PACKET GENERATION STEPS
The sequence of creating a packet will involve the following steps:

1. You pick a board (radio button or pick list).  This step has to come before any of the others, and you must pick exactly one board.

2. The interface presents all of the topics associated with that board and you pick exactly one topic.  This step has to come before everything else except selecting the board.

3. The interface shows you the CiteMS cycles for which at least one article is associated with the topic you have selected, and has a status indicating the article can be included in review packets, and the article has not been already included in a packet for this topic.  You pick one or more of these cycles. 

This step is required before you can move on to the subsequent steps.  All of the remaining steps can be performed in any order.


4. The interface presents all of the articles 
which are associated with the selected topic and cycles, and have a status indicating the article can be included in review packets, and which have not already been included in a review packet for the selected topic.  You decide which articles are to be included in the packet; at least one article must be selected.  It makes most sense to me to have all the displayed articles selected by default
, but you and your fellow board managers can decide how that should work.
5. The interface shows all of the documents which have been posted to the system with the tag 'summary' and which have been associated with the packet's selected topic (the document posting interface will present allow the poster to pick a topic
 if the 'summary' tag has been selected), sorted with the most recently posted summary documents before those posted less recently, with summary documents posted longer ago than the last 60 days (or whatever length of time 
you think appropriate) not shown.  You select the summary documents you want associated with the packet (you can pick all of the documents, none of the documents, or any subset of the displayed documents).  You can let us know whether the summaries displayed should be all selected by default
.  Now that more than one summary can be connected with a packet (or none at all), we decided the language in the review interface would be more sufficiently vague to cover all the possible cases (for example, instead of the current label "Warrants no changes to the summary" we'll say instead "Warrants no changes to any summary."

6. The interface displays check boxes for all of the board members associated in the CiteMS system with the selected topic, all checked by default.  An additional check box (unchecked by default) will be present to enable the board manager creating the packet to have the interface show check boxes for all members of the selected board, not just those associated with the selected topic (for the occasional situation in which you want to include a reviewer who isn't in the CiteMS defaults for this topic).  You decide which reviewers are assigned to the packet.  At least one reviewer must be selected.

7. You specify a name for the packet.  We didn't talk about this step, and you may decide it might not be necessary.  The original prototype identified the packets in the interface by concatenating the name of the topic, the cycle, and "[Name of first reviewer] et al."  We might still do this, but because you can now pick more than one cycle, and because you explained that the CiteMS concept of "cycle" and the "cycle" the board managers use to send out the packets aren't as tightly coupled as I originally thought they were, it's probably preferable to give you the flexibility of specifying how you want the packets to be identified in the user interface yourself.  Perhaps the software could seed this field with the name of the topic to get you started and you can edit it/add to it as you think appropriate
.

We also didn't talk about what can be edited once a packet has been created. 

The original prototype allowed you to edit just about anything in the packet (except that if you dropped an article from the packet I didn't delete the row from the table associating articles with packets, I just flagged it so it wouldn't show up for the reviewer as something that needs feedback for future review actions; that way I avoided database integrity problems for articles originally assigned to the packet for which board member had already provided feedback, which I didn't want to just throw away).  Now that we've made the user interface simpler from the user's point of view, but more complicated from the software's perspective, it's not as reasonable to allow as much freedom for changing your mind about what goes into the packet.  I think you could drop 
or add reviewers (again, without losing existing feedback a review has already provided for articles in the packet), you can change the name of the packet, and you might perhaps want to add or drop articles (but have it work the same as the original prototype, where dropping an article only sets a flag to suppress the article when subsequent reviewers tackle the packet, so you can preserve existing feedback on the article).  You might even be able to change the summaries associated with the packet, though that is likely to muddy the waters too much: think of a reviewer who said "let's cite this article in the summary" and then you replace the summary with a different one, so I'd strongly recommend against allowing this type of change.  Once a packet has been created, you can't change the board or the topic.  You might want to make it possible to suppress a packet so it wouldn't show up in the reviewers' queues any longer, but (as with suppressing articles from a packet), we'd want to implement that with a "suppress" flag for the packet, or perhaps by setting the "suppress" flag for all the articles in the packet, rather than by discarding the information, including any work already done by the reviewers for the packet up to that point.

There's one more variation on all this you might want to consider.  Since we're now going to be filtering the articles available for assignment to a packet by only showing the ones which (a) are connected with the selected topic, (b) haven't already been assigned to any packet for this topic, and (c) have a CiteMS status indicating that they are eligible for assignment to packets, it might not add a lot of value to have the step of selecting CiteMS cycles 
(step

3 above).  I imagine that in most (or perhaps all) cases, you're more interested in whether you've assigned all the articles for the packet's topic, than in knowing which cycle the article is associated with in the CiteMS tables.  We can still display the CiteMS cycle next to each candidate article for the packet, but it would simplify the interface (both for the user and the

software) to be able to leave out a step here, and it would *greatly* simply things if you decide you want to be able to edit the makeup of the packet after it has been created, and would provide you with more flexibility if you aren't constrained here by which cycle an unassigned article falls in for the CiteMS system when you're doing such editing.  Something to consider.

�We agree with your later argument for deleting this step, so please delete this.


�Below you mention displaying the cycle alongside each article –this is good. Could the articles also be sorted by cycle with articles from the most recent cycle appearing at the top?


�Yes, please select all articles by default.


�Some summaries will have more than one topic associated with them, so we should allow for more than one to topic to be selected here.


�We would prefer to leave this unlimited for right now, but we would like to eventually limit it by the number of documents rather than a length of time.


�No, please don’t select all by default. It is likely we would have multiple versions of the same summary and we want to select which one(s) to attach.


�Please seed the packet name with the name of the summary topic appended by the current month and year. We could edit or add to that if need be.


�We don’t expect to have many changes to a packet after it is posted (of course, most of us are used to thinking of the packet as a physical object that is mailed out!), but these options you suggest – adding/dropping a reviewer, adding/dropping an article, and changing the name-- are sufficient. 


�Agreed; see note beside step 3 above.





