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Proposal Selection Process

The task group reserves the right to change the selection process and selection criteria as required with a 75% approval.

1. During the down selection voting process mergers will be allowed between remaining proposals, and between remaining proposals and proposals that have been eliminated.  Mergers will not be allowed between eliminated proposals only.

2. .  The presentation of the proposed solutions shall be limited to 60 minutes, including discussion. Discussion shall be limited to voting members and the presenters or their designate.  Additionally, time permitting and at the discretion of the TG3a Chair, immediately after the initial proposals are heard there may be a Panel Discussion with all the Presenters.  The questions should be submitted in advance and in writing.

3. Presenters of each proposal shall be given the opportunity to make a final 5 minute statement to the group advocating their proposals just before the down selection voting starts.  At the TG Chair’s discretion, an elimination vote may then be taken to remove proposals having little support within the task group.  Each voting member shall cast a single ballot and voteto further consider or not to consider each individual proposal.    The task group shall retain for consideration the top six proposals or any proposal that has at least 20% support of the ballots cast
In the sample ballot shown below, a single registered voter has voted for Proposals A, B, and C to continue to be under consideration and  Proposals D and E to no longer be under consideration.
	Voting Members Name: John Smith

	VOTE
	PROPOSAL A
	PROPOSAL B
	PROPOSAL C
	PROPOSAL D
	PROPOSAL E

	Consider
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	Not Consider
	
	
	
	X
	X


Note: One vote per column per voter is required for a valid ballot. 

4. After any voting that eliminates proposals (Item 3 and 7) or after a reset (Item 9), the remaining proposals may undergo technical changes without having to merge with other proposals.

5. Presenters shall have the opportunity to merge proposals with their mutual consent.  Task Group 3a may call a recess to facilitate mergers.

6. The remaining candidates will again be given 60 minutes to present new data related to their proposals and to answer any additional questions.

7. Rounds of voting will be held that successively eliminate one candidate proposal at a time.  On each round of voting, the candidate proposal that receives the least number of votes shall be eliminated from consideration.  (In the event of a tie for the least number of votes, a separate vote shall be held to select which of the candidates receiving the least votes shall be eliminated in the current round.  The other candidate(s) shall remain for the next round.)  Between rounds of voting, presenters will again have the opportunity to merge proposals.  If a merger occurs, both merged proposals and the remaining proposals that did not merge will have the opportunity to present the details of their proposal again.  If two or more proposals are left, time permitting and at the discretion of the TG3a Chair there may be a Panel Discussion with all the remaining Presenters.  The rounds of voting will continue until only one candidate proposal remains.  The order in which the proposals are eliminated will be recorded in the minutes.  This ordering will serve as the ranking of the eliminated proposals needed in step 9.

8. When one proposal is left, there shall be a confirmation roll call vote either in favor of the proposal or for none of the above. The proposal shall be required to achieve a 75% majority in order to be submitted to the working group as recommended baseline draft text.  If the remaining proposal fails to achieve a 75% majority, the members who voted "no" shall be requested to state why they voted no and what would be required to change their vote to an affirmative vote.  The proposer shall have an opportunity to respond to the concerns of the no voters, after which a roll call vote will be taken to approve the proposal.

9. If the last remaining proposal fails to receive 75% majority on the second roll call voting round, the process shall return to step 4 at the point where there were only three proposals existing.  If two proposals decide to merge at this point, the next previously eliminated proposal down will be added to provide a total of 3 proposals on the floor.  

10. The prevailing proposal will be submitted to the 802.15 WG as the selection of the task group.

Annex A – Down Selection Flow Chart
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Flowchart based on 03/041r1

C. Brabenac, 13Jan2003
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12Jan03 - The following individuals: Mary DuVal (facilitator), Masa Akahane, Jeff Anderson, Jai Balakrishnan, Anuj Batra, Naftali Chayat, Ian Gifford, Bob Heile, Bob Huang, Steve March, Matt Welborn, and Jim Zyren met in an ad hoc meeting on 11Nov02 and drafted the –02/465r0 contribution.  The SG3a reviewed and edited r0 on 14Nov02 and created –02/465r1.  Additionally, doc –02/487r0 was assigned to this contribution but not used.  The doc –03/041 is now offered to the TG3a as their draft CFP Down Selection Procedure.


13Jan03 -The Ad Hoc Editing Team consisted of: Jim Allen, Steve March, Steve Turner, John Santhoff, Anuj Batra, Rick Roberts, Matt Welborn, Ian Gifford (facilitator), Len Miller, and Gregg Rasor.  Thank you!


14Jan03 –The Ad Hoc Editing Team consisted of Rick Roberts, Rick Alfvin, and Ian Gifford (facilitator).  We accepted ALL the r3 edits and then created the r4 document.


15Jan03 – The Ad Hoc Editing Team consisted of Rick Roberts, Chuck Brabenac, and Ian Gifford (facilitator).  We accepted ALL the r4 edits and then created the r5 document.  We applied simple editorial changes to correct for inconsistencies in the full procedure i.e., step to step, step to flow chart.
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