To the Executive Committee of IEEE Project 802:

The undersigned are appealing the decisions that the Chair of Working Group 802.20 made at the close of the September interim meeting.  We believe that these decisions were made hastily and without adequate due process and were injurious to all of those wishing to propose technology to the Working Group. The short time frame for proposals to be considered by the working group will result in a lower quality of standard that does not contain sufficient diversity of input.
The Chair, Jerry Upton, has declined our requests to rescind these decisions.  Copies of the correspondence are attached for your reference.
The problem exists because the previous work plan (PD-07r1, attached) called for technology presentations, simulations, and combining of proposals over a period of three meetings, starting with the meeting following the call for proposals.  It was reasonably expected that if a call for proposals were made in September ’05 (delayed from the previously planned March ’05 date) that proposals would be entertained over three meetings, specifically November ’05, January ’06, and March ’06.

We note that the previous schedule was duly agreed to by the Working Group in November ’04.  No such agreement existed for the new schedule that was listed as PD-07r2 in appendix D of the minutes from the September Meeting, also attached.  The Chair responded to us when we raised this issue by saying that there were no objections; nevertheless, if the original schedule was set up by a formal motion, the Chair cannot unilaterally change it.  He also indicated that the working group could always extend the period for proposals if it wanted to, but by that point (which might never happen) much damage would have been done by requiring haste in preparation or by causing others to drop out because they lacked the resources to complete a proposal in the unreasonably short time.

The requirement to prepare a proposal in a little over one month rather than six imposes a considerable burden on members of the Working Group who were expecting that the approved period would be available following the proposals.  Those who may have been aware that the Chair intended to make such a decision clearly had an unfair advantage.

This situation is made more acute by the unusually-high amount of supporting information that the Technology Selection Process calls for.  It requires both simulations and drafts of the standard as it would be if the proposal were accepted.  Elimination of proposals and final selection are now expected to take place by the following meeting in January.   In our opinion, this does not give time for adequate consideration of proposals, which are of necessity technically complex.   This haste is in complete contrast to the previous experience in the 802.20 WG, where progress has been leisurely at best and all issues have been debated very fully.  Even if progress has been slow in the past, it is incorrect to attempt to fix that by imposing a new arbitrary and unrealistic schedule. 

In addition to scheduling changes, the Chair has made unilateral changes to the Technology Selection Process document. These are the subject of a separate objection made by Kyocera members.  While these appeals address different problems, we are in agreement with Kyocera and strongly support their request. There was also an issue raised by a member in the meeting room at the time of this action that questions the process for approval of this document, as noted in the meeting minutes.
To remedy the situation, we request that the Executive Committee set aside the Work Plan as recently announced by the Chair of 802.20 and direct him to put forward a call for proposals which allows three normally-scheduled meetings (or six months) for the submission of proposals before any elimination is done.  

In conclusion, we strongly believe that the IEEE standards process should give a fair hearing to all those who wish to participate in the process and provide their best technology for the standard.  The actions taken recently by the Chair of WG 802.20 make this difficult to achieve and have given the appearance to the industry that the IEEE 802 process may not offer quality standards.
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