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Executive Summary

3GPP TSG CT WG1 held an electronic meeting in the time from Wednesday, January 20th 2010 to Wednesday, January 27th 2010. This paper summarizes some of the key issues that were learned during the process of the meeting on how to prepare and run an electronic meeting.

There were 133 input contributions at the beginning of the e-meeting, including 12 incoming Liaison Statements. At the end of the meeting, 73 tdocs were agreed, 16 noted, 9 withdrawn and 33 postponed.

The major conclusions taken from the electronic meeting, which went beyond the issues raised already in the process paper, were:

· Not only editorial and other minor corrections, but also good technical progress can be made during a e-meeting;

· The process of how revisions will be handled during the meeting and how the final revisions will be handled should be better described prior to the meeting
· Revision numbers (marked on the CR cover sheets) shall not be handled during the meeting, only at the end of the meeting a single increment of the revision counter will be done;

· Final conclusions on input contributions should be taken only at the end of the ongoing e-meeting, even if parties indicate that they do not agree with the content of a specific paper. 

In conclusion, the progress made by the e-meeting exceeded the initial expectations, especially as also major technical progress was made. The discussions were held by all delegates in a very respectful way, which was most likely the best guarantee to make the meeting a success. 

CT1#62bis has proofed that an e-meeting can offload not only large parts of editorial but also technical issues from upcoming meetings. 

1. Process Paper and Meeting Preparation

Already more than four weeks before the start of the e-meeting the CT1 management team as well as the chairman of the e-meeting agreed on:

· the process paper (tdoc C1-100002, see http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ct/WG1_mm-cc-sm_ex-CN1/TSGC1_62bis_Elbonia/Docs/C1-100002.zip), which was based on the SA2 e-meeting process paper; and 
· the work items relevant for the meeting – a agenda for todc assignment was put together (tdoc C1-100001, see http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ct/WG1_mm-cc-sm_ex-CN1/TSGC1_62bis_Elbonia/Docs/C1-100001.zip). 
Both documents were made available on the CT1 reflector immediately. From that moment on, delegates were free to request tdoc numbers and to upload their documents.

2. Editorial and Technical Contributions

Initially it was planned to use the electronic meeting mostly for work on editorial and minor technical contributions, in order to get these papers out of the way for the following main meeting. Nevertheless delegates contributed a large amount of detailed technical papers to the electronic meeting.

Due to the disciplined way of discussion on the CT1 reflector, a large number of these technical contributions were revised and finally agreed during the electronic meeting. For two of the topics under discussion conference calls took place during the time of the electronic meeting, which further helped to clarify the related issues.

In the end the electronic meeting allowed CT1 to make also a good amount of technical progress. For those issues, which could not be resolved during the e-meeting, the open items became much clearer and also the involved parties came to a much better understanding of the different solution alternatives.

3. Tdoc Handling and E-Mail Reflector

Tdoc Numbers were assigned by MCC and the original tdocs were uploaded via MCC to the 3GPP server, i.e. delegates did not distribute their initial tdocs on the reflector.

Due to the different time zones, it was seen as beneficial to have revisions of tdocs available as soon as possible. Therefore it was decided that revisions should be sent directly on the CT1 reflector, so that they would be available immediately to all delegates. Some delegates indicated that this might cause problems with the amount of files sent on the reflector. It might be useful to clearly mark tdocs as “draft” to avoid the paper being uploaded to the 3GPP server when they still are “work in progress”.
The 3GPP reflector did not cause any major problems. The only issue that was noted was that the e-mails were sometimes distributed with a delay of up to two or even three hours. This might be subject to future improvement.

In order to allow delegates, who were not participating in the e-meeting, to sort their mails more easily, it would have been good to have a e-meeting specific indicator at the beginning of the subject line, i.e. in addition to the [<agenda-item>_<tdoc-number>] it would have been good to have [CT1#62bis_<agenda-item>_<tdoc-number>].

Late documents were not handled but automatically postponed to the next meeting.

4. Revision handling

Tdoc numbers were assigned at the beginning of the meeting, and the related zip-files were named <tdoc-number>_rev0.zip, indicating revision 0. Whenever a tdoc was revised during the e-meeting, the _rev counter was incremented by 1, but the tdoc number stayed the same. Whenever a new revision was available, the contributing delegate sent the revised tdoc on the reflector, so that it was immediately available to all delegates. MCC uploaded the tdoc to the 3GPP server and moved the old version (lower _rev number) to a separate folder, so that always only the latest revision of a paper was available on the main directory on the server.

It was not clear during the meeting, what should happen to the revision counter on the cover sheet of the tdoc. It was agreed during the meeting, that the revision counter on the cover sheet does not need to be incremented. 

At the end of the meeting, every tdoc that was agreed got a new tdoc number assigned by the chairman of the meeting. MCC then revised all agreed tdocs into the new revision numbers (no technical or editorial changes were made) and put the revision counter on the covers sheet to 1. Delegates did not need to produce these final revisions.

5. Keeping track of discussions within the Agenda

Especially the technical issues caused larger numbers of e-mails being sent on the reflector. The chairman of the e-meeting kept track of the e-mails related to a specific tdoc in the e-meeting Agenda (which was sent out every evening), indicating time and date of when the e-mail was sent, the sender of the mail and a very short statement e.g. "editorial comments" or "technical question". It was also noted in the agenda when the open issues were resolved, so the tdoc could be agreed.

6. Agreeing contributions

Tdocs which were not commented on were automatically agreed 24 hours before the end of the e-meeting.

The last possibility to upload revisions for tdocs was 24 hours before the end of the e-meeting. Afterwards any editorial or technical comment caused the related tdoc to be postponed. If no further comment was received on the revision until the end of the e-meeting, the tdoc was agreed.

7. Conclusion
Go Green Is Possible

