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As-yet-to-be-confirmed minutes (May 2025 & March 2025): 

To be consistent with current guidelines, and to respond to comments, I would like to offer 
the attached proposed amendments to the March 2025 and May 2025 minutes prior to 
confirmation.  These follow requirements in the P&P for minutes (to provide description of 
technical discussion and conclusions, without specific transcription or attribution of 
specific comments) , and additionally aligns with the new guidelines and clarification of 
the “two drafts” to provide clarity.  

Use of “GMSL”, “GMSLE”, and variants 

Note that the new guidelines regarding trademarks in contributions relate to contributions 
and not minutes.  Nevertheless, I have scrubbed the March and May minutes per Kamal’s 
comments and keeping in mind the requirement that the minutes allow one who was not at 
the meeting to understand what has been discussed.  As the new policy will be in effect 
when the minutes are approved, I have avoided use of the alleged “modified trademarks” in 
the minutes discussion.  They now are used ONLY in the titles of the presentations where 
they were used, which is necessary – because the presentation titles are what they are – 
predating the policy – and correct titles are necessary to identify the presentations per the 
rules, and provide a clear reference to what was presented.  In some places these terms 
show up in straw polls or motions, where the requirement to record motions (and straw 
polls) as given overrides the guidelines. 

Use of the term “draft” 

Note I have used the word “draft”, but minimally, as necessary to describe what occurred, 
and with clarification regarding the approval status of any such text.  I have confirmed with 
the (former) chair of IEEE P802.3ba that a similar process with two drafts prepared, and the 
term proposed drafts had been used in the past.  Additionally, standards bodies in IEEE SA 
use many forms of draft text, including draft proposals.  As a result, I have focused on 
making the status of the text clear rather than focus purely on a single word. 

Process for two drafts 

I have responded to the comments about the discussion of “process with a proposed 
clarification: 



In the March 2025 minutes, amending the “Path Forward” discussion to provide additional 
clarity: 

 

And within the May minutes, a similar amendment to provide clarity, near the end, under 
“FUTURE MEETINGS”: 

 

 

March Minutes, comments on approved agenda vs. agenda deck 01c 

In the March minutes, it seems there was confusion between the "agenda deck" and the 
"agenda for the meeting" (which is approved), and a lack of understanding that the agenda 
deck contains more than just the agenda.  I offer the proposed clarification below, which I 
believe explains that the "agenda" which is approved is slide 3 of the "agenda deck".  It also 
explains (after I reviewed in detail) the difference between deck 01b and 01c (the deck was 



updated to reflect motions and straw polls).  Please let me know whether clarifications on 
the March minutes (attached) are also needed.  Since these are easier, I’ve shown them 
below: 

 

 

The second mention of the agenda deck changing is at the close of day 1 business, where 
the “01c” version is mentioned.  I have clarified (after comparing the two versions) to 
indicate what changed in the deck, and specifically that the approved agenda did not 
change: 

 

May minutes – incomplete sentence correction, Straw Poll #4: 

Within the May minutes, there is one other change.  Under Straw Poll #4 there was a 
sentence which had been obviously cut off.  I propose completing it as shown: 

 

 



Proposed Revision to the April 17 2025 Minutes 

The April 17, 2025 minutes were previously confirmed, these will require a motion to revise. 

I propose 2 changes to these.  First, to correct an erroneous time in the minutes.  6:01am 
cannot be correct, even in PDT. 

 

 

Second, to align the discussion about a reminder to observe decorum with text 
recommended by IEEE SA.  Note this was called out first as an “attribution” (which is not 
allowed), however, the recommended text from staff omits the participant’s name, and the 
name serves no purpose in understanding the meeting flow; therefore I propose we align 
with the recommended text. 

 


