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Foreword

This Technical Report has been produced by the 3rd Generation Partnership Project (3GPP).

The contents of the present document are subject to continuing work within the PCG and does not follow TSG change control procedures
Version x.y.z

where:

x
the first digit:

1
presented to TSG for information;

2
presented to TSG for approval;

3
or greater indicates TSG approved document under change control.

y
the second digit is incremented for all changes of substance, i.e. technical enhancements, corrections, updates, etc.

z
the third digit is incremented when editorial only changes have been incorporated in the document.

Introduction

The 3GPP working procedures and working culture are based primarily on face to face physical meetings and physical presence.  Collaboration technology has evolved, and it is desirable to understand where and how 3GPP can benefit from expanded use of virtual meetings and virtual attendance to physical meetings.  The benefits on any such techniques must be evaluated against their potential impacts to 3GPP meeting efficiency, costs, and opportunities for misuse.
1
Scope

The present document evaluates the problems that virtual meetings and virtual presence are intended to solve within 3GPP.  These scenarios are evaluated to understand the advantages and drawbacks associated with potential solutions.  Finally, recommendations are made with respect to changes to the 3GPP ways of working and to the 3GPP Working Procedures.
2
References

The following documents contain provisions which, through reference in this text, constitute provisions of the present document.

-
References are either specific (identified by date of publication, edition number, version number, etc.) or non‑specific.

-
For a specific reference, subsequent revisions do not apply.

-
For a non-specific reference, the latest version applies. In the case of a reference to a 3GPP document (including a GSM document), a non-specific reference implicitly refers to the latest version of that document in the same Release as the present document.

[1]
3GPP TR 21.905: "Vocabulary for 3GPP Specifications".

…

[x]
<doctype> <#>[ ([up to and including]{yyyy[-mm]|V<a[.b[.c]]>}[onwards])]: "<Title>".

It is preferred that the reference to 21.905 be the first in the list.

3
Definitions, symbols and abbreviations
3.1
Definitions

For the purposes of the present document, the terms and definitions given in 3GPP TR 21.905 [1] and the following apply. A term defined in the present document takes precedence over the definition of the same term, if any, in 3GPP TR 21.905 [1].

Asynchronous Virtual Meeting: An electronic meeting which occurs within a longer time window.  Participants engage in the discussion as convenient in their own time zone.  The meeting may or may not have an end time, but individual topics should be time limited.  Moderation of the meeting occurs as the discussion progresses.  An example of an asynchronous virtual meeting is e-mail approval.

Synchronous Virtual Meeting: An electronic meeting which occurs at a given time.  Participants connect to a collaboration tool or call into a bridge.  The discussion occurs during the meeting time window.  Such meetings typically have a defined start and stop time.  An example of this is GoTo meeting, WebEx, or a conference bridge.

Hybrid Physical Meeting: A physical meeting in which delegates are permitted to virtually monitor or participate.

Virtual Monitoring: A delegate participates in a physical or virtual meeting remotely.  They can listen and observe, but not inject comments.

Virtual Participation: A delegate participates in a physical or virtual meeting remotely.  The delegate can present, intervene, and remotely engage in discussions.

Physical meeting:  Any meeting with a physical address, a start time and date and a end time and date.
3.2
Symbols

For the purposes of the present document, the following symbols apply:

Symbol format (EW)

<symbol>
<Explanation>

3.3
Abbreviations

For the purposes of the present document, the abbreviations given in 3GPP TR 21.905 [1] and the following apply. An abbreviation defined in the present document takes precedence over the definition of the same abbreviation, if any, in 3GPP TR 21.905 [1].

Abbreviation format (EW)

<ACRONYM>
<Explanation>

4
Overview

This report investigates options for virtual meetings and virtual participation within 3GPP with an emphasis on formal changes required to the 3GPP working procedures.
5
Use cases

5.1
Use case for low activity group
Group X is a small group with low activity.  They need to elect officers, but they don’t meet face to face.

5.2
Use case for avoiding long travel for short discussion
Alice has a CR that will take 5 minutes to present but doesn’t want to fly 10K km to do so.
5.3
Use case for avoiding long travel for monitoring a meeting

Angus wants to follow the work of group Y but does not need to make any comment in the meetings and would like to avoid travelling 10K km to sit in the back of the room and watch.
5.4
Use case for training potential delegates

Alison is a new delegate for member Z to replace Simone.  Member Z does not want to send additional people to the meetings, so Alison wants to monitor the meetings for 6 months. Then she knows what to do at her first face to face meeting.

5.5
Use case for backoffice monitoring
Daisy from Member F is a regular attendee of group O.  Member F cannot send multiple delegates to group O but group O splits into more than one working session.   Nancy from Member F monitors the main session remotely and updates Daisy, leaving Daisy free to attend one of the smaller sessions.
5.6
Use case for circumventing travel restrictions

Travel restrictions (e.g. visa-restrictions, government/corporate travel advisory) are making it impossible for any delegate of Company X to travel to a meeting. Company X has submitted a contribution to the meeting and would like it to be presented and taken into consideration.

A related scenario but possibly with greater legal ramifications is if Company X had intended to make a formal objection to a document (that was subsequently agreed to since they were not present).

5.7
Use case for travel disruptions

A meeting in Hurricane Alley was hit by severe weather conditions. The hotel where the meeting is located is safe and operational, but many delegates are stranded at various airports (or still back at home) because of flight disruptions. Some cannot get to the meeting before Thursday. Many delegates can only remotely attend the meeting.
5.8
Use case for cancelled hosting venue
A working group has several critical decisions to take at an upcoming meeting.  However, two weeks before the planned meeting, a hurricane wipes out the meeting hotel.

5.9
Use case for remote joint meeting

Two groups are meeting on the same week, but in different parts of the world.  They would like to have a joint session to discuss a mutual subject.

5.10
Use case for voting rights for remote participation
Company X only wants to participate remotely in a WG, but still wants to retain voting rights.

5.11
Use case x

6
Use Case Analysis

6.1
Potential Solutions

This section describes potential solutions to address one or more of the use cases.

6.1.1
Escalate Decisions to Parent Body

This solution does not modify the 3GPP principles for virtual meetings.  Instead it provides a mechanism for virtual groups to take decisions.  The decision is deferred to the parent group which takes the decision according to its processes at a physical meeting.

Strengths: Allows decisions for virtual groups without requiring substantive changes to 3GPP procedures (or at most a clarification).

Weaknesses: Delays the decision until the next meeting of the parent group.

The decision of the parent group may not be representative of the decision that would be taken by the virtual meeting since different companies may be present and the parent group may not have the same depth of knowledge.

Opportunities:  Allows low activity groups to elect their officials

Threats: If used excessively, this could overload the parent group.
6.1.2
Introduction of Documents “in absentia”

If a delegate is unable to attend a meeting they are expected to find companies that will attend and can co-source any relevant documents and defend their position.  If this is not possible, then on an exceptional basis, the delegate can contact the chairman who can facilitate the introduction of the document.  The chair cannot be an advocate for the document.  This provides a way for a company position to be formally entered into the record even if the delegate is not present.
Strengths: Provides a last resort mechanism to allow positions to be formally taken if there are extenuating circumstances regarding travel.
Weaknesses: The presentation by a 3rd party is likely to be of less effective in achieving the goals of the absent company.

The chairman may facilitate introduction of the document but cannot defend it.
Without a delegate present to actually defend the document, the chances of reaching a decision favourable to the submitting company is much reduced.

Without a delegate to promote the issue, it may not even be addressed during the meeting
Adds load to an already overloaded chairman.

Opportunities:  Allows a company that cannot attend to have their positions entered into the record.
Threats: The chairman could be viewed as biased if they introduce or clarify the document.
Provides a “special treatment” path that regular documents do not enjoy

6.1.3
Allocate Proxy Power for IM Interventions

Although 3GPP allows proxies for voting, it does not have a mechanism for one IM to formally present and negotiate on behalf of another IM.

Strengths: Allows one IM to speak for another when the second IM cannot be present for some reason

Weaknesses: Could lead to IMs building lists of “proxy” IMs prior to controversial discussions including those companies that may not really care about the issue.

More difficult for the chair to judge consensus or the level of objection when one speaker may represent multiple companies

Adds additional machinery and bureaucracy for the MCC to validate and maintain assigned proxy status
Mainly useful for small companies without multiple delegates or multiple IMs

Assigning proxies deters companies for becoming involved in issues
It is unclear what the limits of the proxy should be (should it be limited to a single issue, or is it general).  Having different boundary conditions makes administration more complex.

Objections are normally made on behalf of company groups and not IMs.  However, it is unclear how to administer proxies for company groups.

There is no guarantee that a proxy will give a true and faithful presentation of a document

Opportunities:  Allows small companies to present positions if they are unable to travel.
Threats: IMs could game the system with proxies to avoid objections being overridden.
IMs could come with a list of proxies from subsidiaries to gain leverage
The practice of objecting on behalf of company groups could break down if proxies at the IM level are introduced into the process.

6.1.4
Remote Monitoring of Discussions via a Collaboration Tool
In this solution a collaboration tool is used in broadcast mode only.  Remote participants are able to listen to and see what is being projected, but are not able to interact with the meeting.  This is separate, but depends on the ability to monitor meeting progress.
Strengths: Allows a remote participant to monitor the activities of a physical meeting.

Weaknesses: Requires participant diligence to use the microphones.  If in room participants do not use the microphones, remote participants cannot hear their comments.
Remote participation does not allow one to get a sense of the room

Requires more IT and AV infrastructure to reliably broadcast the meeting and make documents available remotely in real time.  If applied to subgroups or ad-hocs, then even more infrastructure needed.
There is no universal collaboration tool and different IT departments block different tools.

More coordination and communication is required to reschedule activities as remote delegates may be affected

Since the physical meeting may be in a different timezone than the remote delegate, the delegate may need to adjust their working time to that of the venue even though they are not travelling.

Opportunities: Allows a base level of monitoring

Can provide a training tool to familiarize future delegates with 3GPP

Threats: Communications may not work, so it must be best effort. The meeting must proceed even if remote communications not established.

There is no way to reliably know who is listening to the meeting

Meetings may be recorded and could be used as evidence, making delegates less open

Delegates without specific tasks (approve a CR, push a topic) may have to justify why they need to travel instead of monitoring remotely.  They will not become part of the 3GPP community.

Since remote participants are not actually on a trip, managers may expect them to continue to perform their regular activities
6.1.5
Remote Interaction via a Collaboration Tool with a Designated Monitor
In this solution a collaboration tool is used and participants are able to ask questions via chat.  A designated monitor monitors the chat and interjects the interventions into the meeting on behalf of the remote participant.

Strengths: Allows a remote participant to interact with the activities of a physical meeting.

Weaknesses: Requires participant diligence to use the microphones. If in room participants do not use the microphones, remote participants cannot hear their comments.
Requires the chair to moderate between physical and remote queues, with neither queue able to see the other queue.
Remote participants cannot get a sense of the room

Remote participants cannot participate in side conversations

A person must be designated as the scribe and has the responsibility to relay the interventions

Relayed comments may require more time and be less efficient than comments given at the meeting. For this reason it may not be feasible to relay comments in an overloaded working group with very extreme time pressure.

Interactive dialog with a monitor in the middle relaying comments is difficult

Requires more IT and AV infrastructure to reliably broadcast the meeting and make documents available remotely in real time.  If applied to subgroups or ad-hocs, then even more infrastructure needed.
There is no universal collaboration tool and different IT departments block different tools.

More coordination and communication is required to reschedule activities as remote delegates may be affected

Since the physical meeting may be in a different timezone than the remote delegate, the delegate may need to adjust their working time to that of the venue even though they are not travelling.
Opportunities: Allows participants to be involved when they are unable to attend.

Lowers the barrier for new industries to become involved in 3GPP.
Threats: Communications may not work, so it must be best effort. The meeting must proceed even if remote communications not established.

There is no way to reliably know who is listening to the meeting

Meetings may be recorded and could be used as evidence, making delegates less open

Delegates with limited tasks have to justify why they need to travel instead of participating remotely.  They will not become part of the 3GPP community.

This may be an attractive cost cutting measure, but widespread use would break the 3GPP culture of on-site negotiation

Since remote participants are not actually on a trip, managers may expect them to continue to perform their regular activities

Remote participants may be insulated from peer interactions that occur in the meetings and be less willing to compromise.

6.1.6
Remote Interaction Directly via a Collaboration Tool

In this solution a collaboration tool is used and participants are able to make interventions over the phone

Strengths: Allows a remote participant to interact with the activities of a physical meeting.

Weaknesses: Requires participant diligence to use the microphones. If in room participants do not use the microphones, remote participants cannot hear their comments.
Remote participants may not respect the queuing principles

Remote participants cannot get a sense of the room

Remote participants cannot participate in side conversations

Requires more IT and AV infrastructure to reliably broadcast the meeting and make documents available remotely in real time. If applied to subgroups or ad-hocs, then even more infrastructure needed.
There is no universal collaboration tool and different IT departments block different tools.

More coordination and communication is required to reschedule activities as remote delegates may be affected

Since the physical meeting may be in a different timezone than the remote delegate, the delegate may need to adjust their working time to that of the venue even though they are not travelling.

The chair and delegates must learn and make use of the collaboration floor control tools in large meetings which will present a learning curve and may initially slow down meetings.

Remote comments and presentations may require more time and be less efficient than comments given at the meeting. For this reason it may not be feasible to allow remote interaction in an overloaded working group with very extreme time pressure.

Will increase costs of hosts to support additional A/V and communications capabilities
Opportunities: Allows participants to be involved when they are unable to attend.

Lowers the barrier for new industries to become involved in 3GPP.

Threats: Communications may not work, so it must be best effort. The meeting must proceed even if remote communications not established.

Noise, background music, other conversations, poor audio quality, etc.
There is no way to reliably know who is listening to the meeting

Meetings may be recorded and could be used as evidence, making delegates less open

Delegates with limited tasks have to justify why they need to travel instead of participating remotely.  They will not become part of the 3GPP community.

This may be an attractive cost cutting measure, but widespread use would break the 3GPP culture of on-site negotiation

Since remote participants are not actually on a trip, managers may expect them to continue to perform their regular activities

Remote participants may be insulated from peer interactions that occur in the meetings and be less willing to compromise.

6.1.7
Regional Telepresence Centers

Dedicated telepresence centers could be set up at various places.  Delegates could travel to those centers to participate in 3GPP meetings

Strengths: Allows remote participation in meetings with hiqh quality

Physical presence at the telepresence center can be verified

Participation can be prevented for unauthorized persons

Weaknesses: Requires participant diligence to use the microphones. If in room participants do not use the microphones, remote participants cannot hear their comments.
The chair must manage multiple rooms of delegates

Interaction between delegates in different regional telepresence centers may be difficult

Some of the telepresence centers (and delegates) must operate at odd local times

Requires more IT and AV infrastructure at the meeting site to communicate with regional centers.  The telepresence center may not be able to accommodate multiple simultaneous meetings.
Remote comments and presentations may require more time and be less efficient than comments given at the meeting. For this reason it may not be feasible to allow remote interaction in an overloaded working group with very extreme time pressure.

Regional telepresence centers of the required quality and reliability are expensive.

It may be difficult to the a “sense of the room” when the rooms are distributed over multiple locations.

Opportunities: Allows participants to be involved when there are issues with international (or inter regional) travel.

Threats: Communications may not work, so it must be best effort. The meeting must proceed even if remote communications not established.

Having regional groupings will reduce the camaraderie and spirit of negotiation that 3GPP was built on
Delegates with limited tasks have to justify why they need to travel long haul instead of participating at a regional center.  They may not meet delegates in other regions.

This may be an attractive cost cutting measure, but widespread use would break the 3GPP culture of on-site negotiation

Reduces the spontaneity of meetings and the ability to reschedule activities

This may foster regional positions which could endanger international compromise

6.1.8
Virtual Meeting Using a Collaboration Tool

In this solution there is no physical meeting (although companies may choose to group delegates into single rooms.) A collaboration tool is used and participants are able to make interventions over the phone.  The chair controls the floor using the collaboration tools

Strengths: Avoids needing a physical meeting.

Weaknesses: The chair must be familiar with the collaboration tool capabilities to manage the floor

Remote participants must have knowledge of the collaboration tools to make requests for the floor

Difficult for the chair and also the participants to get a sense of the room

Difficult for delegates to maintain focus on long conference calls, especially since in many cases their biological clocks will not have resynced to meeting time (since they have not travelled)
Language difficulties may be exacerbated by poor voice quality and inability to read body language

Requires more IT and AV infrastructure to reliably broadcast the meeting and make documents available remotely in real time. If applied to subgroups or ad-hocs, then even more infrastructure needed.

There is no universal collaboration tool and different IT departments block different tools.
No accrual of voting rights for anyone participating unless the working procedures are changed

Since the virtual meeting must choose a timezone, a delegate may need to adjust their working time to that of the timezone for the meeting even though they are not travelling.

Offline discussions using collaboration tools are less effective than face to face offline discussions.
Virtual meetings using a collaboration tool have been used in the past as a ‘means of last resort’ to achieve decisions outside of the scheduled face to face meetings. As an ad hoc meeting, these virtual meetings require an extremely focussed scope and agenda and significant moderation and preparation. In this capacity, virtual meetings using a collaboration tool are not suited to situations where there are many participants who have much to say. They have proven themselves useful for taking individual decisions, e.g. on how to approve a controversial specification.
Opportunities: Saves delegate travel and hosting/travel costs
Avoids problems with visas, travel restrictions, etc.

Threats: Noise, background music, other conversations, poor audio quality, etc.

Very dependent on the communication quality of the chair link

Some delegates will likely have communications difficulty with the tools

There is no way to reliably know who is listening to the meeting

Meetings may be recorded and could be used as evidence, making delegates less open

This may be an attractive cost cutting measure, but widespread use would break the 3GPP culture of on-site negotiation

Less efficient than face to face discussions.  Experience has shown that unless there is a drastically reduced scope for the Virtual Meeting, it is very unlikely to produce useful outcomes.
Does not scale well especially for controversial topics, to large groups of active participants, or to open-ended topics
Since remote participants are not actually on a trip, managers may expect them to continue to perform their regular activities

6.1.9
EMail Meeting

In this solution there is no physical meeting but instead topics are addressed via emails with moderators managing the threads

Strengths: Avoids needing a physical meeting.

Weaknesses: Moderators are needed to work the topics, and moderation of a broader scoped e-meeting (e.g. with the scope of a normal meeting as opposed to e-mail approval,) often requires extreme effort and time
Danger of continuously revisiting decisions as new time zones come online or people catch up on their email threads.

Some e-mails may be lost or delayed
No accrual of voting rights for anyone participating unless the working procedures are changed.
Experience has shown that the e-mail discussion must be well structured and scope limited to have any chance of reaching conclusions.  Meetings must often address issues that are not well defined or scoped.
Opportunities: Saves delegate travel and hosting/travel costs

Avoids problems with visas, travel restrictions, etc.

Threats: e-mail discussions on controversial topics can be slow to converge
Can lead to never ending meetings

Does not scale well especially for controversial topics

Since remote participants are not actually on a trip, managers may expect them to continue to perform their regular activities

6.1.10
Discussion Forum

A chat room type tool is used to progress discussions

Strengths: The discussion forum avoid potential long delays in email delivery

Widely used by other SDOs to progress topics

Forums could be dynamic and restricted to interested participants only

Weaknesses:  Document distribution must generally be handled using other tools.

Risk of overlapping discussions if discussions are occurring on email and in physical meetings

Relationship between in-meeting chat and forums may not be clear

Difficult to use for any formal decision making

Danger of continuously revisiting decisions as new time zones come online or people read back on their chat.

Requires a moderator to make progress and the moderator cannot participate 24/7.
Delegates may be unclear as to what mechanism to use to post their comments if multiple tools (email, in room chat, forum, etc. exist)

Delegates have another media to monitor

Some companies have restrictions against specific chat tools.  

Unclear that delegates will treat forum discussions with the same level of commitment that they do with other media (provide responses in a timely manner, follow through on promised actions)

Opportunities:
Provides an additional tool for progressing discussions
Threats:
Unclear that it would have delegate buy in as many delegates do not use chat
6.1.11
Abandon Participation Based Voting Rights
It is very hard to determine voting rights with remote participation since there is no easy way to verify who is participating.  This solution would abandon the concept of linking voting rights to meeting participation.  Instead each IM can vote on any election.

Strengths: Allows those who have participated to vote.

Simplifies voting

Addresses concerns of invalid registrations for both physical and virtual attendence

Weaknesses: Without a linkage between participation and voting, it allows companies uninvolved in discussions to take positions.  
Opportunities: Allows companies that participate remotely to vote
Threats: Allowing uninvolved companies to vote could lead to an increase in ‘horse trading’ in voting.

Not requiring physical participation to vote could lead to an ‘arms race’ in obtaining voting rights

Some companies may not participate in fewer meetings if they can maintain voting rights remotely.

6.1.12
Accrual of Voting Rights by Remote Participants

It is very hard to determine voting rights with remote participation since there is no easy way to verify who is participating.  This solution would be to find a mechanism to allow remote participants to accrue voting rights as though they were physically present in a meeting (or a virtual meeting)
Strengths: Allows those who have participated to vote.

Weaknesses: Difficult to verify that a delegate is actually remotely participating.
A mechanism must be developed to allow remote participants to register/validate their participation

Opportunities: Allows companies that participate remotely to vote.
Threats: Companies could remotely participate to gain voting rights without actually paying attention to the meeting
6.2
Use Case to Solution Mapping

	                                           Solutions

Use cases
	Escalate Discussion to Parent Body
	Introduction of Documents “in absentia”
	Allocate Proxy Power for IM Interventions
	Remote Monitoring via a Collaboration Tool
	Remote Interaction via a Collaboration Tool with a Designated Monitor
	Remote Interaction Directly via a Collaboration Tool
	Regional Telepresence Center
	Virtual Meeting Using a Collaboration Tool
	EMail Meeting
	Discussion Forum
	Abandon Participation Based Voting Rights
	Accrual of Voting Rights by Remote Participants

	Low Activity Group
	Y
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y

	Avoiding Long Travel for Short Discussion
	
	Y
	Y
	
	Yf
	Yf
	Paf
	Yf
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Avoiding Long Travel for Monitoring a Meeting
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Training Potential Delegates
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	Pa
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Backoffice Monitoring
	
	
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	Y
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Circumventing Travel Restrictions
	
	Y
	Y
	Pb
	Yf
	Yf
	Pcf
	Yf
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Travel Disruptions
	
	Y
	Y
	Pb
	Yf
	Yf
	Pcf
	Yf
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Cancelled Hosting Venue
	Pd
	
	
	
	
	
	Pe
	Yf
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Remote Joint Meeting
	
	
	
	
	Yf
	Yf
	
	Yf
	Y
	Y
	
	

	Voting Rights for Remote Participants
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Y
	Y


NOTES:

Y=Supported, P=Partially Supported or Supported with Restrictions (see note for further clarification)

a. Will still need to travel to telepresence center, but distance likely shorter

b. Only monitoring capability for remote delegates
c. Assuming delegates can reach the regional center

d. The parent body may be unable to handle all the issues allocated to the group that was cancelled.  It may also not meet soon enough.​​
e. Assuming that delegates can travel to the remote centers and that they are available at the desired time. 

f. Will not scale to overloaded meetings.
7
Conclusions and Recommendations
3GPP is a very productive organization and much of that productivity depends on having knowledgeable delegates interacting face to face.  The 3GPP working culture has evolved with the assumption that interested companies will participate in 3GPP meetings in person to progress issues. As can be seen from the long list of weaknesses and threats associated with the various solutions, the introduction of virtual meetings and virtual presence could have damaging consequences on 3GPP.
It is therefore recommended to proceed cautiously.  In evaluating which use cases were most critical, priority was given to the need to be able to take formal positions when not participating physically in a meeting.  This was due to the fact that this inability can have the greatest legal consequences and also that 3GPP already makes extensive use of collaboration tools and virtual presence/virtual meetings when in an informal setting.

To this end, the WP group makes the following recommendations:

a. Adopt solution 6.1.1 (Escalate Decisions to Parent Body) – This will allow low activity groups to exist and any necessary voting can be done by the parent body.
The following paragraph is added to the working procedures section 22.2 (WG Elections)

If a working group does not meet physically with enough frequency to maintain an up to date voting list, the group may elect to escalate the voting for officers to the parent TSG.

The following paragraph is added to the working procedures section 25 (TSG and WG decision making)

If a working group does not meet physically with enough frequency to maintain an up to date voting list, the group may elect to escalate the voting to the parent TSG.

b. Adopt solution 6.1.2 (Introduction of Documents “in absentia”) – This provides a mechanism by which formal positions can be taken even though a delegate may not be able to attend.  However, it is intended as a last resort.
The following paragraphs are added to the working procedures as a new section 30.1 (TSG and WG participation)

IMs wishing to progress work on topics in 3GPP are expected to participate physically in the meetings.

If a 3GPP IM is materially interested in a specific topic but is unable to participate in a meeting in person, the IM is urged to engage the support of other IMs that will be present at the meeting to present their views.  If this is not possible for any reason, the IM may advise the chairman of the situation and may provide documents supporting their position.   The chairman may facilitate the introduction of these documents during the meeting and the record of the meeting can include the discussion and outcome..  Note that physical participation in meetings is considered the norm and the option to engage the chairman is intended for exceptional situations. The chairman has the right to deny the request.

c. Currently the WP group does not recommend any of the more ambitious solutions 6.1.3-6.1.12. As was mentioned earlier, these tools can and are being used in non decision making meetings. In exceptional situations, they have also been used in or as a replacement for “ordinary” meetings.  When they were used, their scope and decision making power has been limited.  While this report does not recommend increased formal adoption of these tools, it is noted that as usual chairmen may use their own discretion in making appropriate meeting arrangements which may include usage of these tools as has been the case in the past
As was documented in the SWOT analysis of the solutions, the potential drawbacks of formal adoption of 6.1.3-6.1.12 currently outweighs the expected gains.  This can be re-evaluated as the situation changes. 
d. Many of the collaboration tools require real time access to information such as:
a. Meeting progress (what document is being discussed)

b. The latest revisions of the documents

c. Decisions on previous documents

While such capabilities would be necessary for a remote meeting or any remote participation, they are also useful to delegates who are challenged to keep pace with the meetings especially during the rush at the end to approve documents.  It is recommended that the IT Tools group investigates these capabilities as they are an underpinning of any future use of virtual meetings or virtual participation.
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