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The following was extracted from Email sent on July 16, 2002

SG3a'ers,

I'd like to open the philosophical discussion on the use of the selection criteria (doc 02/105rxx).  This discussion is on how to apply the selection criteria and not on the technical detail of the selection criteria (I'll let the technical editors handle the details).  I'd like to start by trying to recap how the selection criteria was used in TG3.  For those of you who lived the TG3 experience, please add your comments.

Reference is to 00/110r14.

1. An evaluation matrix was generated that contained 4 columns (clause 5 of 00/110r14):

Column 1: Criteria Name

Column 2: Reference Clause

Column 3: Weight

Column 4: Value

The weighting was determined as the average input from individuals as to "how important" was a particular criteria on a scale of 1 to 10.  The value column was the quantity asked for in the criteria (watts, volts, etc.).

2. Next a Pugh Matrix was generated corresponding to the rows of the evaluation matrix (same rows) (clause 6 of 00/110r14)

The pugh matrix had the following column structure

Column 1: Criteria Name

Column 2: Reference Clause

Column 3: Comparison Values

   * minus (-1)

   * same (0)

   * plus (+1)

The way one used the comparison values was if the critiqued item met the requirement you issued a "0", if it did better than the requirement you issued a "+1", if it did less than the requirement you issued a "-1".  The numeric comparison values allowed a score to be determined.

3. Next each proposer was asked to do a self evaluation using the Pugh Matrix and submit it to subcommittee.  

4. The self evaluations were publicly discussed in subcommittee and individual proposer evaluation scores adjusted by the subcommittee. These "refereed" subcommittee evaluation results were then presented to the full committee.

At this point the full committee asked individual voters to consider using the Pugh matrix in determining their individual votes and offered the subcommittee results as a reference.

5. Proposal voting was done in the typical manner used by the IEEE802 committee.  Voting was done in multiple rounds, with the proposal with the lowest number of votes being eliminated.  This process continued until one proposal remained.  The surviving proposal then needs to pass a 75% technical approval vote before being adapted as baseline text for additional (and significant) text editing and modification.
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