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Abstract of the contribution:

Some approved Work and Study Items SA2 receive more submitted documents than time allows for handling. The following guidance is recommended to provide consistent, fair and effective progress for work during its ‘study phase.’
1 Introduction:

Sometimes there is insufficient time to open and consider all contributions submitted to a meeting for a given agenda item. To be fair and transparent, we provide principles for prioritization of contributions to SA2. These principles concern only work in the TR phase. These principles do not apply to corrections, response to issues identified in LSs, etc.

2 Status of this document
Best Current Practices describe good and desirable conduct. The chairman retains full discretion to schedule work and may override these guidelines.

3 Working principles:

During the TR phase of work and study items, the TR outline provides a well structured order: 
· Architecture

· key issues

· solutions and evaluations (including revisions of existing solutions and additional evaluation)

· conclusions
As a general principle: earlier clauses in the sequence get handled before those later in the sequence.
This avoids, for example, key issues that make unacceptable architecture assumptions and solutions that do not correspond to a key issue.

Over time - clauses become 'stable.' This may not be 100% complete, but it is sufficient for further work. 

Most contributions to a ‘stable’ clause will not be considered. Exceptions: If there are contributions with many supporting companies or exceptional arguments we can revisit prior agreements or add to them.

For example, (in my opinion) after SA2 85 23.888, clause 4 (Architecture for SIMTC) has advanced enough to be considered 'stable.' The rapporteur (in this case the SIMTC rapporteur) can make this clear to delegates: e.g. send a message to the reflector "clause 4 is stable now." (Assuming agreement is possible on this point!)

This doesn't exclude further work on any clause,  but it 'raises the bar' to what contributions to accept. This would mean, continuing the example, that non-exceptional contributions concerning SIMTC architecture become lower priority than other SIMTC tdocs.
It is useful for a rapporteur to work off-line to determine when active contributors are ready to move to the next phase.

These milestones are not firm or formal, but they are something like:

· architecture 'roughly complete'
· key issues 'roughly complete'

· solutions 'had a sufficient opportunity for inclusion'

· evaluations 'roughly complete'

· conclusions achieved (begin normative work!)

Contributing companies should know where in this cycle the work is - what contributions to best prepare. 
To revisit prior agreements, as mentioned before, it takes off-line agreement between companies or a truly excellent argument.

Currently, this process occurs informally. 
Rapporteurs should communicate explicitly and clearly what is expected (what stage the work is at.) This avoids misunderstandings and wasted effort.
example: The rapporteur writes to the SA2 reflector 'We will concentrate on solutions for the next meeting as we seem to have captured all the requirements in key issues.'
4 Prioritization of contributions

In all cases the rapporteur and WG chairman have discretion to raise a paper in priority if he / she / they believe(s) it will significantly advance the work toward completion.
1) top priority is given to work that shows extensive off-line collaboration and advance the topic toward conclusion, even if this violates the 'sequence.'
2) the general ordering rule (see (2) above) applies, except for 'frozen' subtopics. 

example - we may not get to solutions until we handle documents on key issues
3) papers that appear later in the order without corresponding justification will be deprioritized:

example - a key issue for which there is no corresponding requirement, a solution for which there is no corresponding key issue
4) papers that have been deferred will raise in priority in subsequent meetings to which they are resubmitted, provided that they do not violate other principles   

    examples of contributions that will not raise in priority in subsequent meetings
· papers that are resubmissions of a contribution that has been rejected (noted) without substantial changes to the proposal
· papers that address a 'frozen' aspect without having achieved significant off-line progress or support from other companies to challenge or revise WG assumptions will not raise in priority
· papers representing a solution without a corresponding key issue
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