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Here are my comments on the Technology Selection Process document (PD-10):
Page 2, Lines 27-35: The previous revisions of the TSP document (2005-046R1)
contained a section for the Technology Description Template. | was tasked to submit the
material for the Template. That was done in document 2005-035 and subsequently
revised as 2005-035R1. Inthe September 2005 meeting this contribution was not
incorporated into the document. This should be remedied by requiring the Technology
Description Template according to 2005-035R1..
Page 3, Lines 14-16: The PD-10 document contains text that says that non-compliance
will be determined by a 75% WG vote. | believe that compliance should be a
straightforward technical exercise, therefore the text should be changed from "the
working group by a 75% vote shall decide if the proposal is not compliant.” to the
working group by a 75% vote shall decideif the proposal is compliant.”
Page 3, Line change "consistent with" to "according to"
Page 3, Line 25 says that Evaluation report 2 is required for the submission,
however, Page 4, Line 2-3 says that that Report 2 may be submitted. The text
should be changed to "The Evaluation Report 2 specified in the Evaluation
Criteria Document shall be available at the beginning of the session at whichiitis
be presented or at alater session.” _
Page 4, Lines 8-11 states that partial proposals Must merge with other proposals
to form a complete proposal to be further considered. | believe that this should
not be a procedure since it precludes the benefit that component proposals bring
to the table.
Page 4, Lines 32-34 states that if revised proposals result in technical changes,
then new simulations are required. Lines 36-37 states "Revised proposals shall be
submitted to the working group and posted on the 802.20 website at least 7 days
before the session they would be presented in". Thisclearly indicates a
subsequent meeting since simulations are required. Therefore the operating
timeline in the call for proposals and the defacto project plan are in opposition to
this text.
Page 5, Line 26 states that all proposals that do not achieve at least 35% shall be
eliminated. Thisistoo high and should be changed to 25%.
Page 5, Lines 27-29 states "Additional elimination votes may be taken in the same
session or in subsequent sessions until one technology remains for consideration."
This clearly states that selection could take place over multiple meetings therefore
the defacto project plan isin opposition to this text.
Page 6, Lines 3-5 indicates that after any voting that proposals may undergo
technical changes without having to merge with other proposals. This clearly
indicates that additional sessions are envisioned since technical changes require
simulations and posting at least 7 days ahead of the meeting.
Page 7, Lines 4-5 states that "Having attained 75% support, the prevailing
proposal will be adopted as the initial technical specification of |EEE 802.20
without further vote". This should be changed to "Having attained 75% support,
the prevailing proposal shall proceed to a validation step.”
Page 7, Lines 6-7 states that "The IEEE 802.20 Editor shall prepare Draft 1.0
from this technical specification. The Draft 1.0 shall be forwarded to the working



group for letter ballot." This should be changed to "After the validation step is
completed, upon vote of the WG, the IEEE 802.20 Editor shall prepare Draft 1.0
of the technical specification. The WG shal then conduct a validation
examination of the draft and approve the draft by 75% vote to proceed to WG
letter ballot.”

The adopted project plan shows multiple meetings between the call for proposals
and the evaluation and selection. Therefore the defacto project plan and the call
for proposals were in conflict with the PD-07R1 document.
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