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Introduction
It was decided by the WG members at the January 2006 interim session that the WG would, at the March 2006 plenary session in Denver, select a single proposal to serve as the baseline for a 1st draft of the standard and attempt to achieve the required 75% WG confirmation therefore.

A deadline of Thursday, February 23, 2006 was established for submission of final, revised and/or merged proposals to the Chair, in order that the Chair may post the documents to the WG website to afford the WG voting members the opportunity to have approximately 10 days prior to the start of the March 2006 plenary session to download and review the documents.  Proposers are reminded of this deadline, for which there can be no extensions.
The Chair committed to post this document no later than COB on February 4, 2006, outlining the selection process to be used to downselect from however many proposals remain at the start of the March 2006 plenary session to a single proposal intended to serve as the baseline for the 1st draft of the standard.

In the course of developing a selection process that is both fair and efficient, and recognizing that there is no such thing as a 100% perfect voting methodology, the Chair reviewed a number of voting methodologies, based in part on an article on voting methodologies and their relative advantages and disadvantages that was published by Science News Online.  
After reviewing various voting methodologies and considering the amount of time available during the March 2006 plenary session, the Chair has selected a methodology that is referred to as the “instant runoff.”  While, as stated before, it is widely agreed amongst experts that no voting methodology is 100% perfect, this methodology has at least a couple of advantages in our situation:
1) It allows the voters to express a relative preference for two candidates from a field of multiple candidates.

2) It is efficient since, because voters communicate a ranking when they vote, there’s no need to hold repeated elections (an important factor, due to time constraints – in any multiple election methodology, there will necessarily be a time delay in preparing for each ballot, since which candidates will be on each ballot after the first round is an unknown that is dependent on the results of the preceeding round).

This methodology appears to be both fair and efficient, and is outlined in the attached flowchart.  The Chair has also consulted with a number of WG members who are not affiliated with any proposal and other WG Chairs, and has had no negative reaction to the use of this methodology as of this writing.

It is the Chair’s intention to briefly, but thoroughly, review and explain this process to the WG members during the opening WG plenary meeting at the March 2006 plenary session in Denver to assure that members clearly understand the process.  
However, if any member has questions about how this process works, they are strongly requested to contact the WG Chair via e-mail immediately so that their questions can be answered before the plenary session in order to minimize the amount of time required for such explainations at the plenary.  Due to the fact that this procedure has been posted in advance, giving members with any questions the opportunity to raise them with the Chair and have their questions answered beforehand, the Chair intends to limit the time for Q&A on the procedure during the WG opening plenary.  Thus, it behoves WG members to ask any questions they may have via e-mail before the March 2006 plenary session as requested.
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Abstract


This document specifies the voting methodology to be used for the process of downselecting from multiple proposals to a single proposal that will form the baseline for a 1st Draft of the IEEE 802.22 Standard.





Members are reminded that the establishment of a baseline for a draft is a necessary starting point, not an endpoint, and that there will undoubtedly be numerous changes as drafts proceed through the WG letter ballot and comment resolution process.
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