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Proposed Resolutions for IEEE 802 LMSC Policy and Procedure Revision Ballot

on

WG Membership & Meeting Policies and Procedures
From: 
Matthew Sherman, LMSC Vice Chair
To: 
LMSC Executive Committee 


Date:
7/10/2005
Duration:  NA
Purpose: Clarify WG Membership and Meeting policies and procedures
Rationale for proposed change:

Numerous issues have been raised with our current WG Membership and Meeting Policies and Procedures including:

P&P inconsistencies on Election and Appointments (Clauses 7.1.2 and 7.2.2)

Affiliation statements (including contractors)

Procedures for elections and election appeals 

EC Confirmation of Treasurers

Letters of Endorsements for all EC confirmed positions (addressed in EC M&M change)


Clarify that letters of intent for membership are optional


Reconsider WG officer term limits


Clarify how WG Membership is obtained, maintained and lost



Particularly with regard to attendance



Faster roll off of non participants


Quorum requirements

This ballot addresses those issues.

Editorial instructions are highlighted in Pink.
Changes from original ballot are indicated in yellow.
Changes from comment resolution are indicated in green.
Comments not yet considered start on page 17 of this file!

Proposed Changes:

7.2 LMSC Working Groups (WG)
7.2.0 Function

The function of the Working Group is to produce a draft standards, recommended practices, or guidelines.  These documents must be within the scope of the LMSC, the charter of the Working Group and an approved PAR, or a PAR approved by the Executive Committee that is under consideration by the IEEE-SA Standards Board, as established by the Executive Committee.  After the approval of a Working Group’s standard, recommended practice, or guideline, the Working Group is responsible to review, revise, and reaffirm the approved document.

7.2.1 WG Officers Chair
LMSC Working Group Chairs and Vice Chairs shall be elected by the Working Group and confirmed by the LMSC Executive Committee.  Terms shall end at the end of the first Plenary session of the next even numbered year.  WG Chairs must also be members of any grade of the IEEE and members of the IEEE-SA.

Initial or temporary appointments, and temporary appointments to fill vacancies due to resignations or removals for cause, may be made by the Chair of the LMSC, and shall be valid until the end of the next Plenary session election of a new chair by the Working Group and confirmation by the EC.

An individual who has served as Chair or Vice Chair of a given Working Group for a total of more than eight years in that office may not run for election be elected to that office again, unless approved by a 75% vote of the Working Group.

A Working Group may elect a new Chair at any Plenary session, subject to confirmation by the LMSC Executive Committee.  A motion to hold an election must be passed by 75% of the voting members of the Working Group present.

The Officers of the WG defined in the WG P&P shall constitute a Working Group Executive Committee (WGEC) as referenced elsewhere in this P&P.
7.2.2 Membership

Membership belongs to the individual, not an organization, and may not be transferred.  Working Group members shall participate in the consensus process in a manner consistent with their professional expert opinion as individuals, and not as organizational representatives.
7.2.2.1 Establishment

All persons participating in the initial Plenary session meeting of the Working Group become members of the Working Group.  Thereafter, membership in a Working Group is established by participating in the meetings of the Working Group at two out of the last three Plenary sessions., In addition, and (optionally) a letter of intent and/or affiliation statement may be required for membership in a to the Chair of the Working Group.  Participation at a meeting is defined as at least 75% physical presence at that a meeting.  Participation at a session is defined as attending 75% of the meeting hours at a session.  Membership starts at the beginning of the third Plenary session attended by the participant.  One interim session of a Working Group or subtask group meeting may be substituted for a the Working Group meetings at one of the two Plenary sessions (See subclause 7.2.3.4).  The interim session must have occurred adjacent to one of the last three Plenary sessions.
Attendees of the Working Group who have not achieved member status are known as observers.  Additional classifications may be determined within Working Groups if desired.  Liaisons are those designated individuals who provide liaison with other working groups or standards bodies.

Although not a requirement for membership in the Working Group, participants are encouraged to join the IEEE, the IEEE Standards Association (IEEE-SA), and the IEEE Computer Society. Membership in the IEEE-SA will also allow participants to join Ssponsor level ballot groups.  Working Group members shall participate in the consensus process in a manner consistent with their professional expert opinion as individuals, and not as organizational representatives.
Membership may be declared at the discretion of the Working Group Chair (e.g., for contributors by correspondence or other significant contributions to the Working Group).
7.2.3.2
Retention

Membership is retained by participating in at least two of the last four Plenary session meetings.  One duly constituted interim Working Group or task group meeting may be substituted for one of the two Plenary meetings.
7.2.3.3 7.2.3.2

Loss
Membership is lost if a person fails to participate in the meetings of the Working Group at two out of the last three Plenary sessions.  Interim sessions may substitute for plenary sessions in the same manner explained in section 7.2.3.1 (Establishment). Loss of membership through lack of attendance is determined at the end of each Plenary session.
Members may also voluntarily renounce their membership by so notifying the WG Chair.  Membership may be lost if two of the last three Working Group letter ballots are not returned, or are returned with an abstention other than “lack of technical expertise.”  This rule may be excused by the Working Group Chair if the individual is otherwise an active participant.  Membership may be re-established as if the person were a new candidate member, but attendance prior to loss of membership does not count towards regaining membership in this case.  (See subclause 7.2.3.1 Establishment).  
7.2.3.4 7.2.3.3

Rights

The rights of the Working Group members include the following:

a)
To receive a timely notice of the next meeting.

b)
To receive a copy of the minutes.

c)
To vote at meetings if and only if present.

d)
To vote in Working Group Letter Ballots.

e)
To examine all Working Group Ddraft documents.

f)
To lodge complaints about Working Group operation with the Executive Committee.

g)
To petition the Executive Committee in writing.  (A petition signed by two-thirds of the combined members of all Working Groups forces the Executive Committee to implement the resolution.)

Prior to establishment of a Working Group’s membership all participants in a WG have these rights.
7.2.3.5 7.2.3.4

Meetings and Participation

Working Group meetings are open to anyone who has complied with the registration requirements (if any) for the meeting.  Only members have the right to participate in the discussions.  The privilege of observers to participate in discussions may be granted by the Working Group Chair.

7.2.3 Operation of the Working Group

7.2.3.1 Chair’s Function

7.2.3.2 Voting

7.2.3.3 Working Group Chair’s Responsibilities

7.2.3.4 Working Group Chair’s Authority

7.2.3.5 Removal of Working Group Chairs or Vice Chairs. Officers Confirmed by the EC
The procedures specified in subclause 7.2.2 (WG Officers ChairWG Officers) are to be followed under normal circumstances.  If a Working Group or TAG feels it is being inappropriately led or significantly misrepresented by one or more of its officers (confirmed by the EC) its Chair or a Vice Chair and is unable to resolve the issue internal to the Working Group or TAG, then it is the responsibility of that Working Group to make and pass (75% of voting members present required) a motion to that effect and so notify the 802 Executive Committee with the recommended action and all supporting rationale in written form.  The process for removal of committee Chairs, Vice Chairs, and other officers is prescribed in the IEEE Computer Society, Standards Activities Board “SAB Policies and Procedures” subclause 4.8.3.1, Removal of Chairs and Vice Chairs, is included here with relative terminology (e.g., subsidiary committee) translated to LMSC terms (e.g., Working Group).
The LMSC Executive Committee may remove the Chair or a Vice Chair of a Working Group or TAG for cause.

The Chair of the LMSC Executive Committee shall give the individual subject to removal a minimum of thirty (30) days written mail notice, with proof of delivery, of a meeting of the LMSC Executive Committee at which the removal is to be decided.  The individual subject to removal shall have the opportunity to confront the evidence for removal, and to speak on argue in his or her behalf.

In the clear and documented case of gross misconduct, the Chair of the LMSC Executive Committee may suspend an officer the Chair of a Working Group, with the concurrence of the IEEE Computer Society VP of Standards.  A meeting or teleconference of the LMSC Executive Committee shall be convened as soon as practical, but in no case later than thirty (30) days, to review the suspension as provided for above.

7.2.4.6

Precedence of Operating Rules WG Policies and Procedures (P&P)
If Working Group operation conflicts with the LMSC Policies and Procedures, then the LMSC Policies and Procedures shall take precedence.  WG shall have an established set of P&P within 6 months of approval of their initial WG PAR.
7.2.4.7
WG Elections

LMSC WG Chairs, Vice Chairs and, when required, Treasurers shall be elected by the WG and confirmed by the EC.  Terms shall end at the conclusion of the first Plenary session of the next even numbered year (upon confirmation of the person succeeding to the position).  WG election procedures shall be defined within the WG P&P.  Prior to establishment of the WG P&P, election procedures must be reviewed and approved by the EC before implementation.
7.2.4.8
WG Appeals

WG appeal procedures shall be defined within the WG P&P.  Prior to establishment of the WG P&P, appeals may be made to the EC.  Actions of the WG itself may always be appealed to the EC.
Possible Alternate texts for Straw polls

Text 1:

A number of participants are still concerned about membership rights in newly formed WG.  They felt since there aren’t any currently forming WG, this might be a good time to try and make some adjustments.   The general gist of the desired adjustments were as follows:

            Make rules for membership in new WG the same as for existing members

            Will not be able to take formal votes in WG until membership possible (same as study group)

            Membership will be possible at the 2nd plenary

                        Assumes Interim is held

            Otherwise membership is possible at 3rd plenary

            Elect officers etc at first plenary where membership is possible

Here is my shot at a text.  You should read everything but I’ve italicized and bolded the key text.  Replace 7.3.2.1 with:

Membership in a WG/TAG (Working Group or Technical Advisory Group) is established by participating in the meetings of the WG/TAG at two out of the last three Plenary sessions. In addition, a letter of intent and/or affiliation statement may be required for membership in a WG/TAG.  Participation at a meeting is defined as at least 75% physical presence at that a meeting.  Participation at a session is defined as attending 75% of the meeting hours at a session.  Membership starts at the beginning of the third Plenary session attended by the participant.  One interim session of a WG/TAG or sub group may be substituted for a Plenary session (See subclause 7.2.3.4).  The interim session must have occurred adjacent to one of the last three Plenary sessions.

Attendees of the Working Group who have not achieved member status are known as observers.  Additional classifications may be determined within Working Groups if desired.  Liaisons are those designated individuals who provide liaison with other working groups or standards bodies.

Although not a requirement for membership in the Working Group, participants are encouraged to join the IEEE, the IEEE Standards Association (IEEE-SA), and the IEEE Computer Society. Membership in the IEEE-SA will also allow participants to join Sponsor level ballot groups.  

Membership may be declared at the discretion of the Working Group Chair (e.g., for contributors by correspondence or other significant contributions to the Working Group).

At the initial formation of a new WG/TAG, participant continue to operate in the same mode as a study group until such time as a membership can be defined via attendance credits.  For instance, if a new WG holds one plenary session, and one interim, a defined membership will exist at the next (second) plenary session.  The WG would start to operate normally at their second plenary session and should elect officers at that session.

Text 2:

I feel much of the confusion with the current membership rules stems from the fact that gaining membership is decided at the beginning of a plenary session, and loss of membership is determined at the end of a plenary session.  I would like to see both issues decided at the same point in time.  This way a single rule can be applied to determine if someone is or is not a member.  Accordingly I recommend modifying the text above as follows:

Replace 7.3.2.1 with:

Membership in a WG/TAG (Working Group or Technical Advisory Group) is established by participating in the meetings of the WG/TAG at two out of the last three Plenary sessions. In addition, a letter of intent and/or affiliation statement may be required for membership in a WG/TAG.  Participation at a meeting is defined as at least 75% physical presence at that a meeting.  Participation at a session is defined as attending 75% of the meeting hours at a session.  Membership starts at the completion of the second Plenary session attended by the participant.  One interim session of a WG/TAG or sub group may be substituted for a Plenary session (See subclause 7.2.3.4).  The interim session must have occurred adjacent to one of the last three Plenary sessions.

Attendees of the Working Group who have not achieved member status are known as observers.  Additional classifications may be determined within Working Groups if desired.  Liaisons are those designated individuals who provide liaison with other working groups or standards bodies.

Although not a requirement for membership in the Working Group, participants are encouraged to join the IEEE, the IEEE Standards Association (IEEE-SA), and the IEEE Computer Society. Membership in the IEEE-SA will also allow participants to join Sponsor level ballot groups.  

Membership may be declared at the discretion of the Working Group Chair (e.g., for contributors by correspondence or other significant contributions to the Working Group).

At the initial formation of a new WG/TAG, participant continue to operate in the same mode as a study group until such time as a membership can be defined via attendance credits.  For instance, if a new WG holds one plenary session, and one interim, a defined membership will exist at the next (second) plenary session.  The WG would start to operate normally at their second plenary session and should elect officers at that session.
Votes

Voters                   DNV   DIS   APP   ABS     

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

00 Paul Nikolich               DIS
01 Mat Sherman                             ABS

02 Pat Thaler                  DIS                     

03 Buzz Rigsbee         DNV

04 Bob O'Hara                        APP

05 John Hawkins                DIS
06 Tony Jeffree                DIS                    

07 Bob Grow             DNV                     

08 Stuart Kerry                DIS

09 Bob Heile            DNV

10 Roger Marks                 DIS
11 Mike Takefman        DNV

12 Mike Lynch                  DIS
13 Steve Shellhammer           DIS
14 Jerry Upton          DNV            

15 Ajay Rajkumar        DNV

16 Carl Stevenson              DIS
---+++---+++---+++---+++---+++---+++---+++---+++---+++---

TOTALS                   DNV  DIS  APP  ABS

total:                  -06- -09- -01- -01-

Comments Received
Matt’s Groupings:

Already Considered in comment resolution:
WG Membership requirements and rights-

Still to be worked:
Election and Removal of Chair and other officers-

Letter of Intent / Affiliation statements-

Recirculations and fixed WG membership -

Editorial / other-

WG Membership requirements and rights- (Already considered in Comment Resoluiton)
Mat’s Summary
Exact wording of interim / plenary attendance rule for clarity

Does 3 most recent plenary sessions include current session

Maintain existing 2 out of 4 requirement (don’t shorten)

TG voting pools

Inactive status

3 month window for interims a burden for chairs

Interim session within 3 plenary sessions rather than 3 months

Credit for one of last 4 interims and within 1 year from last plenary

Reverse "fails to attend at least one plenary and one other"
Make it clear that membership for new WG occurs at 1st plenary (not 3rd)

When do you become member at initial plenary session – 75% meeting attendance?

Address membership application at initial plenary of new WG

Maintaining voting rights in multiple WG

Clarify attendance at plenary for two WG using interims okay

Requirement of ‘proven expertise’ for membership

Burden of validating ‘proven expertise’

Not participating in ballot eliminates last attendance

Right of participants in initial plenary session vs observers – is intent clear?

Define  "duly constituted interim session"
Define ‘meeting hours’

Credit for announced meetings that don’t occur
With current process can gain rights at beginning of meeting and lose at end
Separate quorum and membership issues

Determine lack of attendance at beginning of session

In 7.2.3.1, first sentence: When do attendees at the first session of the working group "become" members of the working group? This is not stated and could be interpreted by later sentences not to happen until the third plenary session. I think we need to state exactly when membership is granted.

Firstly, the wording around which Interim can be substituted for which Plenary seems to be unnecessarily convoluted, and seems to have appeared out of nowhere (no recollection of this being discussed in the context of this change before). Apart from anything else, it will be a total PIA to have to check whether an interim falls within or without 3 months of a Plenary that the voter didn't have attendance credit for, and for practical purposes, I don't believe that is how the WG Chairs will evaluate attendance even if these words are approved (I certainly will not - updating voting lists already takes way too much time, and this particular change would be a pain to automate). So I would need the wording to be changed so that there is no restriction on which Plenary an interim is deemed to be a substitute for. I don't believe that this makes any significant change to the overall effect of the membership rule, so there is no good reason to keep it as stated in your draft.

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

 (Guenter Kleindl) I have a serious problem with the change in "7.2.3.2 Loss" and the new wording "within the span of the three most recent Plenary sessions." Whereas in the deleted "7.2.3.2 Retention" the wording was "two of the last four Plenary session meetings.
Reason:

If you have voting rights in 2 WGs, then with the change from "four" to "three" it becomes very hard to maintain voting rights in both WGs. For example, you may miss only 1 meeting out of 9 (5 plenary, 4 interim), in order not to lose any voting right!!
Proposal:
Keep "four"
-------------------------------

(Reply to Guenter Kleindl comments):

I don't understand the member's comment at least for groups that hold interims between plenaries on a regular basis. There are three plenaries and three interims (if within the span of the most recent three plenaries means what I think it intended to mean though I think a strict reading of the wording could interpret it differently) that can count toward retaining membership in the working group. If one wants to maintain membership in two Working Groups and those two groups have concurrent interims, one can miss two of the six meetings altogether and attend one Plenary and one interim for each group to retain voting rights.
For a member with an unusual problem that interferes with attendance (e.g., a medical or family situation) a chair can use the rule above "Membership may be declared at the discretion of the Working Group chair" to resolve the issue. In my 6 years as a Working Group chair, I did that on one occasion though in the end the member's medical problem persisted and he was unable to continue.

Those who choose to be a voting member in two Working Groups take on a heavier burden, but they still need to be able to devote attendance to both groups to keep up with the work and be a knowledgeable voter. With the existing rule, one can retain voting rights by attending one fourth of the meetings and is just too few.
----------------------

7.2.3.1

I agree with Tony's comments about the bookkeeping required for the "within 3 months of the Plenary for which it substitutes". Also, under the current rules, many people become voters by attending a Plenary and the following interim (especially at the start of a new area of work). These people often continue as valuable participants. Under the new rule, it appears to me that wouldn't qualify as it could only substitute for the Plenary they attended. This extends the time to attain voting rights from 4 months to 6 months (for instance if they attended an interim in January which they substituted for the November Plenary and attended the March Plenary they could become a voter in July but if they attended in March and April they couldn't become a voter in July.) This seems unreasonable. I think the problem this is addressing was that the current rule is ambiguous on how old the interim could be. In particular, it could be argued under the current rule that someone could gain membership by having attended a Plenary 4 plenaries ago and an interim before that and requesting voting membership by attending the current Plenary. At the end of that Plenary they would not have attended two of the last four plenaries and they definitely wouldn't satisfy the new rule regarding the three most recent plenary sessions and the interims within that span. So they would lose voting rights at the end of the Plenary.
To prevent this, the interim should be required to be within the span of the three most recent plenary sessions (i.e. the two plenaries prior to the one at which membership is requested and the one at which membership is requested) which would be tighter than the old rule but looser than the draft rule.
------------------------------

7.2.3.2
"within the span of the three most recent plenary sessions. Loss of membership through lack of attendance is determined at the end of each plenary session." It isn't clear to me whether "the three most recent plenary sessions" includes the current session or is the three before. I was thinking the latter in my prior email on this, but maybe it meant only the current one plus the two before in which the comment from the 802.19 participant is correct. I think this would be okay. Our intent is to ensure voters participate enough in our groups to be knowledgeable participants. Clearly, this is a greater challenge if one is trying to be a voter in two groups but it is a reasonable requirement.
-----------

2) 7.2.3.1 Membership Establishment
When exactly does one become a member at the initial plenary session of a WG? At the time they cross the 75% attendance threshold? I think so--this should be stated.
---------

4) 7.2.3.1 Membership Establishment

Item for discussion among EC members--this comment is not part of my vote. I think an additional requirement should be placed on achieving WG membership: active participation and proven expertise relative to the WG charter as demonstrated by a resume or educational background.
----------

Whoooeee, Paul! You want the WG chair to review the resumes of every candidate for WG membership? Do they have to verify that the information is correct? If so, does 802 fund that activity? What background is appropriate? Does it require a technical degree, or is a BS in business administration sufficient?

I think this is a tar pit!
--------------------

I agree qualifying members based on some measure of their ability to contribute to the WG work is difficult and may be impossible. But it seems like a reasonable objective. Ideally I want all our members fully engaged in developing the best possible standards for 802.

The intent of my comment was to start discussion around establishing a membership requirement that ensures that members are active and contributing to the standards development process. If a participant is not engaged, for whatever reason, should they be given the privilege of membership? The intent of the 75% participation requirement is an attempt to quantify some level of 'engagement'. But what about those cases in which a person shows up enough to meet the attendance requirement, but they do not participate in the WG work. Should they be eligible to cast votes that will influence the WG work?

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

Section 7.2.3.2

The following sentence is worded poorly and is hence ambiguous:
“Membership is also lost if a person fails to attend one Plenary and at least one other Plenary or duly constituted interim session within the span of the three most recent Plenary sessions.”

It sounds like if you miss a plenary and an interim you loose voting rights. This can be fixed by eliminating the double negatives. I believe the following text better expresses the intension of the rule,

“Membership is lost if a person fails to meet the attendance requirement. The attendance requirement states that in the span of the three most recent plenary sessions the member must attend at least one plenary session and another plenary session or a duly constituted interim session.”

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

If one reads this well, one finds that optional attendance to interim sessions now becomes mandatory. Is this what is intended?

I understand you want to age out inactive participants faster, but moving from not being ousted by not attending 1 plenary and at least one interim in 8 meetings to being ousted for not attending a plenary and the preceding or subsequent interim is in my opinion really too hasty. If we read this right, a person who misses a plenary or an interim (let's say for business reasons) is automatically ousted from the voting pool if he's sick and absent from any of the next two interims or any of the next two plenaries. It also means that if one was sick in the previous year, he can't miss a single interim or plenary!
I think that's wrong. I certainly hope that was not the intended effect or that I understand wrong or that the wording will be re-done.

Here is the offending sentence:

Membership is also lost if a person fails to attend one Plenary and at least one other Plenary or duly constituted interim session within the span of the three most recent Plenary sessions.
Could you please clarify this?

I would also like to propose that one could consider lack of ballot response at the same level as absences to two of the last four plenaries. Therefore, I suggest that instead of modifying the presence requirements, you simply add to the old text that voting rights are lost if one fails to attend 2 of the last 4 plenaries as before, while adding that not responding to a ballot counts to remove the effect of presence at the last attended interim or plenary. I believe that would really promote participation in ballots and get rid of non-participants faster... i.e. skipping a plenary and then, within the next 15 months, not responding to a ballot would allow the chair to eliminate one from the voting pool. As non-participants drop out, they usually both miss a plenary and fail to return ballots. A non-participant who would fail to participate in a plenary and the interims and fail to return a single ballot could then be removed from the pool immediately. However, that would not penalize or put at risk active participants who happen to go on a business trip during a meeting and fall sick once, during the next 12 months.

Just my 2 cents worth.

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

Pg 3, Section 7.2.3.3 "Rights", 2nd pgh: I don't understand the intent of the sentence. Is this trying to say that participants in the formation of a WG (prior to acceptance of the PAR and 5C by EC) have these rights? OR, is it trying to say - participants in a WG have these rights while they are 'observer' status (prior to qualifying for 'member' status)?
--------------

1. 7.2.3.1 "The interim session must have occurred within 3 months of the Plenary session for which it substitutes."

Does that mean that if for example one attends the March Plenary, then participation in May interim will not count for gaining voting rights?

2. 7.2.3.2 "Membership is also lost if a person fails to attend one Plenary and at least one other Plenary or duly constituted interim session within the span of the three most recent Plenary sessions. Loss of membership through lack of attendance is determined at the end of each Plenary session."

A. The sentence is confusing - and since it is most important it should be very clear to all members. Does the span of the three most recent plenary sessions include the current session? If true, it is very constraining. If not true - what is the intent of "lack of attendance is determined at the end of each Plenary session."? The lack of attendance can be determined at the beginning of a session as well.

B. The "duly constituted interim session" definition is missing.

3. What are the intentions for transition from old rules to new one?
-----------

Request for Clarification: New text associating interim sessions with an adjacent plenary session (within 3 months) that the member did not attend will eliminate the fast track to membership (i.e., March Plenary + May Interim = July voting rights.) Was that the intent? Even though I have exploited this rule (because I could) to gain voting rights, I support this change and think it makes good sense.

Further Clarification: How will you determine not attended? I would suggest that if the person failed to meet the 75% attendance rule at the Plenary, then an adjacent interim could be used. For example I may use one Plenary for attendance credit for one WG. At the same plenary I may attend some sessions of another WG but have less than 75% credit. I should not be exempt from using the adjacent interim for credit in another WG.

-----------

Request for Clarification: Please define meeting hours in "Participation at a session is defined as attending 75% of the meeting hours of a session." I hope any time Sunday, and evenings of Monday, Tuesday, and Thursday are still exempt from the count of meeting hours.

Related to this, I often find some TGs will have a slow day mid week and may cancel a session. Once the agenda w\graphic is approved by the WG in opening plenary, if attendees show up at a session which was canceled, they should still be able to receive credit for that session.

I believe there are many good reasons for someone to establish and maintain voting rights in more than one Work Group. Rules should not be enacted that would eliminate the ability to participate in more than one Work Group. 802.11 and 802.15 are too similar to be mutually exclusive. Likewise, with the potential new RE activity occurring in 802.1 and 802.3, some of the wireless members may be motivated to start attending 802.1 meeting also.

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

7.2.3.2 Loss (under Membership)- Request for Clarification: "Loss of membership is through lack of attendance is determined at the end of each Plenary." Is the current ending session included as one of "the three most recent Plenary sessions"?

Either way, as I read process for gaining membership, an attendee with 75% attendance participation at March and July Plenary sessions could attend the following July Plenary (one year later) and gain voting rights at the beginning of the session and then lose them at the end of the same session. Is that intended? If so, it seems silly.

        Jan-I
75% Mar-P

        May-I

75% July-P

        Sept-I

        Nov-P

        Jan-I

        Mar-P

        May-I

75% July-P --> Voter 

        Sept-I --> Non Voter

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

There are a lot of nice changes to the rules that are being proposed, but there is one that I am opposed to. It relates to establishing voting rights per the text below:

“7.2.3.1
Establishment

All persons participating in the initial Plenary session meeting of the Working Group become members of the Working Group.  Thereafter, membership in a Working Group is established by participating in the meetings of the Working Group at two out of the last four Plenary sessions., In addition, and (optionally) a letter of intent and/or affiliation statement may be required for membership in a to the Chair of the Working Group.  Participation at a meeting is defined as at least 75% physical presence at that a meeting.  Participation at a session is defined as attending 75% of the meeting hours at a session.  Membership starts at the beginning of the third Plenary session attended by the participant.  One duly constituted interim session of a Working Group or subtask group meeting may be substituted for a the Working Group meetings at one of the two Plenary sessions (See subclause 7.2.3.4).  The interim session must have occurred within 3 months of the Plenary session for which it substitutes.”
These changes mean it will take new members 6-8 months to achieve voting rights, depending on whether or not their first meeting is a Plenary or Interim. This is caused by the last sentence which says, "The interim session must have occurred within 3 months of the Plenary session for which it substitutes." I agree that there needs to be a time limit on the interim that can be substituted. Something like this would work better, "The interim session must have been within the last four Interim meetings and no more than one year preceding the Plenary session at which voting rights are obtained."

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

We're actually trying to solve two related problems:

1. Rules for membership of the group

2. Rules for quorum for a vote

The solution proposed is thus far to prune the membership more aggressively.

Perhaps there are some alternatives worth considering.

1. Have TG voting pools, and do some of the voting by TG, or 

2. Have a new status of membership: "inactive", and define rules so that a person can quickly and painlessly transition between inactive and active membership. Only active members count towards achieving a quorum for a vote.

The idea is we decouple the loss of membership (which causes angst all round) from the expectation that someone will respond to a vote and use a slow time-constant for the first, and a fast one for the second.

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

7.2.3.2: How about replacing the text from "Membership is also lost" and continuing to the end of the paragraph with:

"Voting membership is maintained if a person meets the participation requirement for AT LEAST one Plenary and one other duly constituted session (Plenary or Interim) within an attendance period which ends at adjournment of a Plenary session and begins at the opening of the third Plenary counting backwards including the just-adjourned Plenary. If this requirement is not met, then voting membership is lost."

Everyone is reading the "fails to attend at least one plenary and one other" as meaning that if they MISS two meetings, then they lose voting rights. So it seems that the only way to fix the problem is to express the reverse condition.
-----------------

1. 7.2.3.1 "The interim session must have occurred within 3 months of the Plenary session for which it substitutes." Does that mean that if, for example, one attends the March plenary, then participation in May interim will not count for gaining voting rights?

2. 7.2.3.2 "Membership is also lost if a person fails to attend one Plenary and at least one other Plenary or duly constituted interim session within the span of the three most recent Plenary sessions. Loss of membership through lack of attendance is determined at the end of each Plenary session."

A. The sentence is confusing - and since it is most important it should be very clear to all members. Does the span of the three most recent plenary sessions include the current session? If true, it is very constraining. If not true - what is the intent of "lack of attendance is determined at the end of each Plenary session."? - The lack of attendance can be determined at the beginning of a session as well.

B. The "duly constituted interim session" definition is missing.
3. What are the intentions for transition from old rules to new ones?
------------

Document: 802.0-WG_Membership_Meetings-Proposed_PP_Revision_ballot_r41.pdf

Pg 3, Section 7.2.3.2, 5th sentence: Replace text with - "Membership is also lost by failing to participate, during the span of the three most recent Plenary Sessions, in either:

- Two Plenary Sessions
- One Plenary Session and one duly constituted Interim Session."
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

Need to continue resolution from this point forward….
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Election and Removal of Chair and other officers-  
We seem to have a contradiction between 7.2.2 and 7.1.3, or if not strictly a contradiction, a situation where a working group could have failed to reaffirm the current chair and not be able to hold an election. Even where the current chair is empty (or the working group is new and has not yet elected a chair) 7.2.2 might block an election.
7.2.2 includes:

A Working Group may elect a new Chair at any Plenary session, subject to confirmation by the LMSC Executive Committee. A motion to hold an election must be passed by 75% of the voting members of the Working Group present.

There isn't any qualification on the need for a 75% approval of a motion to hold an election. It doesn't appear to matter whether there is a sitting chair or whether we are at the March Plenary of an even year. I don't think we have been applying this statement. We have been holding elections in March of even numbered years or for empty chairs without first voting on whether to hold an election, but that is what the rule says and we should correct it.
Take a case where March in an even numbered year rolls around and reaffirmation of the current chair fails 33% for and 67% against. According to 7.2.2 it now takes a 75% vote to hold an election. If the 33% don't want a new election the chair is empty - no affirmation and no election. Or the current chair may have already been chair for 8 years and the 75% vote to allow the chair to run again has failed.
Take a new working group with a high level of contention. If a faction doesn't want the group to go forward or fears that the group will elect a chair undesirable to them, they could prevent an election from occurring.

A group could be deadlocked - unable to affirm a current chair (or without a current chair) and unable to elect a new one. 

I suggest we replace this text with:
A Working Group may elect a new Chair at any Plenary session, subject to confirmation by the LMSC Executive Committee. When there is an interim chair or the current chair has resigned, an election should be held at the next Plenary. In the March Plenary of even numbered years, an election is held. At any other Plenary a motion to hold an election must be passed by 75% of the voting members of the Working Group present.

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

7.2.4.5

Okay, I'm confused. The removal process takes a vote of 75% of the Working Group (presumably at a Working Group interim or at a Plenary since it says "members present") followed by 30 days written notice and a meeting of the Executive Committee (which according to our rules only happens at plenaries since we decided not to allow teleconference meetings). So this process takes at least two months (given the usual distance between WG interims and plenaries) and for some groups at least 4 months. But according to 7.2.2 the group could have voted at the Plenary to have an election for chair which removes the need to write up an indictment, takes effect within the week and doesn't have the uncertainty of an Executive Committee meeting on the charges. This process seems unlikely to occur. The only flaw in that is that 7.2.2 only mentions election of a chair at any Plenary. Vice-chair should probably be added to 7.2.2's statement on having an election at any Plenary.
-----------

1) 7.2.2 ...An individual who has served as Chair or Vice Chair of a given Working Group for a total of more than eight years in that office may not run for election to that office again, unless approved by a 75% vote of the Working Group....

The above is ambiguous. Does it mean a motion to allow a current WG Chair to participate in an election must be approved by 75% -OR- a current WG Chair can continue to serve if they receive 75% of the vote in an election?
-------------

Section 7.2.2

The rules state that you can have an election for chair at any time if such an election is approved by 75%. There is no statement on what it takes to hold an election for other officers. What is required to have an election for another office? I scrolled ahead and found a section on WG Officer Elections. Maybe any references to elections should be moved to that section. This section should list the officers and maybe their functions.

The rules state that the officers of the WG constitute the WGEC; however, there is no mention of what constitutes a WG officer. There is mention of a chair and a vice chair. There is no mention of a secretary, technical editor or any liaisons. There is no mention of the task group officers (TG chair, vice chair, secretary, technical editor). It is unclear to me who is a member of the WGEC. It is also unclear to me the function of the WGEC.

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

Clause 7.2.4.5: The title of the clause, "Removal of Working Group Officers Confirmed by the EC," and the wording in the third line, "misrepresented by one or more of its officers (confirmed by the EC)," is a bit confusing, even for folks whose first language is English. One way of reading this wording is that the discussion concerns only those officers whose selection is confirmed (ratified) by the Executive Committee, and that there are other officers whose selection is not confirmed (ratified) by the EC. Another possible reading of these phrases is that the "removal" or the "misrepresentation" is something that is confirmed by the EC.

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

7.2.2 WG Officers -Request for clarification: This paragraph addresses WG Officers but only requires the Chair to be an IEEE and IEEE-SA member. Is that the intent? Since paragraph 7.2.3.1 encourages ALL WG members to join the IEEE and IEEE-SA, it would seem reasonable for all WG Chairs and vice Chairs to be expected to join IEEE & IEEE-SA.

Statement of Preference: I favor maintaining the term limits for the WG leadership. WG chairs can gain too much influence as time progresses for the chairmanship to become a career position. Even when performance is less than superior, removing incumbents can be very difficult. There are many other ways an emeritus WG leader can serve the good of the IEEE 802 process without holding one office for a decade or more.

Recommendation: Remove "unless approved by a 75% vote of the Working Group."

Letter of Intent / Affiliation statements-

7.2.3.1

There is no definition of "affiliation statement". I'm assuming that it is intended to be a way to get consultants and such to state who is paying for their attendance, but I think that is unenforceable. Also it is contradictory to the statement above that "members shall participate in the consensus process … as individuals, and not as organizational representatives." A fine statement of principles if unenforceable. The requirement for an affiliation statement says we don't believe that fine statement is operational. When a consultant says their affiliation is self, are you going to contest it? I'm sure I can't vote for that requirement if you don't define what it is. Even if you do define it, I'm hesitant to approve it going in.

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

3) 7.2.3.1 Membership Establishment

I think the letter of intent and declaration of affiliation should be mandatory. At the option of the member, the declaration of affiliation kept confidential among EC members.
-----------------

Section 7.2.3.1

Given that the previous section 7.2.3 states that membership is my individual I see no way of requiring the following:

“In addition, a letter of intent and/or affiliation statement may be required for membership in a Working Group.”

If we are individuals it does not make sense to ask who our employer is, assuming that “affiliation” statement is referring to employment and not some other affiliation (e.g. church, community organization, etc.).

Also, saying such a statement may be required does not say that it is required. So it does not actually constitute a rule.

-----------

7.2.3.1 Establishment (under Membership) - Request for clarification: I believe "letter of intent and/or affiliation statement may be required for membership" mixes two items of recent discussion and should be clarified and stipulated separately.

#1 - Within the past two years a policy was brought in to force in our sister WG 802.11 that members were required to submit a letter (e-mail) of intent to maintain and thereafter become 802.11 members. We were told this was being mandated by the SEC. I have no problem with that and therefore, with regard to letters of intent, the wording "may be" should be changed to "are". Further, instead of calling it a "letter of intent" it seems more direct to call it a "request for membership". The text should also specify that the request for membership must be submitted after meeting the "two out of four" Plenary attendance requirement yet prior to the start of the Plenary session at which the granting of membership rights is expected.

#2 - Recently I have heard calls for public declaration of affiliation. It appears that text of the proposed LMSC P&P revisions enables such requirements if the Chair so decides. I favor required declaration of affiliations since we are an open standards body and often a member’s actions can be better understood when their affiliation is obvious.

In many of the WGs, there is currently too much ill will regarding consultants and speculation as to who might be a paid vote. This is an old and on going problem that deserves being addressed. Obtaining a 75% or more consensus to move forward on any technical issue requires building consensus and striking compromises. Without knowing affiliation, it is often difficult to understand the real influences on an individual's vote.

I am not familiar with the meeting registration practices outside of 802.11 and 802.15. For these two groups, the Wireless World website requires one to provide contact information which includes company affiliation. By maintaining current contact information on Wireless World we are constantly maintaining our affiliation declarations. I believe for all 802 WGs company affiliation is printed on attendance name badges. I see it as appropriate that all members be able to know who is paying the bills for any other member attending IEEE 802 sessions. Since a majority of the 802 members have their affiliation benefactors name printed on their name badge, it is fair to expect similar postings on consultants' name badges.

I recommend that a second affiliation field be added to the registration process and the information included on the attendee's name badge. When anyone's attendance is provided by or billed (compensation or expenses) to any party other than the affiliation given in the first affiliation field, that affiliation must also be declared. (i.e., XYZ Consulting LLC, in partnership with A Very Big Company, Inc.). While more thought is needed on this topic, perhaps consultants who are being funded by more than one client, could disclose their current clients to the working Chair or to a vice-Chair of their choice and then be considered as being truly free to vote without encumbrance. The working group leadership can then monitor to verify the consultant is truly a contributing participant in the work group meetings and not just a vote. Clearly wording would need to be carefully crafted as to avoid many potential loopholes.
I would also request that if anyone, including the chairs, is able to gain access to the wireless world database of member profiles, then all other members should have the same access. (I will note that e-mail addresses are required for authentication in prevention of list-server abuse. I would favor maintaining privacy of e-mail addresses to help prevent our being targeted by spam servers.) I like to think that within the 802 WGs we work as a team and as such should be able to easily contact one another between meetings.

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

Section 7.2.3: "Working Group members shall participate in the consensus process in a manner consistent with their professional expert opinion as individuals, and not as organizational representatives."

This is a "shall". So how is it determined if a member is not so participating, and what happens to him or her if this determination is made? I think this puts the officers potentially in the insidious position of having to decide on this question.

Recommend removal of sentence.

Recirculations and fixed WG membership -
Secondly, I believe that we should fix the current lack of clarity in the rules about who is/is not eligible to vote in recirculations. I believe that WGs currently restrict the voting list in recircs to the set of voters that were eligible at the start of the ballot (this is logical - in effect, the recirc is a continuation of the original ballot process. However, I have already had one comment back from my WG offering the opinion that some WGs use this approach effectively to disenfranchise new voters, and suggesting that we cap the number of recircs at 3, forcing a new full WG ballot if 3 recircs doesn't fix the problem. I'm not sure that I agree with that proposal, but we could certainly add clarity to our rules by explicitly stating what the voting rule is here (which is currently not done).

The text of 7.2.4.2.2 currently contains the only words we have on recircs, viz:

"There is a recirculation requirement. For guidance on the recirculation process see subclause 5.4.3.2 Resolution of comments, objections, and negative votes in the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual."

I would propose we change it thusly:

"There is a recirculation requirement. For guidance on the recirculation process see subclause 5.4.3.2 Resolution of comments, objections, and negative votes in the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual. Only those WG participants that were voting members of the WG at the time that a WG letter ballot was started are entitled to vote on recirculations of that ballot."

I suggest we "improve" the clarity about who gets to vote in WG ballot recircs by adopting wording that is similar to what goes on in Sponsor Balloting (e.g. the "balloting group" is the WG membership at the time the document is voted out to ballot -OR- at the time the ballot is opened). In that way we will further the aspect of WG balloting that is "training" for Sponsor Ballot.

I support in broad principle Tony's concept of cutting off recircs that go on forever.
The "balloting group" wording would certainly help.

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

I agree with Tony and Geoff here. If we were going to do something about cutting off recircs that go on forever, I would prefer that we do it on a time basis (e.g. 8 months from the opening of the Working Group ballot) rather than based on the number of recirculations. One could, due to some minor process glitch, have to run an extra recirculation fairly close on the heels of other recirculations and it would be a shame to have to run a new Working Group ballot because it moved you from 3 to 4 recirculations. On the other hand, a group might dawdle on resolving comments and starting recirculations on a lower priority project so that the time stretches out. The problem of disenfranchised new voters (and potentially stale old voters) increases with time rather than with recirculations.
------------------------

Editorial / other-

In 7.2.1 there is mention of the "charter of the Working Group". What is this and where is it defined?

In 7.2.3.1, first sentence: Do we need to define "initial Plenary session" with "i.e., the first session of the Working Group after the approval of its PAR by the IEEE Standards Board"?
7.2.4.5: Do we really need this section, at all? Section 7.2.2 allows the WG to hold an election at any Plenary session with the same 75% vote that it would take to send a resolution to remove an officer to the EC. Assuming 75% would vote to ask the EC to remove an officer, that same 75% could vote to hold an election and remove the officer themselves.

1) (Editorial) Move "Only members have the right to participate in the discussions." from the text in 7.2.3.4 to the list in 7.2.3.3

2) (Mildly substantive) Change: "To vote at meetings if and only if present."

        to: "To make motions and vote at meetings if and only if present."

One thing, however, that I think needs to be made clear - while only (voting) members have the RIGHT to participate in discussions, non-voters can/should be permitted to participate at the Chair's discretion (keep the discussion open, but restrict to members as necessary to keep to agenda/schedule and/or prevent non-voter(s) from unduly monopolizing the group's time).

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

7.2.3.2
Please add: Members are responsible for maintaining their contact information so that they can receive email ballots and can be contacted if their email is bouncing. Membership may be lost if the member fails to keep their contact information up to date.
With the mobility of our members, this is a problem that must be addressed. Also, I believe 802.3 has been applying this rule for some time and I wouldn't like to see it cause a challenge to progress of a draft in the future.
---------------------

7.2.4

There are a number of empty subclauses. I assume the intent is that the content of these clauses retains its current content rather than that they become empty clauses on approval of this revision.

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

3.13.4.

Move to recommend that the 802.11 Working Group chair votes to reflect the 802.11 WG membership's objection to the loss of the both the Monday and Tuesday evening meeting times at Plenary sessions.

3.13.2.4.
Vote: Passes 60 : 0 : 4 

--------------------
The term working group is used in most places. The term TAG is used sparsely. I think all these rules apply equally to a TAG. Please put WG/TAG everywhere it is appropriate so it is clear these rules also apply to a TAG.

-----------
Section 7.2.4.6

Since a TAG may not be established by writing a PAR (802.19 did not have a PAR) I think the following could be change from:
“WG shall have an established set of P&P within 6 months of approval of their initial WG PAR.”

To

“WG/TAG shall have an established set of P&P within 6 months of approval of their initial WG PAR or approval of formation of the WG/TAG.”

Also, I have a question. I heard that the EC must approve the WG P&P. Is that true? I don’t see that in the P&P. I ask since I am in the process of revising the 802.19 P&P and want to know if I need to get EC approval once the TAG has completed the revision. Thanks.

Section 7.2.4.7

Move this to earlier in the rules. The section on getting ride of WG officers precedes how we elect them. That seems a little out of order.

--------
Clause 7.2.4.5: Also in the first line of this clause, it appears that two attempts were made to revise the parenthetical "(WG Chair)" to "(WG Officers)", with the net result being "(Officers WG Officers)".

Clause 7.2.4.6: The first "WG" should be "WGs" as the antecedent of the pronoun "their". Alternatively, the first "WG" could be changed to "A WG" along with changing "their" to "its".
------------

Pg 1, "Rational for proposed changes", 1st pgh, 9th bullet: I don't see any comments/changes related to Quorum in the document.

----------

Reword the following:

Membership may be lost if two of the last three Working Group letter ballots are not returned, or are returned with an abstention other than “lack of technical expertise.”

To

Membership may be lost if two of the last three Working Group letter ballots are not returned, or are returned with an abstention for reason other than “lack of technical expertise.”
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