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Monday March 15, 2010 PM2 Session – 1600-1800

1.0 Chair (CH: Dorothy Stanley, Aruba Networks) called the meeting to order at 1600, welcomed participants and reminded participants to record their attendance.

1.1 CH: Reviewed the patent policy slides

1.2 CH: Asked for essential patents/patent holders, per patent slide instructions. None brought forward.

1.3 Draft agenda is in 10-0267-01, on the server.
1.4 CH: Reviewed the status of the group.
1.5 CH, members - adjustments to the agenda, per member requests for times for their presentations and comment resolutions. 

2.0 Motion 1 to adopt the Agenda

2.1 Move to adopt the agenda in 11-10-0267-01-000v-TGv-March-2010-agenda.
2.2 Mover: 
2.3 Seconder: 
2.4 Result: Unanimous consent
3.0 Motion 2  to approve previous meeting minutes

3.1 Move to approve the meeting minutes in 11-10-0125-00-000v-TGv Meeting Minutes January 2010.doc and 11-10-0220-02-000v-TGv-Feb-Mar-10-telecon-meeting-notes.doc.

3.2  Mover: 
3.3 Seconder: 

3.4 Result: Approved by Unanimous consent.
4.0 Presentation on Timing Measurement Trigger addition, Gabor Bajko (Nokia), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0148-02-000v-timing-measurement-trigger.doc 

4.1 Gabor reviewed the proposal. Discussion:
4.2 Need to add a PICS line for the new frame.
4.3 Don’t need the added text in the first paragraph in clause 11.22.5

4.4 Need a .confirm primitive in clasue 10.

4.5 Delete parenthetical (0=stop, 1=trigger) text
4.6 Re-wording to 7.4.12.27 trigger description “peer” to “receiving STA”
4.7 Gabor will update the presentation.
5.0 Presentation on Location comments, Allan Thomson (Cisco), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0311-00-000v-recirc-sb-location-comments.doc and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0232-00-000v-sb-recirc-1-comments-location.xls .
5.1 CIDs 1041, 1034, 1033, 1032 – agree with proposed resolutions.
5.2 CID 1031 – Change the MIB variable name to indicate “tracking”.

5.3 CID 1002 – agree with proposed resolution.

5.4 CID 984 – Have proposed decline resolution, still open, Gabor will present again.
5.5 CID 8 – Agree, add the required text changes to 10-0311.

5.6 CIDs 4, 3 – Agree, as in 10-0311.
6.0 BSS Transition, Allan Thomson (Cisco), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0278-03-000v-comment-resolutions-diagnostics-general.xls .

6.1 CID 11, 9 – Resolve as principle, incorporate changes in 10-0312-01.

7.0 DMS, Brian Hart (Cisco), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0318-00-000v-more-scalable-dms.doc and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0278-03-000v-comment-resolutions-diagnostics-general.xls .

7.1 Brian reviewed the proposed text changes in 10-0318.

7.2 CID 25, 26 – Resolve as principle, incorporate the text changes in 10-318.

7.3 CID 40 – Principle, with text changes as indicated.
8.0 Virtual AP category comments, Qi Wang (Broadcom), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0278-03-000v-comment-resolutions-diagnostics-general.xls and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0331-00-000v-sb-recirc1-cid-46-discussion.ppt .
8.1 CID 46 – Review proposed resolution. Review 10-331. Seem to be defining an algorithm, not sure we need to do this. Discussion of possible text additions.
8.2 CIDs 38, 28, 21 – Agree with proposed resolutions.
9.0 Recess at 1800.

Tuesday March 16, 2009 AM1 Session – 0800 - 1000
10.0 Chair (CH: Dorothy Stanley, Aruba Networks) called the meeting to order at 0800, welcomed participants and reminded participants to record their attendance.

10.1 CH: Asked for essential patents/patent holders, per patent slide instructions. None brought forward.
11.0 Presentation on AP Collaboration, Bob Miller (AT&T) and  Marshall (AT&T), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/08/11-08-0419-03-000v-proposed-resolution-for-cid423-et-al-on-ap-collaboration.doc and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/08/11-08-1059-01-000v-proposed-ap-collaboration-comment-resolution.ppt .
11.1 Bob and Bill presented the two above mentioned documents.
11.2 Discussion:

11.2.1 Does the Quiet element apply to the channel or to just associated stations? Just associated stations.

11.2.2 CTS to self however does quiet the channel, it’s used for detecting hidden nodes. Text referring to CTS to self needs to be deleted.

11.2.3 Proposed solution claims to work for 2 or 3 APs. Might work for 4 APs.

11.2.4 Have a solution to a problem but as the problem gets worse, the solution does not scale. Solution gets less effective as problem gets more severe.

11.2.5 Have a complex set of tradeoffs, want a solution for 2APs, the most common situation.

11.2.6 TGaa has adopted solutions to OBSS. How does this overlap with TGaa? 

11.2.7 TGaa focus is on video, this is not.

11.2.8 TGaa solution in fact applies to all types of traffic. Have mechanisms to learn about load in each AP (IEs in beacons), to enable better channel selection, learn about HCCA schedules.

11.2.9 Why isn’t this sufficient to solve the problem?

11.2.10 Channel Collaboration would apply after the best channel selection had been done.

11.2.11 Have voice deployments where a client/AP might see between 8 and 16 APs. Simulation results are with 2-3 APs. Will have more than that. 

11.2.12 Usually all do not overlap severely.

11.2.13 Is there robustness with APs that do not support collaboration? Legacy clients may not support the quiet element, will be an issue.
11.2.14 This is an improvement over the current solution.

11.2.15 Don’t always have isolation – where all the APs support AP collaboration.

11.2.16 Have frequency only manager, this enables time domain as well.

11.2.17 The proposed solution relies on significant back end support. Do you really need a standard solution? There are many other parameters in a real system. Only provide MIB hooks for the time domain. 

11.2.18 To have a second supplier. No vendor specific MIB variables. MIB is not closely followed in implementations. Vendors have additional MIBs.

11.2.19 Seems to be a trade-off between the solution space and the problem space. Today have systems seeing 8-16 APs, and the systems work.

11.2.20 Criteria of “system works”. In enterprise environment want to ask for more. Being used for alternative for cellular, applications, want it to work better. Ten years ago voip was a heavy load, now no longer the case. Other apps with higher bandwidth- hospital MRI downloads.
11.2.21 5GHz, and 2.4 – yes, have more channels, use them. TDMA has higher utilizations.

11.2.22 How long is the suppression interval? No longer than 1 beacon interval. Acknowledge that a manager can abuse the system.

11.2.23 What was the suppression interval in the simulation? Believe ½.. 2APs, each gets half the time. 3APs, each gets 1/3. Issue that with VOIP, inserting 50ms of jitter to each call. This is a lot for some calls, especially transcontinental calls.

11.2.24 Voice sends regular packets, send first few, only if have schedule changes will there be additional jitter. Also have jitter with collisions. Looked at MOS score, MOS score improved.
11.2.25 Still have additional 50ms latency that the receiver has to deal with. Can impair conversational quality.

11.2.26 Did the simulation use the default EDCA parameters? Yes. Can use different EDCA parameters for better performance.

11.2.27 Also have deterioration due to collisions, try to reduce this. 50ms delay, if phone wakes up in the suppression interval, will have 2-3 packets, could have 10 phone calls, all trying to transmit with a smaller contention interval. See this in an emulator, not in a simulation. 
11.2.28 Use this when have 2 APs in overload.

11.2.29 Comment on the APC index in the MIB, unclear why this is a table. Doesn’t have to be a table.

11.2.30 Bill will post a revision of the proposal.
12.0 Timing Measurement Trigger, Gabor Bajko (Nokia), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0148-03-000v-timing-measurement-trigger.doc .   

12.1 Review of the proposed changes. Need  Clause 10 changes, additional entry in the pics.

12.2 Will post a revision.
13.0 Time Advertisement, Allan Thomson (Cisco), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0234-01-000v-sb-recirc-1-comments-timeadv.xls .

13.1 CIDs 1045, 1035, 1019, 1018, 1016 – agree with proposed resolution

13.2 CID 30 – also delete “exactly”

13.3 CD 29 – changes to usage description: “Timestamp offset based on UTC at which the TSF Timer is 0 with the format as defined in Table 7-37c.
13.4 Revised spreadsheet to be posted.

14.0 Review of remaining comments

14.1 Collocated interference – only CIDs 2 and 13 remain open.
14.2 Virtual AP CID 46 – additional discussion on proposed text change. Dorothy to e-mail proposed changes to the commenter.

15.0 Motion 3: Move to resolve CID 47 as “Principle” with a resolution detail of

15.1 Adopt the text changes indicated in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0366-00-000v-ap-collaboration.doc.

15.2 Moved: Bill Marshall

15.3 Seconded: Bob Miller

15.4 Result: 7-4-2 Motion fails
16.0 Recess at 1000.
Wednesday March 17, 2010 PM1 1330-1530

17.0 Chair (CH: Dorothy Stanley, Aruba Networks) called the meeting to order at 1330, welcomed participants and reminded participants to record their attendance.

17.1 CH: Asked for essential patents/patent holders, per patent slide instructions. None brought forward.
18.0 Motion 4 : Move to 
18.1 Adopt the “agree”, “disagree” and “principle” comment resolutions for the BSS transition, Channel Usage, Diagnostics, DMS, Editorial, Event, General, QOS Traffic, Sleep Mode, STA Statistics, TFS and Timing Measurement categories in 10-0230-02.
18.2 as approved comment resolutions for TGv Draft 9.0 Sponsor ballot comments.
18.3 Moved: Allan Thomson
18.4 Seconded: Ian Sherlock
18.5 Result: 5-0-0 Passes
19.0 Motion 5: Move to

19.1 Adopt the comment resolutions for 

19.1.1 Location category comments in 10-232-01, except for CID 984

19.1.2 FMS category comments in 10-0233-01.

19.1.3 Time Advertisement comments in 10-234-02.

19.1.4 Collocated Interference comments in 10-235-01, except CIDs 2 & 13.

19.1.5 DMS CIDs 25, 26, 40 comments in 10-0278-04.

19.1.6 BSS Transition CIDs 11, 9 in 10-0278-04.

19.1.7 Virtual AP category comments 38, 28, 21 in 10-0278-04.

19.1.8 General-H category comments in 10-0278-04.

19.2 as approved comment resolutions for TGv Draft 9.0 Sponsor ballot comments.

19.3 Moved: Allan Thomson

19.4 Seconded: Ian Sherlock

19.5 Result: 6-0-1

20.0 Discussion on teleconferences

20.1 TG discussed the following dates: Thursday April 8, 15, 29 and May 6, 13 and Tuesday April 20.

21.0 Presentation on Third Party Location, Gabor Bajko (Nokia), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0086-02-000v-3rd-party-location.ppt .

21.1 Discussion: Proposal is incomplete. Requires the AP to keep state of the location information, but does not specify how long the information must be kept. Additional clause 11 changes needed.
21.2 Concern regarding privacy between the requestor and the recipient. Share with everyone, or just some? Privacy should be dealt with at L7, not L2.
21.3 L7 assumes that all clients run the same application. They don’t.

21.4 Keep the info private or public to whover asks. 

21.5 Not relevant to compare to IAM type application, focus is on other use cases.

21.6 Clause 11 changes: Keep location data until source says it is not longer relevant.

21.7 Mobile augmented reality use case. Need info immediately, is an enabling technology for new use cases.

21.8 Also has a power save advantage, end devices don’t have to continually go to remote server for location info.

21.9 Is this optional or mandatory – intent is optional.

21.10 Is the sharing restricted to the current association? Share across the network.

21.11 Any address restrictions? Suggest adding address to existing optional subelements.

21.12 MIB variable impact – look at what is needed.

21.13 Define how long to store the data. P3P defined machine to machine privacy codes in W3C. Complex topic, best to avoid. Includes info on freshness of the data, how long to keep it.

21.14 Add to all 3 types – civic, geo and location by reference.

21.15 If send all 3? Each is atomic.

21.16 Does requestor query for one or more types. Pull, not push mechanisms. 

21.17 Controls and states are needed.

21.18 Was meant to be simple in scope.

21.19 Gabor will prepare an updated presentation.

22.0 Presentation on U-APSD Collocated Interference proposal, Allan Thomson (Cisco), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0079-01-000v-interference-signalling.ppt and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0080-01-000v-interference-signalling-normtext.doc .
22.1 Discussion:
22.2 Wouldn’t CSMA CD detect the interference? Might if devices in close enough proximity, but client experiences the interference. AP typically doesn’t know.
22.3 Bluetooth is 1600 hops/second, 625usec pulses.

22.4 Bluetooth voice profile is being used, blocks WLAN operation. Priority is the voice stream.

22.5 Intervals are much shorter for non-voice.

22.6 Proposal assumes periodic interference.

22.7 Can adjust the trigger frame if non-periodic.

22.8 Could the scheme operate in active mode?

22.9 Need to investigate.

22.10 Will increase the throughput, don’t need to send a trigger frame. 11s has a trigger bit. STA not expecting an EOSP, improved power save mechanism.

22.11 Only limiting AP operation, not limiting STA.

22.12 AP can’t predict how long it will get the medium, thus this is a challenge for the AP.

22.13 If clients request unreasonable lengths, AP can deny the request.

22.14 Each time the STA sends a trigger, don’t specify a duration less than the limit. Need to be able to finish.

22.15 Depends on the media condition.

22.16 Timing in the contention media is a concern – duration the AP has to finish transmissions. Send trigger after a certain point, which is not specified.
22.17 When have interference, affects traffic flaws.

22.18 Applies to traffic transmitted to the STA, not unicast.

23.0 Recess at 1530.
Wednesday March 17, 2010 PM2 – 1600-1800 
24.0 Chair (CH: Dorothy Stanley, Aruba Networks) called the meeting to order at 1600, welcomed participants and reminded participants to record their attendance.

24.1 CH: Asked for essential patents/patent holders, per patent slide instructions. None brought forward.
25.0 Continued - Presentation on U-APSD Collocated Interference proposal, Allan Thomson (Cisco), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0079-01-000v-interference-signalling.ppt and https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0080-01-000v-interference-signalling-normtext.doc .

25.1 Discussion:
25.2 APs not bounded on type of traffic, QOS parameters.

25.3 Seems a useful addition.

25.4 Slide 8 – shall or should end transmission – prefer should.

25.5 What if AP’s transmission goes over, into the interference period. Won’t get an ACK, will retransmit.

25.6 AP shall not transmit during a period of interference, inder U-APSD rules. No chage to U-APDS operation. 

25.7 Combination of existing collocated interference mechanism and this one?

25.8 Independent operation.

25.9 AP available transmission time is the same.

25.10 When TSF=0, concern with timely arrival of the trigger frame.

25.11 Both schemes (TSF 0, not 0) use trigger frames, thus simpler. Collocated interference assumes there is a schedule that is unbounded.

25.12 Concern about how the two mechanisms work together.

25.13 Calculate adjusted time based on arrival of the trigger frame. Additional element of randomized delay. 

25.14 Variability in the access to the medium is not depicted in the figure.

25.15 Need to delete “detection” in the text. Agreed.

25.16 AP will calculate a window during which the transmission can be sent.
25.17 Small fixed duration or time to respond is flexible.

25.18 Drift in the timing on the client side or on the AP side, means the offset changes. Resend the ADDTS with an updated offset.

25.19 Are both modes optional – yes.

25.20 Intend to add or replace the current solution in the draft? Add, not replace.

25.21 Need to add status codes for rejecting the requested UAPSD mode. Agreed
25.22 Real-time edits to the draft text.

25.23 Is there a requirement for the STA to be a QOS STA? Yes.

25.24 The authors will post an updated version of the text.
26.0 Motion 6 - Move to 
26.1 Adopt the comment resolutions for 
26.1.1 Virtual AP category comment 46 in 10-0278-05
26.1.2 General CIDs 47, 983 in 10-0278-05
26.1.3 MIB category comments 20, 48 in 10-0278-05
26.2 as approved comment resolutions for TGv Draft 9.0 Sponsor ballot comments.
26.3 Moved: Emily Qi
26.4 Seconded:Gabor Bajko
26.5 Result: 10-0-2 Passes

27.0 Motion 7 - Move to 
27.1 Approve Teleconferences
27.1.1 Thursdays April 8, 15, 29, May 6, 13, Tuesday April 20
27.1.2 2pm Eastern (11am Pacific)
27.1.3 2 hours
27.2 Moved: Ganesh Venkatesan
27.3 Seconded: Emily Qi
27.4 Result: 8-0-5 Passes

28.0 Recess at 1800.
Thursday March 18, 2010 AM1 – 1030-1230 
29.0 Chair (CH: Dorothy Stanley, Aruba Networks) called the meeting to order at 1035, welcomed participants and reminded participants to record their attendance.

29.1 CH: Asked for essential patents/patent holders, per patent slide instructions. None brought forward.
30.0 Third Party Location  presentation, Gabor Bajko (Nokia), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0086-02-000v-3rd-party-location.ppt  .
30.1 Gabor reviewed the new proposal. Text is not yet available.
30.2 Slide 2 - is the measurement report needed? Do get an ACK back from the Measurement Request.
30.3 Slide 5 – Could add to the existing type. If sent to an 11k device, it won’t understand the additional fields. Only send to a WNM STA.
30.4 Slide 7 – Make MAC address an optional subelement. Still need the new location subject.
30.5 Need normative language for operation in an infrastructure BSS – only get location from other STAs in the BSS. Also specify IBSS behaviour.
30.6 Gabor will develop text for a proposal that incorporates the feedback received.
31.0 MIB category comments, Joe Kwak (Interdigital), see https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0401-00-000v-draft-p802-11v-tgkmib-redlines.pdf .
31.1 Joe has reviewed the MIB to align with the current text. Focus is 11k MIB updates
31.2 Need to ensure that existing entries are not renumbered.
31.3 Some 11n added entries are not shown – added in TGmb draft 2.04, comment 2211.
32.0 Motion 8

32.1 Move to  Adopt the comment resolutions for 

32.1.1 MIB category comments 1042, 1043 as “Agree” with a resolution detail of “Adopt the text changes indicated in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0401-00-000v-draft-p802-

 HYPERLINK "https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0401-00-000v-draft-p802-11v-tgkmib-redlines.pdf" \t "_parent" 11v-tgkmib-redlines.pdf “such that the existing MIB entries are not renumbered and the MIB entries added by IEEE Std802.11n-2009 are included.
32.1.2 And

32.1.3 Location CID 984 as “Disagree” with a resolution detail of “The solution proposed by the commenter (in 10-0086-01) introduces privacy concerns that are not addressed.
32.2 as approved comment resolutions for TGv Draft 9.0 Sponsor ballot comments.

32.3 Moved: Allan Thomson

32.4 Seconded:Peter Ecclesine

32.5 Discussion on the Motion

32.5.1 Motion to divide [into 2 motions, one for 34.3.1 and one for 34.3.3]

32.5.2 Moved: Bill Marshall, seconded Harry Worstell

32.5.3 Result: 5-4-7 Passes

33.0 [Divided part 1] Motion 8

33.1 Move to 

33.2 Adopt the comment resolutions for 

33.2.1 MIB category comments 1042, 1043 as “Agree” with a resolution detail of “Adopt the text changes indicated in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0401-00-000v-draft-p802-

 HYPERLINK "https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0401-00-000v-draft-p802-11v-tgkmib-redlines.pdf" \t "_parent" 11v-tgkmib-redlines.pdf “such that the existing MIB entries are not renumbered and the MIB entries added by IEEE Std802.11n-2009 are included.
33.3 as approved comment resolutions for TGv Draft 9.0 Sponsor ballot comments.

33.4 Moved: Allan Thomson

33.5 Seconded:Peter Ecclesine
33.6 Discussion:

33.7 Friendly amendment and no objection to adding the text above in green.
33.8 Divided motion part 1 result: 13-0-5 Passes

34.0 [Divided Motion 8 part 2] Motion 9

34.1 Move to 

34.2 Adopt the comment resolutions for 

34.2.1 Location CID 984 as “Disagree” with a resolution detail of “The solution proposed by the commenter (in 10-0086-01) introduces privacy concerns that are not addressed. In addition, the normative text is not based on the most recent version of the TGv draft, and all required changes in clause 11 are not described.”
34.3 as approved comment resolutions for TGv Draft 9.0 Sponsor ballot comments.

34.4 Moved: Allan Thomson

34.5 Seconded:Peter Ecclesine

34.6 Discussion 

34.6.1 Motion to amend as indicated by the green text above: 
34.6.2 Moved: Allan Thomson, Seconded Andrew Myles 
34.6.3 Result: 8-1-7 Passes
34.7 Request for a ruling by the chair by Bill Marshall (AT&T): “Is the question of whether a resolution being proposed to address the technical issue raised in CID 984 is a technical resolution a technical or procedural question?”

34.7.1 Discussion

34.7.2 Chair asks for input from the CRC members. 

34.7.3 There appear to be 3 questions:

34.7.3.1  Is CID 984 a valid technical comment?

34.7.3.2 CRC opinions voiced: Not in scope, not a comment on the changes made; does not highlight a problem, makes a request for a change. There was a request in the initial SB, this comment reiterates an unsatisfied comment

34.7.3.3 Does the proposed resolution to CID 984 provide a technical resolution to the comment?

34.7.3.4 CRC opinions voiced: Yes

34.7.3.5 Is the decision on the above question procedural or technical?

34.7.3.6 CRC opinions voiced: Technical. Decisions that affect the draft are traditionally and in the P&P technical.
34.7.4 Chair: The third question is the one for which a ruling was requested by the member. Chair ruling: The decision isTechnical and thus is required to meet the 75% threshold.
34.8 Return to the motion on the floor.

34.9 No further discussion on the motion.
34.10 Divided motion part 2 result: 11-4-3 Fails.
35.0 Discussion on Sponsor ballot comment resolution process
35.1 What are the next steps for this comment?
35.2 Need a new proposed resolution.
35.3 Comments and their resolutions are recirculated in a ballot. 
35.4 SB pool members can respond to resolutions of other balloter’s comments. 
35.5 Commenter’s comment can remain unresolved throughout the ballot period.
35.6 Have an obligation to achieve consensus in a timely manner. New comments limited to changed and new material.
36.0 Motion 10- Move to 
36.1 Adopt the comment resolutions for 

36.1.1 Resolve Location CID 984 as “Disagree” with a resolution detail of “The commenter was not able to provide a complete and satisfactory resolution for the comment in a timely manner. The commenter is invited to provide such a resolution.”
36.2 as approved comment resolutions for TGv Draft 9.0 Sponsor ballot comments.

36.3 Moved: Andrew Myles

36.4 Seconded:Gabor Bajko
36.5 Discussion:

36.6 No need to resolve this comment now. CRC not bound to face-to-face meeting boundaries. Can wait a week and resolve on a telecon.
36.7 Result: 16-0-3 Passes

37.0 Motion 11- Move to 
37.1 Adopt the comment resolutions for 
37.1.1 Collocated Interference CIDs 2, 13 as “Principle” with a resolution detail of “Adopt the text changes indicated in https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/dcn/10/11-10-0080-02-000v-interference-signalling-normtext.doc”
37.1.2 as approved comment resolutions for TGv Draft 9.0 Sponsor ballot comments.
37.2 Moved: Allan Thomson
37.3 Seconded: Ganesh Venkatesan
37.4 Result: 18-0-1 Passes

38.0 Motion 12
38.1 Having approved comment resolutions for all of the comments received from the Initial Recirculation Sponsor ballot on IEEE P802.11v/D9.0, instruct the editor to prepare IEEE P802.11v/D10.0 incorporating the approved resolutions and
38.2 Approve a 10 day Recirculation Sponsor Ballot on IEEE P802.11v/D10.0. 
38.3 Moved: Stuart Kerry

38.4 Seconded: Lee Armstrong

38.5 Result: 19-0-1 Passes

39.0 Adjourn at 1230.
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