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Background
While the 5C is used at PAR approval, it is also supposed to be reviewed and updated 
periodically.  From the IEEE 802 LMSC Working Group Policies and Procedures:

“5.WG responsibilities

...

The WG shall periodically review and confirm that the response to the five criteria, refer to the 
criteria for standards development subclause in the IEEE 802 LMSC Operations Manual [4], 
used to approve its PAR(s) still reflect the state of the project(s) to which they relate. Should a 
WG need to modify the responses to the five criteria during a projects’ development in order to 
accurately reflect the state of the project, the modified responses shall be submitted to the 
Sponsor for approval.”

We currently have 5 criteria, a requirement to develop managed objects (or a plan for a project 
that does them) and a requirement, if necessary, to participate in the coexistence assurance (CA) 
document process.

The goals of the changes are:

• Maintain the value of the 5C brand (people are used to it, no need to confuse them).

• Allow 802 to create a logical separation of requirements for approving and progressing 
projects.

• Formalize the 5C review process and make it a part of ballot approval, in a manner 
similar to the PAR.

• Clearly explain the purpose and use of the CSD/5C

Hence the following changes are suggested:

• Add the managed objects requirement to the CSD reporting.  Thus it will be evaluated not 
only at the beginning of the project, but also during its development phase (as is done 
with the CA document).

• The CA and managed objects are an ongoing process as opposed to criteria to be met 
(e.g., a bar to pass).  So these are put in a separate subclause

• The 5C is a new subclause (part of the overall CSD), that now is not the “five criteria,” 
but rather is simply “5C” (in case we want to do more or fewer critieria in the future).

Some clause 10 rule changes will also be required.

Change subcluase 10.2 as follows:

10.2 IEEE 802 LMSC approval

A complete proposed PAR and, if applicable, the criteria for standards development (CSD) 
statement five criteriaresponses to the , as described in Clause 1410.5 below, shall be submitted 
to the Sponsor via the Sponsor email reflector for review no less than 30 days prior to the day of 
the opening Sponsor meeting of an IEEE 802 LMSC plenary session. The submittal message 
should include Internet links to the required submittal documents. Presence of the submittal 
message in the reflector archive (with time stamp) is evidence of delivery.

James P. K. Gilb (Tensorcom)

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:27 AM
Change what part of 10.2, first two paragraphs?  What is with the elipse half way thorugh does that mean current paragraphs 3-5 are preserved without change?

ROBERT GROW
In a separate discussion with James, I came up with something that I think helps with Maintenance PARs and clarifies the CSD requirements.  Define maintenance PARs better, The CSD for maintenance PARs consists of a justification for being such and if approved eliminates the need for all the other CSD stuff.

Geoff Thompson
Note
INSERT: "ongoing"

Geoff Thompson
Note
Thus (perhaps) the Sponsor could tighten the screws on a management project as the main project progresses.
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Approval of the PAR by the EC is contingent on inclusion of accepted responses describing how 
the proposed PAR meets the CSDfive criteria and a work plan for the development of managed 
object definitions, either as part of the PAR or as a part of an additional PAR. PARs which 
introduce no new functionality are exempt from the requirement to provide a CSD statement 
responses to the five Criteria. Examples of such PARs are: Protocol Implementation 
Conformance Statements (PICS), Managed Object Conformance Statements (MOCS), PARs to 
correct errors, and PARs to consolidate documents.

…

The CSD   statement   shall be   reviewed and approved by each   WG   balloter,   WG and the Sponsor   
as part of the approval process for the following:

• Forwarding the PAR to NesCom  
• Forwarding the draft to Sponsor ballot  
• Forwarding the draft to RevCom  

A project uses the same CSD for the review process throughout the life of the project, even if the 
CSD     is subsequently modified in the IEEE 802 LMSC Operations Manual.  

CSD   statement  s   for PARs that were approved prior to July 201  3   are exempt from the   
requirement for review prior to   forwarding the draft to   Sponsor ballot and   forwarding the draft   to   
RevCom.

Sponsor approval of changes to the CSD   statement   after its initial approval may occur   either   at   
plenary sessions or by electronic ballot,   as described in 4.2.1  .  

Replace 10.5 Criteria for Standards Development (Five Criteria) with the following as Clause 
14.  No changes are shown in this version, just the new clause.

14. IEEE 802 criteria for standards development (CSD) and 5C

The CSD documents an agreement between the WG and the Sponsor that provides a description 
of the project and the Sponsor's requirements more detailed than required in the PAR.  The CSD 
consists of the project process requirements, 14.1, and the 5C requirements, 14.2.

14.1 Project process requirements

14.1.1 Managed objects

Describe the plan for developing a definition of managed objects.  The plan shall specify one of 
the following:

a) The definitions will be part of this project.
b) The definitions will be part of a different project  and provide details of that project.
c) The definitions will not be developed and explain why such definitions are not needed.

14.1.2 Coexistence

A WG proposing a wireless project is required toshall demonstrate coexistence through the 
preparation of a Coexistence Assurance (CA) document unless it is not applicable.

James P. K. Gilb (Tensorcom)

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:08 AM
As written, this requires each WG balloter to "approve", I assume there wasn't an intent to grant veto power to each balloter.  The use of WG balloter is also a problem -- WG balloters have nothing to do with forwarding to RevCom, only the WG deals with that.

The Five Criteria shall be reviewed by the WG and the Sponsor as part of the approval process for the following:
• Forwarding the PAR to NesCom
• As part of the WG ballot to assure the draft is consistent with the 5C
• Forwarding the draft to Sponsor ballot 
• Forwarding the draft to RevCom
A project uses the same CSD requirements throughout the life of the project, even if the CSD are subsequently modified in the IEEE 802 LMSC Operations Manual.
Sponsor approval of changes to the CSD after its initial approval may occur either at plenary sessions or by electronic ballot, as described in 4.2.1. 

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:12 AM
There is no need to grandfather current projects.  They should be consistent with the 5C and there is no reason to not begin to accept ballot comments on consistency with 5C upon rule change. Paragraph above covers it.


ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:14 AM
Same CSD requirements as at PAR approval.

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:16 AM
Minor concern with item b) as "details" is very open to interpretation.  Perhaps "and provide details of that project or anticipated future project", though this still leaves "details" open to interpretation.

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:32 AM
Though responses may provide additional description of the scope of the project, most of the questions to be answered do not.  In 802.3 we do this with objectives which add the detail of features to be included within the PAR scope and constitute an agreement between the TF and the WG (e.g., reach objectives that indirectly specify the PHYs to be specified, EEE support,, etc.)


ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 2:51 AM
I have no problem with better definition of what constitutes a maintenance PAR, but I think it an impossible task to get rid of all possibilities for subjective judgement.  I also believe a CSD statement should not be required for maintenance projects.  The debatable and sometimes subjective issue is scope creep.  As I pointed out in my previous rambling note, that can happen with or without needing to do a PAR modification or CSD statement update.  Perhaps a solution to scope creep is that the CSD is either a statement of why the PAR is as a maintenance project (implicitly qualifying for the 48 hour rule) or all the stuff you are proposing under the proposed CSD rules change (requiring normal processing.

Possibilities for 48 hour rule: 

1.  PAR actions of an administrative nature like PAR withdrawal, PAR extension and PAR modification (e.g., changing response to a PAR question about registration activities, or contingencies).
2.  A corrigendum PAR
3.  A revision intended to merge amendments, corrigenda and errata into the base document.  Optionally also including maintenance changes identified via a formal WG maintenance process.
4.  An amendment project the scope of which limits work to maintenance changes identified via a formal WG maintenance process.
5.  A new PAR that results from splitting the work of an existing PAR. [Generally because some of the intended work of the original PAR is progressing at a significantly different rate than the remainder and is segregable.  A past example being 10GBASE-T which initially was within P802.3z Gigabit Ethernet and was split out to become P802.3ab.  This though is very rare, usually predictable for normal processing and would typically include a new CSD statement so would violate my above simple CSD enhancement for maintenance.]

Not eligible for consideration under the 48 hour rule:
[Basically my rule of thumb would be any change in work that is likely to result in RevCom comment that the change requires notice to new interested parties.  That though is only something one learns by extended RevCom attendance.  Stated another way, someone might say "If I had known you were going to do that, I would have joined the ballot group" or extended beyond RevCom review join the WG.]

1.  A proposed revision project intended as part of the project to add significant new capability (e.g., a new PHY type).
2.  A non-editorial and non-administrative PAR modification changing the scope of the standard or project (independent of the type of project).  
3.  A PAR for a new standard.
4.  An amendment PAR the scope of which intends or allows addition of significant new capability (e.g., a new PHY type).

Geoff Thompson
Note
Such PAR packages shall provide a statement that the project is not intended to provide any new functionality.
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a) Will the WG create a CA document as part of the WG balloting process? (yes/no)
b) If not, explain why the CA document is not applicable.

14.2 5C requirements

14.2.1 Broad market potential

Each proposed IEEE 802 LMSC standard shall have broad market potential. Indicate why this 
project has broad market potential. At a minimum, address the following areas:

a) Broad sets of applicability.
b) Multiple vendors and numerous users.

14.2.2 Compatibility

EachAll proposed IEEE 802 LMSC standards should be in conformance with IEEE Std 802, 
IEEE 802.1D, and IEEE 802.1Q. If any variances in conformance emerge, they shall be 
thoroughly disclosed and reviewed with IEEE 802.1 WG prior to submitting a PAR to the 
Sponsor.

a) Will the proposed standard comply with IEEE Std 802, IEEE Std 802.1D and IEEE Std 
802.1Q?

b) If the answer to a) is no, supply the response from the IEEE 802.1 WG.

The review and response is not required if the proposed standard is an amendment or revision to 
an existing standard for which it has been previously determined that compliance with the above 
IEEE 802 standards is not possible. In this case, the CSD statement shall state that this is the 
case.

14.2.3 Distinct Identity

Each proposed IEEE 802 LMSC standard shall haveprovide evidence a distinct identity. Identify 
standards and standards projects with similar scopes and for each one describe why the proposed 
project is substantially different.

14.2.4 Technical Feasibility

Each proposed IEEE 802 LMSC standard shall provide evidence that the project is technically 
feasible within the time frame of the project. At a minimum, address the following items to 
demonstrate technical feasibility:

a) Demonstrated system feasibility.
b) Proven similar technology via testing, modeling, simulation, etc.

14.2.5 Economic Feasibility

Each proposed IEEE 802 LMSC standard shall provide evidence of economic feasiblilty. 
Demonstrate, as far as can reasonably be estimated, the economic feasibility of the proposed 

James P. K. Gilb (Tensorcom)

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:17 AM
item a) is vague to this non-wireless person.  Is the CA document also part of the WG ballot package and valid for comment (i.e., a CA draft has to be developed prior to WG ballot and refined via ballot)?  It makes sense to make it part of the WG ballot process to me, but I don't know what wireless groups are currently doing.  It seems to me that technical changes allowed in both Sponsor and WG ballot could render the CA document invalid, and hence, comments on consistency of draft and CA document should be considered during either WG or Sponsor ballot. 


ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:20 AM
Again, not a faithful markup.in second sentence. b) has been modified. Deletion of coexistance not marked

Why remove reliability?

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 12:44 AM
This is not a faithful markup of the current Compatibility requirement.  The first two sentences have been deleted.  "prior to submitting… is an addition, also, the last sentence of the current has been deleted.  The last new paragraph here is new.

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 2:17 AM
Grammar provide evidence of

Second sentence is new and a replacement of existing text, and changes the requirement to be very redundant with what is on the PAR.

ROBERT GROW
ROBERT GROW July 16, 2013 2:25 AM
Again not a faithful markup

We could avoid having to develop an 802.3 specific thing for EEE by adding Consideration of operational costs (e.g., energy consumption).
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project for its intended applications. Among the areas that may be addressed in the cost for 
performance analysis are the following:

a) Balanced costs (infrastructure versus attached stations).
b) Known cost factors.
c) Consideration of installation costs.
d) Other areas, as appropriate.

James P. K. Gilb (Tensorcom)


	14. IEEE 802 criteria for standards development (CSD) and 5C
	14.1 Project process requirements
	14.1.1 Managed objects
	14.1.2 Coexistence

	14.2 5C requirements
	14.2.1 Broad market potential
	14.2.2 Compatibility
	14.2.3 Distinct Identity
	14.2.4 Technical Feasibility
	14.2.5 Economic Feasibility





