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Introduction
In this document, we will provide a summary on a potential list of improvement proposals regarding the management of Electronic meetings, using the contributions listed below as a starting point:
· RP-200724	Process Improvement Proposals	AT&T GNS Belgium SPRL
· RP-200778	Views on E-meeting management	LG Electronics
· RP-201098	Observations on Rel-17 handling in the RAN1 e-meeting	Futurewei
· RP-201137	Considerations on e-meeting arrangements	Intel

Potential Improvements of EMeeting Management
General Process Related
As proposed in RP-200724:
· Decisions made by the Lead Working Group should be adhered to by Secondary Working Groups and not be changed or held hostage. The Chair of the Lead WG should always make every effort to ensure and enforce this criterion consistently and effectively. Additionally, rapporteurs should try to identify these issues in status reports and work plan updates to try and avoid disconnects ahead of time.
· Lack of previously having done something is not an excuse for not trying new techniques and processes and TSG-RAN and RAN-WGs should avoid resorting to this excuse.
· Companies need to maintain consistency in their decisions across TSGs and WGs, in order to enable an efficient standards setting process. 
· Functionally sound optional capabilities and features should be allowed when there is enough support in the industry.

Questions: 
· Do you agree with the above proposals? 
· For each proposal:
· If not, please elaborate
· If yes, is there is a need to document these proposals (with potential re-wording)? 
· Any other thoughts?

	Company
	Views

	LG Electronics
	Though we are generally fine with the principle, it would be difficult and problematic to enforce this principle for every case. We think this kind of process management should be up to Chairman’s discretion, and documentation of the principle is not needed.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the spirit of the proposals. 
In the first proposal we may want to clarify that the lead WG refers to that of  the given objective and not necessarily the entire SI/WI. 

	Intel
	We feel that it is quite difficult to capture any hard rules or even guidelines related to these proposals. While the proposals serve to highlight good practice there may be quite valid reasons for them not to be followed in all cases. For example, RAN WGs should be free raise and discuss issues that are within their scope. So if one WG makes a decision, a second WG should respect that decision as much as possible but if it causes genuine technical issues in areas that are within their scope we think it is appropriate for the second WG to engage in a discussion with the first WG. Of course, we expect companies to be reasonable and focus on genuine technical issues.

	FUTUREWEI
	The paper makes some good points. One concrete example of the first bullet is the FR2 fallback, where RAN4 took a decision and RAN2 should follow up on it. Some concern on the last bullet, however,  as encouraging optional capabilities is actually opposite of the discussion trend we had at last ran where concerns on too many optional capabilities and market fragmentation led to some thinking on 'basic' features. 
Overall, not sure we can do anything but "Note" the paper in RAN.



Propoals:
· TBD

GTW Management
Current GTW Slots:
· General consideration:
· To avoid 12am-5am for most delegates as much as possible!
· Primary: 12-15 UTC
· Secondary (may not be suitable for a 3-hour conference call)
· 20-23 UTC
· 20:00 UTC may be a bit too early for China (4am)
· 23:00 UTC may be a bit too late for CET (1am)
· 3-6 UTC
· 4:00-6:00UTC may be a bit too late for US EDT (12-2am) (11-1am for US CDT)
Questions:
· Is there a strong need to rotate GTW meetings slots (e.g., one week with the Primary slot, another week with a secondary slot) within a WG for regional balance? If so, within an EMeeting (e.g., across different weeks of an EMeeting) or across EMeetings?
· Note that rotation within a week may result in less GTW session time, if a sufficient time gap between two GTW meetings sessions is enforced (e.g., no less than 11 hours between two adjacement GTW sessions)
· Note that secondary GTW slots may not be ideal to have a 3-hour conference call if the time window of 12am-5am is avoided as much as possible for most delegates
· Should we enforce a strict GTW session closing time?
· Note: if a strict enforcement is deemed necessary, up to Chairman’s discretion, some over-time may still be allowed, but generally should not be more than 30 minutes
· Any special weekend considerations for GTW sessions?
· E.g., no GTW sessions after 8:00UTC Fridays (i.e., 5pm Fridays Korea/Japan time)
· Any other considerations?

	Company
	Views

	LG Electronics
	GTW rotation
It is important to ensure delegate’s life in pandemic situation. Working in abnormal time more than 1 week would damage the delegate’s normal life. We prefer to rotate the GTW time on week basis to share the pains.
GTW closing time
As some part of the globe is very late at night, the closing time should be strictly kept. 30 min overtime is way too long, and we propose to allow less than 10 min overtime.
Weekend consideration
We think this is the most important issue. It should be ensured that delegates enjoy the weekend with his/her family. GTW sessions after 8:00UTC Fridays should be prohibited in any WG or Plenary.

	Qualcomm
	Rotation should be done to try to share the pain of ungodly meeting times. 
Closing time of GTW should be strictly enforced past 30min of the scheduled slot. 
Weekend considerations may considerably shorten the work week if we look at both ends of the time zones at the beginning and the end of the meeting. They should be considered for multi-week meetings. 

	Intel
	Firstly to clarify our proposal to share the pain of GTW slots more fairly across different regions is not motivated purely for regional balance. It is proposed with consideration to the wellbeing of the delegates involved in those discussions. 2 weeks of 5am GTW starts in addition to the email discussion load is extremely demanding., and even worse if the same schedule is extended to 3 weeks for the Q4 meetings. We fully appreciate that there is no perfect time slot for the GTW session to be held - whatever schedule we choose compromises need to be made but maybe it should not consistently be the same compromises. In summary we do see a strong motivation to address this concern in some way. 
On the more specific points:
- GTW rotation at a weekend is probably better but rotation within the meeting week could be also considered although this would result in a time zone having 2 meetings within one day (i.e. early and late) as experience in RAN2
 - GTW session close time should be honoured. A hard rule of max 30 minutes overrun would be acceptable.
- Some special consideration of GTW session near the weekend is reasonable, in a similar way as we try to avoid email discussion over the weekend periods.

	FUTUREWEI
	The primary slot is the only one appropriate for a 3 hour call.
We are not OK with any rotation that has 3-6 UTC secondary slot and a 12-15 UTC primary slot in the same day because should have more hours to sleep.
Our preference is to minimize rotations as it takes time to adjust to a early morning or late evening schedule.




Propoals:
· TBD

Email Management
Necessity of Separate/Dedicated Email Exploder for Uploading
In RP-200778, it is proposed that:
· Make a new e-mail archive dedicated to upload announcement (e.g. 3GPP_TSG_RAN_WG2_ANNOUNCEMENT@LIST.ETSI.ORG).
Questions:
· Do we need to create a separate email exploder in each WG for announcing uploading new drafts by each company? 
· Note: in RAN1, dedicated draft folders are created for each email thread, where as part of the email thread discussion, companies duly announce when there is a new revision
· Other thoughts?

	Company
	Views

	LG Electronics
	In RAN2, it is observed that most of the e-mails are for upload announcement. This is root cause of e-mail flood. Thus, it would be better to make a new e-mail archive dedicated to upload announcement. However, normal e-mail reflector is still used for important announcement, e.g. kick-off the e-mail discussion, summary upload, close of the e-mail discussion, etc.

	Qualcomm
	We see no need to create a new email exploder for upload announcements. 

	Intel
	The proposal is based on the observation that an excessive amount of email is generated by emails that contains no useful content, and we support to try to find a way to avoid these. When this was discussed previously the point was made that it may be useful for the email discussion moderator to know when someone adds their content to the discussion document on the server. A new announcements email exploder is one potential solution although it is not our preference. Our preference is that we simple ask people not to send upload announcements to the reflector. Instead, if a moderator feel announcements would be useful, then they could request that upload announcement is sent direct to the them.

	FUTUREWEI
	It seems better to make these announcements in the respective email threads, including a link such that the document can be opened directly.  (current RAN1 best practice)



Propoals:
· TBD

Post-EMeeting Email Discussion
In RP-20, it is proposed that:
· Post-meeting discussions for Rel-17 should be the exception and not the norm, and be used only for focused issues that can be completed quickly.
Questions:
· Do you agree with the proposal?
· Note: if the proposal is agreeable, up to each WG chairman’s discretion, exceptions are still possible as part of normative meeting management by WG chairmen
· Other thoughts?

	Company
	Views

	LG Electronics
	We agree with the proposal. Otherwise, delegates cannot escape from 3GPP work for whole year.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the proposal. 

	Intel
	I think it is difficult to make a hard rule here. Better to leave to this to the discretion of the WG chairs. Different WGs have difference traditions about how email discussion in used between meetings. For example, RAN2 has long had the process of email discussion between meetings where the scope is set during discussion at one meeting and the outcome reviewed and decisions taken at the next meeting. Over the years this has been a productive tool for RAN2 and should not be prevented by a blanket rule. Still, care should be taken with the number and scope of such email discussions to carefully manage load between the meetings; the period between meetings should not be allowed to become 'continuous e-meeting'.

	FUTUREWEI
	Yes, agree with the proposal



Propoals:
· TBD

Other Aspects
Questions:
· Any other thoughts for email management in EMeetings?

	Company
	Views

	LG Electronics
	The number of e-mail discussions for each WI should be limited based on allocated TUs. Rapporteur or chairman should reduce the scope of the WI if the outstanding issues are more than the scheduled number of e-mail discussions.

	Intel
	Agree with comment from LG. The contribution from the WG chairs on Rel-17 TUs described how chairs will use the TU as a guide to set the number of email discussion. This can only be useful if the size of each email discussion is also controlled. For example, the chair or session chair should review the moderator's email discussion document and could rule parts of it out of scope in order to control the load from that discussion.

	FUTUREWEI
	We saw that even a single email discussion can be huge. Agree with Intel that active chair involvement is key.



Propoals:
· TBD

Other Aspects
Questions:
· Any other thoughts for EMeeting management?

	Company
	Views

	Qualcomm
	If we are going to stay in electronic format for some time. It may make sense to have more continuous GTW sessions, not necessarily linked to a particular “meeting week”. Those sessions could become more regular (weekly?) and limited to e.g. 2h of discussions on a specific topic for the sake of exchange of views, progress and contention resolution. 

	FUTUREWEI
	Not in favor of the continuous meeting proposal, it is better to have active chair involvement for progress rather then sending things back to a feature lead / offline till progress is made.



Propoals:
· TBD

Conclusion
[bookmark: _Ref450583331]Based on the email discussion, the following are proposed:
· TBD
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