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1. Introduction

3GPP RAN WGs continued meeting electronically in Q3, starting more of the WIs and SIs for Rel-17 while still handling significant Rel-16 maintenance. In this paper we look at the e-meeting efficiencies and provide further suggestions for improvements.
2. E-meetings efficiency
RAN1

In RAN1, the possibility of extension by 30 minutes was seen in some calls for Tdoc presentations, even though there was no critical discussion justifying the extension. Other calls were extended to allow more discussion on a critical issue. Sessions chairs asked permission to run overtime more often than not. 
On the other hand, the agenda for the GTW sessions was normally only announced 24 hours in advance, leaving little ability for delegates to plan their professional and personal schedules. Compared to past F2F meetings, where the whole-week agenda was distributed about a week ahead of the meeting, delegates have no visibility of the sessions that will happen during the course of the meeting. Due to the inefficiency of email discussions, many topics had come backs every day (especially for maintenance and UE features). This left very little time for progressing by email between two consecutive GTW sessions on the same topic. In addition, it happened that in one instance the order of the agenda was changed 2 hours before the start of the GTW session, which is unreasonable when simultaneously the time of a call is extremely early in a region of the world (e.g. 3, 4, 5 am). 
For 6 days of this meeting, starts as early as 4 am local time were chosen for 6 consecutive working days. There is no need for repeated such scheduling in any timezone, and it risks making e-meetings unsustainable, and/or creating uneven playing fields between companies and delegates. The summary of the email discussion at RAN#88e shows that such times (midnight – 5 am) are second priority, and RAN1 should respect this fact by avoiding them. 
Proposal 1: Chairmen provide an overall timeplan for GTW sessions before the start of each WG meeting, allowing for adjustments no later than 24 hours in advance.
Proposal 2: Timezones chosen for GTW sessions should be reasonably compatible with working hours in countries from which delegates are drawn.
For email management, in some cases several sub-agenda items were hidden inside a single email thread. This happened for DSS/MRDC, where two completely uncorrelated discussions were being handled by two moderators under the same email tag. This only makes tracking more difficult and less efficient, while providing no benefit in terms of workload or efficiency. It seems merely to artificially reduce the total count of email threads. 

Proposal 3: One email thread should not cover multiple independent discussions corresponding to different agenda items. One email thread should have a single moderator.
In some RAN1 GTW sessions and email threads it became too clear that feature leads are asked for their personal opinion by the chairman, or regard themselves as possessing individual decision power over what can be proposed, discussed, agreed, etc. Feature leads attend the meeting as delegates of their companies, and are supposed to be neutral representatives of the discussions brought about by delegates and 3GPP IMs. They do not attend as personal individuals. Feature leads are reminded of their duty of neutrality, the need to preserve equality among 3GPP’s member companies, and that the opinions they represent are only those of their represented 3GPP member. Consequently, feature leads personal opinion should not play a role in the decision making process.
Proposal 4: RAN1 feature leads are reminded to serve only as neutral facilitators of discussion. As delegates of their companies, they are reminded to preserve a separation of their duties in RAN1.

RAN2

In RAN2 the majority of the calls finished on time or with less than 15 mins delay on the normal finishing time. However, 4 calls ran over by more than 30 minutes (45, 55, 60, 60 minutes), and 8 calls run over by 20 to 30 minutes. The session chair did not systematically asked permission to the delegates to run overtime even when the session was extended by more than 30 minutes. 

RAN3

In RAN3, calls started before 5 minutes the scheduled time with some recommendation and guidance. Even such non-technical matters should wait for the call to start before being discussed. The majority of calls finished on time (more or less 5 minutes from official end), one exceed by the 15 minutes one by 30 minutes.
RAN4

In RAN4, GTW of the main sessions closed on time except for the last session due to an on-going discussion on a critical issue. The RRM GTW sessions had to be extended by 30 minutes every time to due heavy work on the Rel-16 core part. The RAN4 BS RF & demod sessions closed on time except one occassion due to an on-going discussion on a critical issue on demod. 
RAN5

In RAN5, the 3 conference calls in Joint session were closed on time. In RF sessions, 2 out of 6 conference calls were extended beyond the scheduled finish time The RF concluding conference call was extended by one hour because the session chair tried to conclude all RF related discussions. In SIG sessions, 2 out of 4 conference calls were delayed by about 20 minutes.
3. Conclusions

RAN WG e-meetings in the third quarter of 2020 were still busy with maintenance while continuing to ramp-up the Rel-17 activity. The efficiency was generally as expected, but there were a few points where operations of e-meetings can be improved to ensure they are sustainable for as long as they are needed. .
A few more suggestions are provided below, targeting continued improvements in the e-meeting era:

Proposal 1: Chairmen provide an overall timeplan for GTW sessions before the start of each WG meeting, allowing for adjustments no later than 24 hours in advance.
Proposal 2: Timezones chosen for GTW sessions should be reasonably compatible with working hours in countries from which delegates are drawn.
Proposal 3: One email thread should not cover multiple independent discussions corresponding to different agenda items. One email thread should have a single moderator.
Proposal 4: RAN1 feature leads are reminded to serve only as neutral facilitators of discussion. As delegates of their companies, they are reminded to preserve a separation of their duties in RAN1.
