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1
Introduction

Secretary's note: the current report is an unapproved draft.

The meeting was chaired by the convenor of the ad hoc group appointed by the Organizational Partners, Mr Masami YABUSAKI (NTT DoCoMo Inc.)

Mr Yabusaki opened the meeting by recalling the history of 3GPP, mentioning his involvement from the earliest days of the Project.  He clarified the role of the group, to make 3GPP fit for purpose for the next ten years.

OPi080001
Agenda





Source: Convenor

Decision: 

The document was approved.



2
Identification of background and objectives

OPi080008
Background to the request for a study into possible improvements of 3GPP





Source: ETSI

Abstract: 

While having no proposals on changes, ETSI believe now is a good time for a broad high-level and strategic medium to longer-term review. This should include 3GPP Work Process and Organization, and possible consequential changes to the 3GPP Procedures to ensure it has the appropriate tools, structure, and goals to meet the future needs of the 3GPP stake holders.

Discussion: 

The document was introduced by Mr Wiener. He stressed that ETSI was happy with 3GPP's current progress and situation, but it was appropriate to review any organization from time to time. He indicated that the document had been produced by Mr Lathia and himself but time had not allowed a comprehensive review by ETSI members as a whole.  He briefly recapped the history of the setting up of this ad hoc group.

The chairmen stated that  there was some confusion over the term "strategic to long-term review".  ETSI might propose very long term improvements, but he believed that this review was appropriate to the short- to medium-term.

Mr Wiener indicated that he could do nothing but reflect what was discussed at the OP meeting, and no further clarification was possible at this stage.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



OPi080005
TSG Leadership Process Recommendations, Inclusions and Exclusions





Source: SA Chairman

Abstract: 

The document summarizes the goals of the TSG leadership and lists the issues addressed as well as those not addressed.

Discussion: 

Mr Hayes introduced the document and referred to the OP input from ARIB and TTC expressing concerns over some operation aspects of 3GPP.  The TSG leadership examined certain aspects of possible improvements, but concentrating on minor elements, without considering major overhaul, which might cause disruption to the process which was generally perceived as being satisfactory.

There was, however, concern over overload working groups.  But the TSG leaders did not consider it within their remit to consider reorganization of the TSG/WG structure.  He admitted that knowledge transfer was not always as efficient as it might be.

He mentioned the apparent problem over blocking minorities causing delay in progress, and this had been solved (it was hoped) by the "working agreement" concept.  A second problem was that of work item creation, bearing in mind the very large work programme managed by 3GPP.  After review, it was decided that the current system was probably as good as necessary.

For more fair and efficient running of meetings, this had been discussed at length, frequently rather emotionally.  It was decided to document some best practices in a wiki, and the tool was currently being set up.

A few minor miscellaneous items were also addressed.

Mr Hayes concluded by listing the items which the TSG leadership had not discussed and briefly justifying the decision not to address each item.  He cited in particular the problem on voting methodology where a definite choice was desired between two (or more) technologies, and the current yes/no rules were rather a handicap.

The convenor recalled the current situation on the timing of announcement of voting, where the situation now seemed clear.

Concerning the raising of the bar on work item creation, Mr Hietalahti stated that the PCG covered working procedures well.  But Mr Hayes noted that the PCG/OP had not in fact recommended any changes to the procedures.

Some detailed working methods were in the hands of the TSGs (particularly SA), and the PCG/OP did not need to be involved.  For example, this OP group should not look at tools in use: this was a TSG matter.  If it became clear that, for example, categorization of Individual Members turned out to be necessary, this would indeed be a PCG/OP decision.  Similarly, top-down work planning needed decisions at this higher level.  3GPP should always be conscious of the need for fairness of process and method.

Mr Hayes recalled the contents of TR 21.900 and the wiki-to-be.  For tools, no recommendations were made, and this could be left in the hands of TSGs and WGs.  For the work flow from stages 1 to 2 to 3, some improvement was envisaged, using additional information in the WID sheet.

Concerning training issues, this was in the hands of MCC. (The Secretary indicated that work had started on the matter and would be concluded by the end of the year.)

Concerning the issues not addressed, the Chairman questioned the bullet point on reducing architectural divergence, and why was this outside the scope of the TSG leaders?  Mr Hayes responded that one possibility was the excision of functionality which was not actually implemented in products after a reasonable passage of time.  He was concentrating on procedural elements rather than technical issues.  He feared that ultimately the system might collapse if features were added infinitum without any rationalisation.

The Chairman recalled that some OPs were surprised by the emergence of several competing architectures over the history of 3GPP.  Mr Courau responded that a key issue in this matter was that, for example, the IMS specification permitted of a multiplicity of implementations, and it might be useful to rationalise this, and the same applied to radio architectures too.  Mr Hietalahti doubted that it would be possible to reduce the specified options.  Standardization was a weak tool to reduce options: it was simply necessary to cope with options and multiple requirements.

Mr Hayes stated that he rather had in mind an evolution path involving IMS as a control method, and another which did not.  It would be a desirable goal to envisage an eventual convergence of these disparate routes.  Thus divergence at the outset was difficult to prevent, but subsequent rationalization in the light of market uptake was indeed viable.

The Chairmen recalled that 3GPP had no control over non-3GPP access specifications, and Mr Courau responded that, in the case of LTE, this was indeed convergent.

Mr Hayes stressed that this topic was possibly not something that the present ad hoc group could influence.

Regarding the meeting schedule, the PCG/OP had recommended that meetings be located in "home territory".  Mr Hietalahti stated that he believed that the TSGs and WGs had all the tools they needed at present, and the group need not address them.  Mr Noda asked what was meant by meeting structure; others responded that it referred to parallel sessions and collection of WG meetings.

Concerning the liaison with ITU, the Chairmen believed that there was a convention, even if the written rules were not optimal.  Mr Courau stated that the rules for conveying formal information to ITU were clear, but the problem came when replying to LSs received directly from ITU.  Surely it was much more efficient to send an LS directly rather than go via the double-membership method.  The problem applied to ITU-R and ITU-T, and it stemmed from the precise wording of the working procedures.  Currently, RAN and CT practices differed.  Mr Hietalahti wished a simplification of the written rule to keep the PCG out of the loop.  The Chairman considered that this was a PCG matter, but Mr Courau thought that the group could at least make a recommendation for a simplification of the procedure.  This problem only existed with communication with the ITU; with other bodies, the restriction did not exist.  Mr Hietalahti recalled that the ITU had already agreed that it would accept direct LS input from 3GPP groups.  Mr Ehrlich recalled that explicit approval for liaison had to be sought from the PCG in the case of all "outside" bodies.  Mr Noda mentioned further issues in this area, for example in regulatory issues where national governments might also be implicated.

Concerning the yes/no voting, this was not really a problem since votes were rare and not really in the 3GPP culture. Mr Hietalahti indicated that there was plenty of knowledge amongst the existing and past leaders to manage matters.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



OPi080004
Possible improvement of 3GPP (OP19_10r2)





Source: ETSI

Abstract: 

The document gives the background to the creation of the present ad hoc group, and gives the group's terms of reference.

Discussion: 

The document was not specifically addressed.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



3
Review of TSG leaders’ achievement and OP_20 results

4
Proposal of Working Way

OPi080003
Proposed Working Way





Source: Convenor

Abstract: 

The contribution proposes a modus operandi for the improvement of the 3GPP processes and procedures, and for the 3GPP organization.

Discussion: 

The document was introduced by the Chairman. While was analysing the distinction between procedures / processes and organization, he had come to believe that the two aspects were interrelated.

Nevertheless the present document listed the possible steps / methods which could be employed in the work of the group.

The Chairman recalled the ETSI position on the need for review of organizational matters.

Mr Hayes indicated that there had been discussion amongst the leadership as to what it was desired to optimize, but solutions were not proposed.  The overall goal should be to maximize the efficiency of the working groups, and the needs of the TSGs was of secondary importance. Companies with small delegations preferred to concentrate work in a small number of working groups, whereas larger companies could afford a larger delegation, and might be happier with a larger number working groups.

Mr Hietalahti wondered whether the Chairman's output of the current ad hoc activity would be a formal report or an informal one.  He believed that an informal report was less restrictive.  (By formal report, he meant a Technical Report.)  It was generally agreed that an informal report in the form of a contribution to the OP was the appropriate tool.  Mr Hayes wondered whether it was the Chairman's intention to produce three separate reports; to which the Chairman replied that his interpretation was that an informal report was perhaps simply a slide presentation to OP.  He requested volunteers for the rapporteurship of such deliverables.

Mr Wiener, on behalf of the ETSI delegation, agreed to act as rapporteur for the organizational issues.

The Chairman volunteered ARIB and TTC as rapporteurs for the procedural and process issues.  Silence was taken to mean acceptance, albeit without great enthusiasm.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



5
Discussion & Decision on Working Way

6
Introduction on TSG leader’s discussion for reorganization

7
Initial Discussion on existing problems

OPi080007
Scope of problems to be handled





Source: Convenor

Abstract: 

The problems are divided into procedure, process, and organization related categories.

Discussion: 

The Chairman introduced the contribution. Mr Hayes recommended that the scope of process and of procedure should be merged, because it was difficult to distinguish between the nature of issues.  Mr Hietalahti agreed.

Mr Hayes suggested that controversial matters might be addressed off line by email, whereas some would require discussion.  The distinction even between process / procedure and organization may not even be clear at the early stages of discussion.

Nevertheless it was agreed to keep the distinction between process / procedure on the one hand and organization on the other.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



OPi080002
Meeting Schedule





Source: Convenor

Abstract: 

The document proposes a schedule for the ad hoc group on 3GPP improvements.

Discussion: 

The Chairman acknowledged the difficulty of the timing of this first meeting and in this document proposed a detailed time plan leading up to the final report to OP#20.

He stressed that OP delegates had to represent their OP views, not their own or they own company's.  Normally only the chairmen of TSGs could participate, but in case of difficulty, the substitution of a vice-chairman would be acceptable.

If no representative from one OP was available, then a substitution would be allowed for one meeting, but that individual would not be added to the mailing list, and substitutes would be responsible for receiving briefing from the regular representatives.

The Chairmen described the proposed schedule in detail, which was designed to allow a wide dissemination of proposals within each OP - not only of its own proposals, but of those of other OPs.  It was proposed to have meetings at monthly intervals, with a view to presenting a final report to the OP meeting in October 2008.  Some of the meetings would be by teleconference not exceeding two hours per session (carefully considering the time difference between regions); these meetings would be spread over two days, one session per day.

The September meeting would be face to face, in conjunction with the TSG meetings in Japan.

The Chairman acknowledged that the schedule was challenging, in view of the summer holiday season.  Mr Achard indicated that August meeting clashed with a GERAN meeting, and it would be impossible for him or any vice-chairman to participate.  It was therefore agreed to move the August meeting one week earlier.  The Chairman would revise the schedule accordingly.

Mr Hietalahti indicated that the new August dates would collide with CT working group meetings, but this was not a blocking problem.

Mr Achard also questioned the precise timing of the face to face meeting in September: there was a preference for a one day meeting on the Sunday rather than Saturday.

After some discussion, if there was a problem with the phone conference, the Chairman proposed a face to face meeting for July (angry mutterings amongst the assembled delegates), or perhaps a face to face meeting for the end of June meeting.  Mr Hayes doubted whether this would be necessary, since there would be little controversy before the July meeting, so this was in fact the best time frame for a face to face meeting.  Mr Hietalahti understood this view, but insisted that the second June meeting should be face to face.  Mr Noda thought that the end of June would not allow a consolidated TTC view to be reached.  The Chairman thought that June was premature to reach a final OP decision anyway.  Some further discussion took place.  Mr Wiener stated that there was a very wide spectrum of views within ETSI, and consolidation would be difficult.  He proposed to try a conference call for the second meeting, and a face to face later if necessary.

The Chairman stated that the objective of fixing identified problems at the end of June was not viable, and that the scope of the meeting should be to identify (rather than fix) problems.  A decision on the July meeting would take place later.

Mr Hietalahti queried the information-sharing restriction principles, and wished to also involve the working group chairmen in cases which might influence working group practices. It was not his intention to have the WG chairmen participate in the ad hoc group meeting, but to allow consultation of them during the discussions.  The Chairman confirmed that this had been his intention.

ACTION:
Chairman to revise this document after the meeting.

(action on: Chairman / due by: 2008-08-20)

Decision: 

The document was agreed with modifications to be circulated by the Chairman later.



OPi080006
Existing problems





Source: Convenor

Abstract: 

The document indicates the convenor's perceived problems, divided into organizational, procedural, and process related categories.

Discussion: 

The Chairman introduced this document.

As an example, he indicated that a work item does not always accurately predict the time needed for completion of the work item, stage by stage.  This would enable an accurate estimation of the completion of each Release.  It would also allow work item prioritization at an early state to ensure consistent Release content.  Not much work load estimation was currently done.

In some overloaded working groups, it was not possible to cover all contributions, and maybe a two-week meeting would be a solution.

(It was clarified that the term "1 weekdays" meant "1 working week".)

The Chairman indicated that it might be more efficient to revert to a single week for CT, RAN and SA, and maybe SA might meet in parallel with CT and RAN.  Several possibilities for improvement could be envisaged.  Mr Wiener indicated that several ETSI member companies did not agree with this basic premise.  Mr Hietalahti understood the problem and it also took an extra week out of the calendar which reduced the time available for working group meetings.  On the other hand, the current separation allowed SA to be presented with consolidated input from the other TSGs to fulfil its role of coordination, and this would not be possible if they met in parallel.. Mr Achard agreed.  The Chairman accepted the point, and wondered with a separate coordination group might usefully be set up.  Mr Hayes responded that SA coordinated its own WGs, coordinated the working of the other TSGs, and also planned overall Release timing.  Mr Choi thought that parallel sessions of SA dealing with, say, SA4 and some other WGs, which were largely unrelated to RAN and CT, might ease the problem and allow condensation into a single week.  Mr Hayes agreed that a single-week TSG meeting (disregarding GERAN) would be good from the point of view of allowing working groups more potential meeting time.  Mr Hietalahti agreed this was a good justification, but there was also disadvantages.  Mr Courau was definitely averse to such condensation.

The Chairman considered that it would be desirable to set a deadline by which new work item proposals had to be made.  Also, the work item should accurately estimate the time required for each stage.

For some work items, there was an illogical split between, say, stage 2 done in SA2 and the stage 3 work done in CT: why did these WGs not report to the same TSG?  Mr Courau indicated that there was also a link with RAN of course, and moving SA2 to CT would not be appropriate.  Mr Hietalahti noted that some stage 2 specs were under the responsibility of CT working groups.  But the principle was good.

Mr Hayes observed that the handover from one group to another had a history of fluidity, and it was possible to move this boundary if convenient.  For example, the current stage 2 information flow specifications were often very detailed, and could be considered to spill into stage 3 work.

Mr Hietalahti thought that the second point was controversial.

Ms Huang wondered if we needed to reach conclusions on this today.  The Chairman stated these were just examples, and not even necessarily good points for further discussion.  Ms Huang wondered how these problems had been identified, and how each OP would submit their problems. Each OP would have to consider all potential problems and filter the list to identify real problems.  Mr Wiener stated that some ETSI members did not believe the listed organizational points were necessarily real problems, and asked for detailed real-life examples.  Referring to the organizational issue list, the Chairman asked delegates to analyse each issue's pros and cons, allowing the issues to be prioritized.  Those issues with cons outweighing pros could then be looked at with a view to improvement.  Ms Huang questioned whether this analysis should extend to every element of 3GPP procedure, but the Chairman stated that his intention was only to address elements seen as problematic.  A composite list of all OPs' problems could then be assembled and prioritized.

Mr Hayes thought that the TSGs' issues should also be considered, and the Chairman indicated that this had been his intention.

The Chairman agreed to assemble this list for discussion at the next meeting.

Mr Hayes could already list some issues:

1) Uneven work distribution amongst working groups.

2) Non-independence of working groups; some groups were tightly coupled thus limiting their scope for independent operation - for example, CT3 and CT4, and SA5 and RAN groups.

3) There was currently no way to do a 3GPP-wide study.  The current practice was to do many smaller studies, and it was difficult to see the wood for the trees.

Mr Courau agreed that close coordination between working groups was necessary, and this should be clear from the work plan.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



8
Wrap up

In summary, the Chairman agreed that OPs  and TSGs could obviously not come to conclusions before the next meeting, and he agreed to assemble issues presented by all delegations for the next meeting.  He would produce an interim report.

Ms Huang clarified the schedule indicated in document 2,  The Chairman stated that a deadline of 23h50 Japanese time for receipt of comments would be appropriate!

9
Closing

The Chairman thanked the delegates for their input and contributions.  He also thanked the stand-in Secretary.
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