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	ID
	Issue
	Resolution

	All1
	Weekly conference calls have been initiated since the later part of 2002. They are held Tuesday mornings at 9:30 AM Pacific USA time.
	Common Agreement by working group Prior to 3 June 2003.

	All2
	Guiding approaches to developing the dot4 Flow extension: 

There will be at least four sets of documents the working group will have as the extension is developed:

· Meeting Minutes (web-site posted)

· Working Draft document (updated regularly, and web-site posted)

· Issues and Resolutions (updated and web-site posted)

· Various proposed syntax solutions and supporting documents (tables, block diagrams, etc.)  provided by working group participants and ATE vendors


	Common Agreement by working group Prior to 3 June 2003.

	All3
	Guiding approach to developing the dot4 Flow extension: 

Use Cases – Descriptions of scenarios of test flows used to verify, demonstrate, and illustrate the usage of the proposed STIL Test Program Flow extension syntax.
	Common Agreement by working group Prior to 3 June 2003.

	All4
	Guiding approach to development of dot4 Flow extension: 

Syntax examples – During development of the extension syntax, syntax examples should be used as part of the decision process to determine the best syntax/structure for the Flow information. Once the syntax has been determined by a majority vote of the working group, a syntax example section for each block of syntax can have one or more example segments to illustrate the usage of that syntax block in the Working Draft.
	Common Agreement by working group on 3 June 2003.

	All5
	Guiding approach to developing the dot4 Flow extension: Conceptual descriptions (informative rationalization) should be in the working draft for the proposed syntax to help clarify and illustrate the intent of said syntax.
	Common Agreement by working group on 3 June 2003.

	All6
	Guiding approaches to developing the dot4 Flow extension:

This document is intended to be a living entity that the working group can use to capture issues, questions and actions and their resolutions. It can contain a list of “Pros” and “Cons” on an issue. Each “Issue” item should have its status in the “Resolution” column. Status can show a decision of acceptance or rejection to the working draft, or that the item has been discussed but resolution determination has been “tabled” for later action. Each item’s decision(s) should be noted in the Resolution cell indicating reasons for the decision and the date of that decision. This or a similar document can be used as a vehicle for ballot issues and resolutions.
	Common Agreement by working group on 17 June 2003.

	ID
	Issue
	Resolution

	All7
	Guiding approaches to developing the dot4 Flow extension:

The Working Draft Document is the proposed document that is taken to ballot and ultimately turned over to the IEEE for inclusion in the IEEE 1450 Std document. Items shall be included in the Working Draft Document by majority vote of the participating members of the working group. 
	Common Agreement by working group on 17 June 2003.

	EW1
	Should we use an object model as guide to help define and conceptualize the syntax of various blocks of Test Program Flow? 

Pros:

· The model helps the Test Case example builder to understand how to use a syntax proposal.

· The model is used in Agere’s ATPG supporting Advantest's programming environment, the Viewpoint Operating System and TDL (Test Development Language.)
· The model provides for a well documented development methodology for organizing data and related functions, including information (object attributes and relationships), state (state-event-transition), and process (data flow) models
· Some hold that this model lends itself to graphical representation that can be used to promote comprehension
Cons:

· If we hold strictly to the model to define the syntax some complexities may be introduced that could be simplified.

· Object oriented approach may not be the best model for this proposed extension as a static model


	Concern is expressed that “object model” may imply strict adherence to a given technology or implementation. Perhaps a “graphical representation” such as a block diagram can help in the development (and perhaps something like this in the informative portion of the Working Draft Document.)

Consideration should be applied to the definition of the Flow extensions to serve both Object Oriented implementations as well as other methodologies.

Ernie desires a “guaranteed” object-oriented nature (default characteristics for a test flow node and a flow block being set.) Perhaps moving from an “object model” to a model that has blocks that have attributes (common denominators that carry forward through the flow). This follows an analogy with a base class methodology. The consumer of the flow extensions needs to have enough information to determine the intent of the data without dictating 

Removing the term “object model” but pick out the characteristics of the model that we determine as important to have in the language.

New discussion: Focus on specific parts of Object Model such as Inheritance – Relationships between some constructs are NOT similar by accident, but by design. 

On July 22, 2003 the conference call attendees determined that the language of this issue was not resolvable in the current context. Generally, we agreed to NOT use any “model” vehicles, but to use the notion of “Attributes” on blocks and constructs to describe those entities and their relationships to other entities.


	ID
	Issue
	Resolution

	EW2
	It has been proposed that the scope of working group be organized into two phases of syntax definition:

· Generally, the working group will maintain two lists of flow entities for the Test Flow extension work. The first is the “Phase 1 List” that contains a prioritized set of items/issues to be addressed with this current P1450.4 working group. The second list is the “Phase 2 List” containing items/issues that are deferred to a later specification effort.

· As items/issues are brought to discussion, a determination can be made whether this item falls within the scope of Phase 1 or could be better dealt with in Phase two. With a majority vote the item would be moved to the Phase 2 list. 

· Phase 2 list items may be revisited with some reasonable justification, and can be moved to the Phase 1 list with the majority vote of the working group.

· Management of the Phase 1 and Phase 2 items will likely be noted in this document, and will be maintained on their associated list.

· The Phase 1 List will show items, their priority for definition and any other information that will help the working group develop the Draft Proposal document.
	On July 22, 2003 the conference call attendees determined that this proposal should be changed to clarify a method for the working group to use to determine which flow constructs should be defined in this working group effort and which to defer to a later specification version.

This issue/resolution should be reviewed and agreed upon in the next working group meeting. Dkd 22 July 2003.

	All8
	The working group determined the list of items needing to be discussed and extension constructs defined. These items were then judged as to whether they are a Phase1 or a Phase2 category item.

Priorities were set on the items regarding which should be worked through first, second and so on. The list is found in the Excel document: http://65.119.15.228/stil.4/Phase1Phase2InitialList08262003.xls”. This effort spanned several weekly conference calls and concluded on 8/26/2003.
	Common Agreement by working group on 17 September 2003.

	All9
	The working group identified unresolved issues to be discussed:

· Binning and BinMap

· Run-Time Variables: scalar or multi-dimensional (different from 1450.0 Spec/Category types)

· Distributing constructs within the PatternExec block among the P1450.4 constructs.
	Captured from the meeting notes of 25 February 2004.

	All10
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