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Dear RevCom:
I have submitted an application for the approval of P802.16g/D9 and wish to have it considered at your meeting of 26 September
2007. My application is identical to the one I submitted on 26 April, except for the change of date.
Recall that, when my earlier application was rejected in June, I was given three instructions. Here is a summary of the actions I have
taken:
1) The Sponsor must conduct a recirculation ballot to show all unresolved comments associated with negative votes, and their
responses, to the ballot group.
I have today opened a recirculation, closing 18 August. The recirculation includes all unresolved comments, and their responses,
associated with the two negative votes.
2) The Sponsor is encouraged to input all comments and responses into the myBallot system for ease of submittal package review by
RevCom.
I entered all of the comments, and responses, from (1) individually into myBallot. Some of these had already been individually entered
into myBallot by the voter; others had been submitted directly to the Working Group during earlier balloting and had not previously
been individually entered into myBallot. The recirculation cover letter (attached) notes that, in some cases, comments had been
provided to the Working Group in formatted text that cannot be rendered in myBallot. The cover letter explains the coding used to
convey this formatting; it also cites a URL to a document that displays the formatted comments.
3) The Sponsor shall inform the ballot group that the myBallot system must be used as the mechanism for ballot comment submission.
The recirc cover letter provides this information. It also refers to the position that, for any additional comment to be considered as a
valid element of a Disapprove vote, it must be entered into the myBallot database by the voter.
I am attaching a record of a planning meeting of 18 July organized by Geoff Thompson, RevCom’s assigned mentor.
Note that, per IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual, Subclause 8.1.2, “Up to three amendments can be approved
before the standard shall be revised, unless the base standard has been approved or reaffirmed within the past three years... If, for any
extenuating circumstances, an exception to these rules is required, the Sponsor shall take its request for a two-year extension to
RevCom.” While the three-year interval ended in June, only two amendments to IEEE Std 802.16-2004 have been approved.
Therefore, it appears that no extension request is necessary. However, since a corrigendum was also approved, RevCom may find the
request necessary. If so, then please consider this as such a request. Note that we had anticipated RevCom approval in June, during the
three-year window. Also note that a revision project is in development at this time.
Sincerely,

Roger Marks
Chair, IEEE 802.16 Working Group on Broadband Wireless Access
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Chair, IEEE 802.16 Working Group
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Dear P802.16g Balloting Group:
Thank you for your participation in the Sponsor Ballot Recirculation of P802.16g/D9, which ran from 11-26 April 2007.
The numerical results stand at 136 Approve, 2 Disapprove, and 14 Abstain. This satisfies the numerical conditions for
approval. No comments or votes were received in the latest recirculation. Subsequently, an approval application was
submitted to RevCom. RevCom denied the application due to procedural concerns related to the recirculation of
comments that were submitted directly to the Working Group rather than through the IEEE’s myBallot system.
The IEEE-SA Standards Board has requested an additional recirculation with the unresolved Disapprove comments and
responses individually entered into the myBallot system “for ease of submittal package review by RevCom.” This
information has been entered into the system for your review. Please note that, in some cases, comments were provided to
the Working Group in formatted text that cannot be rendered in myBallot. Therefore, we have used the following
conventions:
<u>text</u> represents text
<b>text</b> represents text
<i>text</i> represents text
<strike>text</strike> represents text
For reference, the formatted comments are available at this URL: <http://ieee802.org/16/docs/07/80216-07_027.pdf>.
I am hereby requesting that IEEE initiate Recirculation #4. No additional draft is included, since the previouslyrecirculated draft P802.16g/D9 remains current.
Since this is a recirculation ballot, you need respond only if you wish to change your vote. If you do not respond to this
recirculation ballot, your last vote will be carried forward. Also, as this is a recirculation ballot, a change to “do not
approve” (i.e., a negative vote) with comments shall be based only on the changed portions of the balloted document,
clauses affected by the changes, or portions of the balloted document that are the subject of the unresolved negative votes.
Please note that the myBallot system must be used as the mechanism for ballot comment submission. To my
understanding, it is the RevCom position that, for any additional comment to be considered as a valid element of a
Disapprove vote, that comment must be entered into the myBallot database by the voter.
Sincerely,

Roger Marks
Chair, IEEE 802.16 Working Group on Broadband Wireless Access
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ColleaguesI met with Roger, Mike, Clyde and a few others to mentor the advancement and resubmission of P802.16g. The meeting took
place during the 802 Plenary in San Francisco.
The information provided to them in their rejection letter was:
1) The Sponsor must conduct a recirculation ballot to show all unresolved comments associated with negative votes, and
their responses, to the ballot group.
2) The Sponsor is encouraged to input all comments and responses into the myBallot system for ease of submittal
package review by RevCom.
3) The Sponsor shall inform the ballot group that the myBallot system must be used as the mechanism for ballot comment
submission.
The outcome of the meeting was:
Item #1:

The WG Chair agreed to do this.

Item #2 The WG Chair will input all outstanding DISAPPROVE comments into myBallot before the recirculation
mentioned in item 1. The WG Chair will provide a cover letter for the recirculation. Included in the cover letter will be a
pointer to a PDF in the 802.16 WG web space that provides all comments and responses in easy-to-read format.
Clyde and Mike facilitated things so that staff will assist Roger in the mechanics of getting the additional comments into
the system.
Item #3 The WG Chair agreed to do this. But the WG Chair asserted that it is not possible to back this assertion up with
text from the P&P. The chair further agreed to inform the ballot group that it is the RevCom position that "For any
comment to be considered as a valid element of a DISAPPROVE VOTE, the comment must be entered into the myBallot
database by the voter. (In this instance only, Roger will enter the necessary negative comments into the myBallot system.)
I offered an assertion (for them to quote) that it was the position of RevCom that:
a) All comments must be considered
b) "For any comment to be considered as a valid element of a DISAPPROVE VOTE, the comment must be entered into
the myBallot database by the voter.
My belief is that the P&P is not completely explicit about item b) but I believe that it is the intent of the current P&P and the action
of the SA-SB that makes the use of myBallot mandatory.
It is my wish that we make item b) the policy of RevCom until we can get it explicitly stated in the P&P.
Best regards,
Geoff Thompson
(and Clyde agrees with me)
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