
Initial Ballot 
 

RESPONSE RATE  
This ballot has met the 75% returned ballot requirement.   
 

69 eligible people in this ballot group.   
 

41 affirmative votes  
7 negative votes with comments  
2 negative votes without comments  
2 abstention votes  
 

52 votes received =   75 % returned  
  4 % abstention  
   
APPROVAL RATE  
The 75% affirmation requirement is being met.   
 

41 affirmative votes  
7 negative votes with comments  
 

48 votes = 85% affirmative  
 
Recirculation #1 
 

RESPONSE RATE  
This ballot has met the 75% returned ballot requirement.   
 

69 eligible people in this ballot group.   
 

50 affirmative votes  
5 negative votes with comments  
0 negative votes without comments  
2 abstention votes  
 

57 votes received =   83 % returned  
  4 % abstention  
   
APPROVAL RATE  
The 75% affirmation requirement is being met.   
 

50 affirmative votes  
5 negative votes with comments  
 

55 votes = 91% affirmative  
 
Recirculation #2 
 

RESPONSE RATE  
This ballot has met the 75% returned ballot requirement.   
 

69 eligible people in this ballot group.   
  

54 affirmative votes  
2 negative votes with comments  
0 negative votes without comments  
2 abstention votes  
 

58 votes received =   84 % returned  
  3 % abstention  
  
APPROVAL RATE  
The 75% affirmation requirement is being met.   
  

54 affirmative votes  
2 negative votes with comments  
 

56 votes = 96% affirmative  
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a.ickowicz@ieee.org 
 

22/04/2005 19:18

To David Law/GB/3Com@3Com

cc y.hoSang@ieee.org

bcc

Subject Standards Companion Questions

History: This message has been forwarded.

Hi David,

Yvette forwarded me your questions on the IEEE Standards Companion relating
to the ballot comment resolution group. Your questions are below and
responses are interleaved:

<<1) Does the text mean that the ballot resolution committee has to contact
each and every negative balloter to try to resolve their comments prior to
recirculating the responses to the ballot group?>>

No. They should try to contact a balloter if they care to negotiate the
details of a change with that person. But if there's no need to discuss
changes or rejection with them in the hope of avoiding an "unresolved
negative" category, they don't need to contact. Remember that this is
optional since the Companion is not an official document.

<<2) Is public notification of the location and date of the BRC meeting
sufficient to comply with the text?>>

You are not required to comply with the Companion.

<<3) Is this in fact a requirement or a best practice?>>

The latter. The Companion has no official standing as a rules document.
It's just guidance.

Let me know if you have further questions.

Thanks and Best,
Andy

Andrew Ickowicz
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Program Manager, Technical Program Development
IEEE Standards Activities
Phone: +1 732 562 3810
Email: a.ickowicz@ieee.org
Check out our website at http://standards.ieee.org

----- Forwarded by Yvette Ho Sang/STDS/STAFF/US/IEEE on 04/19/2005 08:10 AM
-----

"David Law"
<David_Law@eur.3c        To:       "Yvette Ho Sang" <y.hosang@ieee.org>
om.com>                  cc:

Subject:  Urgent - Standards Companion text
04/18/2005 03:05
PM

Hi Yvette,

Here is the text I was mentioning from the Standards Companion - it's
paragraph 3 onwards under the heading 'Negative votes with specific
comments' [ http://standards.ieee.org/guides/companion/annexb-c.html#top
].

Thanks again,
David

If the BRG does not accept the objection "as is" but proposes an
alternative solution or if the BRG rejects the
objection, the voter must be contacted by a technical reviewer who will
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Grow, Bob

From: David V James [dvj@alum.mit.edu]
Sent: Friday, January 21, 2005 4:06 PM
To: David_Law@ieee.org
Cc: Grow, Bob
Subject: Resolution meeting

David,

I will not be attending the Vancouver meeting.
However, feel free to call on questions (if any).

DVJ

David V. James
3180 South Ct
Palo Alto, CA 94306
Home: +1.650.494.0926
      +1.650.856.9801
Cell: +1.650.954.6906
Fax:  +1.360.242.5508
Base: dvj@alum.mit.edu

>> -----Original Message-----
>> From: owner-stds-802-3@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG
>> [mailto:owner-stds-802-3@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG]On Behalf Of David Law
>> Sent: Friday, January 21, 2005 3:18 PM
>> To: STDS-802-3@LISTSERV.IEEE.ORG
>> Subject: [802.3] IEEE P802.3REVam/D2.0 Sponsor ballot results and
>> comment report
>>
>>
>> Dear Colleagues,
>>
>> The IEEE 802 LMSC sponsor ballot on IEEE P802.3REVam/D2.0 closed with the
>> following results:
>>
>> Eligible balloters        69
>>
>> Approve                   41  (83.7%)
>> Negative with comments     8
>> Negative without comments  1
>> Abstention                 2   (3.8%)
>>                           ==
>> Ballots returned          52  (75.4%)
>>                           ==
>>
>> Approval rate = Approve / Approve + Negative with comments
>>               = 41 / ( 41 + 8 )
>>               = 83.7%  (> 75%)
>>
>> Abstain rate  = Abstention / Ballots returned
>>               = 2/52
>>               = 3.8%   (< 30%)
>>
>> Return rate   = Ballots returned / Eligible balloters
>>               = 52/69
>>               = 75.4%  (> 75%)
>>
>> The draft has therefore met the requirements for return rate,
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>> approval rate, and
>>  abstention rate.
>>
>> We received a total of 1959 comments on this draft. As those of you that
>> participated in the IEEE P802.3REVam sponsor ballot will be
>> aware, the MyBallot
>> system allows a balloter to mark each of their comments as
>> either Editorial,
>> Technical or General. In the case where the balloter votes
>> Disapprove, they
>> additionally have the opportunity to mark each of their comments
>> as 'Must be
>> satisfied' to identify comments that caused their Disapprove vote.
>>
>> This combination of three comment types, and the ability to mark
>> a comment as
>> 'Must be satisfied', results in a total of six different
>> comments types, E
>> (Editorial), ER (Editorial required), T (Technical), TR
>> (Technical required), G
>> (General) and GR (General required). I have therefore provided a
>> breakdown of
>> the 1959 comments we have received into these categories.
>>
>> E (Editorial)               59
>> ER (Editorial required)   1767
>> T (Technical)               42
>> TR (Technical required)     79
>> G ((TechnicalGeneral)                  5
>> GR (General required)        7
>>                           ----
>> Total                     1959
>>                           ----
>>
>> A preliminary report containing each of these comments can be
>> found at the
>> following URL:
>>
>> http://www.ieee802.org/3/am/comments/802.3REVam_D2p0.pdf
>>
>> The IEEE P802.3REVam Task Force will be meeting next week to
>> perform comment
>> resolution on Wednesday 26th January during the IEEE 802.3
>> Interim sessions at
>> the Hyatt Regency Vancouver, Vancouver, BC, Canada. The meeting
>> notice can be
>> found at the URL:
>>
>> http://www.ieee802.org/3/interims/vancouver_04.html
>>
>> Best regards,
>>   David Law
>>
>> |=========================================|
>> | David Law                               |
>> | Vice-Chair IEEE 802.3                   |
>> | 3Com                                    |
>> | Princes Exchange                        |
>> | 1 Earl Grey Street                      |
>> | Edinburgh                               |
>> | EH3 9BN                                 |
>> | Scotland                                |
>> | Phone: +44 131 659 8218                 |
>> | Fax:   +44 131 659 8001                 |
>> | E-Mail: David_Law@ieee.org              |
>> |=========================================|



 
MAINTENANCE – David Law P802.3REVam 
Mr. Law discussed new maintenance requests along with the REVam ballot. Mr. Law 
indicated that the recirculation ballot closed last night at midnight with a higher approval 
rating. 
 
Please refer to http://www.ieee802.org/3/minutes/mar05/0305_maint_close_report.pdf 
 
There was a discussion on new comments submitted against the latest draft. 
 
There was a suggestion that conditional approval for submission to RevCom following 
the March meeting would be appropriate. 
 
Mr Law stated that a comment resolution meeting was held earlier in the day however the 
meeting failed to reach consensus on 5 of the comments. Due to this these comments will 
have to be resolved during this meeting.  
 
Mr Law then presented MyBallot comment #1. 
 
There was a discussion on comment #1 of IEEE P802.3REVam D2.1. The editor, Mr. 
Law, showed his proposed response. An alternative wording was proposed by Mr. James, 
after which the motion below was made to accept the editors recommendation. 
 
The motion below as phrased refers to the comment and proposed response to comment 
#1 of the REVam D2.1 comment database. 
 
MOTION #4 
To accept the editor’s recommendation. 
 
M: Mike McCormack  
S: Simon Muller  
Tech 75%  
 
Date: 17-Mar-2005 2:06PM 
 
Y:60 N:2 A:28 MOTION PASSES  
 
There was a discussion on comment #5 of IEEE P802.3REVam D2.1. The editor, Mr. 
Law, showed his proposed response. Mr. James also suggested an alternate response.  
 
MOTION #5 
To accept the editor’s recommendation for IEEE P802.3REVam 2.1 comment #5. 
 
M: Mike McCormack  
S: Hugh Barrass  
Tech 75%  

http://www.ieee802.org/3/minutes/mar05/0305_maint_close_report.pdf
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Y:56 N:3 A:17 
MOTION PASSES 17-Mar-2005 2:14PM 
 
 
There was a discussion on the previous motion adopting a comment resolution. The chair 
ruled that the request to reopen consideration of that comment resolution would require a 
motion for reconsideration. There was no motion to reconsider. 
 
There was a discussion on comment #6 of IEEE P802.3REVam D2.1. The editor, Mr. 
Law, showed his proposed response. Mr. James also suggested an alternate response. A 
motion from the floor was made as recorded below.  
 
MOTION #6 
The editor provide his recommendations for all unresolved comments and that this body 
be provided the opportunity to vote all editor recommendations in bucket form. 
 
M: Mike McCormack  
S: Peter Bradshaw  
Tech 75%  
 
MOTION PASSES BY A VOICE VOTE* 17-Mar-2005 2:29PM 
 
*Motion 6 was passed by a voice vote and there was opposition. The Chair ruled the 
motion passed and asked if anyone wanted a count of the vote.  No one responded with a 
request for a count. 
 
Mr. James made a request to present alternative resolution to his comment (MyBallot 
comment #7 of IEEE P802.3REVam D2.1), which was included within the bucket 
motion. 
 
The Chair ruled that the previous motion established the order of business which was to 
consider the editor's proposed responses in a "bucket" vote. 
 
It was reported to the chair that an attendee had been voting on motions even though that 
attendee was not an IEEE 802.3 voter. A request was made to display the list of voters to 
the group. Mr. Grow showed the list of voters coming into the meeting and voters that 
were given voting rights on Monday. Mr. Diab read the names of the attendees that were 
given voting privileges at the beginning of this session. 
 
Four more comments (MyBallot comments #7, #6, #3 and #17 of IEEE P802.3REVam 
D2.1) were shown with the editor’s proposed responses. 
 
There was a discussion on making a motion to accept response. Following presentation of 
the editors proposed responses, the following motion was made: 
 



MOTION #7 
Accept the editors recommendations for 3, 6, 7 and 17 as recorded in the comment 
database. 
 
M: Mike McCormack  
S: Bill Woodruff  
Tech 75%  
 
Y:61 N:1 A:15 
MOTION PASSES 17-Mar-2005 2:44PM 
 
 
Mr. Law discussed the future plans for P802.3REVam. 
 
MOTION #8 
 
IEEE 802.3 authorises the IEEE P802.3REVam Editor to incorporated the comments and 
produce D2.2 for Sponsor recirculation ballot. 
 
IEEE 802.3 authorises the IEEE P802.3REVam Task Force to conduct meetings and 
recirculation ballots as necessary to resolve comments received during Sponsor 
Balloting. 
 
IEEE 802.3 requests conditional approval (procedure 10) for submission to the 
REVCOM. 
 
Upon RevCom approval submit to ISO for fast track consideration. 
 
M: D. Law   
S: Kevin Q Daines 
Tech 75% 
 
PASSED Date: 17-Mar-2005 2:48PM  
 
Y:  70   N:  0   A:  7 
 
Due to the schedule, Mr. Grow asked if there were objections to moving the break to this 
point. None were given and a break was taken at 2:48pm. 
 
Task Forces 
P802.3an 10GBASE-T – Brad Booth  
Please refer to http://www.ieee802.org/3/minutes/mar05/0305_an_close_report.pdf 
 
Mr. Booth gave a closing report.  
 
Mr. Booth showed the following two liaison reports: 

http://www.ieee802.org/3/minutes/mar05/0305_an_close_report.pdf


David Law/GB/3Com 
  - Consultant Engineer, Technology Group, DBU
      Desk: +44 (0) 131 659 8218 (VPN 410 8218)
      Mobile: +44 (0) 7711 502962

14/04/2005 15:36

To Tony Jeffree <tony@JEFFREE.CO.UK>

cc

bcc

Subject OUI related comments

Hi Tony,

At the plenary we were talking about the comments DVJ placed against IEEE P802.3REVam in realtion to OUIs 
and I said I would send you a copy of the comments and response. Please find these attached, if you wish to 
access the draft it is avalible at:

http://www.ieee802.org/3/private/maint/am/2.1/index.html
Login:     802.3
Password:  D_Boggs

Bye for now,
  David
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