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Abstract

Submission 331r3 was submitted for Comment.  This Submission is my effort to add my .02 and help improve the rule process.

Comments refer to submission “802.11 Oper. Rules11-00-331r3-W-11.doc”

New Rules Comments:

1. Page 7, Line 51: Semi-Annually reaffirmation is not necessarily the best period to use.  As Plenary meetings should be the point of reaffirmation, and since plenary meetings are 3 times a year, keeping track of liaisons every other meeting is what is possibly implied.  Tracking the Liaisons term should be spelled out.  Latter on, (#5) it indicates that reaffirmation/confirmation is done at plenary and interim sessions.  It may be a good thing to indicate here the semi-annual as well is that is the correct period.

2. Page 11, line 12: Either Remove “e. The roll call of current voters.” 

Or Mandate that the chair call roll for current Voters (Not roll call of those present, or statement that it is banished).

3. Page 12, line 2-4 remove “ Decisions at the Interim meetings can include Letter Ballot actions. The next plenary meeting can negate any Letter Ballot action taken by the Interim and declare any results as null and void.”

(Letter Ballots are WG instruments, and as such, the full WG is voting, and a simple majority of an assembled group is not sufficient to reverse the majority of the WG in total.)

4. Page 12, Line 11: change from “the session may not adjourn, but will finished at the currently scheduled time,” to   “the session may not be forced to adjourn, but will finish at the current scheduled time, or at the conclusion of business,”

5. Page 12, Line 15 and 16: remove both 3 and 4.  The Letter ballot option is already specified in item 1. 

40 day is a nominal time to provide sufficient time for reading and confirming minutes of the interim meetings. And to determine the ramifications of the results.

6. Page 8, section 2.5 the initial clause states that 802.11 docs are disseminated in electronic format, and only accepted if they adhere to the rules spelled out in clause 2.5.  This is grand, but the text that was deleted was actually a valuable rule, and some form of it should be re-instated.  Members should provide their submissions in the proper format prior to presentation or voting etc.  The time specified of one hour is minimal at best, and should be an easy thing for us to discipline ourselves to achieve.  Given that we now have electronic Doc Numbers etc, we should be requiring that ALL submissions be of the proper format prior to submission.

7. Page 9, Line 39; Section 2.5.3, The section should not be deleted.  As there may be times that having the submission time be the discriminator to ensure those that have prepared ahead of time do get their fair share of time.  It provides the Chair a deterministic way to provide fairness and helps preclude the appearance of prejudice to an individual’s submission.

8. Page 12, Line 30, Deletion of the requirement that letter ballots be complete with all technical issues closed should not be deleted.  Having the Draft’s being sent for Sponsor ballot without all the technical issues resolved is not a rational thing to do, and at best if we know that ballot will fail, we run the risk of causing the membership to ignore the full review, and merely find sufficient comments to support their “no” vote, and then wait to provide the remaining comments later.  To get the most useful and meaning draft, a “Best effort” should be made to have the draft complete prior to sending out for review or to check for Sponsor Ballot readiness.

9. Page 12, Section 2.8.2:  I believe that Letter Ballots requesting that a draft move to Sponsor Ballot are Technical in nature, and as such require the super majority vote (75%).  However, the last sentence of the “new a)” is contradictory, as it says procedural, after a 75% vote.  The Draft should be ready and reviewed by the Task group prior to being presented to the WG.  I think that is the step that we often miss.  Having a TG review prior to having it be brought to the WG should be considered. 

10. Page 13, Line 17: The Vice chair that takes in comments on the rules needs to have a specified forum to be able to discuss the requested changes.  Rules should be stable for a period of time, and as such, a time for change could be specified, (i.e. during even years or only after a vote of the membership or some such trigger).

11. Page 13, Line 31: a statement that rule changes take immediate effect for option a and not for option b makes one wonder when option b changes would take effect?  The statement “Any approved changes take immediate effect” is really ineffectual, as the rule change must be voted on at the closing plenary of an 802.11 meeting.  The previous paragraph changed the 802.11 Plenary be either at the Interim Meeting or at the Plenary meeting.  802 does make a distinction, but I don’t know that 802.11 maintains the real distinction in practice anymore.

12. Page 15, Line 33:  “The NOTE” is a sentence fragment and should be removed.

13. Page 19, Line 33: as we now have 6 criterea, we should make a change here from 5 to 6.  There are some other locations that we have need to update from 5 to 6 also.

14. Page 22, Line 8: Letter Ballots are sponsored by either the WG or TG, so the statement on who should address comments should be changed from “and” to “or”.

15. Page 25, Line 12: the 6th criteria need to be added/inserted here.

16. Page 26, Line 33: The line “Act as Parlimentarian using” was deleted, but the book/set of rules to use was left in, without the precusor, the remaining text doesn’t make sense.
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