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1
Opening of meeting and identification of participants.

The meeting was chaired by Tony Wiener, who indicated that today's task was to collect a list of topics and also to review the lists provided by other OPs and the Leaders.

E3i080009
Meeting Report OPi01 ad hoc on 3GPP improvements





Source: Secretary

Abstract: 

Approved report of meeting #1 of the 3GPP OP ad hoc group on improvements.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



2
Approval of agenda

E3i080001
Agenda





Source: Convenors, Secretary

Decision: 

The document was revised to E3i080012.



E3i080012
Agenda





Source: Convenors, Secretary

(Replaces E3i080001)

Abstract: 

Includes late sub-items.

Decision: 

The document was approved.



3
Discussion of ETSI issues list

Hans van der Veen observed that the ETSI topics were not categorized as "organizational", "process" etc. There was some discussion on which categories were to be used.

After ET15, an email contribution from Hannu Pirila "Smart card working process relevant for 3GPP system" was addressed.  It was agreed to classify this as "organizational".  Nigel Barnes did not consider that anything in SCP had actually delayed any 3GPP work.  Hannu considered that the need for an exchange of liaisons between SCP and 3GPP did indeed cause delays, citing the third form-factor topic.  Nigel refuted the charge of delay caused by SCP's working method..  After some discussion, it was decided to delete the second paragraph of the issue description.

E3i080002
 ETSI issues list (v2)





Source: Tony Wiener

Decision: 

The document was revised to E3i080011.



E3i080011
 ETSI issues list (v3)





Source: Tony Wiener

(Replaces E3i080002)

Discussion: 

Tony Wiener introduced the document. The individual topics were discussed in turn. It was clarified that the SCP issue was not on today's list (and in consequence, Klaus Vedder ultimately left the conference).  There was some concern that some of the topics discussed on the email exploder had not found their way into the ETSI issues list (for example the SCP question).  Kirit Lathia had understood that the omission was deliberate; the matter had been satisfactorily resolved on the email.  However, Hannu Pirila did not agree, and maintained that the decision making in SCP did not well reflect 3GPP members' views.  The question was to solve any 3GPP problems, not ETSI problems.  Klaus Vedder recalled the history behind the setting up of SCP, observing that the third form-factor was in fact instigated by DoCoMo.  Further, 3GPP was not bound blindly to accept SCP decisions.  He also recalled the USB case; and the near-field case, which was not a 3GPP topic.  SCP was working closely with OMA, and also ETSI TETRA, etc.  There was no need for SCP to change its working relationship with 3GPP.

Hannu Pirila was nevertheless concerned whether the smart-card work of relevance to 3GPP was not being performed in the most efficient way.

Kirit Lathia clarified that it was not currently being suggested that SCP should be closed down and moved into 3GPP.  Hannu observed that this could be an ultimate outcome, but this was only one possible solution to the problem.

ACTION:
Send an email summarising the smart card issue.

(action on: Hannu Pirila / due by: 2008-06-23)

Decision: 

The document was noted.

The individual issues were discussed as reported below.
3.1
ET0001 - Organisational Philosophy

Tony Wiener wondered whether the current structure was appropriate to IMS work. The TISPAN community had complained that their issues were not being adequately dealt with. (Their requirements could not be taken into consideration for the current Release.)

Steve Mecrow disagreed.  The TISPAN delegates needed to come to 3GPP to get their point across.  Armin Toepfer believe that the delay was caused by TISPAN, and did not believe it was a real issue.  It was a question of a transition phase.  Tony suggested that a six month review of the transfer could be conducted.  Ian Doig was still not convinced there was a real issue to be discussed, there were no concrete examples.  It had evidently been raised at OCG.

Ulrich Dropmann believe that TTC had a similar concern, and he had some sympathy with the idea that the process should be examined in the medium term.  The organization did not reflect the split between the mobility core and the IMS core.  It was more a strategic issue rather than a short term urgency.  The six-month review might be the right context to examine it.  Tony believed it was nevertheless appropriate that the topic remain on the list.  (The review was supposed to take place in March 2009.)

Steve Mecrow questioned why TISPAN was discussing the topic at all.  Further, many of the "TISPAN" remarks probably came from a lone individual and were not a real problem at all.  The current wording of the issue did not really reflect the actual problem.  It was pointless to discuss the pros and cons of an issue, just of a proposed solution.  However, Tony believed that it was too early to propose a solution: the present meeting should concentrate on problems, and should not pre-empt solutions to problems not yet agreed by other SDOs.

Hans van der Veen observed that there was also the CT/SA split, and this had also been remarked by other SDOs.  Tony indicated that this had an issue number of its own and would be discussed there.

This was agreed to be an "organizational" issue.

ACTION:
To propose better wording of this issue, with some proposed solution.

(action on: Ulrich Dropmann / due by: 2008-06-23)

3.2
ET0002 - Stage 1 requirements

The present formal method of presenting requirements might be too heavy for some instances.  Could some simplification be envisaged?  Also, the stage 1 process was frequently not applicable to RAN.

Jacques Achard indicated that for some features, the approach certainly was applicable to RAN and GERAN.  However, requirements from SA1 were not always needed, and work could effectively start with stage 2.

Tony agreed that a functional requirement was sometimes better.  Armin observed that stage 1 focussed on the user requirement, but it could not easily indicate an architecture solution.  Jacques indicated that optimization of an existing technique was often started in GERAN without a formal stage 1.  A change of architecture or implementation was sometimes desirable even without specific user requirements.  A change of culture was needed, with a "different kind of stage 1".  Tony agreed that the wording could be improved to include functional requirements, not just user services.  Steve Mecrow observed that SA1 did a lot more than follow the ITU 3-stage methodology.  Armin agreed that a traditional "ISDN-like" approach was not always appropriate or possible.  Steve wondered whether formal Specifications were required for these stage 1 elements at all; much of SA1's output was not really along ITU lines: the formal 3-stage methodology was not being followed rigorously, and perhaps there was no need for this anyway, because the stage 3 was the important element.  (There was also a feeling that stage 2 was also of a throw-away nature, but this was not agreed.)

Armin thought this question was a little dangerous.  Was this appropriate for the OP ad hoc at all?  Or was this a domestic, SA1, matter?

The discussion turned to LTE-Advanced.  Howard observed that ITU-R set "minimum performance requirements" which were not strictly stage 1.  Ulrich and Armin believed that these radio requirements had nothing to do with SA1 stage 1 service requirements.  Ian Doig (belatedly, having worked out how to unmute his microphone) agreed.

Steve Mecrow believed the issue was too complex for the OP ad hoc, and this needed to be examined by an expert group.  Kirit considered that the reference to RAN and GERAN should be removed.  These two points were agreed.

In clarification, Ian Doig believed that there was no problem here (there were no concrete examples), but that if there was indeed an issue, it should be examined by the TSGs not the OP ad hoc.

Kirit recalled the existence of the PCG ad hoc on Working Procedures.

A further discussion took place on whether there was indeed a problem ensued.  If there was a problem, then the ETSI proposal might be to ask the TSG leaders to solve it.  Jacques was sceptical that the leaders could solve a problem that was inadequately formulated.  Jacques believed there was no problem in the radio groups.  Armin, as author of the topic, believed that this topic could be dropped and taken up in a different context if necessary.  Steve though simply to drop the issue was perilous: it was necessary to check whether the ancient methodology was still appropriate and fit for the future.  Nevertheless, this was not the correct forum to discuss it.

In conclusion: the topic would be dropped.

3.3
ET0003 - Working methods

Tony believed the issue was a little confused, because a precise example had been produced as topic 15.

This was a "procedural" category issue.

Jacques believed that total harmonization of processes across all groups was not necessary a problem.  GERAN operated quite differently to other TSGs.  Nigel Barnes agreed.  Kirit stated that it was a problem, because skills in MCC were not transferable from one group to another.  Jacques had never heard any complaints about differences in methods between groups.  Ian thought that as long as groups obeyed the 3GPP Working Procedures, precise alignment was not necessary.

Hence it was agreed to delete this issue.

E3i080008
Proposed CR document naming convention





Source: Kevin Holley

Discussion: 

The document was the result of discussions in SA1.   However, Hans agreed that it was good to learn from other groups. Jacques recalled the wiki that would be set up to document best practice, and it was decided not to include this as an ETSI issue in this form.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



E3i080010
CR instructions





Source: Secretary

Discussion: 

Ian Doig preferred this approach to that proposed in document E3i080008.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



3.4
ET0004 - External relationships

Armin believed that an IMS interoperability workshop had already been held, and this was a good first step.

This issue was classified as "organizational".

3.5
ET0005 - Radio activities organisation

The issue was classified as "organizational".  Jacques observed that there had been considerable discussion on the mailing list, and the weight of opinion was strongly against merging into one large radio group.

Kirit recalled that ARIB had suggested a separate group for LTE-Advanced, that is, several groups based on technologies.  Ulrich wished to clarify the technology divisions: LTE and LTE-Advance were the same essential technology, and the two could not be split from each other.  In practice, the Japanese proposal had been to have a group for 2G, one for 3G (UTRAN) and one for LTE.  Paul Simmons wished this to be emphasised.  Hannu indicated that there were good reasons for GERAN remaining separate; W-CDMA and HSPA was another technology, and LTE was a third.  But the decision not to separate LTE from W-CDMA/HSPA had been good.  As long as RAN remained manageable, it should be kept together to avoid diluting radio expertise.

Hans van der Veen proposed to delete this issue, since it had not been raised by other OPs.  However Kirit wished to retain it, proposing to maintain the status quo until such time as the amount of work became unmanageable.  Hannu clarified that the status quo was fine, that the workload was not too great for a single TSG.  Thus if there was an issue at all, the solution would be to maintain the status quo.  Hans's view was that there was thus no issue, and it was pointless to bring it up.

Tony did not agree to dropping it.  The intention was to produce a long term plan, and technology would not end with LTE-Advanced.  It would be best to retain the issue, if only to explain why, at present, the status quo was preferred. Paul Simmons agreed.  When W-CDMA was reduced to maintenance mode like GERAN, the matter should be re-examined.  Hannu emphasised that the decision to keep LTE within the existing RAN TSG had been proved correct.  The issue should be retained in order to show that ETSI had analysed the matter.

Steve Mecrow considered that the 2G work might ultimately be combined with W-CDMA technology to create "legacy radio" TSG leaving LTE ff as a "current technology" TSG.

3.6
ET0006 - Release planning

There had been no comments on the email exploder on this topic.  Jacques though it might be possible to reject new work item proposals as the freeze date approach in order not to jeopardize the end date.

Hans pointed out that it was current practice not to allocate work items to a particular Release, but there was always pressure from supporting companies to force in late topics.

Kirit suggested that a Release might have to be designed with some high-level requirements, and other OPs had suggested this.  It was generally felt that there must always be room for refinement in the process.

(Thus this was a "process" issue.)

Jacques believed that it was only possible to make a firm decision once a work item had made some progress.  

The Secretary observed that current, well documented, practices had not been called into question.

Hans observed that the problem was not with the procedures covering the three stages, it was in allowing well-supported features to be added very late in the day.  Kirit thought that this was what concerned the Japanese too.

3.7
ET0007 - Hosting of meetings

Tony wondered whether it was first appropriate to examine the current rules.

This was deemed to be a "procedural" issue.

[Secretary dropped off conference bridge for five minutes or more. As did many others.]

It was meanwhile concluded that the issue was not relevant for the OP group, but for EF3, NAF, JF (etc).  Thus the issue was scrapped.  Jacques [who had also dropped off] was not convinced by this decision.  Ian Doig did not like the OP having the right to tell members how to spend their money in hosting meetings.  Hans agreed.  Kirit wished to reserve the right to come back to this issue for discussion next month.

Finally (?) it was decided to keep it as an issue until the next meeting.

3.8
ET0008 - Environmental considerations

Tony indicated that this was two issues: one related to travel, the other related to the standards themselves that 3GPP produced.  It was agreed that political correctness demanded the retention of the issue.

It was declared to be "procedural".

3.9
ET0009 - Stage 2 & 3 work

It was decided to leave this issue on the list.

Ulrich observed that this issue was rather similar to ET1.  Perhaps there was scope for combining them or at least tidying them up.

3.10
ET0010 - Cross TSG projects

Steve Mecrow believed this issue should be examined in the context of SA's examination of the 3GPP work plan.  But evidently this had not been well coordinated till now.

Tony observed that the matter had indeed been raised by the SA chairman himself.

It was declared to be a "process" issue.

3.11
ET0011 - Deliverables

This issue was intended to address the need for TSs for each of the three stages.

Steve Mecrow believed that it was a question of who was the customer of each of the earlier two stages.  If the only customer was in fact stage 3 writers, was it actually necessary to generate a formal TS for stages 1 and 2?

Ian Doig question what benefit might arise from changing the deliverable type.  Steve Mecrow believed that a formal deliverable might be an unnecessary overhead, and a simpler communication technique might be employed.

The issue was retained.

3.12
ET0012 - TSG Workload

The question was, were the terms of reference of each group correct, or could a more even spread be obtained by a rearrangement of groups (moving, combining or even closing).

Ulrich Dropmann considered that each group should have clear terms of reference, and it should be examined if there were identifiable bottlenecks.  But he believed that this issue per se was unnecessary.

Hans queried the title:  the title related to TSG workload, but the real question related to working groups.  Some WGs now may have little to do and could be merged with another; others now may have too wide a scope and might be split.

Ian Doig agreed, but thought that this was a matter for the TSGs to sort out themselves.  The OPs should not micro-manage the TSGs.  Tony disagreed that this was unnecessary interference.  Kirit …

[another disconnection from the bridge]

The issue was retained.

3.13
ET0013 - Work Items

Tracking work items across a number of groups was rather complex.  Was it possible to simplify the process?

The item was retained.

Hannu made a doubtless fascinating point but inaudible to the Secretary.  It was agreed to delete the last sentence. ("Can this process … and processing work items.").

Ulrich disagreed that the process was messy.  He considered it to be quite clear, but maybe there was an issue related to the three stage method.

The Secretary recalled that he and the SA1 Chairman had an SA task to improve the Work Item Description sheet.

Hans believed that tracking the work was independent from having a better work item sheet, so that this issue in fact covered two issues.

It was agreed to retain this issue.

3.14
ET0014 - PCG permission to liaise

This issue was retained.

3.15
ET0015 - TDoc registration and submission procedure differs from group to group

Kirit proposed to leave this issue in place, but there was disagreement from Ian and possibly others.  Ian thought there was a risk of wasting meeting time simply by leaving things in the list which could be removed.

Hans considered that there was a valid question of whether it was possible to improve TDoc registration, which it was generally agreed was an irritant, but on the understanding that it did not mandate a total harmonization amongst groups.

This was generally agreed.

4
Discussion of other Ops' issues lists

4.1
ATIS

E3i080003
ATIS issues list





Source: ATIS

Decision: 

No document was available. 



4.2
ARIB / TTC

E3i080004
ARIB / TTC issues list





Source: ARIB

Abstract: 

Circulated on the OP_IMPROVE list.

Decision: 

The document was noted.

The individual issues were discussed as reported below.
4.2.1
O-001 - SA1 and SA2 cover common IMS and non-common IMS work areas

Hans thought that it was being proposed that common IMS was completely separate from other aspects of SA2 work.  The proposal was hinting at splitting it out completely from other SA2 work.

Armin considered that this would present a philosophical problem with the overall 3GPP structure.

Hans agreed, but felt that the topic was worth of consideration.  In the radio context, RAN WGs made their own architectural decisions, independent of SA2, so there was some sort of precedent for the implied split.  Ulrich agreed.  

Steve Mecrow considered that the issue title was a statement of fact, but there was no firm statement of the problem.  Tony felt that this was an issue for ETSI to clarify, with its role of dealing with organizational issues.  This was in some ways related to ET1.

4.2.2
O-002 - RAN2-RAN3 work split

Ulrich believed there was some validity of this topic, where the work was concentrating in RAN2.  However, he did not believe that this was really a problem.  Hans van der Veen agreed there was some duplication and the matter could be usefully examined.

4.2.3
O-003 - Core Network stage 2 and stage 3

This issue was similar to that identified by ETSI, though Steve Mecrow had trouble with the term "horizontalization".  Ulrich endeavoured to clarify that the service core and the IP access core were definitely separated horizontally, and indeed the original structure may no longer be appropriate.

Hans thought this presented a good example of the problem of work split between SA2 and CT WGs.

4.2.4
O-004 - Relationship between 3GPP CT6 and ETSI SCP

Steve Mecrow wondered what was implied by "CT6 discussion shall be more independent" and it was determined that CT6 should address issues independently of SCP.  Hannu Pirila considered that SCP should act as a subcontractor to 3GPP, but this was evidently not really the case.  Nigel Barnes and Hannu discussed the matter at length but without arriving at common ground.  Nigel repeated that SCP served more than just 3GPP.

Steve Mecrow interpreted the issue that non-ETSI-members were not happy that SCP seemed to be controlling what happened in 3GPP.  3GPP was called on to rubber-stamp SCP decisions.

4.2.5
P-001 - Handling of submitted contributions

This issue was related to overload in some groups.  Hans considered that it was partly a cultural matter: some WGs arrived at a way forward even without formally addressing each and every document.  Hans personally believed that it was not necessary to open and present every document, once general agreement had been arrived at, but he believed this is not the expectation of Japanese companies.  Some delegates were not in agreement with the approach to come to decisions without formally addressing all documents.

Jacques had heard complaints in GERAN that LS responses were sometimes late arriving from SA2 and this resulted in delays and that the SA2 Chairman acknowledged this problem.  It was agreed that this issue needed addressing.

4.2.6
P-002 - Workload estimation of WI and the management

Hans recalled that there had been some comments on the email exploder.  The process of estimating was flawed because real-life impediments were not considered (eg lack of meeting time).  He considered that the individual points had already been addressed earlier in the meeting.

4.2.7
P-003 - Long TSG meeting period

Some debate had taken place via the email exploder, and the arguments were well-rehearsed and could probably not be resolved in the present context.  Hans was in favour of a two-week TSG spread as now, but the issue was valid and needed to be discussed.

Tony agreed with Hans and recounted the benefits of the two-week arrangement.  Hans observed that intra-company coordination was not really an issue for 3GPP!

4.2.8
P-004 - Agenda time allocation

It was not clear to Hans exactly what was being proposed and it was agreed that clarification was needed.  Paul Simmons observed that it would be useful to collect opinions on company preferences.  Hans believed that some companies were disturbed that "unfair" prioritization might be behind the issue.

4.3
TTA

E3i080005
TTA issues list





Source: TTC

Decision: 

The document was noted.

The individual issues were discussed as reported below.
4.3.1
TA001 - Operation related: Term of Office

Jacques agreed that this issue was valid.  Steve Mecrow was worried that it might be necessary to sacrifice a good chairman who was time expired in favour of a not so good candidate.  Perhaps the solution was to change the rules to allow incumbents to stand repeatedly without limit or condition.

Kirit understood that there was a gentlemen's agreement that revision of a change of ToR would not enable a time-expired official to stand again.  This had only happened once.  Tony believed that this was a statement of the solution not of the problem itself.

It was agreed that patently unfair practices should be avoided, and trivial changes of ToR should not reset the clock for officials.  Care should be taken when proposing revised ToRs to avoid any accusation of this.  Ian recalled that this was exactly what had indeed happened when RAN was rebranded in 2005.

4.3.2
TA002 - Operation related: Chairman Responsibilities

It was reasonable to mandate impartiality of chairmen.  The first sentence of the proposed solution was unclear, however.  Nigel Barnes observed that if no other delegate from the chairman's company was present, the chairman should hand over the meeting to one of the vice-chairmen while he presented his company's position.  This was a common problem and maybe a formal mechanism for coping with it was required.

4.3.3
TA003 - Operation related: Time Frame of Release

Everyone was resigned to the fact that something needed to be done for Release planning, but nobody was quite sure what was the solution.

4.3.4
TA004 - Operation related: Market Representation Partners

Tony supported this issue, believing that MRPs brought little benefit to 3GPP.  Kirit recalled the situation at the creation of 3GPP.  One proposal had been to transfer SMG to the GSM Association, and this led to the creation of the MRP concept.

Nowadays, 3GPP is perceived as being of high value, and most (though not all) MRPs simply benefitted from their association with 3GPP.  It was not a question of money: some MRPs (in particular the GSM Association) were wealthy enough to contribute financially.

Steve Mecrow recalled that MRPs were supposed to bring market information into 3GPP, but this was not working in practice.  Hans considered that the most important function of an MRP was to promote 3GPP within their sphere of influence.  In the past 3GPP had not handled marketing seriously.  Kirit believed that 3G Americas had been very successful in this respect, encouraging South America to move towards 3GPP technologies.

Ulrich was not sure that the mandate of the OP ad hoc really covered the doings of MRPs.

It was concluded that ETSI should not express a strong opinion on this issue.

4.3.5
TA005 - Operational related: Meeting Venue

The general issue was agreed.  Hans observed that a large number of (mainly WG) meeting were still being held in the USA, and the visa issue was indeed a problem   Kirit agreed.  Jacques believed that, given enough time, there was no visa problem.

Ulrich believed that ETSI should not express any strong opinion on this issue.  There had been one particular problem with a meeting in China.  (Kirit thought it was easy to obtain a visa on arrival in China, but Hans pointed out that this was a function of the delegate's nationality.)  Hans also recalled that there had been a problem for Chinese delegates getting into Slovenia.  There was also a problem over entry in US, where customs officials now reserved the right to examine potentially commercially sensitive data on the hard disk of PCs.  Kirit stated that this was the same for other countries, eg Russia, as well.

It was agreed that no companies should be disadvantaged by the choice of meeting location.

4.3.6
TA006 - Coordination Related: Regional Balance of Leadership

The implication was that ETSI should not provide multiple candidates for a given official's position.  Hans recalled the delegates geographical distribution presented as part of the MCC report to TSGs.  Hans recalled that when 3GPP was established regional balance had been strived for at working group level as well as TSG level, but later this was diluted to allow WG chairmen to be the best people for the job without much consideration for regional balance.  This is probably because ETSI delegates tended to be more capable in English, and maybe have other beneficial attributes.  Ulrich recalled the old debate on the interpretation of the term "regional balance".

Indeed the wording of the issue description was at odds with the solution text.

Hans recalled that, for example, a Korean Samsung delegate might be considered to represent either ETSI or TTA depending on his precise company affiliation.  This clouded the matter further.

Tony believed that the hint was that ETSI should coordinate internally and put forward only one candidate for a given position.  ETSI's multi-company, multi-country culture was in this respect incompatible with those of other SDOs.

The interpretation of "region" was also brought up again.  ETSI considered it to mean "ITU region", other SDOs considered that Japan, China and Korea were separate regions.

Steve Mecrow wondered whether there was an implication that each new (i.e. not re-elected) TSG chairman should come from a new OP.  For example, RAN had had a Japanese and a European chairman, so now next time might be deemed to be the turn of Korea or China. This was felt to be the case for TSG SA, where a future Korean chairman was on the cards.

Thus ETSI could not agree to the issue, and could bring it into question.

4.3.7
TA007 - Organization Related: Stage2 & 3 work

This issue was similar to that brought up by other SDOs.

4.4
CCSA

E3i080006
CCSA issues list





Source: TTA

Decision: 

No document was available. 



5
Discussion of TSG Leaders' issues list

E3i080007
TSG Leaders' issues list (v2)





Source: TSG Leaders

Abstract: 

The list had been compiled by the SA Chairman.

Decision: 

The document was noted.

The individual issues were discussed as reported below.
5.1
TS0001 - Overload related: SA2 is overloaded

This issue was similar to one already discussed.

5.2
TS0002 - Overload Related: Insufficient top-end filtering

This issue was similar to one already discussed.

5.3
TS0003 - Overload Related: Insufficient Workload Control

This was a more detailed version of one already discussed.

5.4
TS0004 - Overload Related: Workload estimates are unrealistic

This was felt really to be a statement of fact. It should be taken as a warning against sunny day estimation.

5.5
TS0005 - Coordination Related: No way to do 3GPP wide studies or WIDs

This was generally agreed

5.6
TS0006 - Coordination Related: Intracompany coordination decreasing due to mergers/Acquisitions, wireless/wireline integration

This was felt to be a company internal problem, but it was 3GPP which felt the effects.

It was concluded that there was little that 3GPP could do to solve the problem.

5.7
TS0007 - Coordination Related: Fewer social events to socialize ideas

Tony agreed that socialization was beneficial but no firm views were expressed.

5.8
TS0008 - Coordination Related: Meetings in non-hub locations

Some discussion on the topic had taken place on the email exploder.  Steve Mecrow considered that "central location" did not imply Heathrow Airport, but could include town centres.  Hans observed that what was difficult to get to for one delegate was very easy for a delegate starting from another country.

Tony cited a "rule" that no location should require more than two flights.  This was generally held to be impractical to enforce, since it obviously depended on delegates' starting points.  Hans also observed that locations not having good public transport were difficult for Chinese delegates, for example, who could not hire cars, whereas this was no problem for Americans.

Perhaps it would be good to publish a guidelines document detailing these basic recommendations.

5.9
TS0009 - Coordination Related: LS correspondence is inefficient

Hans considered that some WGs were good at solving this issue, others were not.  Perhaps it would be good to learn from best practice.

Ulrich considered that companies active in both sending and receiving groups should shoulder their responsibilities to present the LSs.

5.10
TS0010 - Operational related: TSG schedule not optimal for WG planning

Steve Mecrow did not consider this to be an OP matter.  Ian Doig considered that leaving more time for WGs to meet would result in yet more WG meetings.  And this would be detrimental to overall progress.  Jacques thought that this had already been well discussed, and that the status quo was the best that could be achieved.

5.11
TS0011 - Operational related: Hard to handle multiple simultaneous releases

It was agreed that multiple simultaneous release would be very difficult to manage, and was undesirable.  It was already common practice for stage 1 to be frozen before stage 2 which was in turn frozen before stage 3.

Jacques recalled the decision to have a "short" Release 9.  Handling Release N and N+1 at the same time was not a problem.  But handling more than two at once might present problems.

Each group was itself normally handling only a single Release at a time.

5.12
TS0012 - Operational Related: Some meetings in countries that are hard to get visas to

This topic had already been discussed

5.13
TS0013 - Operational Related: E-mail approval delays availability of output

There was a little confusion over the precise meaning, and Jacques clarified that it evidently related to approval taking place by email after a WG meeting rather than at the meeting itself, and this resulted in delays.

Hans indicated that some groups had well defined rules for email approval, and again best practice should be promulgated.  It was agreed that it was undesirable to approve LSs by email.

5.14
TS00014 - Operational Related: LS’s have defacto priority in meetings

Jacques indicated that sometimes SA2 did not handle all incoming LSs.  Hans believed that the issue was that it was sometimes better to handle LSs "out of order" to be more efficient, and less important ones could be handled in "extra time".

5.15
TS0015 - Organization Related: Uneven workload distribution between WGs

This topic had already been addressed.

5.16
TS0016 - Organization Related: Groups cannot work independently (some groups tightly coupled)

This topic hinted at different working methods or different work splits.  Steve Mecrow was concerned that the continuous flux of work would demand continual reorganization of the structure.

Paul Simmons thought it was difficult to comment further until some proposes solutions were available.

5.17
TS0017 - Organization Related: SA2 goes into too much detail

This issue had already been addressed.

5.18
TS0018 - Coordination Related: PCG must approve LS partners

This issue had already been addressed.

6
Timetable of future conference calls and meetings

E3i080013
Schedule of OP Improvers ad hoc group





Source: Secretary

Discussion: 

The OP ad hoc schedule was explained by Tony, and the proposed schedule of the ETSI coord group was noted.

Jacques indicated that some modification to the August meeting could be anticipated.

Steve Mecrow wondered whether the OP group in their October meeting would refer the conclusions back to the TSGs.  Tony clarified that ETSI and all other SDOs would have to have reached its conclusions in September.  Steve was puzzled over the mechanism ETSI would employ to reach agreement.  Kirit explained the schedule.  He also indicated the need for a more detailed than usual pre-PCG/OP meeting at ETSI in September or early October (week 39 or 40).  ETSI would be responsible for part of the final report of the OP ad hoc group.  It might be necessary to have voting in this meeting, since consensus might be impossible.  There was a potential danger of the ETSI position collapsing if no agreement could be reached.  The agenda should be created with care.  The Collective Letter would need to be issued much earlier than usual.

Ian Doig requested that a comprehensive report of the OP ad hoc meetings themselves be provided.  Steve Mecrow supported this proposal.

A general review of the schedule would be done on the 3GCOORD exploder to verify that everything fitted.

ACTION:
Propose ETSI coord meeting for PCG/OP.

(action on: All / due by: 2008-06-30)

ACTION:
To update the ETSI issues list and distribute to the 3GCOORD list and OP_IMPROVE list in parallel.

(action on: Tony Wiener / due by: 2008-06-24)

Decision: 

The document was noted.
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Closure
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