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Brainstorming Notes

The meeting was not properly communicated to the LMSC members so the attendance was low.
There is a set of “vocal” people who speak-up and others rely on those people to represent the groups.
One of the core problems in the down select process is too slow and the groups become entrenched.  We are set up to “pick a winner.”  It is a win-loose proposition.

It is difficult to reach consensus of 75% in a large group.

The teams form outside the IEEE before the IEEE process starts.  Need to address the broader issues not the 75%.

If people want to prevent progress there is no organization that can fix that.

Sometimes the way you deal with having two camps is to acknowledge you can’t reach an agreement, you have to standardize more than one approach and let the market decide.

There are cases when a small organization (e.g. a small startup) can block progress.

What happens when you allow both solutions to go forward, how do you make sure one group does not block the other group?  You put them in the same standard so they are interdependent.  If they work in parallel in lock-step so there is an interdependence.  Or put them in different working groups.  Remember we all can sign up for sponsor ballot.  So if they are not playing nice you can have problems.

The original 802.11 had three PHYs for this issue.

When people stop talking technology and start making it personal you are heading downhill fast.  We need to treat all people with respect.
Why have we not let both 802.15.3a go forward in parallel?

That only works if people want to compromise and get to a standard.  Today, there are lots of other SDO where people can take their specification.  Then there is a motivation to prevent a standard.

The only reasons the groups are still here is to prevent the other group from getting a standard.

The groups see there is more market value in preventing a standard than in having one.

Companies that have a large part of the market want slow controlled change while smaller companies want faster change.

There are other places that companies can go to get there standards done.

There are things we can do to help groups that want to be productive to be more productive.  There are ways to encourage those who want to drag their feet to pick up the pace.
There is not a process if the majority of the group do not want to go forward not to go forward.

What tools can we use to improve the process?

· Electronic attendance tool

· Bar code reader for reading badges.  Could use RFID in the badge.

· Do not need a software package that does it all.  We can use several separate tools.

· Kavi has on-line tools for document control and on-line balloting.  You can set up who is a voter who is an alternate, etc.  You can easily check return rate and approval rate.   Email notifications on ballots.  Reminder emails.  Can run straw polls and actual ballots.

The rate at which formal decisions get approved is too infrequent.  At most it is every 2 months.

Three stable states of standards development
· Converging

· Deadlock

· Give up

What can we do to get into the converging state as quickly as possible?

The way we develop standard is quite common

The down-select process is an elimination of one at a time till we have two (often quite popular) proposals and end up in a deadlock.  The proposals are full proposals and we can only select one.

Can we put together partial proposals?

The artificial distinction between Plenary and Interim is unnecessary.  We should be able to make decisions at Interms.

If we build up a standard from partial proposals we get a draft with everyone’s ideas.  Then it is difficult to get rid of the parts we don’t need.
We don’t actually get “complete” proposals; they are intended to be complete.

Maybe we should only allow totally complete proposals.

One approach is to meet more often and have conference calls and make decisions at any of these meetings or calls.  You don’t tend to go any faster. Often it takes about two months to prepare the necessary material.  You can meet too often.

Need to come in with a system view of something that would work and not just the combination of pieces.  The wireless requirements tend to be quite large.  There is a tendency to build attachment to their ideas after all that time.

The IEEE does not do acquisitions process.  This is because this is an open process.  The IEEE does not have a way of addressing the market forces.

There is not a check list of whether the proposal meets its requirements.  We do not have a demonstration that the solution meets the requirements.
Others said that there are such lists in the down-select process.
We are a standards organization not a research group.  The IETF would require a working solution (software).  
Having a known meeting schedule so that others can schedule around our meeting is useful.  Having a schedule you can plan on is also useful.

The size of the group is a problem.  We have overgrown our process.
None of these outside groups or coalitions have adopted the same process as the IEEE.  Maybe we should look at how those groups are doing business.  They tend to use entity balloting for example.

There is a large disparity between chairs in their ability to facilitate consensus.

The fundamental issue is neither a tools issue nor a technical issue.

If a company comes in with a predetermined solution you have a problem

If the standardization process can not keep up with the company’s product development process we have a problem.

What happens when proposal A meets the requirements and proposal B does not how do we decide which to pick?  The current solution is to vote.  That is the problem.

Direct Suggestion
Extend authority to the three well know interim sessions.  Do not require a quorum.  Call them plenaries.

Have a training for chairs that teaches them how to run a task group or working group meeting.  Train the chair how to facilitate consensus.  The SA could provide coaching.

We need tools for the for the following

· Electronic attendance

· Document control

· Electronic balloting

· Calendar

· Event tracking

· Electronic virtual meeting tools

Simplify attendance rules

· Pay your registration and pick up your badge then you are counted as attending

Revenue based voting.  You weight the entities vote based on there revenue.  You give at least one vote for each entity.  Other companies with larger revenue would get more votes.

We do have revenue based voting.  The big companies send lots of people who for some reason seem to be aligned with their company.

Action:  Paul, Mat and Steve to summarize these issues to the EC and the EC will try to prioritize the list and decide what to do next.

