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	This contribution contains suggested edits to Document 802.20 - 07/09r1 “Revised Draft Minutes, 802.20 Plenary Meeting - Session #23, Orlando, Florida, USA, March 12-16, 2007,” Source: James F. Mollenauer, edited by Yvette Ho Sang.  

	Purpose
	The purpose of this document is to make suggested corrections to the draft minutes so that they more correctly and accurately record significant discussions at the March 2007 meeting of IEEE 802.20.

	Notice
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The following are specific changes that are requested to be made to the Draft Minutes:
· Passive voice is used throughout the document with regards to comments and statements made.  This appears to be a shift from more recent minutes which supplied names of those who made significant comments.  Active voice is used with regards to the Chair and those who presented contributions.  However, if a significant comment is noted in the minutes, it is material and substantial to include who spoke.  I recommend that the minutes reflect who spoke rather than obscuring the speaker through use of the passive voice.

· The summary of proposal C802.20-07/21r1 does not mention any of the discussion that followed the presentation.  I suggest the following be added as a paragraph before “The session adjourned at 6:00 PM”:  “Victor Hou, the originator of the ballot comment, stated that the proposed resolution was inadequate and many other parameters needed to be included.  He added that parameters that the proposal categorized as “Equipment Specifications” are required for interoperability.”
· Change “The minimum mandatory set of elements should be determined, redundant elements should be dropped out, and then completeness and conformity verified before a letter ballot” to: “Victor Hou commented on the four steps of the “Way Forward” listed in Appendix 3 by saying that the proposal in ‘Summary of 802.20 Proposals and Relationships’ skipped the first three steps and went right to the last step.”
· With regards to the motion of Wednesday afternoon, the minutes do not include the fact that I brought up the issue of the four-hour rule before the motion was voted.   It is important to note in the minutes that the Chair decided to proceed on with the vote saying that if a procedural mistake was being made, then the group would have to deal with that later.  Add the following suggested text:  “Prior to the vote, Victor Hou brought up the issue of the four-hour rule regarding motions and that the motion was being voted on too soon.  The Chair decided to proceed on with the voting of the motion saying that if a procedural mistake was being made, it would be dealt with it later.”

· The text in the draft minutes regarding the mention of the four-hour rule after the vote was taken is correct.  I mentioned the issue two times, before the vote and after the vote.  In the minutes, the text should state that “Victor Hou” made the comment about the four-hour rule the second time also.

· The minutes should also state who said “It was also noted that the rule had never been applied in the past with perhaps one exception.”  I do not remember anyone making that comment, but I do remember another comment made by someone to justify ignoring the four-hour rule.  I would like to ask the recording Secretary if he can recall who made this statement or if it was made.
· In the discussion of the Motion “The working group empowers the editing group to create a revised draft for an April 11th letter ballot …,” there is no specific mention of Mr. Ragsdale’s comment about a 40-day letter ballot period as opposed to 30-day letter ballot.  The last sentence of the paragraph (“It was also pointed out that a letter ballot starting on April 11 could not be concluded by the May meeting”) is seemingly out of place with respect to the reason of why the motion was deferred.  It was the raising of this issue by Mr. Ragsdale that caused voting on this motion to be deferred and not how it is currently described in the minutes.  The minutes should state something like: “Mr. Ragsdale brought up the fact that letter ballot period was 40 days instead of 30 days.  A letter ballot period of 40 days was not conducive to the Work Plan schedule, and thus, the vote on this motion was deferred until the next morning.  In the end, this motion was not voted on the next day; and another motion was voted instead.”

· In the minutes after the sentence “Voting on the main motion:  49 yes, 5 no, 3 abstain: passed (VOTE 8), add the following sentence:  “Victor Hou respectfully said to the Chair that it is not proper procedure for the Chair to provide an interpretation of a motion after the question had been called.  Mr. Hou was referring to the Chair’s comment (no matter how well-intentioned) that the vote was in essence a revote of Vote 7 after the question had been called.”
· The minutes say the following:  “A question was asked about how the task group would operate. The response from the technical editor noted that it would be by consensus, with the final judgement [sic]resting with himself as editor. He expected that there would be no technical changes.”  Was it actually said, “with the final judgement [sic] resting with himself as editor”?  I do not recall this exact language, and it is contradictory with the previous portion of the sentence “by consensus.”  If this is literally what was spoken, then there MUST be other important conversation to put this into proper context. As it stands, I and surely many others would have needed explanation to “final judgement [sic] resting with himself as editor.”  I believe this was taken into the minutes incorrectly or incompletely.  Similar issues surround the comment, “He expected that there would be no technical changes.”  I believe this is taken out of context in the minutes, and is at best incomplete.  Of course, integration of text related to accepted proposals would be technical changes to the draft.  So, was this part of the minutes taken correctly?  

· It says the following was discussed on Wednesday morning: “Discussion continued on the advisability of issuing performance requirements under a separate PAR.

The following comments were made:
-Equipment built before the availability of such requirements had sometimes caused network problems.

-Such network problems were very unlikely in licensed wireless systems.

- All the people needed for a full discussion of performance issues were not at this meeting.”
Firstly, this discussion according to my recollection related to the presentation of C802.20-07/21r1.    Secondly, the person who made each of the three comments should be included in the minutes.  Thirdly, I believe that the third comment was incorrectly recorded, and we should substantiate this with the person who made the comment. 
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