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Comparison of proposed approaches relating to voting in oneM2M
It was agreed that within the technical committees the participants will strive for consensus on all issues.  However, it must be noted that consensus does not mean unanimous and that issues of importance might arise and could require a vote for resolution.
“One company one vote” approach to voting and its benefits:

1. The most attractive to small companies and some verticals that may not participate in multiple Type 1 Partners interested in participating since it creates a level playing field between companies without regard to company size.
2. The least expensive alternative for a company seeking participate within oneM2M, since one person could represent a company on all issues saving membership fees, salaries, travel and other related expenses.
3. One company one vote is familiar to many SDOs from the verticals we are targeting and is simple and familiar to a democratic process, making it more likely to attract verticals rather than discourage their participation.
4. Possible legal benefit creation of a fair, equitable system where technologies can be considered in an impartial manner.  Courts want to see that the standards process is not open to abuse or manipulation.
Example: The US court in Allied Tube vs Indian Head ruled that companies risk breaking the law when they “bias the process”  in the above case by stacking the standard-setting body with decision makers sharing their economic interest and restraining competition. TIA has a belief that should an antitrust suit arise in the future, the one company one vote system will be viewed more favorably  by courts than a system that could see multiple votes from a single company on the same technical issue or process issue, especially with regard to decisions to include or exclude essential IPR of a company participant.
5. One company one vote would mean the vote would attach to the parent company but not regional subsidiaries.  A company to have a separate vote would need to operate under an independent board of directors, maintain its own identity through web sites and public statements, and not in any way have the profits or losses affect the financials of another company except if it is an independent joint venture.
An alternative approach is one vote per company per SDO

1. It allows for regional corporations of large multinationals to more easily represent themselves (for instance XYZ USA, Inc. could have seat at the table to represent US-specific interests alongside XYZ International based on Europe).  
2. Depending on the funding model, it may spread overall costs among more members, reducing the per-member cost and perhaps allowing for greater participation by smaller companies.
3. This approach encourages companies to join more than one SDO either through regional subsidiaries or through parent companies or both, helping the SDO grow membership and revenues.
4. This approach would allow larger multinational stakeholders to have representation that is proportionate to their stake in the M2M marketplace.

5. As long as it is applied fairly to all members and oneM2M is transparent to members and stakeholders, there is no reason to believe that the one vote per company per SDO would run afoul of antitrust laws.  

The facts of Allied Tube are rather extreme -- the defendant in that case recruited 230 people to become new members of the association so they could attend the annual meeting, specifically to vote against plaintiff’s proposal. These recruits had their expenses paid, were instructed where to sit, had group leaders appointed to instruct them how to vote by walki talkies and hand signals, and were provided with box lunches.  Restricting one vote per company would not prevent this fact pattern from occurring.
6. This system is familiar to companies who participate in 3GPP for example see the member list at the following URL to see how subsidiaries participate in 3GPP: 
http://webapp.etsi.org/3gppmembership/Results.asp?Member=ALL_PARTNERS&SortMember=Name&DirMember=ASC&SortPartner=Name&DirPartner=ASC&SortMarket=Name&DirMarket=ASC&SortObserver=Name&DirObserver=ASC&SortGuest=Name&DirGuest=ASC&Name=&search=Search#Member
7. In this model regional subsidiaries could join as voting members and therefore there is no limit to the number of votes a company might have, although a cap on the total number allowed is also described as a variation of the model.

