Proposed IEEE 802 LMSC Policy and Procedure Revision Ballot

on

Miscellaneous Editorial/Obsolete/Document Organization Issues
From: 
Matthew Sherman, LMSC Vice Chair
To: 
LMSC Executive Committee 


Date:
5/11/2005
Duration:  30 Days

Purpose: Clarify miscellaneous LMSC editorial procedures and process
Rationale for proposed change:

Miscellaneous Editorial/Obsolete/Document organization issues:

Add abbreviations section

Procedure 7 is referenced administering sponsor ballots and seems to involve document numbering

Is this right? Is it being followed?


Also Yvette says this procedure is in conflict with IEEE Style Guide



No year in Draft File names! (at least this is what Style Guide recommends)

Should Style Guide be added to order of precedence?

Check usage of Session and meeting


A Session is a set of meetings per Robert’s Rules


Look particularly at WG membership rules

Other suggested changes from SA as captured in the document:

802.0-LMSC_Miscellaneous Issue-Part_2_P&P_Revision_ballot_r0.doc

This ballot addresses those issues.

Editorial instructions are highlighted in Pink.
Proposed Change:

1. Introduction

The IEEE Project 802 (IEEE P802) LAN MAN Standards Committee (LMSC) is the standards sponsor organization and focal point for IEEE Local and Metropolitan Area Network Standards Sponsor activities.  

The operation of the LMSC is subject to regulations contained in a number of documents, including these Policies and Procedures (P&P).  

The regulating documents are identified in the following list and are given in their order of precedence from highest to lowest.  If any two documents in this list contain conflicting regulations, the conflict shall be resolved in favor of the document of higher precedence.  

New York State Not-for-Profit Corporation Law 
IEEE Certificate of Incorporation 
IEEE Constitution 
IEEE Bylaws 
IEEE Policies
IEEE Financial Operations Manual 
IEEE Board of Directors Resolutions 
IEEE Standards Association Operations Manual 
IEEE-SA Board of Governors Resolutions 
IEEE-SA Standards Board Bylaws 
IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual
IEEE Standards Style Manual
IEEE CS Constitution
IEEE CS Bylaws
IEEE CS Policies and Procedures, Section 11 (10)
IEEE CS Board of Governors Resolutions 

IEEE CS SAB Policies and Procedures
LMSC Policies and Procedures

Working Group / Technical Advisory Group Policies and Procedures

Robert’s Rules of Order Newly Revised (Latest Edition) 

The order of precedence presented here has been derived from the Model Operating Procedures for IEEE Standards Sponsors P&P developed by the IEEE-SA, augmented by documents identified within the IEEE CS SAB P&P.  While both the IEEE-SA and IEEE CS (via the IEEE TAB) report to the IEEE Board of Directors independently, for purposes of standards development the IEEE CS (via the IEEE CS SAB) acts as a sponsor within the IEEE-SA, and its documents have been placed accordingly in the order of precedence.

19. IEEE LMSC Document Numbering Plan DOCUMENT NUMBERING PLAN (Formerly “Procuedure 7”)
1. This numbering scheme applies to all LMSC Working Groups and TAGs.

2. It will covers all draft documents as well as other 802.x Working Group/TAG submissions to provide a complete index of all Working Group/TAG documents.

3. The format for the document numbers will be as follows:


either
802.na/Di-yy/m
(formal draft standards)


or
802.n{tg}-yy/m
(all other documents & correspondence)

where:

n =
a Working Group/TAG Designator (i.e. 0, 1, ..., 11),

a =
a PAR Series Designator (i.e. _, A, B, C,...) for drafts of a document produced under an active PAR, and must include the {/Di} field,

i =
a Draft Revision Number for working documents produced under an active PAR, which starts at 1 and is increased by 1 with each new revision,

yy =
a year designator (i.e. 87, 88, 89, ...) to indicate the year in which the document number was assigned,

m =
a sequence number which starts at 1 at the beginning of each year and is increased by 1 each time a document number is assigned,

tg =
an optional task group designator to be used specifically for tracking task group submissions that are independent of the Working Group/TAG as a whole.  Documents relevant to the whole Working Group/TAG will use the 802.n-yy/m form.  The allowed formats for a task group designator are: one letter, two letters, or one letter followed by one number.  All other characters are specifically prohibited.

With the exception of the grandfathered 802.1 numbering scheme, IEEE draft standards documents shall follow the numbering protocols outlined in the IEEE Standards Style Manual. One approved exception to these stated policies is that the numbering of draft standards amendments that convert to a revision project shall contain the phrase “-REV” preceding the alphabetical designation of the amendment.
Create an Abbreviations Clause and include the follow terms:
LMSC

EC
WG

IEEE 802

IEEE-SA

TAG

PAR

MAN

LAN

IEEE

P&P

IEEE CS

IEEE CS SAB

IEEE TAB

PAN

RAN

ROM

ECSG

WGSG
Comments Received
Geoff Thompson (26-May):
Pt1 Pg 1, re: "No year in Draft File names! (at least this is what Style Guide recommends)"
        File names? To the best of my knowledge (without looking) we have no convention for file names. We have a convention for document numbering but I don't think there is any mandated or even recommended linkage to the actual file name or file name format. Am I correct? If so then this text needs to be changed. Oh, this isn't actually P&P text, then it is not so important. It should say "document" instead of "file" though.

Pt1 Page 1, re: "Should Style Guide be added to order of precedence?"
        My opinion is no.    Further, I object to having Robert's Rules in the list in a normative fashion. Robert's Rules is a very useful guide to the chair, but...
Having Robert's Rules in the precedence means that a chair can not run a meeting on rules and rulings that are merely reasonable and appropriate if there is a single grouch in the room with a Robert's Rules in his hand. I believe that Robert's Rules should be in the precedence only as an advisory document. If we go the other way we open ourselves up to appeals based on post meeting findings that some aspect of Robert's Rules were not followed. Note that in 7.2.4 RR is a "reference" which I would interpret to be non-normative. I acknowledge that others might not read it that way.

Further, I note that some of the items in the list are not underlined. I assume that this means that there is no linkage available to the document. If no link is available to governing documents then other access information SHALL be provided.  I strongly believe that we are only to be governed by P&P that are easily and openly accessible to the entire body of those governed. To that end, I think we should push upward on the various boards whose resolutions bind us that we will not be held to those until (1) notification takes place and (2) availability is established in a well known spot (e.g. a stable, established URL, not buried in some minutes somewhere.)

Pt1 Page 3 re: "shall contain the phrase “-REV” preceding the alphabetical designation of the amendment."
is incorrect text and needs to be changed to:
        "shall contain the phrase “-REV” preceding the alphabetical designation of the project."
because a "revision" is specifically not an "amendment".


Pt2 Page 1, Clause 3 (This is a pain, global line numbers would be SO much easier!)
Your question: Is this true?    No it is not, I would say that member of Sponsor Ballot Groups who do not participate by attending 802 Plenaries are NOT members of LMSC. There are certain privileges of membership in LMSC that you do not gain by only becoming a member of a balloting group for one of our standards. If the SA or some organization above us wants to mandate this then we have to differentiate between LMSC members and 802 members. I don't think we do that now.

Bottom of the page: There is no mention in the (unhighlighted) text where it talks about PANs and RANs as to whether they are inside or outside our scope. I could argue that since they are specifically differentiated from LANs and MANs that they are outside our scope. Add text to include them.

Pt2 Page 2, Clause 3, 1st group of sub items
Add a new item: 

c) limit the scope of each project to a reasonable size and focused topic.

Pt2 Page 2, Clause 3, 2nd group of sub items
The text: "b) Prevent overlap or conflict between the individual standards."
is not true and we have no mechanism to even do that. I would prefer:
        "b) Minimize overlap or conflict between the individual standards."
as being closer to the truth.

The statement: "The IEEE P802 LMSC Executive Committee provides this coordination as a portion of its function."
is a little too grand and global. There is no methodology for accomplishing this task set forth. Further, it has been asserted that the EC is not a technical body. We need to back this assertion up with a little more text.

Pt2 Clause 4 item 2
What is here is not quite rich enough. No surprise, our model is richer than the model procedures. Item 2 needs to be broken into two parts, one to address our WG letter ballot process and another to cover Sponsor Ballot. Otherwise it is confusing.

Pt2 Clause 4 item 3
The text: "Maintaining the standards developed by the LMSC"
Should say:     "Maintaining the active approved standards developed by the LMSC"
Same change to item 4

Further, I would add that we are responsible to evaluating requests for standards projects and deciding whether or not to generate a project.

Cl 7.1.7.8
I don't think the proposed text quite does the job:     "Appeals and complaints concerning Executive Committee decisions shall be referred to the
Computer Society SAB."
It needs to be crystal clear that this also applies to decisions of EC appeals panels, not just the EC itself.

Cl 7.2.4.3
I think the text: "The main responsibility of ...a draft standard, recommended"
needs the addition of "operate the Working Group in an orderly fashion"

I'll cut off my review here for the time being, enough for one session.
Bob O-Hara (13-June):
I vote disapprove on this ballot. My objections deal with the fact that there are numerous questions posed in the documents that do not have an obvious answer. As such, this material is not ready for ballot.
Bob Grow (16 June):

Disapprove.

This is not ready for ballot as pointed out by Mr. O'Hara. A few comments follow.

1. There is no project 802. Virtually all references to project 802 and P802 should be simply IEEE 802 or LMSC.
2. We should choose either IEEE 802 or LMSC as what we use as the primary name for the sponsor and use it in the P&P exclusively with the exception of indicating that the names are synonymous and may be used interchangeably. Our "brand" is IEEE 802, our documents are IEEE 802 standards, but the sponsor for those standards projects is LMSC unless we rename ourselves.

3. Clause 3. There is a lot of stuff here that has nothing to do with organization. I would suggest replacement of current text with:

The LAN/MAN Standards Committee (LMSC) has grown significantly from the original IEEE Project 802 that was its origin, but because of its roots and the family of standards it has developed, it is also widely known as IEEE 802.
LMSC operates as a sponsor within the IEEE Standards Association, and LMSC has reporting requirements to the Standards Activity Board (SAB) of the IEEE Computer Society (see Figure 1). LMSC is governed by an Executive Committee (EC) and LMSC procedures are designed to minimize overlap and conflict between standards and to promote commonality and compatibility among the family of IEEE 802 standards. IEEE 802 project documents are developed within a Working Group or Technical Advisory Group. (See Figure 2.)

4. Clause 4, item 2. This should be a replace and that is not clear from the document.

5. Clause 5, concern in blue is not covered in the proposed changes.

6. 6.4, I agree with blue note that 6.4 does not belong in membership but instead in a section, on sponsor balloting (possibly 7.5).

7. 7.1.7, "Every attempt..." should be changed to "A reasonable attempt..."

8. 7.1.7.5, blue note recommendation is not addressed.

9. 7.2.4.3, Why isn't blue note relocation implemented?

10. 7.2.4.3, b). We should not create our own requirements for IEEE recommendations of appropriate minutes content. This should simply reference the Standards Companion for appropriate minutes content. I believe the "what was agreed to and why" statement implies greater detail than is recommended. The substance of discussion is what the Companion recommends, not speculation of "why" a decision went any particular way. The distribution requirement should be eliminated or modified. It doesn't fit with our electronic process, the requirement should simply be availability, not distribution. This also will be forward-looking to myProject.

11. 7.2.4.3, second paragraph up to end of item c). What does this have to do with a WG Chair's responsibility (as suggested by blue note)? It is a statement of WG responsibilities and only somewhat related to liaison responsibilities.

12. .2.4.4, a) and b) are basically redundant but have not been struck out. I don't see the value of having separate responsibility and authority lists, the responsibility implies authority, and the Chair is given authority in other areas of the P&P that are not enumerated here. Merge this list into 7.2.4.3, delete a), and b).

13. 7.2.4.4, f), this should be replaced with something like "Manage balloting of projects (see, 7.4.2.2)."
14. 7.2.5. The proposed edits are incomplete, and I do not think improve the section because it blurs that there are two deactivation states (disbanded and hibernated). If the subclauses are to be switched as recommended by Mr. Ringle, the second and third sentences of 7.2.5 should also be swapped.

15. 7.2.5.1 does not cover disbanding a WG or TAG that has never produced a standard, though we have done so. I don't know if this has ever been done without going through the hibernation state but it should also be an alternative.

16. 7.3, why delete the "s" from the abbreviation but not the title? Both should be singular, as should the title of 7.2.

17. 7.4.2, The concerns in blue are valid and should be addressed.

18. 7.5. This subclause should be deleted unless 6.4 is moved here. Current content is redundant with SA governing documents, as well as archaic.

19. 9.1, I am strongly in favor of the deletion of this section! As pointed out 9.2 is redundant and could also be deleted

20. 9.3 should be relocated into the section on WG operation/voting as 7.2.4.2.4 and re-titled: Establishing a directed position. The remainder of clause 9 should be deleted.

21. 10.1 needs to be rewritten, and hasn't been.

22. 13, Elevating RROR with a ‘shall’ is putting all WGs on an undesirable path, and it contradicts other parts of the P&P. As written and placed, this section applies to both EC and WG/TAG/SG meetings. Because of the precedence of P&P, this places RROR above WG P&P which is unacceptable. I prefer that this clause be deleted. The alternative is: On questions of parliamentary procedure not covered by the procedures applicable to LMSC or its subgroups, Roberts Rules of Order Newly Revised (Latest Edition) is strongly recommended to expedite due process.

23. 14, the last sentence of paragraph is and only belongs in 14.2. Delete it.

24. 14.2.1. Our actions as WGs seem to be inconsistent with the first paragraph. Is there any reason why this should remain? The final paragraph deserves its own heading, as it is often the path for communication from subgroups for their specific work.

25. 15, this clause needs to be consistent with 7.1.1, h).

26. 18, seems to now be archaic. IEEE refuses to give us books and we can't make them, brings into question the utility of the first paragraph (as much as I resent IEEE's policy change). If the first paragraph were deleted to reflect the reality forced upon us, the word "New" should be deleted from the title. The second paragraph is also archaic, we are now sending out CD ROMs in November as well as distributing to registrants at time of registration.

27. 21, as pointed out by the blue notes this entire section is now a "huh". Delete it.
Tony Jeffree (17 June):

Disapprove.

I support Bob's comments. In particular, making RR mandatory is unacceptable.
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