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1
Opening of meeting and identification of participants

The meeting was chaired by the ETSI Director General, Dr Walter Weigel.

E3i080036
OP Ad-hoc report - organisational part (OPi080039)





Source: Tony Wiener (Convenor)

Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].



E3i080037
Issues_Process & Procedure_20080822_Rapporteur (ARIB_TTC) (OPi080052)





Source: Tony Wiener (Convenor)

Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].



2
Approval of agenda

The agenda was approved.

E3i080030
Agenda





Source: Convenors

Decision: 

The document was approved.



3
Approval of draft report of telephone conference #2 2008-06-23

E3i080031
Report of telephone conference #2 2008-06-23





Source: Secretary

Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].



4
Report of OP ad hoc improve meeting #3 & #4 (meeting minutes + draft deliverables)

E3i080032
Report of OP ad hoc improve meeting #3





Source: OP IMPROVE

Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].



E3i080033
Report of OP ad hoc improve meeting #4





Source: OP IMPROVE

Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].



5
Developing the ETSI Position (using 3GCo-ord document as starting point)

The DG warned delegates that he did not want to go to the OP meeting with zero input from ETSI.  The minimum that the other Ops would expect was that ETSI would have examined each identified item. This meeting needed to produce a serious SWOT analysis; the ETSI positions on each would be established this meeting.  If there was no strong ETSI position, the other Ops would find this strange.  However, he understood the reason for the current.apparent impasse.

Hannu H wished to focus on higher priority items, whilst the email discussions had gone into great deatail on minor items.

E3i080042
TSG SA & CT improvement





Source: Nokia / TSG CT chairman

Discussion: 

The document had been provided by Hannu H and was introduced by Jonas S. He stressed the need for a constructive approach.

Hannu stated that this document had been distributed on the OP IMPROVE list, and also the LEADERS and SA lists.  The document considered in particular the possible rearrangements of the SA and CT WGs and the timings of their meetings and of the TSGs.

Niels A, speaking as an ETSI Board member, stressed the need to reflect the needs of all members, including smaller companies which might not have sufficient delegates to cover parallel meetings, even if collocated.

Iain Sharp agreed to some extent but the arrangements could be optimised to allow serial meeting rather than parallel, even in a single week.  Hannu H agreed that putting plenaries in the same week would reduce the detail of the slide show report from CT to SA.  He also recalled that the proposal was not to have five parallel days, but 3 plus 3.5 days with a 1.5 day overlap.

The Chairman remarked that Hannu's document related to the two items on the SWOT analysis pro forma (document 41).  These points would be transferred to the SWOT analysis document and fed as a draft to cicculate for comment at the ETSI Board, leaving the ad hoc group's convenors with a firm ETSI position to take to the OP IMPROVE meeting in Kobe.

Howard B noted that Hannu's proposal would lead to reduced level reporting between groups, but one of the OP's goals was to improved this aspect, not to diminish it.  Howard was still not sure what was the goal of the current topic.  The DG reminded the meeting that the Brazil OP meeting had first raised the issue of timing, accelerating the rate of production of the specifications, or, failing that, at least make the estimated schedules.  Howard asked for this to be clearly stated in the ETSI SWOT analysis.

The DG summarised that the basic problem was work flow timing.  Tony W was anxious that the meeting did not deviate from the original scope: … to provide an analysis of possible improvements to 3GPP incuding proceses, including addressing future challenges.  Ulrich D observed that the future structure may not be optimum for the present structure.  SA2 and CT WGs structure may need to evolve.

Niels A considered that we underestimated the impact of over-optimistic time estimates.  It actually slowed matters down, because specs came under change control in an immature state, which then increased the work load for CR production and implementation.  Approval of specs should be delayed until they were more stable.  He observed that some delegates' standing in theiir companies was a function of the number of papers presented and accepted by WGs and TSGs, which had a bad effect on progress.  Meanwhile, he considered that the current methods and KPIs in use might need to be examined.  Perhaps it might be better to reduce the lead time between end of TSG and availability of new versions of specs.  This would increase the number of weeks available for WGs to meet.  This might require more MCC resources or different working methods whereby rapporteurs assisted in the implementation of CRs.

Hannu agreed with these points.  A one week reduction in spec availability would certainly help.

Jonas appreciated the point that smaller companies would have difficulties with too many parallel sessions, but fully sequential meetings was obviously unrealistic.Nevertheless, if there was an obvious gain, then more parallelism was necessary. Niels agreed but it was necessary to differentiate between TSGs and WGs.  Decisions were taken at TSGs, and these could overturn the agreements of WGs.  Plenary TSGs were presented with the status of work, and some smaller organizations only attended TSGs and not WGs.  Thus it was desirable not to run TSG meetings in parallel.

Ian D came back to Niels' comment on timing: SA needed to manage the work programme better, and this implied more meeting time in SA (with which Motorola agreed).  Motorola also supported the preferable idea of reducing the lead time for the availability of specs after plenaries as a way of gaining WG weeks.

Tony W wished to come back to the SWOT table. He wanted two sheets for this topic: Hannu's proposal, and the time between TSG and WG meetings.

The DG agreed and wished to capture the the points, together with all the points of document 34, in the SWOT analysis.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



E3i080034
ETSI membership Views on the Current Discussions in the Improvement Ad Hoc (v6)





Source: Convenors

Discussion: 

The DG believed this document was a good starting poiint for the completion of the SWOT analysis. Tony W (joint convenor) volunteered to do this. Jonas S stressed that these points needed to be mapped back to the top level items identified by the OP IMPROVE ad hoc group.  Hans vdV was also puzzled how these mapped to the Organization, Process/Procedure grouping and to the priority 1 and priority 2 grouping.  The DG agreed, but this was a second step; the first step was the SWOT on the unstructured list of topics. In fact, during the analysis, the topics could be assigned to these higher level categories.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



E3i080041
SWOT analysis pro forma





Source: Secretary

Abstract: 

This document is the pro-forma SWOT analysis

Discussion: 

It was agreed that Tony W would fill in each slide during the meeting, following the discussions. Document 34 would be used as the basis for discussions.

[POSCR]/[S2RR] were covered by doc 42, but the scope of that document was slightly different from both of these topics, and maybe a new topic was required.

[ELAP]: Niels believed that electronic approval of CRs between TSG plenaries would ease the mechanism of having two or more WG meetings between TSG meetings, and might allow a more flexible TSG schedule. However a weakness was that high quality CRs were needed so that the decision process would be easy and not require lengthy discussion and revision at TSG level. Ian D observed that this would upset the four-releases-a-year baseline spec sets: that is, it was more difficult to keep track of the latest version of a spec.  A threat was that approval periods would be spread throughout the year and risked missing certain communities due to regional holidays. Jonas believed that this would nevertheless speed up the overall process, because the physical meetings could conctrate on contentious issues.  Niels comment that electronc approval had two aspects: either as a prelude to existing meetings, or as a mechanism "between" meetings, and these should really be documented separately.  Tony W commented that pre-TSG approval would not save much time, since only the contentious issues really took up much TSG meeting time.  Ian D would like a one-line description of the problem that this was aiming to solve, but thought it would be a useful tool. The DG agreed that such a strap line was needed for each topic. Niels observed that the "strengths" would imply the problems addressed..In the present case, the objective was to get better CRs and gain stability of the spec, if used between plenaries. Nigel B wondered whether this implied electronic TSG meeting between physical ones. Niels agreed that it could be thus described, and Nigel expressed great concern over this proposal. Of course, those concerns would be reflected in the weaknesses and threats text.

Howard B listed two threats: inter-WG coordination of CRs would suffer unless all WGs (all TSGs) interim approvals were synchronized; and that a suitable electronic tool would need to be developed and thoroughly tested. Jonas warned that the meeting should consider only high level ideas and not descend to fine detail of potential problems. Howard though that this was the very problem: unless the fine details were considered, it was difficult to conclude whether the proposals were good or bad: the devil was in the detail, as had been regularly stated on the emial exploder.  For example, if the approvals were synchronized, this would imply no WG meetings during that period, and this might actually reduce the meeting time available to WGs, ie the opposite of what was being aimed at. Niels suggested that weaknesses and threats should be treated as problems to be solved, not as excuses for not implementing the proposal.  Fernando considered that the statements of strengths should be more positive (avoid "could potentially", "might", etc.). Jonas observed that it was not suggested that this mechanism be made mandatory for all CRs in all WGs: this was to be managed by each WG as it thought fit, in appropriate circumstances only.

Hans vdV believed that the SWOT should highlight the opportunities to the users, and was not convinced the group was approaching the matter in the best way.

Kari L wished to ask MCC what were the implications of each proposal if they were accepted. This was a general aspect, and this preferably before the Kobe OP meeting.

Ian D observed that this proposal might have a detrimental effect on WG meeting schedules, due to the need for CRs to be available for review in advance of TSG meetings. That it, it would block off weeks prior to TSG meetings during which WGs could meet.  Niels observed that if the mechanism were also extended to CR agreement at WG level, the problem was further exacerbated.

The DG wished to put an end to further discussions and devise text for an ETSI conclusion. Niels observed that, before doing so, it might be useful to consider other proposals which might have the same benefits, ie bring about an easier WG schedule with clearer CRs - for example, to allow interim draft versions of specs on which CRs could be written.  He also warned against changing the working methods if it was also agreed to restructure the TSGs/WGs - too much change all at once was a danger.  Jonas agreed with this timing point, but thought that all topics needed to be analysed before it was finally decided which should be implemented and when.  The DG agreed that it was certainly premature to take any final decision in ETSI at this stage, and each topic should be analysed on its own merits.  Jonas again stressed that the high-level proposals were under consideration, and that low-level details would have to be looked at later, in a different group.

[CWTC]

Niels thought the aim was to have simplier presentation of the work plan which would be easier to read, allowing improved coordination and better tracking.  But he believed that this mechanism was already allowed by the current working methods even if the Working Procedures might possibly need a minor revison. Tony recalled that Stephen Hayes had summarized the views on this matter on the SA/LEADERS lists. Ian D considered that a potential threat was the need for TSGs to coordinate amongst themselves, though Dirk W wondered why this need should be seen as a threat. Niels clarified that a lack of cooperation between TSGs might lead to a syndrome of "forum shopping" so companies could get their ideas agreed in some TSG, even if not in the most logical one.

[WISC]

Niels considered this to be a rather lower level point than most others, and smacked of micro-management.  Howard believed the main interest was to encourage RAN-style WI reporting, via a status report produced by the rapporteur.  This was not done in SA or CT, and a less detailed report was done by the WG chairmen.  The RAN method was a method for preventing WIs stalling for lack of input from the original supporting members.  Jonas recalled that the original intention of the topic was to police that commitment of the original supporters to contribute to the work.  Nigel B was worried about the policing aspect.  Tony responded that in practice only minimal policing could be performed.  And with mergers and takeovers etc, it was difficult to force the original supporters to be present and to contribute. Jonas emphasised the commitment implied by signing a work item description. Niels believed the topic was more to do with policing: often there would be a sign-up by an operator to demonstrate that there was a market for the outcome, but the operator might not have the capacity to actively contribute. Fernando agreed this was often the case. Kari observed that there was no practical policing at present.  Fernando was concerned that there was an inadequate statement of the problem.  Niels believed the prime objective was to have a mechanism to purge the work plan of static work items. Hans was not convinced there was actually a problem in this area; but if there was a problem (as was maintained by Tony), a better mechanism was needed. Marc G agreed that a means of ditching dead work items was needed, but he saw little sign of "dummy" work items being created for purely marketing reasons; he believed the status quo was adequate.  Jonas recalled that the intention was that all the supporting companies should have delegates physically present during approval of the work item, and that their delegates should attend the meetings which were supposed to progress the work. Kevin H observed that OMA were now subjecting every new WI to a vote to test the support. Niels stated that a lack of objection meant that a WI with four supporters was automatically approved.  Niels drew attention to the potential for blocking of a WI with only minority interest which might occur in these conditions. A wording for the ETSI position was arrived at: ETSI supported the principle, but with no active policing.  Hans considered it was not necessary that delegates be present at the time of WID approval, and this was agreed; Niels was worried that such a stipulation was open to abuse. Hans believed a benefit was that unsupported work would be deleted earlier from the work plan. Marc wondered whether this should be formalized: Wis tobe scrapped if no progress in two meetings, for example?  Niels was concerned that too much formality might be dangerous here: for overloaded groups, the WI might be delayed, but not dead.  Similarly in the case of controversial items, there might be times when progress stalled. This might require a minor change to 21.900.  Fernando was concerned over the wording "physically present" because this implicitly excluded participation by teleconference.  The wording of the slide was modified accordingly.

[ISCH] ex [POSCR]

Niels suggested the real goal was to re-optimize the work split, with the aim of having a structure capable of handling all the 3GPPP technology areas to date. Fernando wondered what was the exact proposal under consideration. Niels believed both should be considered, and the DG proposed the strap line on the SWOT should explictly indicate both ideas. (Move of CT WGs to SA or complete merger of SA and CT.)  Jonas believed a complete merge would give additional working weeks to WGs. Niels believed both possibilities would give greater flexibility in the allocation of work to the most appropriate group. Tony believed this was particularly so for the feeding of stage 2 work from SA2 into stage 3 in CT WGs. Chen was concerned over the movement of work from SA2 to CT WGs but he proposed no new text. Kari believed  that this item did not really address the bottlenecks at the WG level. Fernando was concerned that a change of structure did not solve the current bottlenexk problem inherent in the current stage 2/3 methodology, and might just shift the problem elsewhere. Tony suggested that since the benefits were so unclear, the ETSI position should remain open, but to recommend that this topic was not persued further at this stage. The topic could be re-addressed after the end of the current major work (LTE, LTE-Advanced), where any disruption would be intolerable.

[TSGS]/[S2RR]

Niels recalled that the ultimate view of the group's views as expressed on the exploder was that RAN should be excluded from any reorganization. Only SA and CT were in question. Fernando reminded the meeting that document 42 was not directly covered by this or the above topics. Marc was concerned that such a reduction to one week might result in four more weeks being freed up for WG work but he believed that this easing of pressure on the WGs might backfire and result in slower progress.  Perhaps it would be better to concentrate on electronic working rather than allowing yet more meetings.

Ian D wondered what exactly was the proposal: did it include the 3 TSGs a year proposal?  Tony recalled that the SA chairman had launched an indicative vote on this matter. Niels believed the intention of doc 42 to was to allow more working time between WG meetings, rather than more WG meetings. Dirk believed the main issue was the placing of WGs. Kari considered that the assumption was still four TSGs per year. Marc insisted that there should be no adverse effect on current time schedules for LTE and beyond. When would any change be implemented? Even a single meeting cycle delay was unacceptable. Niels observed that meeting venues were booked far in advance so any change could not necessarily be introduced very quickly. Ian D disagreed that the proposal would aid coordination between WGs at all, but collocation of meetings might bring this about. Niels believed that the gain was greater flexibility in the arrangement of WG meetings, thus potentially allowing more collocation. However, there was in fact a risk of reduction of efficiency, with the reduced detail of CT-to-SA reporting. There was also a potential increase in costs for small (and not so small) companies needing to send multiple delegates.  Also, Iain S noted that it would make it difficult for some WG (vice-)chairmen to attend other WGs as delegates. Dirk W reminded the meeting that the proposal was not for complete overlap of TSGs, but a staggered overlap. Ian D believed that SA would need to run longer because of more detailed review of the work plan and advance prioritization, etc.  This would probably be controversial, and the meeting might well extend to a full four days. It was essential to have accurate reporting from CT to SA, and this proposal had a negative impact on these aspects. There might be a need for bis meetings to finish off the work left over from the primary meeting. Niels remarked that, regardless of meeting schedule announced, there was a tendancy for delegates to leave early on Fridays, and this could detract from the work of SA. Ian D believed that the two-week lead time for spec availability after TSGs could be reduced to one week by various means. This would gain an extra week per cycle. (This might be worth having a SWOT slide to itself so the ramifications could be stated in detail.)  Niels warned against performing trials: it would be better to make a firm decision to change, with the option of reverting to the original status if, after a period, it proved to be a mistake. Ian D agreed, and moreover, it was the view of Motorola that the proposal was too risky and should not be taken. (He also recalled that electronic approval would not have much impact on the schedule.)  Dirk disagreed with Motorola's risk assessment, and believed it was worth further review at a later time. Niels believed that all the proposed methods for gaining time should be analysed together, at that later time. Jonas also agreed with this approach.

[SCARD]

Discussion was based on documents 35 and 38 (qv). Tony observed that it was only one OP (CCSA) which had proposed bringing SCP into 3GPP. ATIS had requested a strong cooperation between ETSI SCP and 3GPP. 

Niels indicated that there needed to be discussion on two levels on this topic: 3GPP and ETSI. It was the ETSI internal view which was most difficult to address.  The DG ageed and said that the SWOT analysis should concentrate on an objective assessment of the 3GPP aspects only. The merger would allow alignment of all 3GPP requirements with smart card specifications, with equal access to all 3GPP members. A potential weakness might be giving the impression that 3GPP is all-consuming. Chen had some concerns: SCP scope was wider than that of 3GPP. Tony recalled that alternative ATIS view proposing close cooperation rather than total absorbtion. Fernando agreed with Jonas's proposal, but that now was not the right time for such a change. The status quo had persisted successfully for ten years, and there were perhaps more important aspects to consider.

The DG proposed that this topic is sufficiently different from the others that ETSI would not produce a position on it prior to performing an ETSI-internal analysis.  Niels agreed: but the discussion should not be postponed for ever, else the soft-SIM would overtake the matter. It was concluded not to produce a slide on this topic. But Tony and Kirit could take to the OP ad hoc the message that ETSI would analysis this as a separate issue, and would make appropriate soothing noises, meanwhile accepting the ATIS proposal (reflected in document 35). Fernando reminded the meeting that talks between ETSI and CCSA would soon take place, and this could be discussed bilaterally on that occasion.

Tony had produced a draft ETSI position as a task put on him by the OP IMPROVE group; his input would now have to reflect the conclusions of the present meeting. Kari believed that the links between SCP and 3GPP were already strong, but Tony observed that ATIS had explicitly requested closer cooperation. Jonas observed that doc 38 was authored by five substantial ETSI members. Fernando indicated that Telefonica would favour also
 a complete transfer, but not at the present time. The DG proposed to decouple the topic from the present discussions and take it first to the ETSI Board. Nigel asked when the ETSI-CCSA meeting would take place. Jonas indicated that an ETSI position had to be agreed first. Kari agreed but discussion with the other OPs was necessary, but this matter should not confuse higher level matters.

Ian suggested that ETSI should produce a slide on the topic, just as a placeholder, to allow the transfer to take place if that was what ETSI members finally decided. 

Fernando suggested this topic be put on the list of discussion points when ETSI met CCSA. Jonas stressed that discussions between ETSI and CCSA were independent of discussions amongst the 3GPP OPs, and Kari agreed.

[ENVIRO]

The discussion was based on the proposal of document 39. This document had already been approved by the ETSI Board. Ian D would prefer to see "should" rather than "shall" in recommendation 1, since there might be unsupportable cost implications. The current wording had been agreed at Board level as applicable to ETSI, but it was clarified that the intention was certainly not to demand unjustified capital expenditure.

Fernando was not sure it was appropriate to be covered by the OP IMPROVE group, but Jonas clarified that since it had been raised, ETSI needed to have a position, which seemed to be (almost) uncontroversial.

===

For the remainint topics, there was little disagreement.  Time precluded a detailed analysis during the meeting, but Tony agreed to complete the SWOT analysis based on views already expressed on the exploder list. Topics [S2RR] and [WOWP] would not be covered since these were too controversial.  The TSG leaders had already performed extensive discussions on these.  For the reduction of lead time topic, Ian Doig agreed to work with MCC to produce a proposal to be combined with Tony's.

Concerning the three-meetings-a-year topic, Ian was not sure what had been concluded.  Tony indicated that this was discovered in the [TSGS] topic and it had effectively been dismissed. Kari thought a distinction needed to be made since the one-week-gain issue was rendered quite different. In fact the issue had not yet been addressed by ETSI, and if the OP IMPROVE deemed it to be worthy of further consideration, Tony and Kirit would have to come back to ETSI for another round of position formation.

Kari was not convinced Hannu H's proposals in doc 42 had been adequately covered by the discussions on [S2RR]. Hannu and Tony would produce the SWOT for this topic based on these minutes and the email history. This would exclude the 3-TSGs-per-year matter.  Fernando wondered whether Hannu's document represented all the TSG chairmen, or ETSI's views. In fact this was an input to the present meeting, but this could be used to formulate the TSG chairmen's input.

Ian D was concerned that the whole activity had been rushed, but Tony indicated that the time line had been set by ETSI, so it was inappropriate to try to extend it at this late stage.

ACTION:
To complete the SWOT analysis for the remaining topics and circulate prior to the 3GCOORD group and to the Board.

(action on: Tony Wiener / due by: 2008-09-08)

ACTION:
To draft a SWOT on the reduction of lead time for spec availability topic.

(action on: Ian Doig plus John Meredith / due by: 2008-09-07)

ACTION:
To produce the SWOT for [S2RR] based on these minutes and the email history.

(action on: Hannu H and Tony / due by: 2008-09-07)

Decision: 

The document was revised to E3i080043.



E3i080043
SWOT analysis pro forma





Source: Secretary

(Replaces E3i080041)

Abstract: 

This document provides the result of the analysis during the present meeting.

Discussion: 

Tony produced the document towards the end of the meeting.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



E3i080035
ETSI TC SCP and 3GPP CT6





Source: SCP Chairman, CT6 Chairman

Abstract: 

The document gave the views of the ETSI SCP and 3GPP CT6 chairmen.

As a way to potentially improve the process in particular between SCP and SA/SA1 it is suggested to appoint dedicated liaison officers who present the work of their respective committee in a dedicated session as part of the committee meeting. From an SCP point of view this would be of great interest with respect to the work of SA3.

Discussion: 

Nigel B introduced the document.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



E3i080038
Smart Card Issues and a proposal to transfer the ETSI SCP work to 3GPP CT6





Source: Ericsson, Nokia, Motorola, Nokia Siemens Networks, Qualcomm Europe S.A.R.L.

Abstract: 

Many improvements to 3GPP organization and processes have been proposed and discussed in 3GPP Organizational Partner (OP) ad-hoc for improvements. In this contribution one issue for improvement is considered; how to make 3GPP smartcard standardization work more efficient and to better reflect the needs individual members in 3GPP are having.

It is proposed that ETSI support the request/proposal from other OPs to transfer the ETSI SCP work to 3GPP.

Discussion: 

Jonas S introduced the document. 

He then stated that the objective of ETSI was not to have as many members as possible, but to best serve its members. There was an advantage in trasnferring SCP to 3GPP.

Decision: 

The document was noted.



E3i080039
ETSI Green agenda – 3GPP Green Agenda





Source: Ericsson

Abstract: 

Global warming, climate change, green agenda, sustainable development, etc. are becoming more and more important and therefore it is relevant to address these issues also in ETSI. ETSI Board #68 has approved a set of high level recommendations in this area.

It is proposed that ETSI support the intention from other OPs to address the Green Agenda in the ongoing 3GPP Improvement activity by submitting a contribution with the following content:

3GPP Green Agenda

Recommendation 1
3GPP shall provide state of the art tools and encourage and stimulate electronic way of working in the 3GPP specification processes.

Recommendation 2
3GPP shall introduce a check list for the environmental aspects in the 3GPP specification process.

Discussion: 

The document was introduced by Jonas S.

ACTION:
To provide Tony with text for the ENVIRO topic SWOT.

(action on: Joans Sudborg / due by: 2008-09-07)

Decision: 

The document was noted.



E3i080040
MeetingReport_OPi01 ad hoc on 3GPP improvements 1





Source: ETSI Director General

Decision: 

The document was [not addressed].



6
Any other business

7
Closure

The Chairman thanked the surviving delegates for their paticipataion.

Report prepared by: John M Meredith
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Change demanded by Fernando Soriano.  Apparently is important change for Spanish thinkers.





