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Executive Summary
Problem[footnoteRef:1]:	As 3GPP meetings have gone to eMeetings each working group, including plenary’s, have developed their own set of “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement”.  “Operating procedures” include how emails are announced (e.g. syntax header, body needs to adhere to a template etc), how tdocs can be updated, who is allowed to update a tdoc and where tdocs can be found in the 3GPP server. New delegates to 3GPP and even existing ones need training in every groups adhoc ways of working and this could create unnecessary overhead in some scenarios where a groups procedure may not be as well developed, easily to find or understand.  Numerous different working methods also can be a hindrance to tool development that could help improve working methods. [1:  There are plenty more issues that can be identified however this paper tries to identify ones that might not impact working groups that much and opens the door to further discussions in the future.] 

Opportunity:	It would be good to develop some harmony/consistency which would allow delegates to participate with a lower barrier of entry and at the same time might allow tools[footnoteRef:2] to be developed to organize, visualize and access work for multiple WG’s. [2:  One can imagine a tool that could scan a specific folder for that eMeeting and populate the chairmans notes with the revisions (e.g. S8-20AAAAr0x) and hyperlink them.  The chair can quickly locate a file if online (conference call) discussion is needed etc. ] 

This paper documents:
a. how “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” are provided and some of the procedures contained within them used across 3GPP working groups for updating tdocs.
b. Some recommendations that could be put into effect to start a harmonization process, each recommendation having a different degrees of disruption on the WGs current way of working.
Recommendations that SA could suggest that other SA WG chairs adopt:
1. Clearly identify to a delegate where the “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” are via the agenda;
2. Have a “revisions folder” for a tdoc revision (e.g. “S8-28aaaa_r987”) and not use “drafts” or “inbox” for such documents; and
3. Have one revision process across groups.
1.0	Background
1.1	General
The majority of working groups for F2F meetings use a single method for electronic documents during the meeting.  They have an
INBOX:		Contains a document that cannot be modified unless new tdoc number is obtained.  Usually (99.99%) has been uploaded by a main / lead author.  The format is usually in form of [Group, tdoc number] e.g. S8-20AAAA
DRAFTS:	Contains working documents that delegates can freely edit and provide other versions of.  The naming of the document could be anything but usually some relationship to the discussion e.g. tdoc number with some annotations or something.
In addition F2F meeting offline work takes place in many other ways such as via email, working in informal groups (drafting sessions) where one person edits the document either on (on a screen with people there) or offline (when people are not physically present).  There are probably many other ways.  The methods can be numerous but what is in common are that most people who are involved in the drafting process are in the same timezone, same location and subject to the same constraints.
Now as work has moved online with no face to face meetings discussions take place over 24hrs for the course of the meeting, offline[footnoteRef:3] working has evolved differently in each working group.  Each group has developed their own “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” e.g. to comment on a document please add “xyz” to the end and place in folder “abc”. [3:  Offline is email discussion which some might equate to F2F online document discussion.] 

1.2	“operating procedure” or “rules of engagement”
“operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” seem to fall into 2 categories how they are documented:
· They are embedded in the agenda; and
· They exist as a separate document that a delegate needs to find.
They are usually embedded in the agenda when that agenda document is not a living document e.g. living is when the agenda is updated to include all tdocs that have been submitted and contains their updates, dispositions etc.
1.3	tdoc update Method 1
1.3.1	Drafting method
Anyone can create a draft, the original tdoc number is kept, tdoc is annotated with rx where x is the next version.
Tdoc is uploaded into revisions folder.
1.3.2	Approval method
Any version can be approved at the end of the meeting subject to consensus.
New Tdoc number is allocated to the approved version
1.4	tdoc update Method 2
1.4.1	Drafting method
Anyone can create a draft, the original tdoc is kept however draft is pre-appended and if a comment is made on another revision a textual annotation e.g. company Y is added add the end tdoc S8-20AAAA_vivo
Tdoc is uploaded into drafts.
Author is only allowed to upload a new revisions with annotation rx on the end into the Inbox.
1.4.2	Approval method
The latest revision in the inbox is considered for approval
New Tdoc number is allocated to the latest version (rx on the end) by the working group management.
NOTE	The tdoc could have been allocated before seeking approval from the group and if consensus is not reached the process described is above is repeated.
1.5	tdoc update Method 3
1.5.1	Drafting method
See method 2 with following changes.
· without “draft” infront.
· Author uploads into inbox (not drafts).
1.5.2	Approval method
Only tdoc in the inbox can be approved.
1.6	tdoc update Method 4
Same as Method 2 but draft is not pre-appended.
1.7	tdoc update Method 5
Same as Method 3 but 3GPPU is used to get a new tdoc no and upload the tdoc.
1.8	tdoc update Method 6
In the drafts there are individual folders for each agenda item. Operating procedure mentions delegates can provide their comments direct into a document but no naming convention is stipulated.
Author of the original document uploads a new revision with annotation “_REVx” into the relevant drafts folder. 
2.0	Discussion
2.1	General
Observations with working “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement”:
· They are embedded in the agenda; and
· They exist as a separate document that a delegate needs to find.
Observations with tdoc working practices:
· There seems to be only 2 ways documents are being updated, either by the author or by any delegate.
· There are numerous places that “revisions / drafts” should be uploaded during a meeting.
· There are numerous ways that a revision of a tdoc can be annotated.
2.2	“operating procedure” or “rules of engagement”
Such information is useful to delegates, it provides them with guidance on how they participate in the eMeeting.  Delegates otherwise might not have their comments / concerns taking onboard during the eMeeting or worse case disrupt existing working practices in the group.  Per above there are predominately 2 ways that these “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” are provided:
Agenda:	This makes it easy for the delegate to find however greatly increases the size of the agenda document.
Separate document:	Keeps the agenda document clean and manageable but without clear guidance where the “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” are the delegate needs to look through other emails, chairmans notes or specific directory for the eMeeting.
NOTE:	Both of these (agenda, separate document) are seen as perfectly acceptable ways of working.  Only the later could be an issue if its not clearly identified where the separate document can be found.
2.3	Annotating revisions with company names
Positive aspects
There is some usefulness to having a company annotation on the end of a tdoc as people can see who has made the revision and what was used as the baseline for those revisions.  It also allows the editor to choose what they feel is acceptable, they are the company that will upload the final tdoc if it was a F2F meeting. 
NOTE:	With correct announcement on the email reflector it is easy to see who has made the revision of the document. This should be the working practice already.
Challenges
The author of the tdoc has to have time to digest the proposed modifications and then upload them, this can be a challenge when a meeting tdoc deadline is approaching. In a F2F meeting everyone is in the same timezone working to the same deadline, eMeetings people are across multiple timezones and deadlines might be early mornings or even the middle of the night. 
One way to solve this is to have more online time for commenting and have “a no commenting time “for authors to update.  This does extend the meeting or reduces meeting commenting time and can extend conference calls as comments might have to be repeated.
2.4	Just updating the “rev” counter
Positive aspects
It is simple and easy.  The author of the new revision announces on the email that they have made a revision. Nobody needs to worry that their comments have not been taken onboard.
Challenges
It is challenging to know what revision of new revision was used as the baseline. Revision numbers can get out of hand.  The author of the document has no control over what they would like to compromise to, the document has taken on a life of its own.  Meeting needs to be structured to have time to allow only for only discussion on what version of a tdoc is acceptable.
3.0	Recommendations
The following are recommendations that SA can make to SA WG group chairs in order of how disruptive they are seen on current working groups “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement”.
It is acknowledged that working groups have “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” in place and they work adequately for that group, however the “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” are not always overly friendly for new participants into that group, be they new to 3GPP or a seasoned 3GPP delegate.
3.1	Recommendation 1
A delegate can find the “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” easily. 
Include the “operating procedure” or “rules of engagement” as part of the agenda or a separate tdoc that is identified easily within the agenda document. E.g. Operating procedure for SA8#987 is S8-20AAAA or can be found by following url.
Impact – either none or URL to a file in the agenda.
3.2	Recommendation 2
Delegates know where to find revision of a tdoc, revisions are docs annotated e.g. “r0x” and not new tdoc numbers.
Revisions go in a folder called “revisions” ideally a subfolder of the Inbox e.g. S8-20AAAAr346.
Inbox is kept for new tdoc numbers only.
Drafts is kept for what seems its existing purpose is to share informal copies of a tdoc e.g. S8-20AAAAr346_vivo.
Impact – could be the implementation of a new folder with a rule that only revisions e.g. S8-20AAAAr346 are placed here.  
3.3	Recommendation 3
Delegates only need to follow one revision process.
Adopt a process where anyone can provide a revision and all that is updated is the r0x part. New tdoc number is allocated end of the approval process.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact – Could be major as anyone can provide a revision and some groups don’t currently operate this way.
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