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1. Introduction

IEEE 802.11 held an interim meeting in Jacksonville, Florida during the week of May 12, 2008. VHT SG had established a work plan to complete their PARs and 5Cs so they could be considered for approval by the EC in the July 2008 plenary.
During deliberations in VHT SG it was decided that to best address the collective interests of WG11, VHT needed to develop two PARs and 5 Criteria. Each of the PARs proposed to amend and extend 802.11 in different ways.
By Tuesday May 13, the SG felt they had satisfactorily completed these documents and approved bringing these forward to the WG for consideration. During the Wednesday WG11 mid-week plenary (May 14, 2008) both failed to be approved and the consideration of both was postponed until a definite time (the Friday plenary). During the Wednesday discussion it became clear that there were undertones of contention between the proponents of the two PARs.

During the closing plenary conducted on Friday, May 16, there was further discussion regarding the two PARs prepared by the VHT Study Group and both were approved.
2. Member concern

During the Friday discussion, Dave Bagby  rose to address a concern over the possibility of block voting and asked the WG chair to investigate further.

3. Investigation Approach

· Is there a clear definition of block voting against which to compare the reported activities and hence determine if block voting was, in fact, observed?

· Step taken:  Review IEEE definitions of block voting and any prescribed remedies.

· Are the activities reported being viewed in the same way by other participants? How does the Study Group chair recall the situation?

· Step taken: Collect observations of  primary participants

· Dave Bagby  - via minuted comments

· Eldad Perahia – via email interview
Complete Minutes from the May meeting are contained in document 11-08-0571-00.

https://mentor.ieee.org/802.11/file/08/11-08-0571-00-0000-minutes-working-group-may-2008.doc
4. Summary Conclusion from WG11 chair Bruce Kraemer (Affiliation: Marvell Semiconductor)
Development of standards requires cooperation among a group of people who may only congregate for that one purpose and otherwise never interact.  In fact, standards development requires cooperation among people who would normally be disinclined to help one another. The past and future success of 802 lies in its ability to provide an environment where diverse individuals can be brought together to conduct discussions that result in convergence.

Although full consensus is ideal, it is rare that universal agreement is reached and hence the need to use votes to determine the will of the majority. The essence of the voting process is to engage in discussion intended to sway the opinion of the group and aggregate people with similar beliefs on one side or another of a voting topic. The discussion and voting process sometimes lead to frustration and disappointment, especially among those on the minority side.  

In the cited VHT situation, elements of both cooperation and competition are visible. 

It is clear that individuals debated topics and expressed opposing views with varying levels of fact and emotion. Where there remained differences of opinion after a debate, those differences were subsequently reflected in votes with less than unanimous agreement.

While there was concern that one faction within VHT might gain an advantage that could subsequently disadvantage the other, such a situation did not occur. The fact that the VHT chair conferred with 802.11 CAC to consider possible meeting scenarios and procedural options that were acceptable to the WG11 body indicates that objectivity prevailed. Ultimately, the time and thought used to guide discussion and create motions that guaranteed fairness in spite of emotions should be considered as evidence that constructive, rational behavior can prevail over more emotional or counter productive instincts.

I do not believe that the investigation reveals evidence of a voting bloc.

5. Summary Recommendation from WG11 chair Bruce Kraemer
I see evidence of emotion, opposing views, vigorous debate, and contentious voting with uncertain outcomes. It is possible that irrational or obstructive behavior was contemplated or discussed in the hallways but meeting room actions were certainly rational and resulted in useful outcomes.



Abstract


This document contains the Summary Report of an Investigation of an Allegation of Block Voting in 802.11 during the May 2008 session.





The complete investigation report was filed with Paul Nikolich, Chair of LMSC.
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