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Monday, July 12, 9:30-11 
Lee Armstrong (USDOT) called the meeting to order at 9:30 am, and went over presentation IEEE 802.11-09/0656r3, including IEEE meeting rules, the patent policy and the schedule for the week. Lee thinks it is important for us to get to sponsor ballot as soon as possible, in order to stay synchronized with other groups. In order for that to happen, we need a recirculation that does not require any changes to the document. If we have to make changes, it will be another two months before we can go to sponsor ballot. Tom Kurihara (IEEE Standards) asked for clarification, Lee said it was primarily the timing in relation to other TGs and to when IEEE committees meet. John Kenney (VSC-2) said that since sponsor ballot can only be done at a plenary, in November, could we have another recirculation after September and still go to sponsor ballot then? Lee and Tom K both said that too much paperwork is required, it could not happen, so just one meeting slip here could create 6 months slippage. Carl Kain (USDOT) asked for clarification about the when RevCom meets. Lee and Tom said RevCom meets 4 times a year, the submission from the EC has to be there 6 weeks before RevCom, and the EC has to make the decision at a plenary. John K asked if there is then time for two sponsor ballots between November and March, Lee said that would be the goal. Carl pointed out that the sponsor ballot group is made up of people who have joined IEEE-SA and then have chosen to join the sponsor ballot group, not of the 802.11 Working Group members.
Lee then mentioned the issues that George Vlantis (ST Microelectronics) has described and attempted to resolve in IEEE802.11-09/0682r5 and IEEE 802.11-09/0700r5, and the submissions made by Justin McNew (Kapsch)  in IEEE 802.11-09/765r0, 764r0, 761r0, 751r1, 752r1; neither of them could be present for the adhoc, and these resolutions will be presented during regular sessions.

We began with John K’s presentation of comment resolution for clause 5 in IEEE 802.11-09/748r0. Francois Simon (USDOT) pointed out that comments on Timing Advertisement frame terminology resulted from an inconsistency introduced into the document when inserting  submissions at the last session; this inconsistency has been corrected. There was a discussion (Carl, Tom K, Francois) of comment 15, the consensus was we don’t want to preclude extension to external networks, but following the suggestion to remove the sentence is fine because it will not do this. Stephen McCann (Research in Motion) pointed out that the scope of TGu is connectivity to external networks, so another task group is addressing the whole issue, and will likely be rolled up into the standard at the same time as the TGp amendment; this could be mentioned as part of the comment resolution, but not the standard itself. There was considerable discussion of comment 18, it was felt that the proposed resolution to accept the comment by changing the definition of SS might create new difficulties and negative comments, so it was tabled for more thought.  Francois asked if we should have a straw vote, Lee said the purpose of this adhoc is to identify comments that are difficult to resolve, not to resolve all of them at this point. With respect to comment 19, Dave Stephenson (Cisco Systems) reiterated that he thought the detailed information about BSSID was not appropriate to section 5, but that he would not object to the will of the group; John K said he thought it was important to keep the information there, as an important change of OCB operation. Francois asked how we would proceed to roll the editorial changes into the text changes that John K proposed, John said he is happy to alter this to incorporate any additional changes that Wayne Fisher (USDOT) has made. Lee said that all the submissions should work with draft 7.01 once it has been accepted, and we should do this at the beginning of the first real session. 

Wayne Fisher (USDOT) presented IEEE 802.11-09/0688r2, the updated comment resolutions spreadsheet, and the new proposed working draft 802.11p_D7.01, not yet on the server. Our document has been submitted to Mandatory Editorial Correction (MEC) and approved for formatting. Wayne referred to IEEE 802.11-09/0644r7, the number alignment working document, as an outline of additional work that we are doing. He pointed out that TGn and TGz are ahead of us, TGu and TGv are after us. The master spreadsheet has been updated with all of the editorial comment resolutions provided by Francois; a clean-up function had to be done to resolve the Timing Advertisement terminology oversights. The draft includes many changes for consistent language, e.g. when “DotOCBEnabled is true” rather than “when DotOCBEnabled is set to true.” Francois said a comment had been made on terminology for “Vendor Specific element” versus “Vendor Specific information element”, he had changed it to match the majority in the baseline document. Jerry Landt (Transcore) said if we are going to vote on D7.01 we have to get it on the server for the 4-hour rule, Lee said he has not been able to get it loaded yet because of connection problems but expects to have it on the server in time.  Wayne said he has not included George, John K’s or Justin’s submittals in D7.01. 
Stephen McCann, chair of TGu, said TGu has had comments about OUIs in the past, and has started referencing TGp’s Organization Identifier definition, but we had comments that we couldn’t parse the element because we had two fields of indeterminate length, the Organization identifier of length j and the Vendor Specific element of length n. John K said STA had to have the knowledge to recognize the identifier from the IEEE Registration Authority (RA), by examining the first 3 bytes it must be possible to determine if this is a 3-byte or a 4-byte identifier. Francois said if the STA does not recognize an identifier, it will dump the frame, so it is not required that the Vendor Specific content begin at a well-defined byte boundary. As we examined our description, we found an error in the cross-reference information in D7.01 that should be to clause 7.3.1.21 instead of 7.3.1.2.1.
The meeting was adjourned at 11 am.
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