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I. Selection vs. Election
The process of standards development in IEEE 802 is one of consensus building to selection.  This should not be confused with an election process.  Consider the difference between a family that goes to an animal shelter to select a dog vs. a town holding an election to hire a dogcatcher.  In the former case, family members usually need to reach consensus as to the specific dog to bring home if any, whereas the town usually just needs to see which individual running for the office of dogcatcher got the most votes.

Consensus building requires more than just majority voting.  Although tools such as parliamentary procedure are used to help us operate, no amount of process can get people to agree to that which they disagree.  In the case of 802.11, many situations have happened in the past in which a small group of members have held a strong position that eventually was adopted by the majority.

a) Repeated rounds of voting are not an issue.

Some have taken the position that any proposal that is the last one standing after all others have been set aside by step 19 of the TGg selection process, has a right to repeated rounds of voting until it, or a modified form of it, reaches the 75% threshold.  However, the key here is not that it is left standing, but rather, what support it actually has.  If the proposal has over 50% support, the majority can always call for another chance to get over 75%.  If opposition to the proposal has over 50% support, the majority can move to remove it from consideration.  This is necessary to provide for response to changing events in the technical world at large while the selection process is underway.

b) Application of Elimination Rounds to Consensus Building

In an election, candidates eliminated in early rounds are generally out of the running.  However, this is not the main objective in a consensus building process.  Here, the elimination rounds provide a chance for the body to focus with successively less distraction on the process of generating agreement.  The proposals that are not selected must stand aside to give the spotlight to the proposals that remain.  However, if the working group does not reach agreement to select the last standing proposal, nothing prevents the reintroduction of proposals at a future time.  Again, this is necessary to provide for response to changing events in the technical world at large while the selection process is underway.

II. Consideration of CCK-OFDM Proposal

Although problems have been indicated with step 19 of the TGg selection process, due consideration must be given to the CCK-OFDM proposal at this time.  The first action should be to determine the current level of support in the task group for CCK-OFDM.  To do this, a vote should be taken in the form suggested by Vic Hayes in doc.:IEEE 802.11-01/415-r0, which seeks results for the categories of Approve, Do not approve, and Abstain.  If the support shown is at least 75%, the proposal should be selected as the basis for a TGg draft.  If the support is below 75%, but in the majority, the will of the majority should be followed as to how to attempt further consensus.  If, however, the approval rate is below 50% the down selection process should terminate with no selection, and the task group should develop a new selection plan.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the author urges the task group to focus more on consensus building toward an acceptable basis for a standard, and less on the process of tearing down those proposals less popular at the moment.
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