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Introduction

At the November 2001 Friday SEC meeting, the proposed rules change as documented in doc.: RR-01-028r1_Proposed_Rules_Change_for_SEC_Standing_Committees.doc was approved and Vic Hayes was assigned the driver of the procedure.

On December 19, 2001, the request for comments were submitted to the e-mail distribution lists of 802.1, 802.3, 802.11, 802.15 and 802.16. Comments were received from:

On January 24, 2002, Vic Hayes started the rules change ballot. 

The result of this ballot is as follows:

Tony Jeffree

disapprove with comment

Geoff Thompson

Stuart Kerry

abstain

Bob Heile

abstain

Roger Marks

disapprove with comment

Mike Takefman



Vic Hayes

approve with comment

Bob O'Hara

approve

Buzz Rigsbee



Bob Grow

disapprove with comment

Paul Nikolich

disapprove with comment


Annex 1, comments from Tony Jeffree

IEEE P802 Radio Regulations

Proposed Rules Change for SEC|Standing Committee

From: Tony Jeffree [tony@jeffree.co.uk]

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2002 5:12 PM

To: Hayes, Vic (Vic)

Cc: 802.0 reflector

Subject: Re: [802SEC] +++SEC Ballot: Rules change for SEC SC+++

Vic -

I'm going to vote Disapprove on this too.  It is not at all clear to me 

that there is a need to create a formal structure to do this kind of thing. 

In the past, cross-WG issues have been dealt with by mechanisms like the 

Technical Plenary and TAGs - if you need additional mechanisms to meet 

unusual/urgent circumstances (for example, the kind of external 

communication that you cite), there seems to be no particularly good reason 

why the WGs concerned shouldn't agree amongst themselves to hand off the 

final decision to a small group of people assigned to do *that task* (as 

opposed to a standing committee thet might/might not embody the right 

expertise for that particular job). We have quite enough bureaucracy in 802 

already without inventing more.

I would support Paul's suggestion that participants in TAGs should gain 

credit towards voting rights (in the WG that sent them to the TAG) for 

attending TAG meetings.

Regards,

Tony

Annex 2, comments from Roger Marks

From: Roger B. Marks [r.b.marks@ieee.org]

Sent: Monday, February 11, 2002 12:12 AM

To: Hayes, Vic (Vic)

Cc: stds-802-sec@ieee.org

Subject: Re: [802SEC] +++SEC Ballot: Rules change for SEC SC+++

Vic,

I vote Disapprove. My comments were part of the comment attachment 

that you distributed with the ballot.

Furthermore, I am not convinced that we need such a radical rules 

change to solve any problems of which I am aware. The recent major 

changes to Procedures 3

and 4 have given us a simplified and practical solution to the 

problem of external communications. If other issues remain, I'd 

prefer that we make use of the TAG concept, or propose revisions to 

it as necessary.

Roger

Annex 3, comments from Bob Grow

From: Grow, Bob [bob.grow@intel.com]

Sent: Friday, February 08, 2002 12:26 AM

To: 'Hayes, Vic (Vic)'; 802.0 reflector

Subject: RE: [802SEC] +++SEC Ballot: Rules change for Wireless PARs+++

Disapprove.

I do not believe standing committees as defined in the proposed rules change

is a good solution for the needs.  We already have TAGs as an option for

this kind of work.  I also will be interested in what our new LMSC Chair

plans for the Regulatory Ombudsman position, and the announced intent to

have two Vice Chairs (wireline and wireless focused).  There seems to be

significant potential overlap between these positions and the proposed SC

structure.

Comments on 5.4:

5.1.4.1 describes the Chair's function, not the chair's responsibilites

(5.1.4.3).  The responsibilities of a standing committee chair are very

different than a WG chair.  It is paradoxical that 5.1.4.1 only talks about

procedural and technical yet this rules change establishes different voting

thresholds than that to which Working Group chairs manage.

I oppose Executive Committee voting privileges for a Standing Committee

Chair, we already have too many appointed votes on the Executive Committee.

Asking the SEC to appoint the chair is a mess.  On other appointments, the

SEC confirms (e.g., me as Treasurer).

I disagree with delegating to the SC the full imprimature of the SEC,

designating it as the only point of contact, and yet it is actually speaking

for and controlled by a subset of the Working Groups represented on the SEC.

It is usually easier to create a committe or group than it is to disband it.

If we were to implement standing committees, they should require frequent

reaffirmation.  

Comments on 5.4.2:

It is not clear if the interim meeting must be a valid Working Group meeting

or if it could be an interim meeting not meeting the requirements specified

for a Working Group meeting.  For example, 802.3 interim meetings are

usually Task Force meetings, not Working Group meetings.

"Important votes" is subjective and prone to later dispute.

In many cases the Secretary position is filled well as an ad hoc

responsibility.  Mandating the office is unnecessary.

Comments on the second 5.4.2:

Mandating "straw poll" votes is inappropriate for either technical or

procedural issues.  By this section, a straw poll would be required before

voting on approving the agenda, minutes or other procedural issues.  (This

section is not defined as only applying to technical votes.)

I see no justification for changing voting thresholds from what is currently

specified in our rules.  The only justification I can see for a 2/3

threshold is that there are currently three wireless working groups.

While sympathetic to attendance credit.  The language has some problems.

The worst case here is interim meeting attendance credit.  It is not clear

if a teleconference counts as an interim meeting credit per this section.

--Bob Grow

Annex 4, comments from Bob Heile


Annex 5, comments from Stuart Kerry

From: stuart.kerry@philips.com

Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2002 2:25 AM

To: stds-802-sec@majordomo.ieee.org

Cc: vichayes@agere.com

Subject: RE: [802SEC] +++SEC Ballot: Rules change for Wireless PARs+++

Vic,

With regards to the Wireless PARs SEC Ballot, unfortunately I will have to vote Disapprove on the following grounds:

As with Tony's position I do agree in the spirit of it that I think it would be useful. Unfortunately we in 802 standards do have multiple radio systems operating now in the same band, and soon to have more, apart from those systems that have not be

standardized by IEEE as well. This will lead to each effecting each other as a fact of life. Whereby it is true that a large number will be operating in un-cohabitate environments, the others must have a mechanism or realization that they will degrade

each others performances under finite conditions. IEEE 15.2 has defined a means of modeling this, but has not defined the model of acceptance for co-existence, only possible scenarios. What I believe is an acceptance policy that all published 802 wireless

standards should meet today, and for future standards.

Respectfully,

Stuart

Annex 6, comments from Paul Nikolich

From: Paul Nikolich [paul@yas.com]

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2002 3:31 AM

To: Hayes, Vic (Vic); 802.0 reflector

Subject: RE: [802SEC] +++SEC Ballot: Rules change for SEC SC+++

Vic,

I vote disapprove on this rules change.  

We do not need to create standing committees.  We have a mechanism

within our existing rules, Technical Advisory Groups, which provide for

addressing cross working group issues. TAGs are chartered to develop

recommended practices, guidelines and reports.  The TAG scope is

sufficient to cover 802's near term coexistance (develop a recommended

pratice) and regulatory (issue reports) needs.   I agree the TAG rules

do need to be modified to allow TAG participants to get WG attendance

credit and ensure fair representation across the WGs that are interested

and affected by that particular TAGs output, but these modifications

would be relatively lightweight as compared to the proposed Standing

Committee rules change.

For example, I recommend modifying 5.2 as follows, changes in <<<..>>>:

[1st para] The function of a Technical Advisory Group is to provide

assistance to Working Groups <<<or the SEC>>>.

e) Any report generated by at TAG that is forwarded to any Working Group

<<<or the SEC>>> in the name of the TAG, needs to get 75% approval vote

of the TAG members present who vote "approve" and "do not approve".

<<<A record of the dissenting votes and comments shall be included in

the report.>>>

<<<f) In order to be a member of a TAG, a participant shall be a member

of a WG.  Attendance at a TAG meeting counts toward a participant's WG

attendance.>>>  

Regards,

--Paul Nikolich

Annex 7, comments from Vic Hayes

From: Hayes, Vic (Vic)

Sent: Thursday, February 21, 2002 12:12 PM

To: Hayes, Vic (Vic); 802.0 reflector

Subject: RE: [802SEC] +++SEC Ballot: Rules change for SEC SC+++

I vote in the affirmative.

A Standing Committee is required for a Regulatory type of committee that has to work with multiple WGs because it has to turn around in very short time. The proposal is tuned for such short term approval procedures.

A TAG has a set of rules that is, if they have to approve something, suited for a project that has a run time for 4 years. 

The aspect of a TAG having to provide positions for multiple working groups on the short notice has never been shown.

The current operating rules requires 40 day letter ballots. If a WG has to approve such a statement after a plenary (e.g. because one WG made an amendment) there is no way to handle the deadlins imposed by regulatory bodies.

Respectfully submitted.

---------------

Vic Hayes

Agere Systems Nederland B.V., formerly Lucent Technologies 

Zadelstede 1-10

3431 JZ  Nieuwegein, the Netherlands

Phone: +31 30 609 7528 (Time Zone UTC + 1)

FAX: +31 30 609 7498

e-mail: vichayes@agere.com

http://www.orinocowireless.com/
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