Discussion and Proposals on Recommendations for Delegate Friendly E-Meetings

Source: ATIS
1. Introduction
At MHSG#26 it was agreed to incorporate a proposal for delegate friendly E-Meetings. In version 0.2.0 of the report this is in section 10: Summary and Recommendations. Because the text captures a discussion in progress it contains some Editors Notes, gaps and text in square brackets. This paper proposes to add some background discussion to support the text currently in section 10 of the report and to help advance the process of deciding on values to be used in place of the square brackets.

X 	Discussion on Making E-Meetings More Delegate Friendly
X.1. 	Limiting Number of Meeting Days

X.1.1.	Range of Values for Limit on Meeting Days Per Quarter 
It is proposed to limit the number of meeting days per quarter. The following table shows some possible values and comments on their consequences.
	Max Number of Meeting Days Per Quarter
	Example of Meetings in Quarter
	Pros and Cons

	10
	e.g. one meeting of 10 days or two meetings of 5 days
	Pros:
· Would significantly reduce workload on delegates
· Similar to common practice in f2f meeting era
Cons:
· For E-Meetings would be restrictive on meeting time and likely incompatible with current work program

	15
	e.g. one meeting of 5 + 2 days and one meeting of 5 + 3 days; or one meeting of 5 + 5 days and one meeting of 5 days
	Pros:
· Would reduce workload compared to now
· Maybe compatible with existing work programme?
Cons:
· Still a large workload for delegates
· Accommodating current work program would be a challenge

	16
	e.g. two meetings of: 5 + 3 days
	Similar to above, but consistent 5 + 3 planning might be easier

	20
	e.g. two meetings of : 10 + 10 days
	Pros:
· Maximum working time available
Cons:
· Doesn’t seem to be a real improvement on current situation in terms of delegate workload



Conclusion 1: In order to balance meeting capacity and delegate workload it is proposed to choose [15 or 16] meeting days per quarter as the limit.
X.1.2. 	Allowing Flexibility In Distributing Meeting Days Over the Year
When specifying the limit on the number of meeting days it is convenient to think in terms of days per quarter. However, changes in workload and variations in calendars mean that some flexibility is needed in the schedule. 
Conclusion 2: limits on meeting days “in a quarter” should be interpreted flexibly as long as the total number of meeting days in a calendar year does not exceed 4 times the limit in a quarter.
X.2 Inactive Periods
The following table shows some possible values for minimum inactive periods between meetings and comments on their consequences.
	Min Inactive Period Between Meetings
	Pros and Cons

	5 days not required to be consecutive
	Pros:
· Offers some inactive period for delegates
· Flexible scheduling
Cons:
· Likely that every week will have some WG activity
· Inactive days could be fragmented – e.g. 2-1-2 days

	5 days required to be consecutive
	Pros:
· Delegates will have at least one full week without WG activity
Cons:
· Even this may be hard to schedule in real meeting calendars

	10 days not required to be consecutive
	Pros:
· More inactive period for delegates
· Flexible scheduling
Cons:
· May not be compatible with 3GPP workload
· Inactive days could be fragmented
· May encourage “hidden”, unofficial activity during “inactive periods”

	10 days required to be consecutive, or 2 x 5 days required to be consecutive
	Pros:
· Delegates will have at least two full weeks without WG activity
Cons:
· Will be hard to schedule in calendar
· May encourage “hidden”, unofficial activity during “inactive periods”



Conclusion 3: In order to balance the different interests it is proposed that there shall be a minimum of 5 inactive days between E-meetings and that these should be consecutive if possible. 
