes.  The EDCA, a long element, is not present in all beacons.  Still, the short one is present in any case.

7.3.1.6. MathildeB:  In the Interim meeting in New Jersey you were proposing a different load element.

7.3.1.7. ThomasK:  That’s a different issue.

7.3.1.8. SriniK:  How about calling this name “QoSCapability”?

7.3.1.9. CharlesW:  Does WME now diverge from this?

7.3.1.10. ThomasK:  This is implicitly in WME.  This distinction is already in that document, since we already had long and short element.  But we also had a QoS capability element.  So we have now merged the short element and the QoS capability element.

7.3.1.11. MatthewF:  Does this paper deal with the problem of identifying which form is used when a probe request is sent?

7.3.1.12. ThomasK:  Yes.  See the 7.2.3.9 directive in this paper – to remove the QoS Capability element.

7.3.1.13. ThomasK:  So I propose to change the name in this document.

7.3.1.14. SriniK:  The name change is just an editorial issue.

7.3.1.15. JohnF:  So please write your motion on the screen.

7.3.1.16. ThomasK:  I move to instruct the editor to incorporate 03/743r0 into the next version of the TGe draft.

7.3.1.17. RichardL:  Second.

7.3.1.18. JohnF:  Is there any more discussion on this motion?  Hearing none.  Is there any objection to approving this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is passed by unanimous consent. 
7.3.2. Ratification of Interim Meeting

7.3.2.1. JohnF:  I was directed at the CAC to ratify the changes made in the Interim meeting.  So we need some time to review those changes.

7.3.2.2. MatthewS:  The technical document is 03/658r5 and this has been on the server for weeks.

7.3.2.3. JohnF:  Please review this document and I will ask if anyone has exceptions to the resolutions made in this meeting.

7.3.2.4. SriniK:  03/677r1 is the minutes for this meeting.

7.3.2.5. JohnF:  I would like to ratify both documents in this meeting.  Please review those documents.
7.3.2.6. MatthewS:  Our ad-hoc group has resolved about 70 comments in the 9.x clauses, except clauses 9.10.1 and 9.10.2.

7.3.2.7. JohnF:  In a few minutes I will ask for discussion of 03/658r5 and we will vote whether to ratify the minutes.  So please review those now.

7.3.2.8. JohnF:  Are there any comments on this document?  Hearing no takers for suggestions or comments, at this time I would like to ask the voting members if there are any objections to ratifying this document, 03/658r5, which was approved at the August Interim meeting?  Hearing none, this document is approved unanimously.
7.3.2.9. JohnF:  Now we need to take up the minutes of that meeting, document 03/677r1.  Is there any discussion of these minutes?  Hearing none, is there any objection by the voting members to the approval of this document?  Hearing none, this document is approved unanimously.

7.4. Recess for Ad-Hoc Work
7.4.1. Recess
7.4.1.1. JohnF:  Please make sure you review the paper 03/698r0 and we will discuss that at 10:30am.  So, if there are no more papers, we will recess for ad-hoc work until the 10:30am session.  Hearing none, we are in recess.

7.4.1.2. The meeting recessed at 9:02am until the 10:30am session.

7.5. Reconvening

7.5.1. Opening

7.5.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 10:32am.
7.6. Papers

7.6.1. “Further Discussion on EDCA Power Saving Mechanisms”, 03/698r0 and 03/699r0, Stephen Wang, et al

7.6.1.1. JohnF:  We discussed the next topic quite a bit of time Monday, but I will allow more discussion now, partly because we won’t be able to go to another ballot this week, and partly because I see a number of new faces here that weren’t here Monday.

7.6.1.2. StephenW:  This is partly in response to the discussion we had Monday.  In this proposal a TSPEC is used to set up an unscheduled service period and a data Ack is protected by the DL Data NAV. This proposal is optional; you can still use the legacy approach – though at the cost of additional power drain.  If lost Ack is a bigger issue to you than power drain, then just use the legacy approach.  But the QoSNull piggyback proposal requires additional careful assessment.
7.6.1.3. JohnF:  Any discussion on this?
7.6.1.4. AndrewM:  On slide 2 you talk about legacy power management. I believe there is no such thing, since MoreData bit is always set 0.

7.6.1.5. StephenW:  Good point.
7.6.1.6. ChrisW:  We believe the lost Ack problem is significant, but also believe that we need to decide between the various proposals that have been made.

7.6.1.7. MathildeB:  I can support this proposal, especially because this doesn’t require so many changes to the draft.  I will make an additional proposal to handle the lost Ack problem that is consistent with this proposal.

7.6.1.8. MatthewS:  I want to second what Mathilde is saying.  This proposal is an improvement over legacy.  One enhancement is that legacy is one frame at a time; this proposal has the major advantage of covering multiple frames.  I also support fixing the one issue (lost Ack) within this context.

7.6.1.9. StephenW:  I believe if we don’t solve that problem, we could cause even more comments.
7.6.1.10. SriniK:  I also favor this proposal, but would like to see the patent statement.

7.6.1.11. JohnF:  I have only a hard copy of that.

7.6.1.12. StephenW:  I believe that I can find the soft copy.

7.6.1.13. JohnF:  I will allow you to read this, but there will be no discussion of this.

7.6.1.14. ChrisW read from the Motorola document  ”Letter of Assurance for Assigned Patents”.

7.6.1.15. ThomasK:  A question to Mathilde: are you aware of the IEEE patent policy?
7.6.1.16. MathildeB:  Yes, I believe so.  Honestly I haven’t read them in detail, but I have read the statements on the web and have heard many statements by the IEEE 802.

7.6.1.17. JohnF:  I believe everyone should review those policies.

7.6.1.18. JohnK:  I would like to ask for a straw poll:  who would favor this proposal.

7.6.1.19. JohnF:  I count 23 for; 0 against.

7.6.1.20. Michael Moreton (MikeM):  I would just prefer to wait until we see the fix before we vote on this.

7.6.1.21. AndrewM:  I would favor allowing a superset.
7.6.1.22. JohnF:  Let me make a comment here, since we are in the comment resolution phase.  Please remember that Stephen represents “No” voters, so this might change some “No” votes; is that correct?

7.6.1.23. StephenW:  Yes.

7.6.1.24. ChrisW:  There are a number of other “No” voters on this issue?

7.6.1.25. JohnF:  How many “No” voters made related comments?
7.6.1.26. SriniK:  About 7 or 8.

7.6.1.27. JohnF:  If those were reversed, we would get into the strong 90 percents.  We don’t often have a “No” commenter making a proposal of what would reverse their vote.  And we are currently in the phase of trying to increase our percentages.

7.6.1.28. MathildeB:  One possible way to deal with this is that I’m working with the normative text, and, if John could relax the 4 hour rule, I could propose something here.  Is that alright with everybody?
7.6.1.29. JohnF:  What is your procedural question here?

7.6.1.30. MathildeB:  Would you be willing to waive the 4 hour rule so that we can take my proposal to a vote after they have heard it?  This is a new proposal, but it is very simple.

7.6.1.31. JohnF:  Since it’s new I can’t make a comment without seeing the paper.  When you submit it, I will ask the group whether they can waive the 4-hour rule.

7.6.1.32. MatthewF:  Accepting this would change a “No” vote to “Yes” is a misrepresentation; this may be just one of many issues for each “No” voter.

7.6.1.33. JohnF:  I said “possibly”, and please keep that in mind.

7.6.1.34. SidS:  I express support for seeing Mathilde’s proposal and voting at that when it is proposed.  I would like to make two points about this:  (1) I support this proposal and I favor voting on this proposal now, because it is complete and will work. (2) It may be the case that our discussion turns up other complications later, but we can treat them then.

7.6.1.35. MatthewS:  Stephen is not a voter, but many of his colleagues are voters who voted on this.  I would also support Mathilde’s proposal if it were supported by others.

7.6.1.36. MathildeB:  I have received support from several companies for my proposal.

7.6.1.37. JohnF:  That really isn’t necessary; it was just a suggestion by Matthew.  As an individual you can make any proposal you like.
7.6.1.38. JohnK:  I support what Sid said:  support this proposal now, and Mathilde can work on her proposal and make that later.

7.6.1.39. ChrisW:  I agree with what John said, and would like to make the motion:  I move to instruct the editor to incorporate the normative text in document  03/698r1 into the next draft of TGe.

7.6.1.40. SidS:  Second.

7.6.1.41. MikeM:  I would like to see a full proposal, but I believe that we don’t need further discussion on it, so I call the question.
7.6.1.42. JohnK:  Second.

7.6.1.43. JohnF:  Voting members only, is anyone objecting to calling the question?  Seeing none, the question is called.  So now we vote.
7.6.1.44. JohnF:  The motion is technical; voting members only.  This motion passes with 20 : 2 : 5.

7.6.2. Additional Proposals

7.6.2.1. JohnF:  We need to see if there are more proposals.  I know Charles is working on one but isn’t ready yet.  And Mathilde is working on one and isn’t ready yet.  Are there any other presentations available?  Hearing none, what about the ad-hoc groups?
7.6.2.2. SriniK:  Document 03/658r7 has all the comment resolutions through Tuesday and was put on the server Tuesday night.  This document includes the resolutions by both of the ad-hoc groups.

7.6.2.3. JohnF:  So r7 has adequate time on the server, and so we can vote on those when we reconvene.

7.6.2.4. MatthewS:  By the end of lunchtime today we can have r8 with new resolutions.

7.6.2.5. JohnF:  So everyone look for r7 and r8 on the server, and we will review those after lunch.

7.6.2.6. JohnF:  If there are no objections, we will recess for ad-hoc work until the afternoon session.  Hearing none, we are recessed for ad-hoc work.
7.7. Closing

7.7.1. Recess

7.7.1.1. JohnF recessed the meeting at 11:17am until the afternoon session.
8. Thursday Afternoon, September 18, 2003

8.1. Opening
8.1.1. Call to order

8.1.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 1:12pm.
8.2. Discussion of Papers

8.2.1. Schedule

8.2.1.1. JohnF:  Are there any further papers?  Hearing none, we will go back to ad-hoc work.  Special orders start at 4:00pm today.  We will discuss other new business.  We have been pre-approved for an Interim meeting in October and we will discuss that then.

8.2.2. Recess

8.2.2.1. JohnF:  Since there are no papers available now, we’ll recess until 3:30pm for the ad-hoc groups to work.  We’ll have reports from the ad-hoc groups then.

8.2.2.2. The meeting recessed for ad-hoc group work at 1:16pm.

8.3. Reconvening

8.3.1. Opening

8.3.1.1. JohnF called the meeting to order at 3:32pm.

8.4. Motions

8.4.1. New 

8.4.1.1. JohnF:  What remains on the agenda is Old Business, New Business

8.5. Fixed Agenda Items

8.5.1. Old Business, New Business

8.5.1.1. JohnF:  I don’t have any business from previous sessions.  Does anyone have any topics for old business?  I  am not aware of any. Hearing none, we’ll move to new business.  We have been approved to have an Interim meeting in October.  I would suggest that we should take advantage of it.  I’d like to hear some discussion of it, then whether there is anyone interested in hosting it.
8.5.1.2. Isaac:  Can we send out for recirculation from that meeting?

8.5.1.3. JohnF:  Yes, it will be an interim meeting.  Any further discussion?  I hear none, so we’ll plan to have one and discuss the location later.  Is anyone opposed to having teleconferences?

8.5.1.4. CharlesW:  I believe we should have teleconferences.

8.5.1.5. SidS:  We’re already approved to hold teleconferences.

8.5.1.6. JohnF:  Yes, but we could just say we aren’t having teleconferences.  Is anyone opposed to holding teleconferences?  Hearing none, we’ll have teleconferences, too.  So now let’s look for a date for the October meeting.  How about the week of the 6th or the 13th, then we could send for a 15 or 20 day recirculation ballot and would then be in good shape for November.  Matthew, could you show some motions on the projector?

8.5.1.7. MatthewS: Ok.

8.5.1.8. SriniK:  I move to hold the interim meeting October 13-16, starting Monday at 2pm and ending Thursday at 4pm.  Meeting hours will be 8-6, except Monday and Thursday.

8.5.1.9. JohnK:  Second.

8.5.1.10. JohnF:  How many comments do we have left?

8.5.1.11. SriniK:  About 260.

8.5.1.12. JohnF:  We can knock them out in the next meeting cycle, because we have teleconferences too.

8.5.1.13. SidS:  The starting time Monday will be a function of where it is.

8.5.1.14. JohnF: That’s ok, we can keep consistent with what we’ve done.  I can offer Florida as one possible location.

8.5.1.15. Isaac:  The week of the 6th would be better for me.

8.5.1.16. MatthewS:  How about a straw poll on dates?

8.5.1.17. JohnF:  Vote for one or the other:  who would be willing to attend on October 13th?  Who would be willing to attend the 6th?  I see only 2 people and 4 people.  Any more discussion?
8.5.1.18. MatthewS:  I move to amend the motion to the week of the 6th and ending the 9th.

8.5.1.19. SriniK:  Second.

8.5.1.20. JohnF:  Is there any discussion on this motion to amend?  Is there any objection to accepting this?  I see one objection, so we will vote.  I count 4:1:12, so the motion to amend passes.  Now to the main motion, as amended.  Does anyone object to this motion?  Seeing none, this motion is passed unanimously.

8.5.1.21. MatthewS: I move to fix the location of the interim meeting at Melbourne, Florida.

8.5.1.22. SriniK: Second.

8.5.1.23. JohnF:  Any discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is passed unanimously.
8.5.1.24. JohnF:  Is there any discussion on the teleconferences?

8.5.1.25. SriniK:  I will not make it back to Portland until Tuesday, so don’t know if I can set up the teleconference in time for next week.

8.5.1.26. JohnF:  Either we can have someone else host it, or can someone else do it?

8.5.1.27. MatthewS:  Either Amjad Soomro or I can host it.

8.5.1.28. JohnF:  OK.  Just make sure that you announce it so that everyone is informed.

8.5.1.29. JohnF:  Matthew Fischer just approached me about the Interim meeting.  Since Stuart is here, I want to ask Stuart about this.  We would like to hold the meeting on October 6; does the previous announcement of the Interim count as being 30 days before?

8.5.1.30. Stuart Kerry:  If you had requested October 13th in the opening Plenary you could have made 30 days.  But October 6th would not.  Why did you need it these weeks?

8.5.1.31. JohnF:  In order to have a 15 day recirculation ballot before the November meeting.

8.5.1.32. AndrewM:  I would argue that a 15day recirculation is not enough to evaluate the changes from the number of comments we have now.
8.5.1.33. JohnF:  It’s now special orders time, 4pm, so let’s do that now and later come back to this subject.  The two special orders are: (1) to cover the comment resolutions that we have so far; and (2) whether we go to recirculation or not.  I would like to discuss the 15 day recirculation issue along with that.
8.5.1.34. MathildeB:  I would like to announce that we have new normative text on the server in document 03/793.

8.5.1.35. JohnF:  If you can summarize r7 and r8 and show us those, then we can see if anyone has objections to those.

8.5.2. Comment Resolutions from the Ad-Hoc Groups

8.5.2.1. SriniK:  This is document 658r8, posted at 12:05pm today.  This includes all of the comment resolutions from 658r7.  These cover 9.9.1, 9.9.2 and clause 11.  We have resolved 150 comments this week.  We have 297 left, but have resolved 20 more since Noon.  But those don’t meet the 4-hour rule, so we’re not bringing them up now.  The comments being resolved here are marked in green in this document.  Are there any questions about particular ones?
8.5.2.2. Isaac:  Comment 326.  I was confused here about APSD because I had been told earlier that APSD for a non-AP QSTA, then the aggregation can only be 1, not 0.

8.5.2.3. SriniK:  There also can be best effort that should be aggregated, and otherwise this would not be.   The issue is the last sentence of (b) in 9.9.2.4.

8.5.2.4. Isaac:  My understanding is that if APSD is on, then there is no non-aggregated case.

8.5.2.5. MatthewS:  That is my understanding as well.

8.5.2.6. Isaac:  So will the last sentence of the recommended change be added?

8.5.2.7. MatthewS:  No, that is not part of the proposed resolution.

8.5.2.8. Isaac:  In comment 446, shouldn’t it be “or” instead of “and”?

8.5.2.9. SriniK:  I agree; we will remove this comment from this list and come back to it.

8.5.2.10. Isaac:  What does it mean in some resolutions to say “counter”.

8.5.2.11. SriniK:  That’s for another proposal.
8.5.2.12. MatthewF:  That is just the West Coast term for “alternate resolution”.  I believe that “alternate resolution” would be better.

8.5.2.13. CharlesW:  What about 9.9.2.1 comments?

8.5.2.14. SriniK:  Those are not included; we are waiting for a proposal on resolution.  Any more comments?

8.5.2.15. JohnF:  Please craft the motion without the comment resolution you have agreed to leave out.

8.5.2.16. SriniK:  I move to accept the resolutions contained in 02/658r8 that are marked green, with the exception of comment 445, as the response to the corresponding comments.  Further instruct the editor to incorporate any instructions that are provided in the “Recommended Disposition” column in the next TGe draft.

8.5.2.17. JohnF:  Before I ask for a second, are there any friendly amendments to this motion?  Hearing none, is there a second?
8.5.2.18. MatthewS:  Second.

8.5.2.19. JohnF:  Is there any discussion on this motion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to this motion?  Hearing none, this motion is passed unanimously.
8.5.2.20. JohnF:  Are there any other comments on the first of the special orders?

8.5.2.21. MathildeB:  I have a paper.

8.5.2.22. JohnF:  We are in special orders; I asked for papers at 3:30 and there were none.  If we have time after the special orders, I will ask whether anyone objects to having more papers.

8.5.2.23. JohnF:  There has been a challenge of our decision to have a meeting.  I now agree that it is very borderline to argue that our previous announcement meets the 30 day rule.  To meet the 30 day requirement, the earliest would be the week of October 20th.  Then we can’t do a 15 day recirculation, but we can still have an interim and approve interim motions.  So it will still help to have this meeting.

8.5.2.24. SriniK:  I agree it is better to do it right; it is better to have it the week of the 20th.  I believe it will be very hard to finish all the comments in this meeting anyway.
8.5.2.25. JohnF:  Any more discussion on this topic?  I hear none.  So I would like to know if anyone has an objection to rescind the motion we passed regarding the October 6th Interim meeting.  Hearing no objection, we have rescinded the motion for an October 6th Interim meeting.  Now we know we can’t fit in a recirculation ballot.  I am still offering Florida, but we can’t do it the week of the 20th.  The week of the 27th is possible.  

8.5.2.26. AndrewM:  Need to ask the question of who might come on the week of the 27th.

8.5.2.27. JohnF:  How many would be able to attend?  I see only about 3-4 hands.  I guess we have no choice but to attempt that date.  Usually we have about a dozen people finally show up.

8.5.2.28. SriniK:  I move to hold the interim meeting October 27-30, starting Monday at 2pm and ending Thursday at 4pm.  Meeting hours will be 8-6, except Monday and Thursday.

8.5.2.29. JohnK:  Second.

8.5.2.30. JohnF:  Is there an discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to passing this motion?  Hearing none, this motion passes unanimously.
8.5.2.31. JohnF:  Srini will be announcing the teleconferences, except the next one, which Matthew will confirm and announce.

8.5.2.32. JohnF:  Is there any objection for Mathilde to present?

8.5.2.33. MatthewS:  I would rather there be a presentation, but no motions now, and will call the orders of the day if an attempt is made to make a motion.  The problem is that we have not met the 4 hour rule.

8.5.2.34. JohnF:  I have to make it clear that this is outside the agenda, so if someone calls the orders of the day, I would have to rule in favor of that individual.

8.5.3. “Proposed Normative Text for Remedy to Lost Ack Problem”, 03/793r0, Mathilde Benveniste

8.5.3.1. MathildeB:  This addresses the ballot comments listed in this document.  We’ll have this situation in cases like reverse polling.  
8.5.3.2. MatthewS:  I believe you should use CFPoll rather than CFAck.  I would like more time to think about this, and so intend to call for orders of the day.
8.5.3.3. MathildeB:  But we are having a discussion about this.

8.5.3.4. SriniK:  I believe that we don’t need more discussion, so I call for the orders of the day.

8.6. Closing

8.6.1. Session close

8.6.1.1. JohnF:  The orders of the day have been called, so this meeting is over.

8.6.1.2. The session closed at 4:46pm.
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