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1. Vote Summary

The following are the results of the letter ballot.  A few members have not voted yet.  This document will be updated when those members vote.  Based on these results 9 out of 12 members voted approve, which is a 75% approval rate and hence the ballot passed.
   Vote categories:        DIS    DNV     APP    ABS

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

   01 Aik Chindapol                       APP
   02 David Cypher                        APP w/ comments
   03 Ian Gifford                         APP w/ comments

   04 Nada Golmie                         APP

   05 Bob Heile                   DNV

   06 Stuart Kerry                DNV

   07 Gunter Kleindl                      APP

   08 Mike Lynch                          APP
   09 Steve Shellhammer                   APP
   10 Tom Siep                            APP
   11 Carl Stevenson              DNV
   12 Steve Whitesell                     APP w/ comments
                           __________________________

   TOTALS                  DIS    DNV     APP    ABS

                    Total:  00     03      09     00
2. Letter Ballot Comments
This section enumerates all letter ballot comments that were received.
David Cypher

APPROVE with comments

1) Page 4 of 8, clause 1; spell out "docs" as documents.

2) Page 4 of 8, clause 2.1; does not the TAG chair preside over interim sessions?  If so, please add "and interim (if necessary)" between Plenary and sessions.
3) Page 4 & 5 of 8, clause 2.4, third bullet item; the last part of this sentence following the comma is a repeat of the first bullet item.  Suggest deleting from the comma to the end of the sentence.

4) Page 6 of 8, clause 4, second set of bullet items, bullet items 5 and 6; add a period at the end of the item for consistency.

5) Page 6 of 8, clause 5.1.2; "Interim sessions shall be announced at the final TAG Plenary meeting and ..."  I read this as the last meeting of the TAG before disbanding.
I think it means that it shall be announced at the last meeting of the TAG Plenary session.
Suggest  "Interim sessions shall be announced during the last meeting of the TAG Plenary session and ..."

This changes assumes that the definition of session is the entire week and that meeting is part of a session.   One session is composed of one or more meetings.

6) Page 7 & 8 of 8, figure 1 & clause 6.2.2; Figure 1 shows five objects.  The fourth one going down contains the text, "Members submit suggested comments to Chair and vice-chair of TAG" while 6.2.2 states "... and submit it to the TAG chair."  For consistency either vice-chair needs to be removed from Figure 1 or vice-chair added to 6.2.2.  I have no preference.

I do not believe that these comments constitute a need to vote with a DISAPPROVE.
Ian Gifford

Attachments: gifford_pandp_edits.doc

APPROVE w/ comments

 

1. I applied a few minor edits to the balloted doc, see attached [gifford_pandp_edits.doc].  Up to you.

 

2. In reading the doc the issue of applicability of the 802.19 TAG P&P during Sponsor vs. WG Letter Ballot was unclear.  For example will a WG LB *unresolved and binding no comment* from the 802.19 TAG forward w/ draft into Sponsor LB?  Will the 802.19 TAG participate in Sponsor LBs?  If yes, what is the status of 802.19 TAG in Sponsor LB? Is it "coordinator"?  When a prior standard is reaffirmed will the 802.19 TAG weigh in?

 

3. The 802.19 TAG currently has 12 voters:

 

1 aik.chindapol@siemens.com
2 bheile@ieee.org
3 carl.stevenson@ieee.org
4 david.cypher@nist.gov
5 giffordi@ieee.org
6 guenter.kleindl@siemens.com
7 mjlynch@NORTELNETWORKS.COM
8 nada.golmie@nist.gov
9 stephen.j.shellhammer@intel.com
10 swhitesell@vtech.ca
11 stuart.kerry@philips.com
12 tom.siep@ieee.org
 

Is that enough or is this a balanced group given the current 802 membership?  Should there be more SEC voters; would not this add teeth to our cause?  What about the other emerging wireless WGs are they all represented?

 

4. In the Figure 1 CA review process is there a fifth step?  In other words what is the process to update the TAG on the TAG vote and the LB status?  Is this handled by the Liaision (if we have one)?  We might want to close the loop by adding another step to obtain the BRC resolution or lack of resolution.  Also, I suggest that these TAG LBs, comments, conslidation of comments, etc. ALL be documented and posted on the 802.19 TAG web site, sans draft text, for public dissemination.

 

5. What about the issue of an appeal?  Do we know what to do if a "victim" WG has an appeal to our "entity" vote?  Is this handled in the 802 P&P?

 

Carl Stevenson
These comments were made by Paul Thompson, a member of 802.22.
 I have two categories of comments about the 802.19 TAG P&P Changes:

1. Removal of ambiguity:

a. References: Paragraph 1: "The TAG also votes as a body on wireless working group letter ballots that are accompanied by coexistence assurance (CA) docs." and Paragraph 6.2.4: "If there are any binding comments lodged against a draft, the TAG shall vote "no" on the Draft."
b. My comment: I recommend that these two sentences be clarified to make it certain that the 802.19 TAG is voting only on the CA Document, not on the entire Standard which is associated with the Letter Ballot. If, for some reason, the CA is considered an inseparable part of the Standard in a Letter Ballot, then I think that consideration should be given to restricting the TAG "body" voting and their associated comments only to the CA Document portion of the Standard.

2. Ability to participate in discussions:

a. Reference: Paragraph: 4 Membership: "Only voting members of the TAG have the ight to participate in the discussions."
b. My comment: Sine coexistence issues are so pervasive across the entire 802 landscape, why would the ability to discuss an issue be restricted to the small circle of people who have achieved voting status in 802.19? I recommend changing this sentence to read: "Anyone may participate in the discussions."

Steve Whitesell
I hereby submit an Approve with Comments vote on IEEE 802.19 LB2.  The comments are attached.  I don't think we identified the format for submitting comments, but hopefully I have them in a manner that is easily understood.  I apologize for their number, but the editor in me got going.

I consider all the comments editorial.  Many deal with things like consistent use of capitaliztion and hyphenation, typos, additions of missing words, punctuation, etc. and are relatively inconsequential in the grand scheme of things.  Since I will not be attending the May meeting when you do ballot resolution, feel free to accept them or not.

The ones I feel most strongly about, although I still consider them editorial, are comments 17, 22, and 23.  All three deal with a box in the CA document review process flow chart (Figure 1) and the corresponding text in sub clauses 6.2.2 and 6.2.3.  My concern is that the hexagonal activity box in the right center of the figure indicates the proposed comments from individual members are "consolidated".  I believe the word should be "compiled".  The whole next sub process deals with "Consolidation of TAG Member Comments."  I know we had a discussion related to this during our last conference call, and I thought we had it resolved.  The trouble is, I

can't remember exactly what we agreed upon.  It could be that Tom got it exactly likely we said and I'm not liking it when I see it.

Ballot Comments by Stephen R Whitesell on 802.19 Operating Rules

1. Table of Tables and Figures

Add “Figure 1 – Coexistence Assurance Document Review Process” with appropriate page number and update page numbers for Tables 1 and 2.

Rationale:  Figure reference is missing and table page numbers are incorrect.

2. Clause 1, Editorial

Revise the first paragraph as shown below:

The 802.19 Coexistence Technical Advisory Group (TAG) develops methodologies to help working groups (WGs) create and evaluate coexistence assurance documents for IEEE 802 wireless standards, provides technical advice to the working groups and the IEEE 802 Standards Executive Committee (SEC) upon request, and votes as a body on wireless working group letter ballots that are accompanied by coexistence assurance (CA) documents. The TAG also proposes changes to IEEE Project 802 Policies and Procedures on issues of coexistence.
Rationale:  Reorganizes paragraph to place more emphasis on developing coexistence methodologies and providing support to Working Groups.  Revising the P&P may have been our first major effort, but that is behind us now and we don’t expect to be doing much of that in the near future.  Reads more smoothly as a list of main activities by getting rid of “in addition” and one net “also” (at the expense of creating a long sentence).  Spells out “documents.”

3. Clause 1, Editorial

Revise the second paragraph as shown below:

[Note to editor: Insert blank line before paragraph.]

The TAG operates under the auspices of the IEEE 802 LAN/MAN Standards Committee (802 LMSC), reporting to 802 LMSC Executive Committee (SEC), and observing the hierarchy of rules under which IEEE Project 802 operates. In the event of any conflict between the Operating Rules of 802.19 and the Operating rules of IEEE Project 802, the Operating rules of IEEE Project 802 take precedence.  The TAG uses Robert's Rules of Order as a guide for parliamentary procedures.

Rationale:  Without the comma, the TAG appears to be “reporting to …. the hierarchy of rules….”  With the comma the TAG “operates under the …. rules under which …. 802 operates” unless the word “observing” [or, alternatively, “following”] is inserted.  The last sentence is a separate thought, so “also” isn’t needed.

4. Clause 2.2, Editorial

In the last sentence, capitalize “vice-chair” and  “chair”; also replace “char” with “Chair”.

Rationale:  Consistency of capitalization and correction of a typo.

5. Clause 2.3, Editorial

In the last sentence, capitalize “chair’s” and “vice-chair”.

Rationale:  Consistency of capitalization.

6. Clause 2.3, Editorial

In the last line of the second paragraph, insert “becomes” so the final phrase reads “who becomes the Vice-Chair/Secretary.”

Rationale:  A word is missing.  Another possibility would be to use “is” instead of “becomes”.

7. Clause 3, Editorial

In the second sentence, either change “in this sub clause” to “in this clause” or change it to “in the following sub clauses”.

Rationale:  Clause 3 is a full clause.  The rules being referenced are in the following two sub clauses (3.1 and 3.2).

8. Clause 3, Editorial

In the second paragraph, change “working groupsWGs” to “WGs”.

Rationale: Looks like an intended substitution gone wrong.  The acronym “WGs” was introduced in Clause 1 and should be used.

9. Clause 3.2, Editorial

In the paragraph following Table 1, revise the first sentence to read as follows:

For headings in presentations and documents, the names of submissions shall be as shown in Table 2.

Rationale:  Improved readability.

10. Clause 3.2, Editorial

In the paragraph following Table 1, will the statement in the second sentence be true once this document is approved and published as the 802.19 Operating Rules (i.e, will it still be a numbered submission with an identity following the prescribed format in the header)?

Rationale:  Question for clarification.  If the answer is “no”, then a different example should be provided.  The current 802.19 does have a submission number on it, but the 802 LMSC P&P is published as a stand-alone document without a submission number.

11. Clause 4, Editorial

Insert a blank line after the first paragraph.

Rationale: Improved readability.

12. Clause 4, Editorial

In the first line of the second paragraph, change “Vice Chair” to “Vice-Chair”.

Rationale: Consistency with other occurrences in document.

13. Clause 5.1.2, Editorial

In the second line, insert a comma after “however” and remove the extra space between “TAG” and “interim”.

Rationale:  Improved readability.

14. Clause 5.3, Editorial

In the second sentence, capitalize two occurrences of “chair”.

Rationale:  Consistency of capitalization.

15. Clause 6.2, Figure 1, Editorial

Capitalize all words in the title of the figure.

Rationale: Consistency with capitalization of table titles.

16. Clause 6.2, Figure 1, Editorial

Change “Vice Chair” to “Vice-Chair” in two places (upper left and center right).

Rationale: Consistency with use in text of document.

17. Clause 6.2, Figure 1, Editorial

In the hexagonal activity box in the right center of the figure, change “consolidated” to “compiled”.

Rationale: The entire next sub-process (dashed box at lower right) deals with “Consolidation of TAG Member Comments.”  See also comments 22 and 23.

18. Clause 6.2, Figure 1, Editorial

In the dashed box on the lower right identified as “Consolidation of TAG Member Comments,” move the return arrows on the right more to the right so that the “No” labels on the second and third decision boxes can be placed on the horizontal portion of the lines leaving those boxes.

Rationale:  As it is now shown, the arrow from the “Mark Comment as Binding” box has to pass through the two “No” labels and could cause some confusion.

19. Clause 6.2.1, Editorial

Capitalize “chair” in two places (lines 2 and 4).  

Rationale:  Consistency of capitalization.

20. Clause 6.2.2, Editorial

Capitalize “chair” in four places (lines 1, 2, 6, and 7).  

Rationale:  Consistency of capitalization.

21. Clause 6.2.2, Editorial

Delete the line break prior to the last sentence so that the entire sub clause becomes one paragraph.

Rationale:  This appears to have been an editing snafu.  The last sentence is closely related to the previous sentence.

22. Clause 6.2.2, Editorial

In the last sentence, delete “consolidated”.

Rationale:  The entire next sub-process (sub clause 6.2.3) deals with “Consolidation of TAG Member Comments.”  See also comments 17 and 23.

23. Clause 6.2.3, Editorial

In the first line, change “consolidated” to “compiled”.

Rationale:  See comments 17 and 22.

24. Clause 6.2.3, Editorial

Capitalize “chair” in the first line of the last paragraph.   

Rationale:  Consistency of capitalization.

25. Clause 6.2.3, Editorial

In the last paragraph, change “the 25%” to “at least 25%”, and change “2/3” to “at least 2/3”.

Rationale: The word “the” in front of “25%” must have been a leftover from a prevision text.  While I believe everyone understands “25%” and “2/3” to be minimum thresholds, not exactly required counts, it is better to be a little more precise.

26. Clause 6.2.4, Editorial

Capitalize “chair” in the first line of the last paragraph.  

Rationale:  Consistency of capitalization.
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Abstract


This document summarized the results of letter ballot 2 (LB2) on the 802.19 Wireless TAG Operating Rules.
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