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[bookmark: _Ref124589705][bookmark: _Ref129681862]Introduction
The RAN1#100 meeting in Athens was cancelled because of the COVID-19 concerns and was replaced with an e-meeting. The operating procedures for the e-meeting were sent out by the RAN1 chairman, and eventually captured in [1]. FUTUREWEI provided constructive suggestions that were adopted in the procedure, including adding a chairman checkpoint at the end of the first week to get any necessary agreements needed for completing text proposals in the CRs the following week. The purpose of this document is similarly constructive, where based on analysis and observations of the e-meeting several proposals are made to help improve future e-meetings.

Timeline and Statistics
A plot of RAN1 reflector traffic per day (CET time) through the e-meeting is shown below.
preparation phase
official e-meeting


The e-meeting, counting all phases, occupied over 3 weeks of time:
· Preparation phase
· Friday Feb 14: tdoc submission
· Monday Feb 17: summary of possible critical issues by feature leads
· Tues Feb 18 to Friday Feb 21: discussion on critical issues to be handled in e-meeting
· “Official” email discussion/approval phase
· Mon Feb 24 – Tues Feb 25: agenda approved, previous meeting minutes approved
· Mon Feb 24 – Friday Feb 28: Agreements step of e-meeting (+)
· Sat Feb 29 – Sun March 1: operation of e-meeting unclear (** discussed in next section)
· Mon March 2 – Tues March 3: Endorsement of text proposals step of e-meeting (+)
· Wed March 4 – Fri March 6: endorsement of editor CRs containing the text proposals
· Post meeting phase
· Sat March 7 – Wed March 11: lingering issues of e-meeting CR approval, email discussion given extra time
(+ The end of the agreements step and the start of the text proposal (TP) step are rough dates corresponding to many but not all of the email discussions; agreements were made and TPs endorsed also earlier or later, and in some cases agreements were made but not TPs, or discussions concluded with no output.)
Roughly 200 email threads were set up for the “official” e-meeting.
On Feb 25 the email exploder “exploded”, where emails were not delivered as the maximum load of 900 per day was reached. This restriction was quickly lifted and the e-meeting continued.
As deadlines approached, the reflector load increased. The peak load was 1757 on Feb 28, the target of the Agreements step, and 833 on March 3, the deadline for endorsing TPs. A detailed plot of reflector traffic per day (CET time) through the different e-meeting phases is shown below.
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Observations
A large number of agreements were made in the e-meeting, mostly in areas where everyone agreed there was a critical issue to solve and handling to remove potential objections was not needed. Where objections occurred, the discussions concluded without (substantial) progress. Some specific observations on the e-meeting are provided below.
· The editor CRs may lack the information expected in a CR. When a change request is proposed, it is known who proposed a CR, the reason for the change, the consequences if not approved, and then for each CR proposal it is recorded whether it is approved or rejected. This information is important for those working in 3GPP and building products based on 3GPP specifications, as well as for certain governmental requirements. Some of the editor CRs have this information for each adopted change and, in addition, they include references to email discussions and summary documents that can be used to trace who proposed or supported the changes. Other editor CRs do not, and would require searching the “email record” and the submitted tdocs to have an idea of how and why it was proposed. Part of the reason that some editor CRs lack this information is that in the TP endorsement step, there was no endorsement of content that would be on a cover sheet of a (draft) CR. In fact, it is possible in some cases that a TP may have been agreed but there may be different views still as to why it was agreed, as “feature lead” summaries are difficult to endorse.
· Chair participation in the email discussions was sometimes limited. Given the sheer volume of email threads it is not easy for chairs to actively work to progress the discussion to conclusion, outside of checking the status at the chair check points. The “feature leads” do an excellent job summarizing inputs to various agenda but they are not elected chairs and should not be expected to progress/conclude as a chair would (especially in an e-meeting). An unfortunate number of email threads involved company “objections”, resulting in the closing of the threads with little or no progress.
· Delegates work hours in the e-meeting often exceeded the physical meeting. With multiple time zones and the fear of missing a discussion or decision, some delegates felt pressure to work 24/7. This conflicts with the PCG strong recommendation for minimum “rest” periods of 11 hours per day and no more than 5 consecutive days working [2]. The biggest uncertainty occurred during the weekend of Feb 29 – March 1, when it was unclear if decisions would be made. At least two of the three chairs continued to send emails (and make agreements) on the weekend, or all three chairs if Friday night PST = weekend Asia is considered a weekend.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Email threads sometimes did not end at specified times. In many cases discussions ended when they were supposed to end. In a few cases trying to agree on a TP was abandoned, and the remaining time was allocated to try to get agreements that could help with a TP next meeting. In one case an email discussion was extended to 3/11 beyond the end of the e-meeting, which should not occur. Additional email discussions after the official end of an e-meeting should be discouraged. If  needed new email threads agreed (by consensus) may start just as is done on a Friday in a physical meeting.
[bookmark: _Ref129681832]
Conclusions
Given the observations on RAN1#100-e, the following proposals are made to improve any future e-meetings.
Proposal 1: Draft CRs are endorsed in the meeting rather than TPs
Proposal 2: Limit the number and scope of the email threads
Proposal 3: Clearly designate “rest periods” where decisions will not occur
Proposal 4: The ending time of the e-meeting shall be strictly observed
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