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1 Reason for Contribution

 Action Item 73-08 “Recommence collation of conference call tools requirements from chairs via chairs list” is the updated action item for me to chase chairs etc re requirements and views related to conference call extras, i.e. tools that provide additional capabilities to allow electronic working to be more effective.

This input contribution provides a summary of the information received so far and suggests ways forward.

R01 addresses comments from the TPO meeting in March.
2 Summary of Contribution

 The “Reason for Contribution” above gives a summary of the motivation. 

In essence a number () of chairs responded to the solicitation of views. This is not a large proportion of the number of groups in the TP. Moreover nor do these groups necessarily provide a true indication of the view of all groups, but it’s the information to hand. It is possible those groups that have not responded are comfortable with the comments the more proactive officers gave or they are happy with the status quo re electronic working. 

Responses ranges from a set of requirements for additional features through to feedback on what works well and not so well with the technologies trialled to date through OMA.

The overall assessment of Webex is that is does provide a useful benefit for document sharing both for presentation and drafting on conference calls once familiarity is achieved. However it is also pointed out that not all participants can or want to use the tool. Not wanting to is something perhaps further familiarity and use in groups will engender. Not being able to could be as a result of several reasons, e.g. someone not having access to a wide-band internet connection, company policy re access to such services, OS, etc.

In order to ensure the views collated and summarised is not at odds with the majority opinion it is proposed to prepare a summary and recommendation and socialise with the chairs before taking it further.

More detail can be found in the detailed proposal section (section 4) and recommendations are provided below (section 5)

R01 addresses comments from the TPO meeting in March, specifically breaking out a list of “key” and “nice to have” requirements for further deliberation.

3 Detailed Proposal

1. The solicitation of inputs
To solicit the information an email was sent (24th Feb)  to the chairs providing some scoping for the discussion. The email provided as background the existing basic document sharing tool that comes with the conference bridge. Moreover it calls out the trial of a richer function tool that was being trialled by one group (Webex by POC). It then asks the general question “"what facilities are desired to augment the conference call to make the conference call meetings most effective?" in order to solicit the inputs from chairs. Finally it lists a few things.

i) ability to have the speaker present the material, e.g. show it to the members of the conference call slide by side, or paging through the document etc. Supporting all common doc types used in OMA. 

ii) means to flag the chair and potentially others that someone wants to speak, rather than simply butting in, e.g. sending a chat message to an OMA WG chat list. 

iii) means to tee up the question for the speaker, e.g. chat 

iv) ability to white board, e.g. Netmeeting

that are relatively obvious and ones views have been expressed previously re desirability.

2. The feedback

2.1 Feedback on general requirements
A number of peoples provided feedback:

Anett Schülke (inlcuding feedback from the trial of Webex)
Peter Thompson
Andre Bertrand
Thanos Diacakis
Kevin Holley
The requirements and superimposed comments re trial feedback

For tools to be useful (without specific assessment re importance):
i. OS independent - many DM people use OS other than Windows.  This includes Linux and MacOSX. 
ii. Ability to display Word and Powerpoint documents, along with a cursor.

Demonstrated via the PoC trial of Webex
iii. Chat capability along with the presentation in #2

· is available.

· we mainly used it for greetings at the beginning until most people had joined or for checking if the document was presented/visible already or such.

· under real work conditions it mainly was not often used. Not all people pay attention to this chat.

· there are options to talk to the entire group or to the host only. This option of the feature was not used or was even confusing.

· the host/sharing person has the problem, that the chat cannot be seen or be switched to as of problems outlined in document sharing.

iv. Hand-raising with automatic numbering

· people can indicate the raise of hand.

· when more people attend as visible in the respective window, the indication of the people at the end of the list cannot be seen without scrolling. As of the problem above mentioned in (2), the host/sharing person cannot scroll down on this window as this can cause interruption of the display on the participants' screen.

· there is no automatic sorting of the raise-of-hand order, which certainly would at least help (no scrolling would be needed and rearrange document position once to see the window again might work ok).

· in reality --> during our calls we used this only for fun in the first testing calls, but under real work conditions we relied on the normal confcall behavior to simple speak up to the chair over the teleconference bridge (Note: not all people use the tool but only the telco bridge, so that speaking up as normally was the better option).

v. Ability to mute, change volume, assign names to callers (and remember these settings) 

vi. Ability to have many people work on a doc online at the same time would be nice, but not necessary. 

vii. White board usable by all participants would also be useful.
viii. The ability to designate who controls the document (by default the chair/moderator). Chair needs to pass control to a presenter, because it is hard for the presenter to have to explain to the chair where to scroll.  
From the Webex trial 

· the control over the document can be given to any person in the call (but it needs some training in a quiet time to handle it correctly over and to be used from the other side) and also be requested back.

· only one person at a time has the control.

· the document to be shared is controlled on the host persons' side. This has the funny effect, that when this person has e.g. a German keyboard, the person who gets control over this shared application is writing with the host's keyboard, in our case with the German keyboard. We did not test the group' s Korean drafting skills yet.

·  the person sharing the application has to be careful when presenting as opening other applications on his/her screen might overlay with the shared on and does not allow the others to see the document. In clear words...the person who has the control over the document cannot do anything else.

· some people reported that the appearance of the view of the document on their side is sometimes jumping when the document is scrolled down or slides switched back and fore.
ix. We need a way to display the document at the same time as a list of participants with their hands raised and a chat window.  This needs to be possible on a 1024x768 display and ideally allow resizing to whatever window size suits the user.

· The basic and advanced tools cannot currently do this, indeed the basic tool shows hands raised but only 5 people at a time and if participant 6 raises their hand you cannot see anything. 

· as far as I realized, the attendees are not able to re-size the screen for their needs in the Webex trial.
x. Also the setting up and execution of the invitation needs to be a lot more reliable and simple than the basic tool.

2.2 Overall feedback of the Webex trial
In overall, we use the tool often, and mostly for presenting the documents/slides and showing/highlighting the area under discussion. It was also useful when the effort on drafting/change-on-the-fly was needed. The usage of the tool requires a bit training and testing time to get comfortable with (host and attendees), but then it works quite stable. 

Not all people really want to or can use the tool. Chairs have to accommodate with this situation too. But this seemed no big problem either.

There might be better tools out there, as for now we made the best out of it when we used it in our recent calls.

2.3. Assessment of the feedback

The basic service provided with the conference lines does not meet the basic needs as evidenced by the need for the Webex trial and other previous feedback.

Webex has shown itself to provide the means to address many of the requirements. Not so surprising since document sharing for presentation via the internet is its main intended market. It also seems to get reasonable ratings from the online drafting capability.

There have been comments about the need to support OSs other than Windows, e.g. Linux, MAC OSx. Looking at the Webex website it appears there is Windows and MAC OSx support for Webex meeting manager installers and Linux and Solaris can be automatically installed when a user initiates Webex use. For the player again there is Windows and MAC OSx support and it is claimed if you have the meeting manager you have the ability to play recordings, not that the recordings looks a compelling use case for OMA. Given this it seems worth asking more questions of the submitter of the comment.

Looking at a the bandwidth requirements it is not clear from the Webex site what the minimum required bandwidth is but a quick test with a link capable of circa 50K shows the measured throughput of 39KB/sec is not sufficient. It is thus a requirement for a wider bandwidth connection that dialup or most mobile 2/2.5G bandwidths.

Given the above Webex might be a reasonable choice for augmenting conference calls but its worth considering others. The Webex website makes many comparisons with NetMeeting. Given this it might be worth checking whether NetMeeting can suffice and at least understand the technical benefits and differences between the two. There was a proposal to also consider standalone chat/IRC to supplement conference calls and even meetings. This might still be valid even if a richer approach based on Webex or NetMeeting is adopted; the chats of Webex/Netmeeting might be bridgeable with IRC etc thereby allowing lower bandwidth users or those unable to access services such as Webex from their intranets to participate with more than the voice portion of the conference call.

3. Assessment of “key” vs “nice to have” requirements.

Taking the above requirements the following are assessed as being “key” or “nice to have” requirements for conference support tools.

3.1 “Key” feature requirements

i. Ability to display (at least) Word and Powerpoint documents, along with a cursor.

ii. Ability to share ideas in written/scribbled form

a. Chat capability, open to all OMA members on the call, along with the presentation 

b. White board usable by all participants would also be useful.
iii. Hand-raising

iv. The ability to designate who controls the document (by default the chair/moderator). Chair needs to pass control to a presenter, because it is hard for the presenter to have to explain to the chair where to scroll.  
v. Setting up and execution of the invitation needs to be a lot more reliable and simple than the basic tool.

3.2 “Nice to have” feature requirements

i. Automatic numbering when hand raising

ii. Ability to mute, change volume, assign names to callers (and remember these settings) 

iii. Ability to have many people work on a doc online at the same time would be nice, but not necessary. 

iv. We need a way to display the document at the same time as a list of participants with their hands raised and a chat window.  This needs to be possible on a 1024x768 display and ideally allow resizing to whatever window size suits the user.

v. OS independent - many DM people use OS other than Windows.  This includes Linux and MacOSX.
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5 Recommendation

 TP Officers are asked to consider the above and, if agreeable to:

i) ensure the captured requirements etc are agreed with the chairs (last chance to comment)

ii) complete the comparison of the richer document sharing approaches (Webex, Netmeeting). There are still some outstanding questions, NetMeeting on paper has lower system and bandwidth requirements thereby facilitating mobile access with a 2.5G or HSCSD connection or above for mobile users and V90 and ISDN for wired connections.

iii) Investigate whether IRC/Chat is useful and desired alone (the W3C meeting model) and whether it can be bridged to Webex/NetMeeting. 

iv) Take the final evidence to propose a route forward.

NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 2)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20060101-I]

© 2006 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 5 (of 5)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20060101-I]

