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To: RevCom 
Re: P802.16 Submittal 
 
I have submitted an application for the approval of draft P802.16Rev2/D9 under the P802.16 revision PAR. The review is 
on the agenda for the RevCom meeting of 18 March 2009. 
 
When the application was filed on 4 February, the third recirculation was still open. Following its closure on 14 February, 
I would like to provide updated results. All voters with Disapprove status at the start of the recirculation have converted to 
Approve. However, one voter converted from Approve to Disapprove, with the following comment: 
 
From: Jayaram Ramasastry 
Page: [none] 
Line: [none] 
Subclause: [none] 
Category: General 
Comment: This standard needs major revisions as it does not represent the needs of the marketplace. 
Proposed Change: needs modifications to support much lower average data rates, improvement over 802.11 systems, and 
better economics 
 
In the myBallot system, the following response has been entered to this comment: 
 
Resolution Status: Out of Scope 
Resolution Detail:  Noting that the recirculation did not address changes to the average date rates or economics, the 
802.16 Working Group Chair and the 802.16 Maintenance Task Group Chair, acting with the authorization of the 802.16 
Working Group, have ruled this comment Out of Scope of the recirculation since it does not meet the requirements of 
Subclause 5.4.3.2 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual, which states that comments associated with a 'do 
not approve' vote "shall be based only on the changed portions of the balloted document, portions of the balloted 
document affected by the changes, or portions of the balloted document that are the subject of unresolved comments 
associated with negative votes." Furthermore, the comment fails to fulfill the requirement stated in Subclause 5.4.3.1 of 
the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual that a Disapprove vote "must be accompanied by one or more specific 
objections with proposed resolution in sufficient detail in a legible form so that the specific wording of the changes that 
will cause the negative voter to change his or her vote to 'approve' can readily be determined." 
 
I have notified Mr. Ramasastry directly, by email, of this response. He has acknowledged that notification. 
 
Given that this comment has been ruled out of scope for the reasons cited, I understand that no further recirculation is 
required, per Subclause 5.4.3.2 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual: 
 

Once the document has achieved 75% approval, comments in subsequent ballots associated with a “do not 
approve” vote shall be based only on the changed portions of the balloted document, portions of the balloted 
document affected by the changes, or portions of the balloted document that are the subject of unresolved 
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comments associated with negative votes. If comments associated with a “do not approve” vote are not based on 
the above criteria, the comments may be deemed out of scope of the recirculation. Such comments need not be 
addressed in the current ballot and may be considered for a future revision of the standard. 

 
The final approval ratio, as reported by myBallot, was 165 Approve and 1 Disapprove.  
 
The third recirculation resulted in an additional coordination comment as well: 
 
Style: Editorial Coordination Coordination 
From: Michelle Turner 
Page: 2 
Line: 2 
Subclause: [none] 
Category: Editorial 
Comment: The following references are not cited in text: IEEE Std 802, IETF RFC 1213, IETF RFC 1902, IETF RFC 
1903, IETF RFC 2132, IETF RFC 2576, IETF RFC 2578, IETF RFC 3394, IETF RFC 341. They will need to be moved to 
the bibliography if they are needed for informative purposes only. However, if they are needed for the implementation of 
the standard, they will need be cited in text. If this is the case, a recirculation will be required. 
Proposed Change: [none] 
 
In the myBallot system, the following response has been entered to this comment: 
 
Resolution Status: Principle 
Resolution Detail: Two of the normative references on this list - IEEE Std 802 and RFC 2578 - are in fact already cited 
directly in the text of the standard. Also, while the reference list does not include IETF RFC 341, it does include several of 
the form RFC 341N, but each of these is also cited in the text. It appears that RFC 1213, 1902, 1903, 2132, 2576, and 
3394 are not cited in the text. Since they are not needed for the implementation of the standard, we have no objection to 
having each of these (RFC 1213, 1902, 1903, 2132, 2576, and 3394) moved from the References to the Bibliography when 
the final version is prepared for publication by the editorial staff. 
 
I have notified Ms. Turner directly, by email, of this response. She has acknowledged that notification. 
 
Note that this comment obsoletes the response in the RevCom application regarding “Coordination comments and 
responses,” since the only coordination comments received to that point had come in the initial ballot round. Accordingly, 
I have updated the application, as attached, to point to a revised coordination comment response. 
 
Please contact me regarding any further issues that may arise. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Roger Marks 
Chair, IEEE 802.16 Working Group on Broadband Wireless Access 
 
 
Attachments: 
 P802.16 RevCom Application, dated 2009-02-04 
 Email notification to Disapprove voter 
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From: jay  Ramasastry 
Subject: Re: response to P802.16 Revision recirculation comment

Date: 18 February 2009 9:55:09 PM MST
To: "Roger B. Marks" <r.b.marks@ieee.org>

Reply-To: jay  Ramasastry 

Thanks for the response.

Jay R

-----Original Message-----
From: "Roger B. Marks" <r.b.marks@ieee.org>
Sent: Feb 18, 2009 6:26 PM
To: Jay Ramasastry
Cc: Jonathan Labs 
Subject: response to P802.16 Revision recirculation comment

Dear Mr. Ramasastry,

I would like to acknowledge receipt of the following IEEE-SA Sponsor  
Ballot comment submitted in the P802.16Rev2/D9 recirculation:

From: Jayaram Ramasastry
Page: [none]
Line: [none]
Subclause: [none]
Category: General
Comment: This standard needs major revisions as it does not represent  
the needs of the marketplace.
Proposed Change: needs modifications to support much lower average  
data rates, improvement over 802.11 systems, and better economics

In the myBallot system, the following response has been entered to  
this comment:

Resolution Status: Out of Scope
Resolution Detail:  Noting that the recirculation did not address  
changes to the average date rates or economics, the 802.16 Working  
Group Chair and the 802.16 Maintenance Task Group Chair, acting with  
the authorization of the 802.16 Working Group, have ruled this comment  
Out of Scope of the recirculation since it does not meet the  
requirements of Subclause 5.4.3.2 of the IEEE-SA Standards Board  
Operations Manual, which states that comments associated with a 'do  
not approve' vote "shall be based only on the changed portions of the  
balloted document, portions of the balloted document affected by the  
changes, or portions of the balloted document that are the subject of  
unresolved comments associated with negative votes." Furthermore, the  
comment fails to fulfill the requirement stated in Subclause 5.4.3.1  
of the IEEE-SA Standards Board Operations Manual that a Disapprove  
vote "must be accompanied by one or more specific objections with  
proposed resolution in sufficient detail in a legible form so that the  
specific wording of the changes that will cause the negative voter to  
change his or her vote to 'approve' can readily be determined."

Regards,

Roger B. Marks  <r.b.marks@ieee.org>
Chair, IEEE 802.16 Working Group on Broadband Wireless Access <http://WirelessMAN.org 
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