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November 8, 2005
To the Executive Committee of IEEE Project 802:

The undersigned are hereby 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 us and to all of those wishing to make proposals to the Working Group.  The short time frame now allowed for proposals to be considered by the working group will result in a lower-quality standard that does not contain sufficient diversity of input.

The nature of the objection

1. The 802.20 working group previously drafted and approved a Project Development Plan, attached[1].  That PDP contains the following schedule:  

· Proposal Presentations, Simulation Results, and Mergers   
May – Sept 05   
· Final Selections  






Nov 05 
That PDP was moved and approved in the November 2004 meeting.  In this plan, 4 working group meetings were dedicated to the technology selection process, and 3 meetings were dedicated to proposal evaluations and mergers.

2. The chair presented a revised Project Development Plan at the September, 2005 meeting, as attached [2].  The revised PDP was neither voted nor approved.  It contains the following schedule:

· Proposal Presentations, Simulation Results, and Mergers

Nov 05   
· Final Selections 






Jan 06
This revised schedule dedicates only two meetings to the technology selection process, and only one meeting to proposal evaluations and mergers.

3. Robert’s Rules of Order [3] specifies the rules and procedures for amending something previously adopted. According the 10th Edition, Section 35, pp 294-295:
35. Rescind, Amend Something Previously Adopted

By means of the motions to Rescind and to Amend Something Previously Adopted...the assembly can change an action previously taken or ordered.  Rescind...is the motion by which a previous action or order can be canceled or countermanded....

The motions to Rescind and to Amend Something Previously Adopted:

[Characteristics 1 through 6 omitted]

   7. “In an assembly, except when applied to a constitution, bylaws, or special rules of order, require (a) a two-thirds vote, (b) a majority vote when notice of intent to make the motion, stating the complete substance of the proposed change, has been given in the previous meeting or in the call of the present meeting, or (c) a vote of a majority of the entire membership, whichever is most practical to obtain.”

Moreover, the attached IEEE presentation “IEEE Standards and Robert’s Rules of Order” [4], slide 27, directs that (our italics)

· General consent

“If there is no objection ....”

Useful in managing changes to the agenda during the meeting

Should not be used in place of voting on motions

These rules were not followed by the Chair.

Resulting adverse effects

1.      At least one member, Dan Gal (Lucent Technologies) has indicated his intention to bring a proposal          to the January meeting, attached [5].  Following the revised, unapproved schedule will effectively           disallow his proposal and any others which may not be ready at the November meeting.

2.     The chair has published a draft agenda for the next meeting, also attached [6].  That agenda                       indicates the chair is indeed following the revised, unapproved schedule.

The requirement to prepare a proposal in a little over one month rather than six imposes a considerable hardship on members of the Working Group who were expecting that the previously-approved period would be available following the request for 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 it addresses 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.

Clauses at issue:

We hold that the Chair’s actions are in violation of the Policies and Procedures [7]. Clause 7.2.4, which calls for Robert’s Rules to be the governing rules for Working Group meetings.  

Robert’s Rules, Section 35, as cited above.

Previous efforts to resolve our objection and the outcome

The Chair, Jerry Upton, has declined our requests to rescind these decisions.  Copies of the correspondence are attached for your reference.  The email thread is given in [8]; this reference also cites the .pdf file sent as an attachment to the original letter to the Chair; that document is attached.

The Chair 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 will have been done by requiring haste in preparation or by causing others to abandon their proposals because they lacked the resources to complete them in the unreasonably short time now allowed.

Specific remedial actions that would satisfy our concerns.

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.  

We do note that the Policies and Procedures specifies that a hearing on this appeal is to be held at the next plenary, in March 2006.  If the Chair’s new schedule for the 802.20 Working Group is followed, by that time the proposal selection process will have been completed and letter ballots of the Working Group will be in progress.  We respectfully request that the Executive Committee take appropriate action to assure that in the interim, no irreparable damage will be done to those wishing to make proposals to the Working Group.

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.

Respectfully submitted,
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