3GPP OP Ad-hoc on potential improvements

Process and Procedure
The study of potential 3GPP Process and Procedure improvements is split into two groups; group 1 and group 2. The first is considered to have the highest impact and will be evaluated first. The second group will be studied later.

1. Group 1

This group of items will be investigated first. The potential issues identified by the 3GPP Organisational Partners for investigation are as follows:

1.1 Release Planning
Potential Issues
(1) Release features can be proposed and accepted any time. 

(2) Release planning is difficult, no volume estimation in a release.

(3) No setting feature’s priority.

(4) Handling of multiple simultaneous release

(Pros) of the current project management

(a) WI is easy to be proposed, so features can be flexibly added (related with issues (1), (2), (3))
(b) Opening up a new release is usually a tool to freeze the previous one (related with issue (4))
(Cons) of the current project management

(c) No control of release planning (related with issues (1), (2), (3))

(d) No estimation scheme of the entire volume of the release (related with issues (1), (2))

(e) Too much flexibility results in overloading (related with issues (1), (2), (3))

(f) End of the release closure, WG sometimes faces priority battle (related with issue (3))

(g) We may not handle simultaneous release easily (related with issue (4))

1.2 Project Managment
Potential Issues
· Cross TSG projects
Features involving multiple TSGs do not get developed efficiently. This is partly due to the different processes in each group and partly due to different work loads and priorities in the working groups. An example of this is the Home Node B which is complete in RAN but barely started in SA.
· Workload estimates are unrealistic
· Sunny day estimates are used
· Estimates assume work is getting sufficient meeting time
· Estimates do not take into account delays due to external dependencies and lack of consensus
· Insufficient Workload Control
· No efficient prioritization mechanism exists in 3GPP
· Lack of linkage between our work and business drivers makes it hard to prioritize work
· The link might actually exist, but the business drivers for different companies are not the same
· No WG admission control for work once a WID is agreed
· Overload sometimes leads to email approval 
(Pro) of the current project management
· Independence of TSGs and WGs in management secured
(Cons) of the current project management

· 3GPP fails to develop end – end solutions in a consistent manner
· Work overflow in WG level before every release deadline

· Overload sometimes leads to email approval
1.3 Work Items (collective version, not yet consolidated)
Potential Issues
· Work Items
The current method of introducing and changing work items is complicated and makes tracking work across multiple groups difficult and time consuming. Can this process be simplified.

(Pro) 
· Each group is completely independent
(Cons) 

· One group is not aware of the work of others and difficult to locate and trace work in other groups

· Priorities not easily transparent to everybody 

· Workload estimation of WI and the management
1) Currently, there is no any procedure of measuring work loads of proposed WI. 
2) Approval of WI can be made only based on number of supporting companies and new WI proposal is allowed at every meeting 

3) Relationship of existing WIs are not visualized. 
(Pros)

· Easy decision in plenary at the WI approval. 
· WI is easy to be proposed, so features can be flexibly added.
· New WI can be created flexibly whenever new issues are identified.

(Cons)
· No control of release planning 

· Impossible to estimate the entire volume of the release.

· End of the release closure, WG sometimes faces priority battle
· No priority discussion is performed for the approved WI.

· Too much flexibility results in overloading in work before release deadline.

· It is difficult to comprehend relations between existing WIs, and several overlapped WIDs may be created.

· Priority of the WI has not discussed.

· Urgent needs of approved WI are unclear, because some new WIs fall into inactive.
· Overload Related: Insufficient top-end filtering
· 3GPP sometimes produces features which are never deployed

· Solutions with similar functionality are produced

· Features with insufficient market demand

· Hard for SA1 to reject work items on impracticality grounds

· SA1 tends to produce wish lists

· Who decides on which business models are realistic 

· Coordination Related: No way to do 3GPP wide studies or WIDs
· Currently only TSG wide WIDs or studies are possible

· Can lead to scope and timescale differences between TSGs

· Sometimes leads to competing solutions between TSGs
· Environmental considerations
The technologies being developed by 3GPP do not consider the environmental impact of the results of its specifications. So for example, a specification for a particular type of modulation may have a greater carbon footprint than another type. Although the first modulation scheme may be the conclusion for other reasons, the environmental impact should be considered.  .

(Pros) 
· Most work concentrates on protocols which have no or little energy impact

· 3GPP pioneered the use of electronic working to substantially reduce the quantity of paper used.

(Cons) 
· No analysis or request for improved teleconferencing has been performed

· No analysis has been made on whether 3GPP products have a significant energy impact.
1.4 Smart Card Working Process
Potential Issues
Smart cards are essential part of the 3GPP system. At the moment, work with big impact on 3GPP is mostly done in ETSI SCP. Work on smart cards relevant for 3GPP system is split over many working groups in ETSI SCP and 3GPP. Work done currently is not optimized and unnecessary meetings, travels, contributions etc are made. In addition, smart card discussion in 3GPP (especially CT6) has received too much influence from ETSI SCP decision, which other non-ETSI members in 3GPP cannot take part in.
Hence Work related to SCP that is performed for (or has a big impact on) 3GPP should be taken within 3GPP.

 

(Pro) of current organisation

· SCP provides deliverables for other organisations than 3GPP
 (Cons) of current organisation
· Unoptimized number of meetings arranged.

· Delays to complete specification work 
· Too much influence to 3GPP discussion from outside of 3GPP
2 Group 2
FFS. See appendix for the list of issues in this group (collective version).
5
Arrangement of meetings: ETSI007, ETSI008, TTA005, TSG008, TSG012,CCSA007,CCSA008

6
Deliverables: ETSI011

7
LS correspondence within 3GPP: TSG009

8
PCG permission to liaise: ETSI014, TSG018

9
TDoc registration and submission: ETSI015

10
TDoc handling:ARIB/TTC-P001,CCSA003
11
Agenda time allocation: ARIB/TTC-P004

12
TSG schedule: TSG010, ARIB/TTC-P003

13
Chairmen election:TTA001, TTA006,CCSA004

14
Chairman’s neutrality: TTA002

15
Vice chairmens’ role: CCSA005

16
Voting questions:CCSA006

17
Intra-company coordination: TSG006

18
Social event: TSG007

19
PCG/OP meeting schedule: CCSA001
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	Issue Description (consolidated version)
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07/07/2008
	(1) Release features can be proposed and accepted any time. 

(2) Release planning is difficult, no volume estimation in a release.

(3) No setting feature’s priority.

(4) Handling of multiple simultaneous release

(Pros) of the current project management

(a) WI is easy to be proposed, so features can be flexibly added.
     (related with issues (1), (2), (3))
(b) Opening up a new release is usually a tool to freeze the previous one  (related with issue (4))
(Cons) of the current project management

(c) No control of release planning.  (related with issues (1), (2), (3))

(d) No estimation scheme of the entire volume of the release.

(related with issues (1), (2))

(e) Too much flexibility results in overloading.
    (related with issues (1), (2), (3))

(f) End of the release closure, WG sometimes faces priority battle. (related with issue (3))

(g) We may not handle simultaneous release easily.
(related with issue (4))
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	Project Management
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	Issue Description (consolidated version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	· Cross TSG projects
Features involving multiple TSGs do not get developed efficiently. This is partly due to the different processes in each group and partly due to different work loads and priorities in the working groups. An example of this is the Home Node B which is complete in RAN but barely started in SA.
· Workload estimates are unrealistic
· Sunny day estimates are used
· Estimates assume work is getting sufficient meeting time
· Estimates do not take into account delays due to external dependencies and lack of consensus
· Insufficient Workload Control
· No efficient prioritization mechanism exists in 3GPP
· Lack of linkage between our work and business drivers makes it hard to prioritize work
· The link might actually exist, but the business drivers for different companies are not the same
· No WG admission control for work once a WID is agreed
· Overload sometimes leads to email approval 
(Pro) of the current project management

· Independence of TSGs and WGs in management secured
(Cons) of the current project management

· 3GPP fails to develop end – end solutions in a consistent manner
· Work overflow in WG level before every release deadline

· Overload sometimes leads to email approval
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	P-3
	Work items
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ETSI013] Work Items
The current method of introducing and changing work items is complicated and makes tracking work across multiple groups difficult and time consuming. Can this process be simplified.

(Pro) Each group is completely independent
(Cons) One group is not aware of the work of others and difficult to locate and trace work in other groups

Priorities not easily transparent to everybody 

[ARIB/TTC-P002] Workload estimation of WI and the management
1) Currently, there is no any procedure of measuring work loads of proposed WI. 
2) Approval of WI can be made only based on number of supporting companies and new WI proposal is allowed at every meeting 

3) Relationship of existing WIs are not visualized. 
(Pros)

· Easy decision in plenary at the WI approval. 
· WI is easy to be proposed, so features can be flexibly added.
· New WI can be created flexibly whenever new issues are identified.

(Cons)
· No control of release planning 

· Impossible to estimate the entire volume of the release.

· End of the release closure, WG sometimes faces priority battle
· No priority discussion is performed for the approved WI.

· Too much flexibility results in overloading in work before release deadline.

· It is difficult to comprehend relations between existing WIs, and several overlapped WIDs may be created.

· Priority of the WI has not discussed.

· Urgent needs of approved WI are unclear, because some new WIs fall into inactive.
[TSG002] Overload Related: Insufficient top-end filtering
· 3GPP sometimes produces features which are never deployed

· Solutions with similar functionality are produced

· Features with insufficient market demand

· Hard for SA1 to reject work items on impracticality grounds

· SA1 tends to produce wish lists

· Who decides on which business models are realistic 

[TSG005] Coordination Related: No way to do 3GPP wide studies or WIDs
· Currently only TSG wide WIDs or studies are possible

· Can lead to scope and timescale differences between TSGs

· Sometimes leads to competing solutions between TSGs
[ETSI008] Environmental considerations
(ii) In addition, the technologies being developed by 3GPP do not consider the environmental impact of the results of its specifications. So for example, a specification for a particular type of modulation may have a greater carbon footprint than another type. Although the first modulation scheme may be the conclusion for other reasons, the environmental impact should be considered.  .

(Pros) 
· Most work concentrates on protocols which have no or little energy impact

· 3GPP pioneered the use of electronic working to substantially reduce the quantity of paper used.

(Cons) 
· No analysis or request for improved teleconferencing has been performed

· No analysis has been made on whether 3GPP products have a significant energy impact.
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	Issue Description (consolidated version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	Smart cards are essential part of the 3GPP system. At the moment, work with big impact on 3GPP is mostly done in ETSI SCP. Work on smart cards relevant for 3GPP system is split over many working groups in ETSI SCP and 3GPP. Work done currently is not optimized and unnecessary meetings, travels, contributions etc are made. In addition, smart card discussion in 3GPP (especially CT6) has received too much influence from ETSI SCP decision, which other non-ETSI members in 3GPP cannot take part in.
Hence Work related to SCP that is performed for (or has a big impact on) 3GPP should be taken within 3GPP.

 

(Pro) of current organisation

· SCP provides deliverables for other organisations than 3GPP
 (Cons) of current organisation
· Unoptimized number of meetings arranged.

· Delays to complete specification work 
· Too much influence to 3GPP discussion from outside of 3GPP
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Appendix: Process/Procedure Issues (collective version, for information only)
	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	P-1
	Release planning
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ETSI006] Release planning
The request for features arrive during a release cycle. This makes planning and priority setting difficult. Is it possible or desirable to agree a set of features at the beginning of a release cycle?

(Pro) Flexibility in developing features and timing of a release
(Con) Difficult to assign priority leading to congestion in working groups and delay of work.

[TTA003] Operation related: Time Frame of Release
Determination of the time frame of the Release depends on the work items schedule: bottom-up way. ( Release planning is unclear.
[TSG011] Operational related: Hard to handle multiple simultaneous releases
· Soon 3GPP will have multiple active releases ongoing (Rel 8,   Rel 9, Rel 10).  We are not set up to handle this easily.

· Opening up a new release is usually a tool to freeze the previous one
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	P-2
	Project Management
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date
07/07/2008
	[ETSI010] Cross TSG projects
Features involving multiple TSGs do not get developed efficiently. This is partly due to the different processes in each group and partly due to different work loads and priorities in the working groups. An example of this is the Home Node B which is complete in RAN but barely started in SA.
(Pro) ?
(Con)  3GPP fails to develop end – end solutions in a consistent 
manner.
[TSG003] Insufficient Workload Control
· No efficient prioritization mechanism exists in 3GPP

· Lack of linkage between our work and business drivers makes it hard to prioritize work

· The link might actually exist, but the business drivers for different companies are not the same

· No WG admission control for work once a WID is agreed

· Overload sometimes leads to email approval 
[TSG004] Workload estimates are unrealistic
·  Sunny day estimates are used

· Estimates assume work is getting sufficient meeting time

· Estimates do not take into account delays due to external dependencies and lack of consensus
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	P-3
	Work items
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ETSI013] Work Items
The current method of introducing and changing work items is complicated and makes tracking work across multiple groups difficult and time consuming. Can this process be simplified.

(Pro) Each group is completely independent
(Cons) One group is not aware of the work of others and difficult to locate and trace work in other groups

Priorities not easily transparent to everybody 
[ARIB/TTC-P002] Workload estimation of WI and the management
1) Currently, there is no any procedure of measuring work loads of proposed WI. 
2) Approval of WI can be made only based on number of supporting companies and new WI proposal is allowed at every meeting 

3) Relationship of existing WIs are not visualized. 
(Pros)

· Easy decision in plenary at the WI approval. 
· WI is easy to be proposed, so features can be flexibly added.
· New WI can be created flexibly whenever new issues are identified.

(Cons)
· No control of release planning 

· Impossible to estimate the entire volume of the release.

· End of the release closure, WG sometimes faces priority battle
· No priority discussion is performed for the approved WI.

· Too much flexibility results in overloading in work before release deadline.

· It is difficult to comprehend relations between existing WIs, and several overlapped WIDs may be created.

· Priority of the WI has not discussed.

· Urgent needs of approved WI are unclear, because some new WIs fall into inactive.
[TSG002] Overload Related: Insufficient top-end filtering
· 3GPP sometimes produces features which are never deployed

· Solutions with similar functionality are produced

· Features with insufficient market demand

· Hard for SA1 to reject work items on impracticality grounds

· SA1 tends to produce wish lists

· Who decides on which business models are realistic 
[TSG005] Coordination Related: No way to do 3GPP wide studies or WIDs
· Currently only TSG wide WIDs or studies are possible

· Can lead to scope and timescale differences between TSGs

· Sometimes leads to competing solutions between TSGs
[ETSI008] Environmental considerations
(ii) In addition, the technologies being developed by 3GPP do not consider the environmental impact of the results of its specifications. So for example, a specification for a particular type of modulation may have a greater carbon footprint than another type. Although the first modulation scheme may be the conclusion for other reasons, the environmental impact should be considered.  .

(Pros) 
· Most work concentrates on protocols which have no or little energy impact

· 3GPP pioneered the use of electronic working to substantially reduce the quantity of paper used.

(Cons) 
· No analysis or request for improved teleconferencing has been performed

· No analysis has been made on whether 3GPP products have a significant energy impact.
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	P-4
	Smart Card Working Process
	SM

	
	
	

	Rev 
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ETSI 016] Smart card working process relevant for 3GPP system
Smart cards are essential part of the 3GPP system. At the moment  work with big impact on 3GPP is mostly done in ETSI SCP Work on smart cards relevant for 3GPP system is split over many working groups in ETSI SCP and 3GPP. Work done currently is not optimized and unnecessary meetings, travels, contributions etc are made.
Hence Work related to SCP that is performed for (or has a big impact on) 3GPP should be taken within 3GPP.

 

(Pro) of current organisation

· SCP provides deliverables for other organisations than 3GPP 

 (Cons) of current organisation
· Unoptimized number of meetings arranged.

· Delays to complete specification work 

[ARIB/TTC O-004] Relationship between 3GPP CT6 and ETSI SCP
Smart card discussion in CT6 receives too much influence from ETSI SCP decision, which other SDOs cannot take part in. CT6 discussion shall be more independent.
(Pro) ?

(Con) Too much influence to CT6 discussion from outside of 3GPP
	S
SM

	
	
	

	Rev 
	Possible solution(s) Description
	

	Date

Ab/cd/200c
	Details of possible solution(s)


	

	
	
	

	
	Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat (SWOT) Analysis
of proposed solution(s)
	

	Strength
	Text


	

	
	
	

	Weakness
	Text


	

	
	
	

	Opportunity
	Text


	

	
	
	

	Threat
	Text

	


	Issue #
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	P-5
	Arrangement of meetings
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ETSI007] Hosting of meetings
The success of 3GPP has led to an increase of delegates for some groups, which makes hosting expensive. If other technologies or additional work is added to 3GPP the current hosting arrangements could become unacceptable to some companies. Other standards organisations have a more equitable division of hosting costs, e.g. by charging a meeting fee or “hiding” the cost of hosting in the room rate. 

 

There has been a trend to co-locate meetings for efficiency reasons.  It has been noted that, where this is not necessary, meetings can be smaller and individual companies are more prepared to host the meeting. This also means there is more choice of hotels and might make meetings at national hubs a more attractive proposition.
3GPP should not mandate how companies spend money to host meetings but guidelines on hosting would be useful. This should include consideration of travelling cost and time to delegates.

(Pros) 
· Current funding method works well and has not been challenged.
· Sufficient companies who obtain commercial opportunities are prepared to fund the meetings

(Con) 
· An increase in delegate numbers or the number of meetings could cause problems if companies are unable to increase budgets.  This may lead to work delays
[ETSI008] Environmental considerations
(i) The global activities of 3GPP require substantial travel. Society is focussed on decreasing the carbon footprint and reducing the use of carbon based fuels. 3GPP does try to reduce the number of face-face meetings by using other means but can this be reduced even further? Can improved travel sharing arrangements be made? 
(Pro)

· Face-face meetings lead to faster development cycles

 (Con)
· Flying has a major environmental impact

[TTA005] Operational related: Meeting Venue
When deciding the meeting location the visa issue is not fully considered. 

In case that U.S.A or China is a meeting location, the delegates from special regions are not easy to attend the meeting because of the VISA problem.
[TSG008] Coordination Related: Meetings in non-hub locations
· Besides delegate wear and tear coordination is decreased

○　Experts from other groups less likely to attend meetings if long travel involved 
[TSG012] Operational Related: Some meetings in countries that are hard to get visas to
With high meeting frequency, there may not be sufficient time gap to get visa even if there is an early meeting announcement 
[CCSA007] Coordination Related:

1)Regional Balance of Meeting Venue
Only about 1/4 of the meetings are put in Asia while more than 1/3 delegates are from Asia.
(Con)

· Asian delegates need to travel much more than delegates in    other region although Asian delegates represent a large part of the delegates today. 
2)Avoid Overlapping with the Festivals
Overlapping between meetings and festivals is happening every year
(Con)

· People can not enjoy the festivals together with their family
[CCSA008] Operational related:

 1) Adhoc meeting schedule 

Sometimes Adhoc meetings are decided by the chairman without sufficient leading time.
(Con)

· People may not be able to get VISA for the Adhoc meeting. 
2) Adhoc meeting outputs 
Some Adhoc meeting outputs are not re-checked in the normal meeting.
(Con)
· People who are not be able to attend the Adhoc meeting are   not able to contribute to the outputs. 
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	P-6
	Deliverables
	S

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ESTI011] Deliverables
Each stage of work results in a specification or report which requires a lot of document control and time. Where the deliverable is used only by 3GPP is this level of complexity necessary?

(Pro) Good document traceability and control

(Con) Results in high work load and demand on delegate and MCC time.
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	P-7
	LS correspondence within 3GPP
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[TSG009] Coordination Related: Fewer social events to socialize ideas
· Social events reduced due to cost-cutting LS exchanges take too long
· Need for opportunities for socialization greater due to:

○　More diverse 3GPP interests

○    More parallel sessions mean knowledge gaps
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	Issue Title
	Time frame

	P-8
	PCG permission to liaise
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ESTI014] PCG permission to liaise
3GPP TSGs and WGs are not allowed to send liaison statements (LS) directly to the ITU which should remain. However, why is there a restriction on sending LSs to other bodies?  It is frequently the case that outgoing LSs (often replies to incoming LSs) are held up while PCG decides whether or not to allow TSGs/WGs to liaise with that external body.  We cannot recall an instance when PCG has refused liaison permission.
(Pro) Ensures each SDO can control which groups 3GPP can liaise with

(Con) Slows down flow of information and delays progress

Apart from liaison with ITU, difficult to see any advantage now with this process.

[TSG018] Coordination Related: PCG must approve LS partners
· Motivation for having PCG approve LS partners before TSGs can send LS’s to them is unclear

· Can slow replies if LS received from group not previously approved 
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	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	P-9
	TDoc registration and submission 
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ETSI015] TDoc registration and submission procedure differs from group to group
There are two main methods, possibly with slight variants of each:
 

1) Automatic Document Numbering using the ADN web tool.  Once set up for a given meeting, this allows delegates to request (and be assigned) TDoc numbers without intervention by the group's secretary, and also allows upload of the document to the meeting directory directly by the author.  Although it is ok for one or two documents, if a delegate wants a larger number of documents, the tool is very tedious because it requires him to re-enter a great deal of data for each one.  It has a major drawback in that it will not allocate CR numbers.  MCC has been asked to allocate CR numbers from the very first appearance of a draft CR as an aid to traceability (as an aid in settling prior art IPR arguments).  A variant of ADN which does allocate CR numbers has been designed by ETSI's IT team, but this is still under development/test.  A further disadvantage is that the secretary does not get to see documents until they are uploaded, and if the delegate has furnished a document with header errors (eg title or source different from that which was declared when the number was registered) there is no chance of catching this in advance of the error being made public (and for which the solution is to withdraw the document and start again by requesting a new number).  There are further disadvantages with ADN, in particular the setting up of the agenda, which has to be done line by line.  A typical agenda may have a hundred lines, and this part of the set up process can take an hour or more and is rather error prone.  An improvement can be envisaged whereby the agenda is uploaded in, say, Excel format and used to seed ADN directly, but as yet no analysis has been conducted.  Finally, ADN tends to get turned off just before the meeting, and new TDocs created during the meeting have numbers assigned manually by the secretary in real time.
 

2)  Manual document numbering, whereby delegates fill in a form (in Word) and submit it to the Secretary.  The Secretary manually   assigns TDoc numbers and, if necessary, CR numbers.  The completed form is then returned to the requestor, who creates the document and sends it by email to the secretary, who checks that its contents agree with the data he supplied, modifies the document if necessary, and uploads it to the server.  This method requires the secretary to be ever-present and responsive, but is more likely to ensure a high quality document set which does not need revision during the course of the meeting.
 

There are devotees of both these systems, both of which have pros and cons.  Neither is overwhelmingly better than the other.  ETSI is in the process of creating a new portal based on a new platform, and a vastly improved application can be envisaged which would capture the best of both the above methods.  But I estimate that this could not be available within a couple of years.  On the other hand, it seems futile to tinker further with the existing ADN in the knowledge that it is an application whose days are numbered (albeit in the hundreds).
 

Not only do some secretaries prefer one approach over the other, so do their chairmen and delegates: better the evil you know to the evil that you don't.  Personally, I can imagine using a combination of a slightly improved ADN with some tweaks plus a manual verification.  But ultimately, an application which pushes the right data to the user and refuses to accept TDoc upload attempts which differ from the registered information is obviously preferable.
Some groups which do use ADN disable the delegate self-upload feature to allow the secretary to verify the document prior to its appearing on the server.  The secretary himself transfers the document to the server one he is satisfied that it meets the parameters declared at registration time.
 

A further difference between groups is the method of tracking progress during the meeting itself.  Many - though not all - groups use some sort of "document allocation document" for tracking where the meeting is in the agenda, and grouping the documents to be treated under that agenda item.  MCC has produced an Access-based tool for this purpose which is in use in only a couple of groups (including TSG SA), whilst others have a plethora of home spun tools (created by secretaries, chairman, vice-chairmen, delegates, ...) based on Excel, Word, etc.  All these tools seek to display on a projector screen the current agenda item, the documents recently treated (with the conclusions of their treatment, eg "agreed", "revised", "noted", etc), the one currently being addressed, and those coming up in the near future.
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	P-10
	TDoc handling
	

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[ARIB/TTC-P001]  Handling of submitted contributions
1) Submitted contributions cannot be treated within a meeting (e.g., SA2).

- Many input contributions were postponed, sometimes.
- Liaisons were not treated in the meeting, sometimes.

2) Some WGs limit the number of contributions. (e.g., RAN1)

(Pros)
· Input materials can be treated partially.
· It can control the number of contributions, beforehand.

(Cons)
· Decision making process is postponed.

· Waste time for the preparation, very disappointed.
· Selection criteria (treated order) and process are not clear.

[CCSA003] Operation related: Efficiency in WG meetings
The chairman decides which documents to be postponed when the meeting time is not sufficient
(Con)Some documents left unhandled again and again.
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	P-11
	Agenda time allocation
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07/07/2008
	[ARIB/TTC-P004] Agenda time allocation
Time slots are allocated to each agenda items before one month of a meeting
(Pros)

· It is easy to allocate time from within limited meeting period.

· It seems to be fair to the contributors.
· Allocated time will be extended flexibly.
(Cons)  

· Allocated time will not be sufficient due to contribution volume.

· Contribution volume cannot be apparent before one week of meeting.

· Over time of a certain agenda item compresses other item
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	P-12
	TSG schedule
	SML

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[TSG010] Operational related: TSG schedule not optimal for WG planning
· 2 week TSGs block 4 * 4 weeks from WG meetings

· TSG schedule does not always easily allow 2 WG meetings/quarter 

· Better to schedule TSGs after holidays than WG meetings 
[ARIB/TTC-P003] Long TSG meeting period
TSG SA comes after TSG RAN/CT.
SA has responsibility in final approval of documents, inter-WG coordination and overall project management. 
Some of these can be re-allocated.
(Pros)

· Relaxed schedule

· Time can be used to resolve controversial discussion
(Cons)  

· Longer discussion time spent

· One delegate for long stay and two delegates have to communicate.

· Double decision, approval in RAN/CT and in SA, could be redundant
	SML
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	P-13
	Chairmen election
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	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[TTA001]  Operation related: Term of Office
The Chairman, having served two consecutive terms, is not permitted to stand for another consecutive term if there is a candidate announced prior to this deadline. 

As a matter of fact, re-organizing of 3GPP Technical Bodies which takes place every four years makes the ex-Chairman again run for the election for newly named WG with same work scope.
[TTA006] Coordination Related: Regional Balance of Leadership
Regional balance of TSG leadership is not fully considered.
[CCSA004] Coordination Related: Regional/OP Balance of Leadership 
Regional/OP Balance of Vice Chairmen is better than the Regional/OP Balance of Chairmen. 
(Con)  Regional/OP balance of Chairmen is not fully considered. 
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	P-14
	Chairmen’s neutrality
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	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[TTA002] Operation related: Chairman Responsibilities
The Chairman not only presents his/her company contribution during the meeting but also expresses his/her company’s standpoint, which may cause partial act.
The Chairman often drives a decision favorable for his/her company.
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	P-15
	Vice chairmen’s role
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07/07/2008
	[CCSA005] Operation related: Vice Chairman Responsibility

The responsibility of the Chairman is well defined while that of the Vice Chairman is not. 
 (Con)  Vice Chairmen want to contribute to the group more but it is    subject to the chairmen how much they can contribute.
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	P-16
	Voting questions
	

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[CCSA006] Operational related: Voting Questions
Voting questions are proposed by the Chairman. 
 (Con)  Format and sequence of voting questions become critical and chairmen are criticized because of ‘inappropriate’ voting questions.
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	P-17
	Intra-company coordination
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	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[TSG006] Coordination Related: Intra-company coordination decreasing due to mergers/Acquisitions, wireless/wireline integration
· Intra-company coordination is key method of coordination between TSGs and WGs

· That coordination is harder as 3GPP scope expands 
	SM
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	P-18
	Social event
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	Issue Description (collective version)
	

	Date

07/07/2008
	[TSG007] Coordination Related: Fewer social events to socialize ideas
· Social events reduced due to cost-cutting
· Need for opportunities for socialization greater due to:

○　More diverse 3GPP interests

○　More parallel sessions mean knowledge gaps 
	SML
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	P-19
	PCG/OP meeting schedule
	

	
	
	

	
	Issue Description (collective version)
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07/07/2008
	[CCSA001] Operation related: Meeting Schedule OP/PCG
OP/PCG schedule their meetings independent of the plenary meetings
 (Con)  Not convenient for officials/delegates that want to attend both
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