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Abstract

TGg Meeting 7/9/2001

Portland Plenary

Matthew Shoemake, Chair

· Meeting called to order at 4PM by chair

· Chair read objectives from document 01/392.

· Chair mentioned current nominations for editor: Sean Coffey, Carl Andren, Adrian Stephens.  Other nominations will be solicited later, for discussion on Thursday (tentative).

· Chair reviewed status update from doc 01/432

· Group has grown rapidly

· Large group stresses need for formality for efficiency

· Chair reviewed history of group, including adjournment at May 2001 session before confirmation vote.

· Objectives of July session

· Complete selection procedure

· Enable first draft by reaching 75% consensus

· Select editor

· Objectives by day

· Monday: Set agenda

· Tuesday: Open discussion with possibility of bringing motions

· Wednesday: Additional round of voting

· Thursday: Select editor, unfinished business

· Announcements (again from doc 01/432)

· Review of decorum in meeting

· Question from Jim Zyren: What if someone is speaking and another member wants to make a motion from the floor?  Chair: Under Robert’s rules, motion must be in order while another member has the floor.  The member wanting to make a motion while another person is speaking should stand and wait for the chair to recognize him/her.

· Presentation of proposed agenda: doc 01/392r1

· Minutes from Orlando: doc 01/318r0

· Harry Worstell moved to adopt minutes as presented

· Al Petrick second

· Approval vote: 73/0/4

· Chair mentioned that for Tuesday discussion topics must occur before motions are allowed, thus motions before discussion has closed will be ruled out of order

· Wednesday discussions will be “proposal authors” followed by a step 19 vote

· Thursday agenda will be for editor selection, which must then be ratified by the WG as a whole

· No TGg time on Friday

· Motion to adopt by Stuart Biddulph, seconded by Srikanth Gummadi

· Discussion

· Bruce Kraemer asked if the these are special orders or general orders – in other words are the times in the agenda hard and fast, or flexible. Chair: These are special orders, so the times are binding

· Carl Andren: Speaks against special orders – as unduly binding

· Jim Zyren: Moves to amend agenda that times specified are for guidance only, which would make the agenda general orders

· Seconded by Bruce Kraemer

· Comments by Jim Zyren: there has been inefficient use of time because of special orders in the past, so he believes this will move the group along faster.

· Bill Carney: From the past, FCC document filed; is Vic’s document for the FCC to be reviewed by this TG?  Is it acceptable to amend the amendment to include the FCC?  Chair: This stands alone, and should be introduced as a separate motion.

· Vote tally: 61/1/15

· Revised document is 392r2

· Adrian Stephens: Does the motion apply to all four days, or just Monday?  Chair: All four days.

· Bill Carney: Would like to insert a regulatory discussion agenda item as item 5.25 after old business to review FCC letter draft from ad-hoc regulatory 

· Seconded by Anuj Batra

· Bruce Kraemer: Is this to coordinate with ad-hoc regulatory, or just for TGg?  Bill: It needs to be on the agenda, and this group has always reviewed in the past. 

· Discussion: Could possibly have joint meeting with Vic Hayes’s ad-hoc, but chairs would need to coordinate, since the regulatory meetings are in a different hotel.

· Zyren: Motion to change the time of the regulatory discussion to after the voting procedure, under new business.

· Second: Jan Boer

· Chair asked the body to stand at ease while consulting with the 802.11 chair

· Chair asked Mr. Carney if the motion modifies the intent – he replied yes, so the amendment negates the original.

· Mr. Zyren cited section 12 of Robert’s Rules (P. 130, lines 5-8); a motion to amend can be hostile, so he believes this motion is in order.

· After discussion with 802.11 chair, the motion by Mr. Zyren was ruled out of order.  Mr. Zyren has asked to reserve a later point of order.

· At precisely 5:30PM, the chair adjourned the meeting for the evening.  

· Mr. Zyren attempted to make a motion to extend, but the chair clarified that the meeting was already adjourned and by 802.11 WG directive, the SG’s and TG’s to not have the prerogative to meet outside the times approved by the WG and previously announced..

Tuesday’s  Minutes

7/10/01  8:00 am

· A motion on the table to adopt the agenda

· Bill Carney make a motion add the Regulatory Discussion to the agenda

· Jim Zyren reserved a point of order for the amend to Bill’s motion to move the regulatory discussion after the vote.

· Jim Zyren dropped his point of order

· Discussions of the motion on the table

· Davis – Speak against the motion. He believes that the motion belongs in new business. Davis asked Mr. Carney whether it is germane for the vote?

· Bill Carney reiterates the past importance of FCC on the voting procedure as in January.  More specific, Bill emphasizes that Task Group G is physical layer and hence all FCC policy are important.

· Sean Coffey – Speak for the motion. Sean believes that two documents being prepared by Vic Hayes might have relevance to the vote. Sean would like an opportunity to view the documents before the vote

· Mr. Allen – Speak against the motion. Due the large number of issues related to the regulatory body, Mr. Allen does not believe that Vic and his task group will be ready for discussion before the vote.

· Mr Kraemer – Speak against the motion. Mr. Kraemer reiterates Mr. Allen’s concern about the timeliness and length of any discussion with Vic Hayes

· Dr. Heegard – Speak for the motion. Dr. Heegard believes that we (TGg) as a body will not have sufficient time to discussion the issues. More, past sessions suggest that TGg might adjourn before any discussion on regulatory issues takes place.

· Dr. Halford -- Speak against the motion. He believes that the issues are not relevant to the vote

· Dr. Coffey – Again, speak for the motion. He reiterates his position that there is not enough time to discussion the issues nor can all the relevant issues be understood by viewing the reflector traffic. Dr. Coffey wants to know how well the CCK/OFDM proposal will work in the 2.4 GHz band before the final vote takes place.

· Mr. Molder – Speak against the motion.

· Mr. Carney – Again, speak for his motion. Based on previous sessions, the body immediately adjourns after the vote, so there may be no ability to discuss these issues

· Vic Hayes provides a point of information that members were informed months ago to provide information for the FCC document.

· Dr. Coffey counters that it has been very difficult to participate in Radio regulatory group. There has been a very low participation in the teleconferences because phones were not ready available and meeting times changed.  Lastly, there are conflicts in schedule with TGg meeting

After a two minute recession, the chair announces that the Vic Hayes, chair of the 802.11 Ad-Hoc regulatory committee, is unwilling to change his schedule and form a joint session with TGg.

Point of information by Dr. Heegard – When is the deadline for the FCC submission? Vic Hayes told the body that the deadline for the document to be submitted to the FCC is August 25.

· How does this body provide its input to the Radio regulatory group? Vic answers that it is matter business that working groups work in parallel. 

· The chair asked Vic Hayes if this body would to provide input to his group, when would be optimum time to provide those inputs? Vic specified 5:00 PM Wednesday would be great.

· Mr. Davis – Speak against the motion. He believes that there has been plenty of opportunity for members to participate in the Radio regulatory

· Dr. Heegard – Fine with the 5:00 PM Wednesday.

· Mr. Kraemer – Ask whether the agenda can be modified such that issues pertaining to Task Group G be discussed?  Vic answer that he cannot modify the agenda without the approval the group.

Point of Information by Dr. Heegard – What is the official policy to make a position with the Radio regulatory group?  Individuals cannot speak for TGg at the regulatory meetings.  They can represent only themselves.

Jim Zyren provided a point of information concerning the order of precedence?  First time speakers take precedence over repeat speaker. Chair notes that and precedence is follow thereafter.

Called the question. 

The Carney motion fails 14-52-10

Dr. Heegard motion and second by Anuj Batra.

Open Discussion for debate on motion.

Dr. Heegard speaks for the motion. He believes that the discussion is important and should be entertained.

Mr. Zyren speaks against the motion. He believes that the time is better spent on the discussions of  PAR 19.

Vic Hayes specifies that the deadline is Aug. 25 or 27. Further, the inputs need to be in this week to make this deadline.

Kraemer- Speak against the motion. There is no additional value placed on comments by TGg. Thus, if the body does not supply input, there is no overall lost in content. Vic Hayes says that decision by group and individuals have equal weight.

802.11 Chair Stuart Kerry wanted a point of clarifications on the position from which Vic was speaking. Vic says he was speaking as an individual and parliamentarian and not as an official of the 802.11. Stuart believes that inputs from TGg should take precedence.

Dr. Coffey – Asks for a point of information about the role of 802.11, 802.15, 802.17 from Vic Hayes.  Vic Hayes provided a description of the role of the radio regulatory body

Mr. Carney – Asks for a point of information.  Asks chair to pull up the motion passed at the Monterey meeting concerning coordinating regulatory issues regarding the body. The chair retrieved the motion from the minutes, “Henceforth, all regulatory issues addressed through and coordinated by Adhoc Regulatory Committee as currently chaired by Vic Hayes”

Mr. Davis – Asks for a point of information about whether the discussion of regulatory issue to precede the counting of the vote.

Dr. Heegard answers the point of information that he intent was just to ensure that the discussion takes place. 

Chair suggests to the votes are giving to a team of counter and have them return with the results. Approved by unanimous consent.

Dr. Halford made a call to question and Stuart seconds. Motion passes 36/33/12.

Privileged Request – 10 min recess.  Not in order when someone has the floor and motion is pending.

Mr. Zyren asked for a point of information when discussions on part 19 will be in order and the procedure for the discussions.  The chair will entertain all discussions on part 19 before any motions are in order under that agenda item. The chair requested all participants, who intend to provide a document concerning agenda item 5.1, please give their name and length of the presentation.

1. Zyren – 10 minutes

2. Hayes – 10 minutes

3. Chair – 50 minutes

4. Rios – 10 minutes

Technical Submission other than CCK-OFDM

Heegard – 60 minutes

Carney – 15 minutes

Technical Submissions by authors of CCK-OFDM

Halford – 10 minutes

Jim Zyren motion to amend the agenda to allow the presentation of the four paper by Zyren, Hayes, the Chair, and Rios, with discussions are withheld until after the completion of the paper, at which time both discussion and motion shall be in order.  Jan Boer second the motion

Chair asks for clarification and Zyren confirms that it is not the intent of the motion to limit any further papers from being presented.

Wednesday 7/11/01

Minutes  10:30 am

Motion to amend the 4 papers  (Zyren, Hayes, the chair, Rios) described by chair

Motion is made by the body, not intended to limit the number of presentations.

Motion to amend the proposed agenda: Move to present papers under agenda item 5.1, Discussion of the Selection procedure, including but not limited to documents by Zyren, Hayes, the chair, Rios.  Discussion shall be withheld until after the completion o fthe the papers at which time, both discussion and motions shall be in order.
POI (Heegard): Usual practice is the allow questions.  Does this limit the time for questions?

Chair: Is there an objection to these papers?

On unanimous consent, agreed to have the 4 papers presented.

Zyren:  Favor. Not a proposal to limit the number of papers or the discussion

Boer: Favor, like not to spend too much time on the motion

Clements: against, It’s hard to make a decision without knowing the contents of the papers. Propose to divide the motion into 2 parts. Carney seconds the motion

Zyren POO: The first part is not amendment, it’s restatement of agenda.  Part 2 is the only amendment.

POI (Carney): question the legitimacy of the proposal to split?

Chair brought the group to order

Chair: POO by Zyren whether the motion to split is in order or not.  Propose a vote to the body to decide whether it is in order..

POO (Carney): motion to divide is not debatable

Chair: Clements/Carney made a motion (to divide the question) that is not debatable.  Mr. Zyren has raised a POO as to whether or not the motion to divide is in order.  The chair must rule on whether the motion to divide is in order.  The chair believes that it is, but he will put it to a vote of the body has to determine whether the motion to divide is in order or not, since it is not absolutely clear

Clements: Favor of validity of the motion being in order.  I have met all the req. for the dividing of the proposal.

Zyren: Section 27, RRO, both the parts of the division should be valid, in this case the second part has no validity if the first one doesn’t pass, so I question validity of the motion.  Zyren calls the question.

Chair: Is there any objection to calling the question?

Clements: Yes

Chair: Call the question seconded by Boer.  Vote “Call to question”

For:  60

Against: 16

Abstain: 11

Motion for “Call to Question” passes

Chair: Vote “Believe motion to divide is in order”

For: 29

Against: 46

Abstain: 11

Motion to divide the question fails.  Assembly rules that the motion to divide is out of order.

Chair:  Mr. Zyren’s POO has been sustained.  Mr. Clements has the floor.

Clements:  Move to amend this motion. Insert the words, “Beyond questions of clarification”

Motion to Amend by Clements:

Move to present papers under agenda item 5.1, Discussion of the Selection procedure, including but not limited to documents by Zyren, Hayes, the chair, Rios.  Discussion”beyond questions of clarification” shall be withheld until after the completion of the the papers at which time, both discussion and motions shall be in order.  

Second : Wilhoyte

Opened to debate

Srikanth: POI “Is this friendly amendment”?

Chair: Friendly amendment implies that it seeks to strengthen the original motion to help it pass, however, procedurally a friendly amendment is handled no differently than any other amendment.

Clements:  In favor of amendment.  Answer to question “friendly?”: I made this amendments because limiting questions after presenting a paper is highly unusual in this group.  Papers are complex, so some amount of questioning after presentation is highly expected.  This is made to ensure that simple explanations are not ruled out of order.

Wilhoyte: Favor, a friendly amendment to keep things moving.  Simple clarification is a good way to get answers to simple questions on the paper.  Clarification of answers is a good way towards progress.

Zyren: Strongly against.  Clarification questions can be held to later.  Mr. Zyren calls the question.

Motion to call the questioned seconded by Mr. Boer.

Chair:  Is there any objection to calling the question?

Member:  “yes”

Chair:  We will vote on whether or not to call the question.

Vote “In favor of calling to question”

For: 54

Against: 6

Abstaining: 16

Motion “call to question” passes

Chair:  Will not vote on the motion by Mr. Clements  All those in favor of the motion to amend.

For: 38

Aginst: 35

Abst: 8

Motion to amend  passes.

Upon hearing no objection, Chair declares a recess.

1 pm:

Currently have the amended motion on the table 

Clements retains the floor

· Clements: Against the motion due to language.

· Halford:  Favor of motion.  Good to go thru’ the papers quickly so that all questions can be answered later. “Call the question” 

· Seconded by Carl Andren

· Vote “Favor of call to question”

· For: 37

· Against: 13

· Abstain: 8

· Motion passes 

· Vote “Favor to adopt amended motion”

· For: 47

· Against: 14

· Abstain: 6

· Motion to “adopt amended motion” passes 

· Amendment included in the new version of the agenda

· POO (Clements): Chair should return to the same queue before the previous motion was introduced to preserve order

· Chair: Clements inserted in queue

· Zyren: “Call the question on the motion to approve the agenda”

· Carney POO: “Requests to reserve a POO on the agenda itself”

· Zyren’s motion seconded by Mr. Milner

· Vote “Calling question for ending debate on agenda modification”

· For: 51

· Against: 2

· Abstain: 17

· Motion passes

· Vote “ To adopt agenda (doc. 392r2) “

· For: 68

· Against: 4

· Abstion: 0

· Motion  passes

· Chair:  Have been notified by 802.11 secretary of an issue.  There is a document on the server with misleading title since it calls itself “Draft TGg standard” and the body has not yet approved a draft.  Authors are requested to change name and/or remove document 

· Vice Chair John Terry read IEEE document #336r1 by Ken Clements, “Resolution in Support of Chair 802.11G”

· Chair’s presentation “TGg Chair’s Guidance on Technical Selection Procedure”

· Since Chair was answering questions, John Terry will keep the queue for questions of clarification

· Clement POI: several times 75% was brought up.  75% of what?  75% of consensus could include “abstain”?  

· Clements1st Q: 75% of what?

· Chair: Recalled procedure Step 19.  The threshold is set by 802
· Clements 2nd Q: “none of the above” – was that specifically taken out of the ballot?

· Chair:  Recalled that there was a discussion on “none of the above” prior to a vote.  At that point in time, chair clarified that in 802.11b, the body specifically decided to put “none of the above” on the ballot.  Since 802.11g had not made a similar motion, the chair did not put this on the ballot.  Chair clarifies that 802.11g can decide to put “none of the above” on the ballot now and should, because it only makes sense to have an option to decent.  

· Zyren POI: This is included in the Hilton Head Mtg minutes

· Terry: not needed right now.

· Clements 3rd Q: Discussion on consensus & merger – if only one proposal remains, you can’t resurrect two “dead” proposals and merge them together.

· Chair: Some rules can restrict certain things, for example, “limiting debate.”  There are no forced mergers.

· Greer: “increase in attendance of TGg” – what is the intent of motive of showing that foil.

· Chair: To explain what Step19 means, to identify that there are about 20 people who made that decision to come up with unambiguous interpretation.

· Greer: Could there be different interpretation between a group of 20 and that of 150?

· Chair: Reasonable people could have different interpretation, and that is why we have a problem.  If the group wants to know what the true intent was, they need to go to the 20 or so people.  Believe there is a larger problem that the vast majority of members were voting with different interpretations of the rules.  This needs to be resolved fairly.

· Meeting is recessed till tomorrow

Wed 7/11/01 8 am

· Chair called meeting to order.  The doc # for yesterday’s presentation by Chair is 460.

· Presentations

· Related to Selection proc.

· Chair – 50m  (Done)

· Zyren – 10m (11-01-441r1)

· Hayes/Boer – 10m (11-01-415r1)

· Rios – 10m  (Withdrawn)

· Clements – 10m (11-01-473r0)

· Heegard – 20m (11-01-476r0)

· Technical

· Heegard – 60m

· Carney – 15m

· Tech sub by CCK-OFDM

· Halford – 15 or 20m

· Zyren presentation: “Clarification of Selection Procedure Step #19”

· Carney: Robert’s rule is supposed to protect the rights of minority

· Zyren: Robert’s rule does execute will of majority while protecting rights of minority

· Biddulph: What are you proposing will change in subsequent votings?

· Zyren: Small modification to the ballot.  Step 19 doesn’t change.

· Heegard: Statement about notion of “least” – least is a mathematical term – a set containing a single number has the least number.

· Zyren: least is a comparative term in real life.

· Carney: POI - How did the body decide about the ballot structure – question to Chair

· Chair showed the minutes from doc. 11-01-214r0.  

· Zyren requests that the Chair does not have to search document, hence pointing out the doc # is enough

· Heegard: “none of the above” is not included, so next ballot will have CCK-OFDM and abstain.  This means even with 1 vote in favor, CCK-OFDM will be selected.  That is not right.

· Chair ruled that it’s not a clarification question, but allowed Zyren to make a brief response.

· Zyren: Ballots were designed prior to voting, and the essential text (Pg 3 of doc #441r1) contains the essence of the intent of the group

· Heegard: What should we do next?

· Zyren: We should select CCK-OFDM.  We should allow the group to suggest changes and modify the proposal accordingly.

· Carney: How is this fair to those members of this group who have a different understanding of Step #19?

· Zyren: The body has an understanding of the process, which is captured in the written document.

· Coffey: You are suggesting a procedure, and if I understand correctly, in the future rounds of voting, your proposal gets multiple chances to modify.  Does Step 19 require any change?

· Zyren: Step 19 requires no change.  Any modifications to the proposal is based on “legitimate technical reasons”.

· Coffey: Changes based on “legitimate technical reasons” – is that implicit in Step 19 or explicit.

· Zyren – It is explicit in Step 19.  It requires no further changes.

· Carney: POI, When does the body own the proposal so that changes are based on valid technical reasons only.

· Chair: That’s a valid question.  Once the body enables the draft, then it belongs to the body.  Under our current selection proc, there are sections in the procedure, which prevent certain things, e.g. forced mergers.  

· Carney: POI, given that, under current selection procedure, is there any requirement for technical modifications?

· Chair: In our current selection procedure, there is no requirement for a member to provide technical modifications.

· Zyren: Members are operating in good will.  If there are any objections, then those can be raised to the assembly.

· Hayes: POO, Robert’s Rule says that each person can have only two questions, but some members are getting more than two.  Also I move that each person should be given at most 2 min. for questioning.

· Chair: Restore order - all members take their seat.  Mr. Hayes has identified the rule accurately, but it is applicable only to debate, and currently we are trying to answer clarification questions.  There is not motion on the table, so the rule is not applicable. 

· Batra: Adding none of the above will change the way we’ve voted in the past, but similarly adding technical comments will also change the way we’ve voted in the past.  How is one acceptable over the other?

· Zyren: Ballots are not defined or specified in Step 19, they are adopted by the group.  

· Batra: But you are proposing a certain type of ballot, aren’t you?

· Zyren: Not really.

· Coffey: Do you want the CCK-OFDM, None of the Above, and Abstain on the ballot

· Zyren: I’m not proposing a ballot at this time.  All I’m saying is that ballot structure needs to be defined.

· Heegard: Is your interpretation here consistent with that of the Chair.

· Zyren: No

· Chair thanked Mr. Zyren for his presentation

· Boer/Hayes: “Proposal for interpretation of Step 19 of doc 11-00-209r3” (#415r0)

· Chair: Vice Chair and I would like to encourage the assembly not to get into a debate on the proposed motion.  Only clarification questions only.

· Clements: What do you mean by “broad support” among the members of the committee?

· Boer: based on the results of last vote.

· Clements: Isn’t it true that the elimination round is “lack of support” as opposed to the “explicit support”

· Boer: That’s an interpretation

· Coffey: In your document, I didn’t see any point which addresses the fact if there is no broad support for the existing proposal

· Boer: It is not my intention to exclude it, but it’s up to the body to take care of this issue.

· Clements: What “things” would be thrown away if we “start over”?

· Boer: No presentations or documents would be thrown away.  It’s the progress of several months that would be thrown away.

· Heegard: You have given an interpretation of Step 19.  Would you say that it’s consistent with the other interpretations?

· Boer: What other interpretation are you referring to?

· Heegard: Chair’s and Zyren’s

· Boer: Yes

· Coffey: What will happen if support is dropped?

· Boer: How we proceed, in what form  – it’s implicit in Step 19.

· Coffey: implicit, explicit or change?  Step 19 requires changes or can be as it is?

· Boer: Implicit, Step 19 doesn’t need to change.  The wording is straightforward.

· Coffey: We seem to agree to disagree.  You imply that Step 19 can be interpreted only this way, right?

· Boer: It’s my interpretation.

· Heegard: We are talking about Step 19, which means Step 1 through 18 have already been taken?  Are you proposing changing Step 19 or all the way?

· Boer: No way we are going back, this is a proposal to proceed forward.

· Heegard: That’s not the interpretation of this body.

· Boer: That is my interpretation.

· Heegard POI:  View of the chairs is that Step 19 should be repeated with all the three proposals.

· Zyren POO: Should the chair be not addressing his own presentation at this time?

· Chair:  No.

· Dick Allen POI: Some of these questions are argumentative as opposed to clarification?

· Chair: I have not noted anything argumentative so far, but Chair will be noting this and encourage the body to be aware of this point.

· Coffey: The fact that progress will be thrown away, is that your interpretation or was it captured in Step 19.

· Boer: I feel that the progress we have made so far will be thrown away if we started Step 1.

Boer/Hayes doc changed to 11-01-415r1, based on the questions/comments by Assembly.

· Coffey: “The group would have to start over” – where is this coming from?  Is it the opinion of you or your coauthor?

· Webster POO: This question was asked before

· Chair ruled based on the minutes that the question will be allowed.

· Halford POO: Isn’t this an argumentative question?

· Chair consulted with Vice Chair for ruling.  The ruling is that speakers can only state their opinion and don’t need to back it up with arguments.

· Coffey: Two misunderstandings for Boer, a) we’ll have to start over, and b) will it be due to parliamentary law or due to practical matter?

· Boer: I believe I’ve already answered that question, but I’ll try to do it again.  Based on the interpretation of the Chair, when the remaining proposal doesn’t have 75% votes, the process needs to be started over.

· Carney: Starting over is something that you don’t want to do?

· Boer: I’ve already answered that question.  Yes, I don’t want to start over.

· Batra: Why would the group be violating parliamentary law if proposal doesn’t get 75% of votes?

· Boer:  It would be unfair to the remaining proposal.

· Batra:  Fairness is not parliamentary law.  Can the co-author, Mr. Hayes, who is also the parliamentarian of 802.11, point out the part of parliamentary law tht this would violate?

· Hayes: Parliamentary law is will of majority, if we didn’t respect the will of majority, we’ll be violating it.

· Batra:  Should IEEE rules and bylaws supersede parliamentary laws?

· Chair ruled this is out of order, as it is not a question of clarification

· Lansford POI: Lot of discussion going on – Is there a process of ending the Q&A?  How do we move on to the next presentation?

· Chair: Given that there are other presentations, Chair would encourage the assembly to be careful about preserving time while asking questions?

· Lansford: Will a straw poll be appropriate?

· Chair: That may be out of order

· Zyren POO: Straw poll is non-binding, so it doesn’t require change in agenda, however it gives Chair a sense of the feeling of the assembly

· Chair:  That is a statement, not POO

· Lansford:  Can I move to do a straw poll

· Carney POO:  It’s out of order

· Chair: Yes, it’s out of order.

· Heegard: Reading your proposal, next ballot should have only three items?  How does a single vote get 100% in the current ballot?

· Boer: The same issue has been addressed by the Chair and me.  Abstains are not counted.  If the current ballot is used, all votes CCK-OFDM will be counted as 100%.

Rios withdraws his presentation.

Clements (11-01-473r0) “TGg Step-19 Notes”

· Selection vs. election.  Standards are a selection process.

· Parliamentary procedure can’t be used to force your ideas on to the body.  We want standards that are useful for public and something that we are proud of.

· Coffey: If a proposal has been selected through downselect, why can’t it be deselected?

· Clements: If a proposal has more than 50%, deselecting it violate parliamentary procedures.

· Carney: Is this a recommendation for proceeding forward?

· Clements: Yes

· Carney: Clarify your recommendation – suggesting a change in the existing procedure?

· Clements: It almost certainly is a change in the procedure, which can be achieved by a majority rule.  My perception of the existing structure is so messed up, that some change is inevitable for proceeding forward.

· Batra: You are suggesting that a change in procedure, right?

· Clements: That’s true.  Due to some overfocus in process, we have gotten ourselves into this situation.  Acceptability of the end product must be taken into consideration.  Parliamentary procedure is to facilitate a process, not change the outcome of a process.

· Carney: Clarify the rationale behind termination of the process with no selection if CCK-OFDM doesn’t get 50% vote.

· Clements: It’s a new suggestion, it simply indicates whether the body considers this proposal to be acceptable or not.  This is a graceful way to get some progress from all the work that we have done so far.  During decision cycle process, technical innovations can take place.   

· Heegard: If you have procedure that is locked, and majority changes the rules, what rights do the minority have?

· Clements: This is selection, not election.  Minority, although, may have uphill and difficult time, have a way to assert its input onto the body.  They have the power, through reason, debate and technical accuracy, to modify the outcome of the group.

· NO more questions, Chair moves to the presentation by Heegard

· Srikanth Gummadi POI: Clements’ proposed voting repeatedly, can you vote repeatedly without any changes?

· POO Clements: Chairman, the question is out of order, based on agenda.

· Chair rules in favor of Clements because the question belongs to discussion section and Gummadi agreed.

· Chair asked Heegard if he would like to make the presentation now and split it or do it next time.

· Heegard requested presentation tomorrow

· Zyren POI: Delay the recess time so that Heegard can finish his presentation.

· Chair ruled that the body has no right to meet outside the time allotted at has been repeatedly reaffirmed by the 802.11 WG.

· Feng POI : Technical submissions are under 5.1 or 5.2?

· Chair: 5.2 

· On Feng’s request, Chair allotted 5 min. for Feng’s presentation

· Chair declares a recess until tomorrow.

Minutes

Thursday 7/12/01 10:30 am

1. Chair called the session to order

2. Heegard presentation “Recommendation to the Body” (11-01-476r1)
· Reset to Step 18

· Fundamental problem of Step 19 is ambiguity

· Consequence of reset

i. Recap of what happened in 802.11b

· Suggested a motion

3. Chair read out the motions present in each submissions.

· Hayes/Boer Moves that:
        The next round of voting, and subsequent rounds of voting, under Step 19 of the TGg Selection Procedure are used to improve the proposal that already has broad support and thus are NOT used as elimination rounds

        Voters shall be allowed the following options on the ballot to select the remaining proposal:

 

a.) “Approve” --- indicating support for the proposal in its then current form

b.) “Do not approve”  --- indicating that the proposal is not yet acceptable

c.) “Abstain” --- indicating a non-vote

 

        The 75% approve level is based on the total of “Approve” and “Do not approve” votes, and does not include “Abstain” votes.

        Between ballots, the proposal team for the remaining proposal will be allowed an opportunity to:

–1.) Ask those members voting “no” to explain their objection to the proposal

–2.) Make modifications to the proposal and/or merge with other proposals to address objections

–
–Moved Boer/Seconded Kraemer

· Clements Motion

The first action should be to determine the current level of support in the task group for CCK-OFDM.  To do this, a vote should be taken in the form suggested by Vic Hayes in doc.:IEEE 802.11-01/415-r0, which seeks results for the categories of Approve, Do not approve, and Abstain.  If the support shown is at least 75%, the proposal should be selected as the basis for a TGg draft.  If the support is below 75%, but in the majority, the will of the majority should be followed as to how to attempt further consensus.  If, however, the approval rate is below 50% the down selection process should terminate with no selection, and the task group should develop a new selection plan.

· Heegard Motion:

Move to openly discuss, deliberate & adopt an unambiguous revised Step 19 procedure, reinstate all proposals eliminated under the current step 19 and execute the revised procedure following the failure to obtain a 75% approval of the CCK/OFDM proposal on a YES/NO/ABSTAIN ballot; in the event that > 75% approval is obtained on the ballot, the process moves to step 20.

4. Chair asked the body for any other proposals

5. Chair opened the floor for a fair, open debate.

6. Zyren: Move to adopt a period till lunch to complete the discussion, and bring motions to the table after lunch.

7. Chair asked for objection from the body to this motion.

8. Motion adopted by unanimous consent.

9. Open discussion period (no motion on the floor)

10. Heegard: Is there a mechanism to figure out if Step 19 is broken or not?

11. Chair encouraged the assembly to bring up issues.

12. Zyren: Step 19 is rather clear, a procedure to clarify how further actions should be done.

13. Heegard: Chair’s interpretation of Step 19, which he wrote, is different from the interpretation of others.  

14. Dick Allen: It is impossible for us to go back and assess what the body meant at the time Step 19.  All we have is written words to interpret.

15. Wilhoyte: If we choose to adopt an understanding of Step 19 at this point, which is inconsistent with the Chair’s ruling, I’d argue that it’s not fair to the proposals that were eliminated based on Chair’s ruling.

16. Smart: I see two basic ideas to progress: a) pick an interpretation of Step 19 and proceed on, b) modify Step 19 based on a fair discussion and redo some of the work.  Suggestion b will require a lot more work, but it will be fair to all members of the body.  If we chose Suggestion a, it’s not fair to all members.

17. Roger Duran: We as a body are required have 75% votes.  As we go forward, we have to be careful that we don’t fall into an infinite loop.  If we reset, we open a can of worms.  As a group, I’ve not seen enough cooperation, hence convergence is difficult to achieve.

18. Carl Andren: There has been a number of issues with respect to fairness.  The original downselection was done with full knowledge of all the parties, how can it be unfair now?

19. Barry Davis: There has been some discussion about “none of the above” adding to the ballot.  During previous votes, nobody pointed out this.  It’s probably not fair to add it now.

20. Chair clarified that this was brought up but the body chose to not include it.

21. Jerry Thrasher: Abstains are not counted.  Counting them for 75% calculation would make it reasonable.

22.  Chair: three motions: Hayes/Boer, Clements, Heegard. Any more motions?  Chair noted that the motion proposed in his submission was advisory to the group, and he would not bring the motion himself, but if a member wanted to take up the motion, they could. 

23. Chair:  Suggests straw polls as advisory to the group on the order to take the motions up in

24. Zyren POO: Motions should be brought in the order in which they were received.  Also, according to Robert’s Rule, straw poll is out of order.

25. Chair: Chair has full intention of complying with Robert’s Rule.   Chair will research and rule on this POO.

26. Chair ruled that straw polls are out of order, hence there is no straw polls.  Chair points out the irony that the straw poll was proposed to speed things up, but now we must go through sequentially

27. Smart: Would like to take up chair’s motion and bring Chair’s recommendation of Step 19 as a motion.

28. Chair: Duly noted.  Now we have 4 motions.

29. Chair showed and read through the four motions.

· Smart Motion (Chair’s original proposal, motioned by Smart)

•Step 19 shall be execute again by reinstating all three proposals that were in consideration at the beginning of that round.
•Step 19 shall be execute again with NONE OF THE ABOVE option added to the ballot

•When only one candidate proposal remains in the rounds of voting, there shall be one and only one additional vote.  If the proposal obtains >=75%, the proposal shall be used for generating the first draft proposal.  If the proposal obtains <75%, the proposal will also be eliminated, the Selection Procedure will be over, and it will be up to the members at large to determine how to proceed in enabling a draft standard
30. Biddulph POO:  approve, do not approve, abstain, but there is no mechanism to explain why they do not approve.  No explanation is required in the ballot.

31. Chair rules against POO.  If there is any ambiguity, there is mechanism to modify the motion.

32. Heegard parliamentary enquiry: Question about procedure.  If I prefer one motion over another, how do we proceed in a rational way to move from one motion to another?

33. Chair declares recess for lunch

7/12/01 1:00 pm

1. Chair brought session to order

2. Chair responded to parliamentary enquiry. 3 things that can be done

a. When a motion is pending, an amendment can be made.

b. Motion can be laid on table by a majority vote and taken from the table by a majority.

c. Postponement – indefinitely by a majority vote or postpone to a specific time.  If you postpone such that it becomes a special order, it requires 2/3 majority.

3. Heegard: One way to address other motions is to table this motion.

4. Chair: Yes

5. Clements POO: Hayer/Boer motion is out of order, because CCK-OFDM does not have a “broad support”, because previous votes were elimination ones.

6. Chair consults with Vice-Chair and parliamentarian.  Chair states with support of the parliamentrian and vice chair, ruling is in support of POO.

7. Kraemer appealed Chair’s ruling.  He would encourage the Chair to reconsider the ruling.

8. Zyren seconds Kraemer’s appeal.

9. Debate started

a. Carney: Favor of Chair, VC, parliamentary.  Clarification: Each member can speak only once, only Chair can speak twice (confirmed by Chair).  Since CCK-OFDM has never been tested against “none of the above”, it can’t claim “broad support”.

b. Clements: I’m not hostile to this motion; I’m hostile to this form.  The basic structure, once edited properly, can be resubmitted.

c. Todor Cooklev: Favor of Appeal, the motion can be easily edited by replacing 

d. Ohara: Favor of Chair.  The motion in its form, once passed, will put the proposal on record as having a broad support.  Also, there are too many points in this motion.  This should be broken down into independent motions.

e. Halford: Favor of Appeal.  Quibbling over “broad support” is a waste of time.  The authors meant broad support = >50% vote

f. Zyren: Favor of Appeal.  Chair’s ruling has no basis, according to Robert’s Rule.

g. Boer: Favor of Appeal. As author of the motion, I’m very disappointed that we spent so much time on definition of broad support.

h. Kraemer: Clarification of Appeal.  Apparently a new precedent is being set.  There is a proper procedure for setting amendments to a motion.  The motion on the screen is amendable, and dismissing a motion based on one member’s objection is questionable.

i. Hayes:  I can’t find any reason in Robert’s Rules why this motion was ruled out of order.

j. Clements POO: Request reading the minutes to Mr. Hayes.

k. Chair offered that the Secy could read the minutes to Mr. Hayes

l. Hayes: Will take 20 min. to read, so instead just spoke in favor of appeal.

m. Coffey: Is there a unanimous consent way to get us out of this?  Maybe a straw poll, or some other means to get back to the task at hand.

n. Webster: Favor of appeal. This motion was presented in a paper yesterday, and Boer explained what he meant by “broad support.”  Also, during the clarification, no questions were raised on this issue.

o. Fakatselis POI: Agree with Clements’ concern.  However, under what paragraph of Robert’s Rules has this motion been identified out of order?

p. Chair referred to Pg. 107 of RONR (10th ed), Para 3,  No motion is in order that would conflict with  or that presents  substantially  the same question as one which as been temporarily but not finally disposed of  - whether in the same in the preceding session.  Hence Chair ruled as he did.

q. Hayes POI: Secretary captured the ruling verbally or not.

r. Chair confirmed after consulting with secretary.

s. Heegard: Favor of appeal because it’s not the fair way to proceed.

t. Kitchin: Favor of appeal. Call to question, seconded by Hayes.

u. Frank Korbeth: Chair would need to clarify his position.

v. Chair wants to make the right call in consultation with VC and parliamentarian.  Chair emphasizes that every single member has the right to vocalize his/her point of view.  Suggesting that Mr. Clements has no right to make a POO because he is in the minority is absolutely incorrect.  The minority always has a right to making a point of order, and the chair, vice chair and parliamentarian agree with the POO for various reasons.  The chair main reason is Pg. 107 of RR.  The issues of what does and does not have broad support has been set aside for the time being to decise the procedure.  Passing a motion that states that something does or does not have support as part of our attempt to decide our procedure is thus out of order as supported by RR.  

Another member said that it’s a fair way to proceed to allow this motion.  Fairness and consensus are important are very important considerations that the chair has strongly advocated even in this session.  It’s the chair’s job to do his best interpreting the rules, and the rules do not always guarantee fairness.

One member indicated that “Move that the sky is green” is a valid motion.  Chair agrees with that completely.  However, the fallacy of the motion is not why it has been ruled out of order.  The chair has ruled the motion out of order, because it deals with a matter than has been set aside until a latter time.

w. Vote “All those in support of Chair’s ruling, raise your voting token

i. For: 34

ii. Against: 47

iii. Abstain: 9

x. The appeal stands.  Chair states that the motion is in order.

10. Boer: Support of motion. Intention is not to change the selection procedure.  This is to help the balloting.  This will help the process come to a consensus.

11. Carney: Permission to use laptop (granted).  No.of repeated rounds can be an infinite loop.  When does it end?  The fundamental hole is that we don’t have any proposal and we seem to have jumped to a comment resolution.  

a. Modification suggested in 11-01-415r1 to expedite a solution

12. Zyren  POO: IEEE-SA says until a proposal achieves 75% support, the proposal does not belong to the body, it belong to proponents.  Since the motion has not been seconded, it can be amended.

13. Carney: requested appropriate process for making the amendments.

14. Coffey: a complicated issue has been raised.  Is there a unanimous consent to focus on this – there is a “bait-and-switch” problem.  50% you’re selected, and not 75% proposal doesn’t belong to the body.  This doesn’t seem fair.

15. For consultation, Chair ruled recess for 10 min. 2:45 pm

16. Chair set the body in order 2:55 pm.

17. Chair proposed that Carney, Zyren, Boer, Hayes can get together, come up with a suitable amendment and when the body reconvenes at 6:30 pm, there will be a proposal that is acceptable to all.

18. With no objections to recess, Chair ruled to recess till 6:30 pm

7/12/01 6:30 pm

1. Chair brought session to order

2. Doc no. 11-01-500r0 is on the server, which has all the Motions related to the selection procedure.

3. We are on agenda item 5.1

4. The Hayes/Boer Motion with Carney Amendment:

The next round of voting, and subsequent rounds of voting, under Step 19 of the TGg Selection Procedure are used to determine support for the remaining proposal.

 

Voters shall be allowed the following options on the ballot to select the remaining proposal:

 

a.) “For Proposal” --- indicating support for the proposal in its then current form

b.) “Reject Proposal”  --- indicating that the proposal is not acceptable in its current form

c.) “Abstain” --- indicating a non-vote

 

The  level of support is based on the total of “For Proposal” and “Against Proposal” votes, and does not include “Abstain” votes.

 

Until a level of 75% has been attained for the final proposal - indicating its formal selection - between ballots, the team making the remaining proposal will be allowed to modify that proposal.

 

Should the remaining proposal fail to attain 50% support on any vote, the rounds of voting will terminate, the selection procedure will have been completed, the remaining proposal will be eliminated, and the body will then determine what happens next.
5. Proposal seconded by Srikanth Gummadi

6. Zyren: rare example of constructive cooperation.  Move to amend the motion in its current form, strike the words 50% and insert one-third. 

7. Seconded by Boer.

a. Zyren: Favor of amendment.  Step 19 rules are clearly defined, still the concession is being made to achieve “kickout clause”.  Dynamics of the group has changed, many people have left, hence 50% is a level that may be too high a cutoff.

b. Chair: Clarification: Do you want this to modify the selection procedure or this to supersede the selection procedure.

c. Zyren: 2/3 level of support for removal of the proposal is something that we find acceptable.

d. Chair: Simple majority can change the procedure, just as a reminder.

e. Clements: Against the amendment.  For several reasons, (a) it doesn’t make logical sense – while we want to get 75% for a proposal, why do we want to reduce the requirement? (b) setting a precedence for future – supermajority for modifying a procedure. 

f. Boer: For the Amendment.  This motion has come to a consensus, and these changes have been made towards reaching a consensus.  75% and 50% are too close to each other.  If the body really wants stop the procedure, 2/3 majority should be required.

g. Carney: Against. I’m on record not supporting it, but let the group decide what we should do.

h. Fakatselis: For. I used be chair of 802.11b, which set the selection procedure used by this group.  One of the items not very well thought out was “exit clause”.  This discussion is setting precedence in this direction.  Requiring 2/3 majority to remove a proposal is consistent with Robert’s Rule, which requires 2/3 majority for reconsidering or rescinding any process.  Furthermore, I agree with Chair that we need only 50% majority to modify Step 19, but until then, any reconsideration or rescinding will require a 2/3 majority.

i. Coffey: Against.  There are different types of votes, ballots are previously announced, when all members can participate.  And, there are situations when whoever happens to be present, participates in the vote.  Let’s have a vote that reflects the will of the body.  There is a big difference between 50% and 75%.  33% is too low, majority should rule.

j. Halford: For.  Goal is to move forward.  Keeping a low threshold of 33% gives us a chance to add or modify a few more technical ideas.  The selection procedure will be hurt because we’ll be starting over if we keep 50% threshold.

k. Heegard: Against.  Amendment is puzzling, because if a proposal with “broad support” can’t achieve 50%, that’s trouble.  Also, a simple majority can change the procedure, but we also heard that one needs 2/3 majority to change the procedure.

l. Chair: Simple majority is required. Asked Zyren to clarify.

m. Zyren: Supports Chair’s statement.  This amendment is specific to this step, and does not change the basics of Step 19.

n. Heegard: During the last vote, the eliminated proposal had 42% vote, so reducing the threshold is curious.  Also, in Robert’s Rule is there an example of doing something with less than 50%, because you hear about 60%, 50%, 2/3 etc.

o. Chair: Yes, there are examples where certain things can be done with less than 50%, e.g. in US Congress a roll-call can be made with only 1/5 vote.

p. Chair and VC consulted with Fakatselis

q. Chair: Since this amendment can be modified by a simple majority, Chair rules that it is in ordr

r. Heegard: Call to question, seconded by Smart

s. Vote “All in support of Zyren’s amendment”

i. For: 49 

ii. Against: 41

iii. Abstain: 3

t. Motion passes (requires only a simple majority)

8. Zyren: Call to question, Seconded by Carl Andren

9. Jerry Thrasher Parliamentary enquiry:  How does this motion affect voting on other motions.

10. Chair: We are on the amendments.  Consideration of other motions may be out of order if they conflict with H/B motion with Carney Amendment and second. Zyren Amendment

11. Clements: Objection to call to question

12. Chair: non debatable, we go to a vote “All in support of calling to question”

a. For: 68

b. Against: 5

c. Abstain: 10

13. Motion to call to question passes

14. Clements POO: A motion is allowed to have at least one speaker in favor, an one against.  In this case there was no speaker against.

15. Chair: By unanimous consent, having no objection, we are back on debate.

16. Zyren: For the amendment.  This moves us forward.

17. Hayes: For consistency, make both as “Reject Proposal” as opposed to “Do not Approve” in one place.

18. Hearing no objection, Chair modified the document.

19. Clements: Against.  Selection and election difference must be considered.  This motion, as amended, does not reflect IEEE precedence.  In case of IEEE, 15% people with strong technical objections can stop a proposal from acceptance in Sponsor ballot.

20. Halford: Call to question, seconded by Smart.

21. Vote “All those in favor of Carney amendment, also amended by Zyren”

a. For: 68

b. Against: 23

c. Abstain: 7

22. Motion passes

23. Chair: We are back on the queue

24. Carney POI: Make sure that we understand what we are doing.  Once we pass this motion, will any rescinding require 2/3 majority or a simple majority do?

25. Ecclesine: If a notice has been given, then rescinding can happen with a simple majority. If no notice is given, it requires 2/3 majority.

26. Carney: Favor of the modified amendment

27. Smart: Against.  Even though there has been a lot of work by the teams involved, there is potential for endless rounds of voting.  I would like to limit the rounds of voting.

28. Zyren: “Call  the question”. Seconded by Halford

29. Vote “All those in favor of Hayes/Boer/Carney/Zyren motion”

a. For: 74

b. Against: 16

c. Abstain: 8

30. Motion passes.  Assembly applauds.

31. Chair: recessed until 8:10 pm

32. Session resumed at 8:10 pm.

33. The remaining three motions were withdrawn by respective authors.

34. Chair: Motions are in order

35. Ecclesine: I’d like to reserve 10 min. at the end for new business.

36. Clements: Move to adjourn. Second from Frank Howley

37. Objections: Zyren, Andren

38. Vote “Favor of adjourning session”

a. For: 4

b. Against: 66

c. Abstain: 14

39. Motion fails.

40. Chair: Still under Agenda item 5.1. Now moving to 5.2

41. Carney/Heegard presentation “Attaining >75% Acceptance: A Potential Consensus Solution for  TGg” (11-01-446r0)

a. It’s not a proposal.  Only one proposal CCK-OFDM is remaining.  

b. Both CCK-OFDM and PBCC transmitters are necessary

c. Either CCK-OFDM or PBCC or both receivers.

42. Clements: Interesting proposal moving towards consensus.  How much circuitry one has to implement for CCK-compatibility in the mandatory part?

43. Heegard: We don’t discuss receiver.  Mandatory on transmit side, the CCK-OFDM is a lot more complicated, PBCC is fairly small.

44. Clements: What’s the minimum required?

45. Heegard: Fairly simple.

46. Clements: Excellent opportunity.  A designer voting against CCK-OFDM will find it more acceptable.

47. Carney: Consensus is the whole issue here.

48. Webster: The parallels with wired lines, where a single loop exists, and a handshaking takes place.  In case of wireless, there is no chance for handshake, so some of the issues needs to be thought through.  Specially in dynamic conditions, this may be difficult.

49. Heegard: Some parallels do exist. e.g in V.34, first one came with 16 state decoder. Initial chips tended to have 16 state, but some of the folks had 64-state.  MAC development folks can make some comments

50. Sid Schrum: In short, there is already in MAC standard, there is an anticipation of additional ideas.  This proposal is bringing only new combinations.  We currently already have similar situation, e.g. today 11 Mbps using PBCC, a TX could transmit 11 Mbps using PBCC and receive 2 Mbps using Barker code.  We already have this situation..  Basic rate set is specified, as an administrator, you can select the best rate as an administrator.  This proposal will not create any new situations.

51. Lansford: Complexity was mentioned, both standards need to be sent through PA and antenna.

52. Heegard: PBCC uses the same radio of CCK of .11b of today. Hence, the issue of PA and antenna doesn’t change.

53. Clements: Two scenarios: two units want to talk to each other, if both are fully featured (both RX), is there a certain circumstance that one or the other waveform is better?

54. Heegard: .11b does not specify anything in this regard.  The receiver can decide which one to choose.

55. Clements: If there are 2 groups, one with only one kind.  Is there is situation where one group gets better performance than the other?

56. Heegard: An implementer might conclude that for modest rates, PBCC goes farther.  For short distances, CCK has a higher rate.  My suggestion is to put both receivers.

57. Andren: PBCC has a small transmit complexity compared to receiver, but same is not true for OFDM.  So it make sense to keep OFDM receive as mandatory.

58. Heegard: Disagree.  There is more to just FFT in OFDM receivers, hence it has much more complexity

59. Roy: Isn’t there a fast switching mechanism needed?

60. Heegard: Nothing more than what’s there in today’s .11b system.

61. Heegard: there is paper (doc. 01/477), that I would like to present in the next meeting.

62. Chair: Hearing no objection, Ecclesine makes a motion

63. Ecclesine:

a. Move to empower TGg to hold an interim meeting in September, and conduct teleconferences before the Nov. 2001 IEEE 802 plenary (procedural

b. Move that  WG, if necessary, conduct a WG letter ballot after the Sept interim meeting to forward the TGg draft normative text to Sponsor ballot (procedural)

64. Seconded by Joha Heiskala

65. Zyren: This group is empowered to do second part, we don’t need to make a motion for this.

66. Ecclesine: modify to remove the second part

67. Gilb: We already are empowered to do, so what good does it do?

68. Chair: This will be discussed in WG tomorrow, thus let’s withdraw the motion since we are out of time

69. Chair: barring no objection, motion is withdrawn and session adjourned.
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