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WG Letter Ballot #4 – Report

The following is an excerpt from the 802 Operating Rules in case some of you were wondering why not all letter ballots go through a formal comment resolution process:

The Working Group Chair determines if and how negative votes in an otherwise affirmative letter ballot are to be resolved. Normally, the Working Group meets to resolve the negatives or assigns the task to a ballot resolution group.

Since this was a simple ballot, with essentially binary results, the chair ruled that a formal comment resolution was neither necessary nor productive given the nature of the ballot.  It is useful, however, to share with the Working Group, the text of the negative comments for their consideration.

Date of ballot: Monday, July 24, 2000 12:00 pm (noon) EDT

Closure of ballot: Friday, August 4, 2000 11:00 pm EDT

Letter Ballot 4 carried the following motion:

Motion number
Subject

1
To modify the criteria weighting mechanism from:

Each voter has 100 points to allocate across the indicated criteria (i.e. the total value of all criteria values should be 100). The final weighting value for each criteria is determined by dividing the total value for that criteria across all voters by the number of voters.

To:

An integer value of 0-10 will be allocated to each criteria based on each voter's judgement. The final weighting value for each criteria is determined by dividing the total value for that criteria across all voters by the number of voters
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There were 52 Voting members. 45 submitted their vote. 1 voter was late and has not been included in the tally. The return ratio is 45/52 = 87 % (50 % is required) and the abstention rate was less than 30% of those voting.  The ballot is valid. 

Motion 1 passed with 31/7/7 or 82 %.
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lastname
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LB4
Yea
Nea
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Fail
Total

1
Alborzi
Mr. Houman (Houman)
 
n
 
1
 
 
1

2
Alexandrou
Mr. Dimitri (Dimitri) 
 
f
 
 
 
1
1

3
Alfvin
Mr. Richard (Rick)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

4
Allen
Mr. James (Jim)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

5
Bailey
Mr. William (Bill)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

6
Barr
Mr. John (John)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

7
Batliwala
Mr. Edul (Edul)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

8
Bien
Mr. Alan (Alan)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

9
Bisdikian
Dr. Chatschik (Chatschik)
 
a
 
 
1
 
1

10
Camp
Mr. Michael (Mike)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

11
Carrafiello
Dr. Michael (Mike)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

12
Cooklev
Mr. Todor (Todor)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

13
Crosswy
Mr. Wm. Caldwell (Caldwell)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

14
Cypher
Mr. David (David)
 
a
 
 
1
 
1

15
Ditch
Mr. Richard (Rich)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

16
DuVal
Ms. Mary (Mary)
 
n
 
1
 
 
1

17
Dydyk
Mr. Michael (Mike)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

18
Eckard
Mr. Richard (Dick)
 
n
 
1
 
 
1

19
Fischer
Mr. Kurt (Kurt)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

20
Gifford
Mr. Ian (Ian)
 
a
 
 
1
 
1

21
Gilb
Mr. James (James)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

22
Golmie
Ms. Nada (Nada)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

23
Heberling
Mr. Allen (Allen)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

24
Heile
Dr. Robert (Bob)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

25
Hoshina
Mr. Masaki (Masaki)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

26
Kerry
Mr. Stuart (Stuart)
 
f
 
 
 
1
1

27
Kinney
Mr. Patrick (Pat)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

28
Kraemer
Mr. Bruce P. (Bruce)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

29
Lansford
Dr. Jim (Jim)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

30
Li
Dr. Yunxin (Yunxin)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

31
Marquess
Mr. Kevin (Kevin)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

32
McCorkle
Mr. John (John)
 
n
 
1
 
 
1

33
McGlynn
Mr. Daniel R. (Dan)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

34
McInnis
Mr. Michael D. (Mike)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

35
Miura
Dr. Akira (Akira)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

36
Murray
Mr. Peter (Peter)
 
a
 
 
1
 
1

37
Noble
Mr. Erwin R. (Erwin)
 
f
 
 
 
1
1

38
Paczonay
Mr. Mike (Mike)
 
f
 
 
 
1
1

39
Palin
Mr. Arto (Arto)
 
a
 
 
1
 
1

40
Pan
Dr. Davis (Davis)
 
y-L
 
 
 
1
1

41
Reede
Mr. Ivan (Ivan)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

42
Rios
Mr. Carlos A. (Carlos)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

43
Roberts
Dr. Richard (Rick)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

44
Rofheart
Dr. Martin (Martin)
 
n
 
1
 
 
1

45
Rypinski
Mr. Chandos (Chan)
 
f
 
 
 
1
1

46
Schwarz
Mr. Karlheinz (Karlheinz)
 
a
 
 
1
 
1

47
Shellhammer
Dr. Stephen J. (Steve)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

48
Siep
Mr. Thomas (Tom)
 
n
 
1
 
 
1

49
Stapleton
Mr. Nick (Nick)
 
f
 
 
 
1
1

50
Torp
Mr. Steve (Steve)
 
y
1
 
 
 
1

51
Watanabe
Dr. Fujio (Fujio)
 
a
 
 
1
 
1

52
Wilson
Mr. Richard (Dick)
 
n
 
1
 
 
1




 
 
31
7
7
7
52

Voters That Provided No Comments

NO
LAST
FIRST
Comment/Rationale (Issue and reasoning behind it.)
Recommended change (What change(s) it would take to make this clause acceptable.)
Disposition/Rebuttal (Do not write here during ballot phase; this is for comment resolution phase.)

1
Alborzi
Mr. Houman (Houman)
 The recommended change does not fairly weigh the inputs from each voter. 

In a fair mechanism each voter should be allocated the same number of 

total points across the criteria. The original mechanism is fair in this 

regard. I suggest combining the two mechanisms together. That is: 

"Each voter has 200 points to allocate across the whole criteria, where 

points for each criterion should be bounded between 0 and 10."



 
 

2
DuVal
Ms. Mary (Mary)
 Since I came up with the original method, I will stand up for it. Given that, I vote "NO", 
 
 

3
Eckard
Mr. Richard (Dick)
 do not agree
 
 

4
McCorkle
Mr. John (John)
 1. The ballot is not just to modify the weighting mechanism.  It is far more. The criteria and the weights were derived fairly and openly, and accepted in Seattle, before presenters had fully characterized their systems against the criteria, and more importantly, before they were able to see how competing solutions would be ranked according to the weighted criteria.  So Letter ballot 4 is really to toss all the weighs already approved, and come up with an entirely new set of weights – a wholesale change via a different mechanism.

2. It is fundamentally unfair to call for proposals under an openly and fairly generated set of weighted criteria, and then make wholesale changes to them prior to evaluation. While precise changes and clarifications to particular items addressing specific oversights might be helpful, clearly wholesale changes are completely unfair.  The criteria and the weights were derived fairly and openly, and accepted in Seattle, before presenters had fully characterized their systems against the criteria, and more importantly, before they were able to see how competing solutions would be ranked according to the criteria document. If we change the criteria weights (perhaps radically) it can completely change how those solutions are ranked. This violates the first of IEEE’s “Imperative Principles", i.e. due process.


 
 

5
Rofheart
Dr. Martin (Martin)
 1. The ballot is not just to modify the weighting mechanism.  It is far more. The criteria and the weights were derived fairly and openly, and accepted in Seattle, before presenters had fully characterized their systems against the criteria, and more importantly, before they were able to see how competing solutions would be ranked according to the weighted criteria.  So Letter ballot 4 is really to toss all the weighs already approved, and come up with an entirely new set of weights – a wholesale change via a different mechanism.

2. It is fundamentally unfair to call for proposals under an openly and fairly generated set of weighted criteria, and then make wholesale changes to them prior to evaluation. While precise changes and clarifications to particular items addressing specific oversights might be helpful, clearly wholesale changes are completely unfair.  The criteria and the weights were derived fairly and openly, and accepted in Seattle, before presenters had fully characterized their systems against the criteria, and more importantly, before they were able to see how competing solutions would be ranked according to the criteria document. If we change the criteria weights (perhaps radically) it can completely change how those solutions are ranked. This violates the first of IEEE’s “Imperative Principles", i.e. due process.


 
 

6
Siep
Mr. Thomas (Tom)
My reasoning is that all of the presenters had the opportunity to craft their solutions based on a set of criteria.  If we change (perhaps radically change) the weighting of the various criteria it will effect how those solutions are ranked.  I contend that it is fundamentally unfair to call for proposals then change them prior to evaluation.  IMO, this violates the first of the "Imperative Principles", listed below.  (note source: http://standards.ieee.org/guides/companion/part1.html#imperatives ).  Due process is violated by changing the rules after a technical commitment has been made.  This is refered to in the US legal system as an "ex post facto" situation.
 
 

7
Wilson
Mr. Richard (Dick)
 Sorry to be negative, but it seems a little too rushed needing a little more thought. 
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