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MONDAY, 14 JANUARY 2003
Session 1  (Joint session with TG3)

The session was called to order by the WG chairman, Bob Heile, at 10:39 a.m.  TG3a secretary Len Miller served as secretary of the joint session.

The TG3 chairman, John Barr, reviewed the TG3 agenda for the week (document 03/003r0).  The agenda was approved on general consent, as were the minutes of the TG3 Kauai meeting, document 02/419r0.

The TG3a agenda for the week (document 03/006r3) was reviewed by TG3a vice chairman Chuck Brabenac.  A motion was made (Ian Gifford, Jim Allen seconding) to amend the agenda as follows: (a) to include time to consider corrections to the call for proposals (CFP) on Thursday afternoon and (b) by moving one of the presentations from Tuesday to Thursday in order to have more time to consider editing of the Selection Criteria document on Tuesday.  The amended agenda (03/006r4) was approved by general consent.

The SG3a Kauai meeting minutes (02/422r11) were approved by general consent.

The following slate of TG3a officers was approved unanimously:


Chairman

Bob Heile


Vice Chairman
Chuck Brabenac


Secretary

Len Miller


Technical Editor
Rick Roberts


The session recessed at 11:14 a.m.

Session 2  (Selection procedure editing)

The session was called to order by the TG chairman, Bob Heile, at 1:10 p.m.  He turned the meeting over to Ian Gifford for editing of the draft document 03/041r1 describing the proposal selection process.


Ian reviewed the history of 03/041 (formerly 02/465), using the slides in 03/042r0 to summarize the next steps in completing the document.  He proposed that the discussion proceed by agreeing to a final version of a flow diagram for the process, then adapt the text to the diagram.  The current draft of the flow diagram, from the minutes of SG3a conference calls (02/491r2) is given below for reference.


It was suggested that Step 7 of the flow diagram be clarified to show that the proposal receiving the least number of votes shall be eliminated.


The procedure in Step 3 was questioned: if no proposal receives 25% in the initial elimination vote, then what happens?  Comments:

1. This situation is very unlikely.  If it happens, something is wrong with the whole process to this point (CFA, CPF, etc.).

2. Maybe the elimination approach in Step 7 would be appropriate: eliminate the proposal(s) with the lowest number of votes in the initial elimination round of Step 3.

3. Perhaps the abstentions should be counted differently.  One method: don’t count abstentions but eliminate a proposal receiving more than 30%.
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Figure:  Flow diagram of Selection Process in 02/491r2.

Supported motion:  Change the 25% threshold (“low hurdle”) rule in Step 3 to a ranking rule.  The question was called.  Voting: 4 for, 21 against, 6 abstain (motion to amend fails).

Further comments on Step 3:

1. Counting abstentions may eliminate too many proposals at the beginning.

2. Counting abstentions means “no abstentions” and is not fair.

3. The purpose of the elimination in Step 3 would be best served by using the elimination procedure as in Step 7.

Supported motion:  Strike the last sentence in Step 3, removing the stipulation that abstentions are counted in the total.  

Supported motion:  Amend the amendment: Strike all of Step 3.  Vote: 3 for, 17 opposed, 3 abstentions (motion to amend the amendment fails).


Vote on previous motion:  11 for, 12 opposed, 6 abstain.  (Motion to amend fails.)


Supported motion:  Accept Step 3 as written.


Supported motion (amendment):  Change the threshold to 20%.  Vote: 13 for, 4 against, 10 abstentions.  (Motion to amend carries).


Vote on the previous motion, as amended:  16 for, 4 against, 5 abstentions.  (Amended motion carries.)


The session recessed at 2:47 p.m.

Session 3  

The chairman, Bob Heile, called the session to order at 3:22 p.m.

Jason Ellis gave an overview of the editing of the Selection Criteria document (03/031) between the Kauai and Ft. Lauderdale meetings.

Discussion continued of the draft document 03/041r1 describing the proposal selection process, led by Ian Gifford.  No suggestions were made for changing Steps 4 and 5, regarding technical changes and mergers.  It was suggested (and generally accepted) that Step 6, regarding additional presentation time following an elimination round be modified to say “new data” instead of “data.”

Discussion of Step 7, regarding the elimination vote, was held.

Supported motion:  Prior to Step 4 (following Step 7 in the loop), add a step for recessing the meeting (a pause) for merging to take place.  Vote:  6 for, 10 against, 6 abstentions.  (Motion fails.)

Supported motion:  Modify Step 5 to include appropriate language that the mention of including a reasonable “pause” when merging of proposals occurs.  Vote: 20 for, 2 against, 4 abstentions. (Motion carries.)

Discussion was held of Step 8, regarding a roll call vote to confirm the selection of the surviving proposal.  On general consent, the suggestion that Step 8 be modified by removing the words, “only…change their vote.”  It was also suggested that the editors find a way to prevent unnecessary repetitions of Step 8.

Discussion was held of Step 9, covering the possibility of the last remaining proposal’s failing to achieve a 75% approval rate, triggering a “reset” process.  It was suggested that the process return to the situation prior to Step 3 (instead of a Step 4) in order to bring in “new blood” for a “stale” situation.  It was also suggested, to the contrary, that the proper solution for the situation would be to improve the remaining proposal to the satisfaction of the required number of voters, “keeping the pressure on for a consensus.”

It was suggested that the results of early votes on proposers should be recorded, so that, if Step 9 is invoked, a ranked pool of previously considered proposals would exist.  Or, at the end of Step 3, the proposals remaining could be ranked.  It was noted that the literal meaning of the current wording of Step 9 involves ranking since elimination of proposals involves a form of ranking.

Step 10, regarding submittal of the prevailing proposal to the WG, was described as a good step for ensuring the approval of the WG at each stage of the approval process.

The session recessed at 5:17 p.m.
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