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Improvements to 3GPP processes, procedures and  organization
Table of issues, Version: 24 June 2008: 5.0
Time frame

S = potentially impacts 3GPP in the next 1 – 2 years

M = potentially impacts 3GPP in the next 3 – 4 years

L = potentially impacts 3GPP in the next 5 years +

Issue # code

CCSA = CC

ARIB = AR

ATIS = AT

ETSI = ET
TTA = TA
TTC = TC
TSG Leaders = TS

Draft ETSI List of Issues, 24/6/08 Version 5.0
	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 1
	Organisational Philosophy
	M

	
	Organisation
	

	Rev 1
	Issue Description
	

	Date
23//6/2008
	The 3GPP organization is no longer reflecting the philosophy of the work being done in the core network, which is now largely split into Mobility Core and Application and Service Core.

However, the 6 month review of the transfer of Common IMS to 3GPP should reveal any problems from this organisation

Pros of current organisation

Existing arrangement is well understood.

Cons of current organisation

Conflicts of priority between the fixed and mobile communities. 

Release cycles are determined by completion in RAN/SA/CT as a whole when IMS solutions might have been available for some time


	

	
	
	

	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 #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 4
	External relationships
	S

	
	Organisation
	

	Rev 
	Issue Description
	

	Date

17/6/2008
	With the integration of IMS work into 3GPP additional activities need to be considered such as interoperability testing, certification and interconnection to ensure there is a good end-end solution which was previously well handled in the mobile world. This can be done by increasing the work within 3GPP or developing relationships with external bodies to ensure they are providing the solutions.
Pros

Less work within 3GPP

Cons

The current approach does not ensure an end-end solution in a timely manner.


	

	
	
	

	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 #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 5
	Radio activities organisation
	M

	
	Organisation
	

	Rev 2
	Issue Description
	

	Date

23/6/2008
	The need for GERAN and RAN is not questioned which works well. However as part of a review of the longer term 3GPP organisation we should investigate how the WCDMA technology will be handled in the future. For example should it stay in RAN, be moved to a legacy group such as GERAN or create a new WCDMA radio group?
Pros
The current arrangement with GERAN and RAN dealing with WCDMA and LTE has worked well
Companies can observe progress in the two groups potentially leading to fewer delegates required if one or two more groups are created
Cons
Work on new technology may be de-focussed by the requirement to support legacy technology
The older technology may not get adequate meeting time as most effort is given to the newer technology


	

	
	
	

	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 #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 6
	Release planning
	S

	
	Process
	

	Rev 
	Issue Description
	

	Date

17/6/2008
	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?
Pros

Flexibility in developing features and timing of a release
Cons

Difficult to assign priority leading to congestion in working groups and delay of work.


	

	
	
	

	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 #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 7
	Hosting of meetings
	M

	
	Procedure
	

	Rev 2
	Issue Description
	

	Date

24/8/2008
	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

Cons

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

	

	
	
	

	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 #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 8
	Environmental considerations
	S

	
	Procedure
	

	Rev 1
	Issue Description
	

	Date

24/6/2008
	(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? 
(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.  .
.

Pro

Face-face meetings lead to faster development cycles

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.

Con

Flying has a major environmental impact

No analysis or request for improved teleconferencing has been performed

No analysis has been made on whether 3GPP products have a significant energy impact.

	

	
	
	

	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
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	Text


	

	
	
	

	Opportunity
	Text


	

	
	
	

	Threat
	Text


	


	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 9
	Stage 2 & 3 work
	S

	
	Organisation
	

	Rev 1
	Issue Description
	

	Date

24/6/2008
	The architecture work in SA2 is recognised as essential to the success of the 3GPP core network. As the foundation of the core network it can become a bottle neck which can cause delay in other groups.
Pro

?
Con

Current split between SA and CT leads to inefficiency because of different working methods.

Different TSG management means the interface between stage 2 and 3 cannot be managed easily leading to potential overlap.

	

	
	
	

	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
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	Text


	

	
	
	

	Opportunity
	Text


	

	
	
	

	Threat
	Text


	


	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 10
	Cross TSG projects
	S

	
	Process
	

	Rev 
	Issue Description
	

	Date

17/6/2008
	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.


	

	
	
	

	Rev 
	Possible solution(s) Description
	

	Date

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


	

	
	
	

	
	Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat (SWOT) Analysis

of proposed solution(s)
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	Text
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	Text
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	Text


	

	
	
	

	Threat
	Text


	


	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 11
	Deliverables
	S

	
	Procedure
	

	Rev 1
	Issue Description
	

	Date

24/6/2008
	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?
Pros

Good document traceability and control

Con

Results in high work load and demand on delegate and MCC time.

	

	
	
	

	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 #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 12
	Technical  Committee Workload
	S

	
	Organisation
	

	Rev 1
	Issue Description
	

	Date

24/6/08
	The workload in working groups is not evenly spread. This means the overloaded groups delay a feature and may prevent progress in other groups waiting for deliverables and answers to liaisons. 
Pros
Current groups are formed by defined terms of reference with relatively clear boundaries
Cons

Work is not delivered efficiently and some groups are delayed and have reduced time to complete their work to meet an agreed deadline. 

	

	
	
	

	Rev 
	Possible solution(s) Description
	

	Date

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


	

	
	
	

	
	Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat (SWOT) Analysis

of proposed solution(s)
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	Text
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	Text
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	Text


	


	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 13
	Work Items
	S

	
	Procedure
	

	Rev 1
	Issue Description
	

	Date

24/6/2008
	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.
Pros
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 


	

	
	
	

	Rev 
	Possible solution(s) Description
	

	Date

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


	

	
	
	

	
	Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat (SWOT) Analysis

of proposed solution(s)
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	Text
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	Text
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	Text


	


	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 14
	PCG permission to liaise
	S

	
	Procedure
	

	Rev 
	Issue Description
	

	Date

18/6/2008
	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. 

Pros
Ensures each SDO can control which groups 3GPP can liaise with

Cons

Slows down flow of information and delays progress

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

	

	
	
	

	Rev 
	Possible solution(s) Description
	

	18/6/2008
	Apart from permission to send LSs to the ITU is it necessary to have permission for any other group?  If necessary, establish a (short) list of bodies with which TSGs/WGs are NOT allowed to liaise rather than a long and ever-lengthening list of bodies with which they ARE allowed to liaise.


	

	
	
	

	
	Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat (SWOT) Analysis

of proposed solution(s)
	

	Strength
	Text
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	Text
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	Text
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	Text


	


	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET0015
	TDoc registration and submission procedure differs from group to group
	S/M/L

	
	Process
	

	Rev 
	Issue Description
	

	Date

2008-06-22
	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.
 
	M

	
	
	

	Rev 
	Possible solution(s) Description
	

	Date

2008-06-22
	1)  Develop an improved tool taking the best elements of the existing methods, requirements based on years of experience.


2)  Re-use the tool employed by OMA [no details of tool known to JMM]
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	Strength, Weakness, Opportunity, Threat (SWOT) Analysis

of proposed solution(s)
	

	Strength
	
	

	
	
	

	Weakness
	
	

	
	
	

	Opportunity
	
	

	
	
	

	Threat
	
	


	Issue #
	Issue Title
	Time frame

	ET 16
	Smart card working process relevant for 3GPP system


	S

	
	Organisation
	

	Rev 
	Issue Description
	

	Date

24/6/2008
	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.

 

Hence Work related to SCP that is performed for (or has a big impact on) 3GPP should be taken within 3GPP.

 

Pros 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 
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