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1. Monday Morning Session, March 13, 2007
1.2. Opening

1.2.1. Call to Order

1.2.1.1. Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.
1.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 0800 hours.

1.2.1.3. PatC:  I show the pre-meeting information in document 07/0347r1 on the screen including our agenda.   

1.3. Process

1.3.1. Review of Patent Policy

1.3.1.1. PatC: I would like to read the patent policy shown on the screen from document (07/0347r1).  [reads]  Are there any questions on the policy?  None. Does anyone know of any patents that the chair should be advised of at this time?  No. Let us proceed.

1.3.2. Review of Inappropriate Topics

1.3.2.1. PatC: I would like to read a list of topics that will be forbidden in meetings.  [reads] Any questions?  No.

1.3.3. Agenda Review

1.3.3.1. PatC: We shall prepare for new letter ballot, close on comment resolutions and hear some presentations. [shows agenda].

1.3.4. Approval of Minutes from Last Session

1.3.4.1. PatC:  We shall continue to follow our agenda.  Does anyone wish to move to adopt the minutes from the last meeting? Yes.

1.3.4.2. Move to approve meeting minutes in 11-07-0076-03-000v-minutes-tgv-london-meeting-nov-06.doc.

1.3.4.3. Move: Dorothy Stanley
1.3.4.4. Second: Allan Thomson
1.3.4.5. PatC: Is there any objection to approving the motion unanimously?  None.  So moved and approved. The motion is approved unanimously.

1.3.5. Approval of Minutes from Jan/Feb Ad-Hoc Session

1.3.5.1. Move to approve January 30th, February 13th and 27th, 2007 meeting minutes in 11-07-0346-00-000v-minutes-tgv-Jan-Feb-2007 adhoc-minutes.doc
1.3.5.2. Move: Emily Qi
1.3.5.3. Second: Dorothy Stanley
1.3.5.4. PatC: Is there any objection to approving the motion unanimously?  None.  So moved and approved.  The motion is approved unanimously. 

1.3.6. Approval of Minutes from March Ad-Hoc Session

1.3.6.1. Move to approve March 12th, 2007 meeting minutes in 11-07-0364-00-000v-March-2007 adhoc-minutes.doc
1.3.6.2. Move: Dorothy Stanley

1.3.6.3. Second: Emily Qi

1.3.6.4. PatC: Is there any objection to approving the motion unanimously?  None.  So moved and approved.  The motion is approved unanimously.

1.3.7. Review of the agenda-scheduled presentations
1.3.7.1. PatC:  Let’s look at the agenda shown in 07/0347/r1.  We show a list of documents.  Are there any comments or requests?

1.3.7.2. EmilyQi:  I would like to add a document 328r0.
1.3.7.3. Moo:  I would like to add 07/327r0.
1.3.7.4. Donghee: I would like to swap 07/0120r3 for the one shown and add another.

1.3.7.5. JoeKwak:  I have a document for tomorrow, but will not present today. 

1.3.7.6. Huh: I submit FBMS Counter ID, document 07/377r0

1.3.7.7. Emily:  I’d also like to add 0260r0 and 0060r2

1.3.7.8. JoeK:  I need two slots.

1.3.7.9. AllanT:  I also need a slot.

1.3.7.10. Emily:  I shall also need to review 6 comments, and will need to present 0093 for that.

1.3.7.11. Dorothy:  I have two documents on comment resolution: 07/234r1 and another 07/123r3.
1.3.7.12. BobO:  I would like to submit 07/399r0, Wake on Wireless LAN.
1.3.7.13. Floyd:  I would like to submit 05/1068r8 Power Control, requesting 45 minutes to present.
1.3.7.14. Jari:  I’d like to present Dedicated Protection, 07/0398r0

1.3.7.15. Joe Kwak: One of mine will be Interference Diagnostics (no number yet)

1.3.7.16. PatC: Is there any objection to starting the session with the old agenda while we adjust the agenda to make a new one?  No objection.
1.3.7.17. Dorothy:  Should we discuss the new chair election?

1.3.7.18. PatC:  We can do that.  Who is interested?

1.3.7.19. Dorothy Stanley and Joe Epstein volunteer.

1.3.7.20. Dorothy:  We should really have an agenda.

1.3.7.21. PatC:  OK.  This will take a few minutes. [prepares agenda modifications]  Floyd, is 40 minutes OK instead of 45?  Yes.  [PatC interacts with group to complete agenda modifications].  The modified agenda is before you. 
Tuesday 

•08:00-10:00 
–08:00-08:07 – Review IEEE patent policy 

–08:07-08:12 – Session Objectives 

–08:12-08:17 – Approve minutes from last meeting (11-07/0076r3) & AdHoc minutes (11-07/xxxxr0) 

–08:17-08:24 – Approve Agenda 

–08:24-08:39 – Review Objectives (11-05/0827r11) 

–08:35-08:40 – Chair Recommendation Motion 

–08:40-08:54 – Motions from adhoc 

–08:54-09:14 – Comment Resolution Text for comment #293 (Qi) (11-07/0328r0) 

–09:14-09:34 – QoS Load Balancing (Moo) (11-07/0327r0) 

–09:34-09:45 – Dorothy #96 resolution (11-07/0234r1) 

–Recess 

•16:00-18:00 
–16:00-16:05 – Dorothy #348 resolution (11-07/0123r3) 

–16:05-16:35 – FBMS Termination (Donghee) (11-07/0371r2) 

–16:35-17:05 – FBMS Counter ID (Huh) (11-07/0307r0) 

–17:05-17:35 – TIM Request (11-07/0182r1) 

–Recess 

 

Wednesday
  

•08:00-10:00 
–08:00-09:00 – Idle Mode Paging (Qi) (11-07/0260r0, 11-07/0060r2) 

–09:00-09:30 – Wake over WLAN (11-07/0399r0) 

–09:30-10:00 – Motion on Paging 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 
–13:30-14:15 – Admission Control Traffic Request (Stanley) 

–14:15-15:00 – Location for Emergency Calls  (Donghee) 

–15:00-15:10 – Ganesh comment resolution (11-07/0093r?) 

–Recess 

 

Thursday
  

•08:00-10:00 
–08:00-08:20 – Presence/e911 Clarification (Thomson) 

–08:20-08:50 – Power Saving (Kwak) 

–08:50-09:20 – Interference Diagnostics (unknown) (Kwak) 

–09:20-10:00 – Multi Level Power Control (11-05/1068r8) (Floyd) 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 
–13:30-14:00 – Dedicated Protection (11-07/0398r0) (Jari) 

–14:00-14:30 – Leader Based Multicast (Donghee) (11-07/0144r3) 

–14:30-15:30 – Plans for May 

–Adjourn 

1.3.7.22. Is there any objection to adopting the agenda shown unanimously?  None.  So moved and approved.  Accepted unanimously.
1.3.8. Review of the objectives document 06/0827r11

1.3.8.1. Emily:  Reviews TGv objectives in document 06/0827r11, with emphasis on remaining un-covered topics.  
1.3.8.2. PatC: [polls group] Any intent to submit on…

1.3.8.3. 1400 Access control? No.
1.3.8.4. 1410 Management Message Timeliness?  No.

1.3.8.5. 2020 AP Firmware?  No.

1.3.8.6. 2040 Deferred Management? No.
1.3.8.7. 2041 Spectrum Etiquette?  Yes. Floyd.

1.3.8.8. 2050 Access Point Coordination? Yes, Alex Ashley.

1.3.8.9. 2080 Advanced Antennas?  No.

1.3.8.10. 2100 Adaptive Rate Control?  No.  Changed back to inactive.
1.3.9. Chair Replacement

1.3.9.1. JoeKwak:  We normally have a discussion of qualifications, etc. for prospective chairs.  Will we be doing that?
1.3.9.2. Allan:  I don’t think we need long speeches, as the candidates are well-known and experienced.
1.3.9.3. PatC:  How would the candidates like to proceed?

1.3.9.4. Dorothy:  Can we have a straw poll?
1.3.9.5. PatC:  How many would like to vote now, as opposed to later.

1.3.9.6. Now 3, Later 10

1.3.9.7. We must revisit this on the agenda.  Is Wednesday afternoon OK? Would 10 minute speeches be OK?  Yes.  Is this OK with everyone? [shows modified agenda]

Tuesday 

•08:00-10:00 
–08:00-08:07 – Review IEEE patent policy 

–08:07-08:12 – Session Objectives 

–08:12-08:17 – Approve minutes from last meeting (11-07/0076r3) & AdHoc minutes (11-07/xxxxr0) 

–08:17-08:24 – Approve Agenda 

–08:24-08:39 – Review Objectives (11-05/0827r11) 

–08:35-08:40 – Chair Recommendation Motion 

–08:40-08:54 – Motions from adhoc 

–08:54-09:14 – Comment Resolution Text for comment #293 (Qi) (11-07/0328r0) 

–09:14-09:34 – QoS Load Balancing (Moo) (11-07/0327r0) 

–09:34-09:45 – Dorothy #96 resolution (11-07/0234r1) 

–Recess 

•16:00-18:00 
–16:00-16:05 – Dorothy #348 resolution (11-07/0123r3) 

–16:05-16:35 – FBMS Termination (Donghee) (11-07/0371r2) 

–16:35-17:05 – FBMS Counter ID (Huh) (11-07/0307r0) 

–17:05-17:35 – TIM Request (11-07/0182r1) 

–Recess 

 

Wednesday
  

•08:00-10:00 
–08:00-09:00 – Idle Mode Paging (Qi) (11-07/0260r0, 11-07/0060r2) 

–09:00-09:30 – Wake over WLAN (11-07/0399r0) 

–09:30-10:00 – Motion on Paging 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 
–13:30-14:15 – Admission Control Traffic Request (Stanley) 

–14:15-15:00 – Location for Emergency Calls  (Donghee) 

–15:00-15:10 – Ganesh comment resolution (11-07/0093r?) 

–15:10-15:30 – Chair Candidate Preso/Q&A 

–Recess 

 

Thursday
  

•08:00-10:00 
–08:00-08:20 – Presence/e911 Clarification (Thomson) 

–08:20-08:50 – Power Saving (Kwak) 

–08:50-09:20 – Interference Diagnostics (unknown) (Kwak) 

–09:20-10:00 – Multi Level Power Control (11-05/1068r8) (Floyd) 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 
–13:30-14:00 – Dedicated Protection (11-07/0398r0) (Jari) 

–14:00-14:30 – Leader Based Multicast (Donghee) (11-07/0144r3) 

–14:30-15:30 – Plans for May 

–Adjourn 

1.3.9.8. Move to accept the agenda as shown.

1.3.9.9. Moved: Joe Kwak

1.3.9.10. Second: Roger Durand
1.3.9.11. PatC:   Is there any objection to approving the modified agenda by unanimous consent?  None.  So moved and approved.

1.3.9.12. Allan:  I suggest we move to adopt comment resolutions from the ad-hoc meetings.

1.3.9.13. PatC:  Let’s hold off on that and prepare that motion off-line.

1.3.10. Motions to Adopt Text into Draft
1.3.10.1. Emily Qi presents document 07/0328r0 showing the comment resolutions that have been incorporated into the draft.   The summary shows the comments that have been addressed including #293.
1.3.10.2. Move to adopt the normative text in document 11-07/0328r0
1.3.10.3. Move: Emily Qi

1.3.10.4. Second:  Dorothy Stanley

1.3.10.5. For 14, Against  0, Abstain 1 

1.3.10.6. The motion is approved.

1.3.10.7. PatC:  Let’s work the comment resolutions from the ad-hoc meetings.
1.3.10.8. Move to adopt the following comment resolutions

1.3.10.9. -  11-07/0285r0

1.3.10.10. -  11-07/0252r0

1.3.10.11. Moved:  Allan Thomson

1.3.10.12. Second:  Dorothy Stanley

1.3.10.13. For 13, Against 0, Abstain 3 
1.3.11. Presentation of Document 07/0326r0
1.3.11.1. Moo Ryong presented document 07/0326r0 on QoS-aware Load Balancing.  The presentation advocates addition of a station count element to provide information on AP active and inactive voice loads to assist load balancing.  In a crowded office environment there may be many voice terminals in a coverage area, but many calls will be inactive at any time.  The added station count element would be transmitted in probe responses and neighbor reports.  The format of the added information elements is outlined.

1.3.11.2. PatC: Questions?  None.  Do you want a motion?
1.3.11.3. QiWang: Was there any internal analysis done on how the number of active and inactive terminals is determined?

1.3.11.4. Moo:  The proposal uses information form the AP itself.

1.3.11.5. Qi:  But how is this done?

1.3.11.6. Moo:  You can know by observing active sessions vs. dormant.

1.3.11.7. Qi:  Have you done analysis on an actual situation?  Can you elaborate?
1.3.11.8. Moo:  I have no details.

1.3.11.9. JoeK:  I am not sure this proposal demands demonstration of benefit.  This proposal simply extends work done in “k” on the QBSS load measurement.  We did not require a lot of detail on this in ”k”; we simply acknowledged that the information is valuable.

1.3.11.10. Floyd:  I agree with Joe.  The capability is inherently valuable.

1.3.11.11. Dorothy:  I think it is a valid question to ask what benefits have been observed.

1.3.11.12. Moo:  We are selling terminals, but operation of them over the network has produced some complaints due to not having this information.  However, I do not have real measurements. 

1.3.11.13. Dorothy:  So you don’t have performance data to share, but the high-level summary is that you found value?
1.3.11.14. Moo:  Yes.

1.3.11.15. JoeE:  I’m curious to see if you had any load balancing or admission control in place when you used it?   If you had admission control, the phone could know that it would have to move channel if the medium was “busy”.

1.3.11.16. Moo:  You can do load balancing reactively, but this can reduce the probability that you have to work that way.

1.3.11.17. JoeE:  I am curious to see if you had done any tests, e.g. reduced call setup time.  No.
1.3.11.18. JoeK:  Your approach relies on the traffic generation element.  This would seem to require 802.11e terminals.  What kind of terminal would say it would be capable of some things but not others?

1.3.11.19. Moo:  In the traffic generation proposal of last meeting, the station management element causes the MAC to send this information (from the currently-active application).  

1.3.11.20. JoeK:  But the application may not be running at all times.

1.3.11.21. Moo:  Someone generates the information.

1.3.11.22. JoeE:  This raises an interesting point:  If you have a bunch of phones, it may be OK, since these are single application devices.  However, if you have other devices with multi-applications, it may not be possible to determine this information.

1.3.11.23. Qi:  I second that opinion.

1.3.11.24. Moo:  For a general terminal with “soft” configuration, it must send some request to the station management entity to give the MAC the “phone” information.

1.3.11.25. JoeE:  Is this copied from the IE?

1.3.11.26. Moo:  This is a generalized element.

1.3.11.27. JoeE:  What if you have two-application devices.  You may have different call blocking probabilities.  Do you see this as a problem?  It seems that these behaviors would have to be tightly coordinated to work correctly.
1.3.11.28. Moo:  Yes.  I’d like someone to make a motion for me.

1.3.11.29. Move to adopt the normative text in 11-07-0327-00-000v-normative-text-proposal-qos-aware-load-balancing into the TGv draft

1.3.11.30. Move: Steven Crowley
1.3.11.31. Second:  Daqing Gu

1.3.11.32. PatC:  Is there discussion on the motion?  Yes.

1.3.11.33. BobO: Can we see the actual text?

1.3.11.34. Moo:  [shows text]

1.3.11.35. Any other discussion?
1.3.11.36. EmilyQi:  I speak for the motion, but I think if we adopt it we may need another contribution to resolve a possible discrepancy with the neighbor element.

1.3.11.37. For 20, Against 1, Abstain 10

1.3.11.38. The motion passes.
1.3.12. Review Comment Resolutions in Document 07/234r1
1.3.12.1. Dorothy Stanley presented the proposed resolution to comment 96, outlining the changes to the draft text.  The normative text is shown in -7/431r1.  The comments and resolutions have been previously discussed.
1.3.12.2. Move to adopt the comment resolution normative text in 11-07-0234-01-000v-comment-96-resolution.doc into the TGv draft.

1.3.12.3. Move:  Dorothy Stanley

1.3.12.4. Second: Kevin Hayes

1.3.12.5. For 13. Against 0, Abstain 0.

1.3.12.6. The motion passes.

1.3.13. Review Draft Changes due to Comment Resolutions in Document 07/310r1
1.3.13.1. Emily Qi reviewed the comment resolutions for comments #93, #94, #95 shown in document 07/310r0 on screen (exists as r1 and will be r2 on server after changes are logged) along with proposed text changes to the draft.  This presentation repeats a similar exposition in the ad-hoc meeting on March 12.  
1.3.13.2. Allan:  There seems to be an outage in the text.  Only the response part of the issue is covered.  Is the commenter present?  Yes.  Moo.  Refer to text 07/0080  with presentation 07/0081.

1.3.13.3. Emily:  There appears to be no need to modify the response.

1.3.13.4. PatC:  We will need to address draft changes later.

1.3.13.5. Dorothy:  This was also shown in line item 64.

1.3.13.6. PatC: Let’s fold line 91 and line 64 together and cover draft changes later.

1.3.13.7. Allan:  Table 4 actually has a better definition.  Proposal to remove table 49A.

1.3.13.8. PatC:  Discussion?  None.  OK.
1.3.13.9. Allan:  Move to section 11.  Allan will assist with formation of normative text.

1.3.13.10. PatC:  Moo, will you help with that?

1.3.13.11. Any objection to moving the text shown to Section 11?  None. Approved by group.

1.4. Closing

1.4.1. Recess

1.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any other business?  No.  We are at the end of the agenda for this morning.  We are recessed.

1.4.1.2. Recess at 0952.

2. Tuesday Afternoon Session, March 13, 2007

2.2. Opening

2.2.1. Call to Order

2.2.1.1. Pat Calhoun (PatC): I call the meeting to order.

2.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1600 hours.
2.3. Process

PatC:  You see before you the agenda previously adopted.  Given that Dorothy is not here, and she is first on the agenda, can we have Donghee give his presentation?
2.3.1. Presentation of Document 07/0114r2
2.3.1.1. Qi Wang presented document 07/0114r2 on FBMS Termination. The current FBMS mechanism includes the provision that a non-AP STA shall transmit FBMS Request including FBMS elements.  The proposal recommends that termination be communicated via several added elements to describe the reason for the termination.  In the case of a new request, a Stream ID is added.  07/371 contains companion normative text. Questions?  Yes.
2.3.1.2. Floor: Is there a reason why the multicast address is not good enough?

2.3.1.3. Allan:  The stream ID approach is a simpler way to get to the sub-elements.

2.3.1.4. Move to include normative text in 11-07-0371-00-000v- normative-text-fbms-termination.doc into the TGv draft.

2.3.1.5. Move: Jiyoung Huh 
2.3.1.6. Second: Donhee Shim

2.3.1.7. PatC: Is there any discussion on the motion?  None.

2.3.1.8. For 15, Against 0, Abstain12.
2.3.1.9. The motion passes.

2.3.2. Presentation of Document 07/0307r0

2.3.2.1. Qi Wang presented document 07/0114r2 on FBMS Counter ID. The current FBMS counter can only reach 8.  The proposal suggests that AID Descriptor element format be enhanced to include FBMS counters, with FBMS counter ID and current count.  Document  07/308 contains companion normative text.

2.3.2.2. Questions?  Yes.

2.3.2.3. Allan:  You are proposing to repeat information that is already in the AID information element?

2.3.2.4. Qi:  Yes.

2.3.2.5. JoeK:  The information simply relates to the current count, right?

2.3.2.6. Qi:  Yes.

2.3.2.7. Any more questions?  No.

2.3.2.8. Move to include normative text in 11-07-0308-00-000v- normative-text-fbms-counter-id.doc into the TGv draft.

2.3.2.9. Move Jiyoung Huh

2.3.2.10. Second Donghee Shim
2.3.2.11. For  17  Against  0   Abstain  14

2.3.2.12. The motion passes.

2.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0123r3
2.3.3.1. Dorothy Stanley presented document 07/0123r3 addressing comment 348 (part 2) concerning the diagnostic request and report.  The sub-element has been removed.  We now have different report types.  7.3.51.2 deleted, with insertion of new text to explain.  The table has also been changed, along with the text under the table.  Each diagnostic report type is addressed by its individual name.  No references to sub-elements exist now.  11.15.3.1 has also been updated.  This makes the report much “cleaner”.  
2.3.3.2. Move to adopt the normative text addressing comment #348, Part 2 in 11-07-0123-03-000v-commment-resolutions-348-350 into the TGv draft

2.3.3.3. Move:  Dorothy Stanley

2.3.3.4. Second:  Allan Thomson

2.3.3.5. PatC:  Any discussion on the motion?  No.

2.3.3.6. For 18, Against 0, Abstain 10.
2.3.3.7. The motion passes.

2.3.3.8. PatC: Emily, do you have a motion regarding the comments discussed at the last session?

2.3.3.9. Yes.

2.3.3.10. Move to approve the comment resolutions in 11-07-0310-02-000v-tgv-draft-0-08-validation-review-comments.xls into the TGv draft.

2.3.3.11. Move:  Emily Qi

2.3.3.12. Second:  Dorothy Stanley

2.3.3.13. For  16, Against  0, Abstain  12

2.3.3.14. The motion passes.

2.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0182r1
2.3.4.1. Menzo Wentink presented document 07/0182r1 TIM Request.   The TIM request is a mechanism to obtain the TIM field with as little overhead as possible.  It allows a client to easily and efficiently determine if there is any traffic.  Currently a client must listen to the beacon.  The presentation advocates addition of a control frame pair instead, which lowers the time necessary substantially.  The TIM request and response frames are described, along with the sequence of frame exchanges.  The new capability allows a SIF response and no beacon synchronization is required.   The TIM field can be cached in the lower MAC, so a station-specific lookup is not required.  07/183r1 contains companion normative text.
2.3.4.2. BobO:  There are rules about response frames.  This would seem to exempt that.

2.3.4.3. Menzo:  The response should follow the normal rules.

2.3.4.4. Bob:  Then the text should be changed.

2.3.4.5. Menzo:  Yes it should be changed.

2.3.4.6. Floor:  You are adding a new set of frames, as well as setting a new requirement for APs.  It opens the door to a flood of things that must happen in a SIFs.  I don’t see enough benefit.
2.3.4.7. Menzo:  I believe the benefit is large.  Because the TIM is relatively fixed.

2.3.4.8. Roger:  I recognize you are trying to save power, but it seems that it will not scale well.  With lots of clients, this could be troublesome.  I need more time to think about the consequences.

2.3.4.9. Peter:  I think there are lots of questions about SIFS response.  What is so critical that the station has to get the information so fast?

2.3.4.10. Menzo:  I wanted to avoid a new frame exchange and save power.

2.3.4.11. Peter:  This is not time critical?

2.3.4.12. Menzo:  No.

2.3.4.13. Kevin:  Couldn’t you just wait for a beacon?

2.3.4.14. Peter:  Yes, If there is no critical information, can’t you wait until the next beacon?

2.3.4.15. Menzo:  But doing that would seem to require a lot of sleep planning or staying awake a lot more.  This would seem more efficient.

2.3.4.16. JoeE:  I must be missing something.  It seems like this could be done with a PS-Poll.

2.3.4.17. Menzo:  I could put up a motion to do that, but it would be more trouble than this.  The TIM field is relatively unchanging, so turnaround is very fast.

2.3.4.18. JoeE:  If you have the TIM, the bits are clearly set.  Why couldn’t one use a PS-Poll to get the information?
2.3.4.19. Menzo:  I propose we vote on this motion, and work your idea later if we can’t move forward now.

2.3.4.20. Floor:  I think it is useful to reduce polling.  This could save time.  What’s the problem with synchronization?
2.3.4.21. Menzo  Don’t know.

2.3.4.22. JoeK:  It looks like chipset manufacturers would have to implement this.  Have you checked whether this would require silicon implementation?

2.3.4.23. Menzo:  I have received feedback relating to that.

2.3.4.24. JoeK:  Do you think there could be a “red flag” here?
2.3.4.25. Menzo:  Yes.

2.3.4.26. JoeK:  I’d like to see an alternate solution that doesn’t require such profound changes, e.g. a management frame just before the beacon.

2.3.4.27. Kevin:  Is a PS-poll a data, control, or management frame?

2.3.4.28. Floor:  Think a control frame.

2.3.4.29. Kevin:  So it requires an ACK?

2.3.4.30. Menzo: Yes.  It could send data and then ACK.  The media behavior is not implemented correctly.

2.3.4.31. Qi:  Is it necessary to request this for each station?  That is many bytes for every station in the BSS.  

2.3.4.32. Menzo:  That is how a SIFS response is justified.

2.3.4.33. Kevin:  That seems unclear.
2.3.4.34. Floor:  You intend to wait a SIFS time?  There is a bit to support this?

2.3.4.35. Menzo:  Yes.

2.3.4.36. GaneshVenkatean:  I have a suggestion in 7.1.3.1.2.  You show some bits, which may be out of order with respect to other tables.

2.3.4.37. Allan:  You do not know which APs could support this.  Would this be mandatory?

2.3.4.38. Menzo:  Yes.

2.3.4.39. PatC:  You have a motion?  Yes.
2.3.4.40. Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0183-01-000v-normative-text-tim-request into the TGv draft.

2.3.4.41. PatC: Is there any discussion on the motion?  No.
2.3.4.42. Move:  Menzo Wentink

2.3.4.43. Second:  Marc de Courville

2.3.4.44. For  5, Against  27, Abstain  7

2.3.4.45. The motion fails.

2.3.4.46. PatC: Do you want a straw poll?  No.

2.3.4.47. PatC: Ganesh, are you ready on the ad-hoc resolutions?  Yes. Do we have a motion?  Yes.
2.3.4.48. Move to adopt the comment resolution normative text in 11-07-0093-03-000v-tgv-internal-review-comment-resolution-gv into the TGv draft

2.3.4.49. Move: Ganesh Venkatean
2.3.4.50. Second:  Allan Thomson
2.3.4.51. PatC: Discussion on the motion?  No.

2.3.4.52. For 16, Against 0, Abstain 8.

2.3.4.53. PatC:  I believe we have completed our comments?

2.3.4.54. Dorothy:  There are a few outliers for Richard Paine.

2.3.4.55. Richard:  These were being addressed by JoeK.
2.3.4.56. JoeK:  The problem related to way to deny a response to a station due to inability to process the task.  The idea was to have a way to tell the STA to “go away” for a time.  However there appears to be no way to actually do this…

2.3.4.57. PatC:  So this is still an open issue.  Dorothy, you also have one to work on, right?  [Pat checks].  Yes.  Issue 38.  The minutes say 38, but that should probably be 348. 

2.3.4.58. Dorothy:  I think so.  On Monday we deferred a comment in 310, we didn’t address the editorial comments.

2.3.4.59. PatC: Should we tackle that now?

2.3.4.60. Dorothy:  Yes, these seem not too difficult.

2.3.5. Presentation of Document 07/0310r2

2.3.5.1. Dorothy Stanley presented 07/0310r2 with the intent of addressing comment #83.  We can come up with some text for this.  Comment #78.  The draft text doesn’t read well. 
2.3.5.2. JoeK:  We originally wanted to make all event reports human readable so that vendor-specific error codes would not have to be deciphered.

2.3.5.3. Allan:  If we want to make this ASCII, then it has to be changed elsewhere as well.

2.3.5.4. PatC:  The issue being raised is not the “human readable” part, but rather to improve understandability of the sentence.  I suggest we just fix the sentence.

2.3.5.5. JoeK:  I don’t think we want to strike human readable part, as we will lose the basic idea.

2.3.5.6. Floor:  The existing text appears to provide little value.  I suggest we also change the next sentence with the “may” in it.

2.3.5.7. Dorothy:  The suggested text replacement does that, too.

2.3.5.8. Floor:  Suggest deleting lines 18-19 and the second sentence in 21-22.

2.3.5.9. JoeK:  I think it would be good to preserve the intent of the text, though, by not removing the reason.

2.3.5.10. PatC:  OK let’s have a straw poll:  Which option do you support?

2.3.5.11. Delete the first and third sentences in 11.5.2.4 (Option 1) or,

2.3.5.12. Change “or human readable” to “human readable form “ (Option 2)  

2.3.5.13. Option 1 - 4 people, Option 2 - 10 people
2.3.5.14. Dorothy:  OK, we’ll go with option 2.
2.3.5.15. Dorothy:  On page 84, comment #55. [gets relevant text]   V104 looks strange, with no column lines.  An editorial change will fix this, I think.  Any objections?  No.

2.3.5.16. Dorothy:  Next page 82, line 21, Comment #50.  The Request Frame Format describes the fields.  There is a sentence that seems to describe the frame, and it is not clear it’s needed, or even belongs here.  It seems more like introductory text.  Either we should add at the beginning or delete.  I recommend deleting it.
2.3.5.17. Ganesh:  It seems to describe the frame details.

2.3.5.18. Dorothy:  Yes, but it seems to repeat information already provided.

2.3.5.19. PatC:  Any objection to delete?  Seeing none, deleted.

2.3.5.20. Dorothy:  Comment 37, page 65.  This is paragraph in the multiple BSSID element field.  The section the comment seems to say this is in the wrong place.  It seems a better fit to multiple BSSID element section, the second part in 7.3.2.56.

2.3.5.21. PatC:  Objections to moving?  None.

2.3.5.22. Dorothy:  Comment #83 remains.  Allan and others are working this.  I would suggest removing it.  There is a bigger issue here, regarding whether we want to take this on.  We need to be consistent with TGk.  Any objection to treating that way?

2.3.5.23. JoeK:  Why was it rewritten?

2.3.5.24. PatC:  Not here, but in other reports.

2.3.5.25. JoeK:  This explains the presence of the item.  I think it’s useful.
2.3.5.26. Dorothy:  Are we talking about the same thing?  This is behavior in refusals.

2.3.5.27. JoeK:  I withdraw my concern, as I was not on the right issue.

2.3.5.28. PatC:  Everyone OK then?  Yes.

2.3.5.29. PatC:  I believe that concludes the comment resolutions.

2.4. Closing

2.4.1. Recess

2.4.1.1. PatC:  Is there any other work?  No.  Very well, we are recessed.

2.4.1.2. Recess at 1739 hours.
3. Wednesday Morning Session, March 14, 2006

3.2. Opening

3.2.1. Call to order

3.2.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.
3.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 0800 hours.
3.3. Process

3.3.1. Agenda Adjustment
3.3.1.1. Emily Qi requested that the Idle Mode Paging presentation be delayed until later.  She and Allan Thomson intend to interact on the Wake on WLAN presentation to be scheduled later.  Request of agenda rearrangement to accommodate.
3.3.1.2. PatC:  OK.  The consequence of this would be to open this morning’s session.  We could recess or try to fill the void.  How about having the candidates outline their qualifications for the chairman’s position?  Any objection?  No.
3.3.1.3. Dorothy Stanley outlined her qualifications.  History of contributions and representation in 802.11 and liaison to IETF. 
3.3.1.4. PatC:  Any questions?  Yes.

3.3.1.5. JoeK:  How do you handle the conflict with being a contributor as well.  Dorothy:  Separating the leadership/organization of group from the decisions I would personally work.  I have contributed to review of documents while remaining impartial.  

3.3.1.6. JoeK:  Do you intend to continue contributing while you are chair?

3.3.1.7. Dorothy:  I will be co-authoring more.

3.3.1.8. Roger:  Do you have enough time to take this on while conducting other 802.11 and Wi-Fi activities?

3.3.1.9. Dorothy:  Yes. I am the marketing manger of mesh in Wi-Fi as well.  I thought about this.  My time in 802.11 will be redistributed from my other areas of interest to concentrate on TGv.

3.3.1.10. PatC:  Any other questions?  No.  Joe, would you like to speak?  Yes.
3.3.1.11. Joe Epstein outlined his qualifications.   History of contributions and representation in 802.11 and chair of task group in Wi-Fi.

3.3.1.12. PatC: Questions?  None.  Shall we recess, then?

3.3.1.13. Jari”: I could present my Dedicated Protection talk now, if it would help.
3.3.1.14. Emily:  Should we change/approve the agenda?

3.3.1.15. PatC: Let me so modify.

Wednesday
  

•08:00-10:00 
–08:00-08:30 – Chair Candidate Preso/Q&A
–09:00-09:30 – Dedicated Protection (11-07/0398r0) (Jari) 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 
–13:30-14:15 – Admission Control Traffic Request (Stanley) 

–14:15-15:00 – Location for Emergency Calls  (Donghee) 

–15:00-15:10 – Ganesh comment resolution (11-07/0093r?) 

–15:10-15:30 – Chair Candidate Preso/Q&A 

–Recess 

 

Thursday
  

•08:00-10:00 
–08:00-08:20 – Presence/e911 Clarification (Thomson) 

–08:20-08:50 – Power Saving (Kwak) 

–08:50-09:20 – Interference Diagnostics (unknown) (Kwak) 

–09:20-10:00 – Multi Level Power Control (11-05/1068r8) (Floyd) 

–Recess 

•13:30-15:30 
–13:30-14:00 – 

–14:00-14:30 – Leader Based Multicast (Donghee) (11-07/0144r3) 

–14:30-15:15 –  Wake on Wireless LAN (Qi) (11-07/0263r0)

–15:15-15:30 –  Plans for May 

–Adjourn 

3.3.2. Modification/Approval of Agenda
3.3.2.1. Move to accept the modified agenda.

3.3.2.2. Move: Emily Qi
3.3.2.3. Second: Allan Thomson
3.3.2.4. PatC:  Is there any objection to unanimously accepting the agenda?  None.  So moved and approved.  The agenda is unanimously approved.

3.3.3. Presentation of Document 07/0398r0
3.3.3.1. Jari Jokela presented document 07.0398r0 on Dedicated Protection.  Multi-radio implementation problems were previously discussed in 06/647r7.  This presentation covers a simpler, more complementary scheme.  The contribution recommends addition to protection data frames and a new frame for dedicated protection.  The outlined method is claimed simpler and more practical than use of power save or CTS-to-self methods for accomplishing the intent.
3.3.3.2. I’d like a straw poll, as I have no normative text to offer at this time.
3.3.3.3. PatC:  Any questions?  Yes.

3.3.3.4. Kevin:  Slide 7.  Two octets in dedicated protection.  Can you expand?
3.3.3.5. Jari:  Time in microseconds.

3.3.3.6. Roger:  I realize you are trying to solve a problem.  I believe you would have a dedicated packet prior to every Bluetooth transmission.  This would use a lot of resource.

3.3.3.7. Jari:  Yes but in the best case it works well and is used only in a particular interference situation.

3.3.3.8. BobO:  You show the dedicated protection field in the data frame.  Are you proposing this in every data frame?  How would you differentiate whether field is present or not?
3.3.3.9. Jari: I must think about this.

3.3.3.10. Bob:  Do you assume that this will not apply to legacy APs?

3.3.3.11. Jari:  We assume that we would have to differentiate.

3.3.3.12. Bob:  Operationally, the AP action would be equivalent to NAV operation?

3.3.3.13. Jari:  Almost, but here the AP can communicate with other stations.  It’s like a per-station NAV.

3.3.3.14. Bob:  This is a rather dramatic change to the MAC.

3.3.3.15. Jari:  Yes.

3.3.3.16. Bob:  When the DP is active for a station, it also blocks broadcast and multicast.  That could also impact all other stations.

3.3.3.17. Jari:  The length of the protection time is short, though.

3.3.3.18. Bob:  You miss the DTIM, so must wait for another one.

3.3.3.19. Tim:  Suppose two stations are close together.  One station has Bluetooth and the other does not.  What good is the feature?  The AP will transmit to the one without, violating the dedicated protection of the other.

3.3.3.20. Jari:  Yes.  There could be interference in such a case.
3.3.3.21. Tim:  If the second station is close, you would seem to lose all the benefit of the protection.

3.3.3.22. Jari:  I believe the approach would still have value.

3.3.3.23. JoeK:  I think this describes a new feature.  In the past it may not have been viewed as necessary.  We have never addressed the problem of handling multi-channel operation in one station.  It could be useful for stations monitoring other channels, etc. without protection of downlink transmissions while channel switching activity was underway.  This might be useable to solve this problem as well.  You could capture a beacon on an alternate channel without “missing” anything.  We should consider an investment to solve the problems that have surfaced.  Could we use a management frame instead of a data frame?  This would also make the timing less critical.

3.3.3.24. Henry:  Joe covered one of my concerns.  I was concerned about the contention while the medium is being reserved.   I am also concerned about non-periodic transmissions.

3.3.3.25. Floor:  How does this interact with power save?  We have to better understand that. Couldn’t we use APSD or power save to do this?  This might also affect beacons?

3.3.3.26. Jari:  Don’t think so.

3.3.3.27. Floor:  Doesn’t it stop beacons?  This is something to consider.

3.3.3.28. Jari:  We believe this would work well with APSD.

3.3.3.29. Kevin:  Given the time scale you are requesting, it would seem that even a single retry would overrun the time you request.  You may as well have transmitted the Bluetooth frame anyway.  Seems to water-down the usefulness.
3.3.3.30. JoeK:  I think the impact of this on broadcast and multicast would have to be very carefully considered.  I suggest using this only for unicast traffic.

3.3.3.31. Jari:  We don’t have that feature any more (convert bc/mc-to-unicast).
3.3.3.32. Roger:  I view this as a compatibility issue with Bluetooth.  There are Bluetooth products that adapt to minimize errors.

3.3.3.33. Jari:  Yes, in some cases it has been solved by other means.

3.3.3.34. PatC:  Any other questions?  No.  I have a question.  In 802.11s there is a congestion control feature.  Do you know about this?  It could be useful.

3.3.3.35. Floor:  I believe there is such a feature, but for a different reason.

3.3.3.36. PatC:  Might it be fused with this idea to provide a common solution? Maybe.
3.3.3.37. Jari:  I’d like a poll.

3.3.3.38. Is Task Group v supportive of 11-07/0398r0 and interesting in having author draft normative text for inclusion into TGv draft?
3.3.3.39. Yes 7, No 9.
3.4. Closing

3.4.1. Recess

3.4.1.1. PatC:  This concludes the scheduled agenda time.  Is there any other business? No.  Hearing none, we are recessed.
3.4.1.2. Recess at 0900 hours.

4. Wednesday Afternoon Session, March 14, 2007
4.2. Opening

4.2.1. Call to order

4.2.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.

4.2.1.2. Meeting convened at 1330 hours.
4.3. Process

4.3.1. Agenda Review

4.3.1.1. PatC: I show our current agenda.  Dorothy, are you ready? Yes.

4.3.2. Presentation of Document 06/1828r2
4.3.2.1. Dorothy Stanley presented document 06/1828r2 on Admission Control Traffic Request.  This would allow a non-AP STA to indicate its QoS traffic requests to an AP in a probe request format.  [Reviews the normative text for the proposal]
4.3.2.2. BobMiller:  Can you give us some history on this?

4.3.2.3. Dorothy: The concept was presented once before, and improvements have been incorporated..
4.3.2.4. BobM:  Do I correctly understand that this is a pre-association request, rather than a post-association TSPEC?
4.3.2.5. Dorothy:  Yes.  It is non-binding on the AP.
4.3.2.6. Floor: Is the reply a “hint” or a “guarantee”?

4.3.2.7. Dorothy:  This is a hint.  TGr also has a feature you might want to read about.

4.3.2.8. Allan:  Explain the use case vis-à-vis 802.11r and voice? 

4.3.2.9. Dorothy:  TGr’s information is broad, reflecting the state of the AP.  The info provided is on a traffic-class basis.  Nothing in there relates to a specific station.  This is a specific directed request from a particular client, with the response to the particular client.  TGr only applies to stations using TGr..

4.3.2.10. Allan:  However, we understand people will be using “r”.

4.3.2.11. Dorothy: Maybe not universally.

4.3.2.12. Allan:  This is a station-specific information request, then?
4.3.2.13. Dorothy:  Yes, it’s a yes/no reply.

4.3.2.14. Allan:  This has to be executed very quickly?

4.3.2.15. Dorothy:  Not terribly quickly. We have implemented it and it is not an issue.  You can implement it the way you wish.

4.3.2.16. JoeK:  What is the “medium time”

4.3.2.17. Dorothy:  It is consistent with TGk, an unsigned integer.

4.3.2.18. JoeK:  I don’t recall it from “k”.  You are broadcasting to the world the total capacity available and how much can be given the station.  Is this a discriminatory hint?  How does an AP do anything else other than accepting if less than what’s available (it will answer “yes”, otherwise “no”).  I don’t see the benefit.
4.3.2.19. Dorothy:  Gives the AP the right to discriminate on a case-by-case basis.

4.3.2.20. JoeK:  There’s something strange here.  It seems like the hint of an admission capacity was never defined.  What does the total value really mean?

4.3.2.21. Dorothy:  The STA asks the AP, “can you service this request?” The AP says yes or no.

4.3.2.22. JoeK:  So it is information that’s like the broadcast.

4.3.2.23. QiWang:  Over the lifetime of the negotiation, the state of the AP could change.  At the association time, the grant might be OK, but the load changes with time.  Also several sessions may be opened at once.  How could this be handled?

4.3.2.24. Dorothy: If you know you’re likely to have multiple traffic types, you can inform the AP, for example.

4.3.2.25. Qi:  It’s not just for the AP, but for the STA as well.

4.3.2.26. Dorothy:  If the STA is aware, it can forecast its needs over the association.

4.3.2.27. Ganesh:  I was trying to relate this to “available admission capacity”.  The STA already knows what it requires.  Using the two, couldn’t the same decision be made?

4.3.2.28. Dorothy:  The value the AP puts into the available admission capacity the information all STAs will get.  This is just for one.

4.3.2.29. Alex:  Regarding the “medium time”.  That’s how long the STA will need the medium for traffic?  How do you know what that will be if you do not know the rate you may be able to use?

4.3.2.30. Dorothy:  You have to make some assumptions regarding the rate you will use.
4.3.2.31. Roger:  What if the STA grabs the medium, but exceeds the request?
4.3.2.32. Dorothy:  Once associated, the STA operates within the regular 802.11e TSPEC process.

4.3.2.33. Roger:  On your codes #1 and #2.  I’m confused.

4.3.2.34. Dorothy:  The AP has the ability to indicate an alternate set of resources.  The station might use the information to make better decisions.

4.3.2.35. Rajnish:  The 11e and 11k maintain load metrics via QBSS, so how is this different?  I think the “out of scope” material in your contribution is the hard part.  Probe responses are done at low level, which may be delayed.
4.3.2.36. Dorothy:  QBSS load factors send to everyone.  This is for each station.  With respect to the second question, it can be implemented at several MAC levels.  We’ve implemented it successfully.

4.3.2.37. Brian:  Sounds like a negotiation.  This could be a “hot” negotiation, with a sequence of requests and responses.  This seems inefficient as a negotiation.

4.3.2.38. Dorothy:  Not really negotiation, just information gathering.

4.3.2.39. Allan:  I’d like to understand the scaling aspects of this.  A lot more APs will see the request.  The request will be transmitted and heard by many APs.  With a lot of STAs, it seems like a lot of probes to a lot of APs.  This would seem to be limit scalability.

4.3.2.40. Dorothy:  APs can decide not to respond.

4.3.2.41. Suman:  Can you explain how information targeted to one STA would be more valuable than QBSS information?

4.3.2.42. Dorothy:  It might be useful to know the predisposition of the AP to granting radio resource to a particular station.

4.3.2.43. Henry:  Have you considered an action frame alternative?  One could use a “filtered” approach to limit unnecessary traffic.

4.3.2.44. Rajnish:  Can you give me a specific case where this would be better than using QBSS information?

4.3.2.45. Dorothy:  Yes, voice handsets.  Information regarding the environment would be useful to the handset.

4.3.2.46. Rajnish:  When I am roaming, why is this better than the QBSS information?  It seems like the power of each is about the same.

4.3.2.47. Dorothy: The information could be directed or broadcast.

4.3.2.48. Rajnish:  But the medium is shared.  It should be the same information.

4.3.2.49. Dorothy:  This is for an individual STA.

4.3.2.50. Rajnish:  You are still competing with other stations for the same resource.

4.3.2.51. Dorothy:  This adds the ability to the AP to give information to a particular station that others don’t get.

4.3.2.52. Rajnish:  What information value would that have?
4.3.2.53. Bob:  The AP may return information different from that given to just any station.  How is this inequality covered in 802.11 vis-à-vis available admission capacity?  

4.3.2.54. Dorothy:  This gives specification. 

4.3.2.55. BobO:  Is this a foundation for a proprietary extension, perhaps?  Can you give an example of how the differentiation might be applied?
4.3.2.56. Dorothy:  The AP could differentiate on the basis for rate.

4.3.2.57. Bob: Why does this info have to come from the access point?  Why can’t this be deduced from the other already-available information?
4.3.2.58. Dorothy:  It’s a matter of which information is actually being used.

4.3.2.59. BobMiller: The best use I can think of for this is to “clear space” for a high priority “super user” like a first responder or E911 emergency case.  As such, it seems like a valuable thing.

4.3.2.60. Mark:  As a roaming station, the more information you have, the better off you are.  Eventually I will need to get through admission control.  I have no idea what the AP will do.  Whether the AP would send different QBSS-related load information is in question.

4.3.2.61. Moo:  If this is adopted, it would still deliver information that would assist with load balancing.
4.3.2.62. Move to include normative text in 11-06-1828-02-000v-admission-control-traffic-request.doc into the TGv draft.

4.3.2.63. Move: Dorothy Stanley

4.3.2.64. Second:  Donghee Shim

4.3.2.65. For 11, Against 12, Abstain 14

4.3.2.66. The motion fails.

4.3.3. Motion to Include Comment Resolution into Draft
4.3.3.1. PatC:  We still have one comment resolution motion remaining from yesterday.  Has the material been on the server long enough?

4.3.3.2. Dorothy:  Yes.

4.3.3.3. Move to approve the comment resolutions for comments 37, 50, 55, 78 and 83 in 11-07-0310-03-000v-tgv-draft-0-08-validation-review-comments.xls into the TGv draft.

4.3.3.4. Moved: Dorothy Stanley
4.3.3.5. Second:  Emily Qi

4.3.3.6. Yes 22, No   0, Abstain  6
4.3.3.7. The motion passes.

4.3.3.8. PatC:  May we have the next presentation?
4.3.4. Presentation of Document 07/0420r0
4.3.4.1. Donghee Shim presented document 07/0420r0 [shown as 07/00420r0 on slides] on Non-AP STA Location Capability.  Normative text is provided in 07/0421. 

4.3.4.2. Move to include normative text in document 11-07-0421000-000v-STA-location-capability-Layer-Management-Normative-Text.doc into the TGv draft.

4.3.4.3. Allan:  Could you review the text.  On the table above 10.3.6.2, I believe there is an error.  I suggest you fix this table before we proceed.
4.3.4.4. Donghee:  I shall withdraw the motion and return tomorrow with the corrected text.

4.3.5. Examine Agenda
4.3.5.1. Next on the agenda is election of the chair, which should wait until 1500 hours.  Should be recess until then?
4.3.5.2. Dorothy:  Are there any presentations scheduled for Thursday that we could have now?
4.3.5.3. Emily: I would like to make a motion to adopt a comment resolution.

4.3.5.4. Floor:  Could you upload a new agenda?

4.3.5.5. PatC:  Yes.  I will do that now.  347r3 contains the modified agenda and has been uploaded.
4.3.6. Motion to Approve Comment Resolution
4.3.6.1. Move to adopt the comment resolution for CID#232 in spreadsheet document 11-06-1615r11.
4.3.6.2. Move: Emily Qi

4.3.6.3. Second: Allan Thomson

4.3.6.4. PatC:  Is there discussion on the motion?  None.

4.3.6.5. For 19, Against 0, Abstain 7

4.3.6.6. The motion passes.

4.4. Closing

4.4.1. Recess

4.4.1.1. PatC:  We shall not be acting on the chair vote until 1500 hours, and we have no other items that can be accomplished at this time.  I trust there will be no objection to recessing until 1500 hours? No.  We are recessed.

4.4.1.2. Recess at 1432 hours.

4.5. Opening

4.5.1. Call to order

4.5.1.1. PatC: I call the meeting to order.

4.5.1.2. Meeting convened at 1502 hours.

4.6. Process

4.6.1. Vote for Replacement Chair Position

4.6.1.1. PatC:  We shall vote for a recommended chair.  Please use your tokens.
4.6.1.2. Which candidate would you prefer as chair of TGv?

4.6.1.3. Joe Epstein: 8

4.6.1.4. Dorothy Stanley:  21

4.6.1.5. None of the Above:  0

4.6.1.6. PatC:  Dorothy will be the nominated chair to the WG.

4.6.1.7. PatC:  Is there any other business?  No.  We have no other work on our agenda for today.
4.7. Closing
4.7.1. Recess

4.7.1.1. PatC:  Is there any objection to recessing?  None.  Very well, we are recessed.
4.7.1.2. Recess at 1506 hours.
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