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The process described below was followed in spring 2012 when many RDA Task Group reports were received and quick policy decisions were needed.  
PoCo may wish to continue to use this process for other TG reports in the future.  If so, PoCo should discuss, formally agree upon, and document in the Governance Document terms such as “consensus,” “quorum,” and “majority.”   The group should also discuss the roles of voting and non-voting members.
1. Task Group reports and recommendations:  Recommendations from TG reports were extracted and synthesized into succinct and clear survey questions.  This was done by the TG  Chair (who is the most familiar with the recommendations) but was also done by the Secretariat liaison to the TG.  This was a separate Word document, submitted at the same time as the TG report.
2. PoCo survey creation:  The Secretariat was responsible for creating from this prepared list a survey instrument for PoCo.  PoCo used this online poll to identify areas of consensus for making decisions on the TG recommendations.  Some of the characteristics of the polls included:
a. The survey clearly stated that the final task group report must be read before filing out the survey.

b. The survey listed the recommendations of a particular task group and asked PoCo members to comment: agree/disagree or as appropriate, select which of a number of options are preferable.
c. PoCo's choices must be clear and must include a comment box to indicate if further discussion is needed.   Comments are heavily encouraged for those disagreeing with a TG recommendation.  Being able to see these explanations or questions was particularly helpful in resolving issues where there was a lack of consensus.
d. In most cases there was a one week turn around for PoCo to reply to the survey, although occasionally it was necessary to ask for a shorter turn- around time.  Conducting more than one survey per week occasionally was necessary.
e. Even though the names and numbers of PoCo members responding varied with each survey, PoCo was comfortable that the consensus among those who responded (and discussed, if needed) was sufficient to set PCC policy.  PoCo did not strive for unanimity, but tried to reach a decision that the group could accept even if some members initially disagreed.  For this exercise, PoCo agreed that there would be no minimum number/quorum for survey responses.
3. PoCo phone call discussion:  PoCo conducted a standing phone call each week where any topics needing fuller airing were discussed.  The Secretariat shared the SurveyMonkey results before that phone call.  PoCo members rotated taking notes.
PoCo did not have the time to discuss survey results that showed 100% agreement.  PoCo did, however, discuss the majority of topics where the survey results revealed less than 100% agreement, and attempted to understand, if not incorporate, all points of view.  PoCo attempted to finish decisions on each phone call, preferring not to continue topics to future calls.
If there is no clear consensus on a decision by the Policy Committee, the Steering Committee was empowered make the final decision on the disposition of particular recommendations.
4. Recording of decisions:  The PCC chair, in consultation with the Task Group chair, prepared a Decision Table after each phone call to record decisions, next steps, and timetable/priority.   The Decision Table was vetted with PoCo for accuracy, and phone call notes were available if any questions arose.  The final Decision Table, along with the TG report, was posted on the PCC web site for community information and comment, and was forwarded to OpCo.  Survey results from PoCo were not posted publicly.
