Members of the UC-EC

The following is a summary of the results of the 802.20 Sponsor Ballot - Recirculation 2 comment resolution that occurred at the May wireless interim meeting.

The working group, through three cycles of comment resolution processed 935 comments. 78 comments are left unresolved. These 78 individual comments represent a total of 10 unique comments. 

The working group reviewed all the comments. The attached color coded spreadsheet (Comment Resolution Recirc2.xls) contains the comments clustered by the issue they raise. Recirculation 2 raised no new issues. In many cases the original commenter is bringing his/her comment from the previous ballot cycles forward.  We have 6 sets of unique comments associated with negative votes:

1. Alignment of the PAR Scope and Purpose text with the text of clause in the draft. (3 comments)

2. Comments dealing with the fact that the draft contains two modes. (7 comments)

3. Comments dealing with the relationship of the 802.20 draft to ATIS and 3GPP2 documents (4 comments)

4. Comments dealing with specification of additional Receive and Transmit parameters. (8 comments - all comments brought forward by original commenters)
5. Architecture (1 comment – based on the subject of an unresolved negative vote)

6. Policy Interface (1 comment – based on the subject of an unresolved negative vote)

7. Other

a. Editorials (1 comment brought forward by initial commenter)

b. A list of prior comments ( 1 comment listing previous comments dealing with topics 1-3)

c. Use of most recent reference (1 comment brought forward).

In addition to the comments that were previously classified as being out of scope, the working group classified comment #18 as out of scope. The commenter refers back to his own comment #423 of the initial ballot, stating that he is not satisfied with the resolution. Comment #423 is no longer associated with an unresolved negative vote when the voter changed from a disapprove to an abstain in the Recirculation 1 ballot and marked the entry in the column marked "Must be satisfied" as "NO". The rationale for the other “Out of scope comments” was previously provided, and is repeated in the Annex here. 

Over the total cycle of the 3 ballots the picture with respect to unresolved negatives does not change much except that a couple of additional issues appear. The results are shown in the attached workbook (Comment Resolution Composite Open Comments.xls) that contains a sheet for each cycle of the ballot. The individual comments are color coded per issue as defined below:

1. Alignment of the PAR Scope and Purpose text with the text of clause in the draft. (7 comments)

2. Comments dealing with the fact that the draft contains two modes. (18 Comments)

3. Comments dealing with the relationship of the 802.20 draft to ATIS and 3GPP2 documents (25 Comments carried forward in each cycle).

4. Comments dealing with specification of additional Receive and Transmit parameters. (21 Comments)
5. Architecture ( 3 comments) 

6. Policy Interface (3 Comments – same comment brought forward each cycle)

7. PICS Proforma as part of  the base standard (1 comment from the initial ballot)

8. Additional MIB detail (1 comment from the initial ballot) 

9. TDD design (1 Comment)

10. Other

a. Editorials ( 7 Comments)
b. A list of prior comments ( 1 comment listing previous comments dealing with topics 1-3)

c. Use of most recent reference (1 comment – carry forward).

d. Comments unrelated to the draft [e.g. voter disagreed with the 802.20 balloting rules] (7 Comments)

In addition there are 34 comments from “Do not approve” voters in which the comment and the proposed resolution was accepted, but for which the voter has not acknowledged resolution.  There are also 11 comments for which the initial commenter changed his vote to “Approve” but have been cited by another voter as a part of an unresolved negative vote.

Below are the ballot result as computed after ballot comment resolution. The ballot results are presented both on a per individual basis as reported by the myBallot system and on a bloc basis computed in accordance with the method approved by the SASB. A spreadsheet (Recirc2-Balloting-Result.pdf) showing the bloc-computation is also attached.

Mark Klerer

802.20 Chair

Ballot Results Summary

Individual basis as reported by myBallot:

Affirmative Votes   
77

Negative Votes
25

Negative Votes
  0

   w/o comments

Abstention Votes
27


Votes Received         127


Return Rate    

84%

Abstention Rate
20%

Approval Rate
75%  (77/102)

Note: The myBallot system does not account for comments that target unchanged text.

 Bloc Results

Affirmative Votes   
45

Negative Votes
13

Negative Votes
  2

   w/o comments

Abstention Votes
  7


Votes Received         
67


Return Rate    

95.7%

Abstention Rate
10.8%

Approval Rate
77.6%  (45/58)

ANNEX – Explanation of Out of Scope Comments

Comments 20 and 21 (by Dr. Marks and Mr. Barber) allege that the recirculation is invalid since according to Dr. Marks’ calculation there was an additional “Disapprove with comments”. This is argument is based on the comment that Mr. Riegel had made, a single comment on the initial ballot.  However, Mr. Riegel's vote on the initial ballot was "Abstain"; the cell in the column marked "Must be satisfied ?" had an entry of "NO". 

According to the SASB-OM 5.4.3.1 

"Balloters who vote Do Not Approve (Negative with comment) shall be permitted to differentiate those comments that caused their negative vote from other comments that they may wish to submit. Any comments that are explicitly identified not to be part of the negative vote shall be treated as Approve (Affirmative) comments, and action on such comments is left to the discretion of the Sponsor." Similarly the instructions in myBallot for the “Must be satisfied” column state: “Must be Satisfied?  - This field is required.  Enter Yes or No and spell out completely or the upload will be invalidated.  If you have already voted Negative (Disapprove), the data will be associated with your Negative (Disapprove) vote.  This categorization is used to differentiate those comments submitted as part of your Negative (Disapprove) vote from other comments that you may wish to submit. Only those comments that have a "Yes" in the "Must be Satisfied" box will be considered as part of your negative vote”.  (Emphasis added). Thus a comment  with a “NO” entry in that column cannot be the basis of a later change to "Disapprove"; Mr. Riegel did not submitted any comments with his "Disapprove" vote in the first recirculation, therefore, in accordance with the OM rules this ballot was classified as "Disapprove without comment".

The OC then clarified that in accordance with the procedures identified the bloc should be classified as "Abstain" rather than as "Disapprove without comment" since "Abstain" has higher precedence and is a valid vote.

Thus, comment 20, by Dr. Marks, and comment 21, Mr. Barber, are invalid comments under the rules for Sponsor ballot. 

Comments 33-35 are the only comments submitted by Mr. Cooklev in support of his “Disapprove” ballot. As can be seen by looking at the draft (available via the link given below);  all 3 comments deal with text that has not been changed and is out of scope of the recirculation. In accordance with 5.4.3.2 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual (SASB-OM) such a ballot counts as “Disapprove without comment” and is not a valid “Disapprove”.

Comments 14-17 were submitted by Mr. Riegel as a basis for his Disapprove vote. Comments 14, 16 and 17 deal with unchanged text and are out of scope of the recirculation. Comment 15 deals with formatting of the page numbers in the front matter. According to the SASB-OM 5.4.3.1 "Comments addressing grammar, punctuation, and style, whether attached to an affirmative or a negative vote, may be referred to the publications editor for consideration during preparation for publication. It should be borne in mind that documents are professionally edited prior to publication." 

This comment does not require recirculation and can not be a legitimate basis for a "Disapprove". In accordance with 5.4.3.2 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual (SASB-OM) such a ballot counts as “Disapprove without comment” and is not a valid “Disapprove”.

Comment 30 by Mr. Ponnuswamy requests inclusion of information that is not a part of a standard (and the evaluations are actually available on the 802.20 website) and is not based on any changed portions of the balloted document, clauses affected by changes or portions of the balloted document that are the subject of unresolved negative votes.  Thus this comment is, therefore, out of scope of the recirculation. Since that is the only comment from this voter, this ballot is counted as “Disapprove without comment”.

