For OP Adhoc#5
Liu Hong

Before OP Adhoc#5, I would like to propose conclusion on the following items.

1) [WOWP] WG Overload and WI Prioritization

2) [CE] Chairmen Election

3) [VCR] Vice Chairmen's Role

4) [AMSO] Adhoc Meeting Schedule and Outputs

 [WOWP] WG Overload and WI Prioritization

Problem Statement: There is no mechanism to discover WG overload. TSG does not have authority to prioritize WI/Sis.
Solution proposed: under article 42 in the Working Procedures, it is proposed to add the following text,
a) ‘Technical co-ordination of work being undertaken within the same TSG shall be the responsibility of the TSG. The report from a WG to its TSG shall include the following information so that the TSG can determine whether the WG is overloaded
- whether the WG thinks it is overloaded
- how much extra time is consumed (e.g. extra meetings, evening discussion, etc.)
- how many WIs extend their deadline
- how many tdocs are postponed due to time limit (excluding the tdoc the group agree to skip), classified by LS, CR, WID, etc.
The TSG may declare a WG overloaded when the WG is not aware of that.’

b) ‘The TSG prioritizes the work within the WG that is found overloaded.’

c) ‘When prioritization is needed, the possibility of deployment shall be considered.’

Consensus reached to but details may not be appropriate procedures and No comments received so far.

It is concluded to add the text ‘Technical co-ordination of work being undertaken within the same TSG shall be the responsibility of the TSG. The report from a WG to its TSG shall include the necessary information so that the TSG can determine whether the WG is overloaded. The TSG may declare a WG overloaded when the WG is not aware of that. The TSG prioritizes the work within the WG that is found overloaded. When prioritization is needed, the possibility of deployment shall be considered.’ to the Working Procedures.
It is proposed to be a [category A] issue.

The detail of how to measure the workload of the WGs is a [category C] issue. TSG is encouraged to include some measurement in the template of the WG report.
[CE] Chairmen Election

Problem Statement: regional balance of Chairmen is not as good as regional balance of Vice Chairmen.

During the discussion, it is noted that current Working Procedures does include the description on regional balance as follows.
“Chairman and Vice Chairmen should not be from the same region, Organizational Partner, or from the same group of companies, unless no other candidate is available. Successive Chairmen should not be from the same Organizational Partner, the same region or from the same group of companies, unless no other candidate is available. This does not apply to special/regular successive elections.” 

The rules include balance and rotation and the only problem is that when they are going to be violated, the OPs need to educate their members.

Furthermore, some clarifications on the text about Chairmen and Vice Chairmen election are provided by MCC.
It is concluded not to change the Working Procedures except the necessary clarification provided by MCC. It is encouraged that the OPs make efforts to avoid violating the rules in the Working Procedures.
It is a [category A] issue but only the clarification is accepted.
[VCR] Vice Chairmen's Role

Problem Statement: Vice Chairmen’s Role is not clear and depending on the Chairmen.
Proposed Solution: Define some responsibilities of Vice Chairmen in article 23 of the Working Procedures, e.g.

‘The WG Chairman is responsible for the overall management of the technical work within the WG. The WG Chairman has an overall responsibility to ensure that the activities of the WG follow the Partnership Project Working Procedures. The WG Chairman may nominate officials to assist in the work. The WG Chairman may delegate tasks to the WG Vice Chairmen. The WG Chairman may be assisted by the Support Team. Recognizing the need to balance the requirement of rapid specification development with the limited resources of delegates, the WG Chairman should encourage a minimum number of meetings, especially parallel meetings, and maximize the use of electronic means to advance the work. The WG Vice Chairmen is encouraged to chair the parallel sessions. The WG Vice Chairmen is responsible to chair the email approval, monitoring the LS interaction and checking meeting reports. The WG management team is responsible to preparing agenda, document allocation, voting question preparation, adhoc meeting decision, working agreement announcement, etc.’
It is agreed to define ‘management team’ which include Chairmen and Vice Chairmen and the responsibility for management teams other than Chairmen. Chairman is leading the management team but the contributions from Vice Chairmen shall be respected. Some responsibilities of the management team will be typically taken by the Vice Chairmen, e.g.
- assisting in determining the agenda

- chairing ad-hoc and/or other parallel sessions

- chairing email approval

- document (input /output) management

- LS management

- managing the work plan and identifying potential delay or other issues
- etc.

It is concluded to define ‘management team’ and the responsibility for management teams other than Chairmen in the Working Procedures.
This part is a [category A] issue.
It is concluded to define the responsibilities typically taken by Vice Chairmen somewhere, e.g. the management manual.
This part is a [category B] issue, 3GPP wiki is the best way to document that.
[AMSO] Adhoc Meeting Schedule and Outputs

Problem Statement: companies suffered by unexpected Adhoc meetings that have full authority.
Proposed Solution: in F.3 in the Working Procedures, add ‘following the consensus principle’ to the rules talking about deciding an Adhoc meeting and delegating the decision right. It is also proposed to change meeting announcement leading time from 21 days to 6 weeks and this change applies to ordinary meetings also. The text reads "The invitation to a non-electronic 3GPP meetings and the necessary logistical information shall be disseminated at least 6 weeks before the meeting to all on the TSG or WG membership list" in Article 31 in the Working Procedures.
In the discussion, there is no comment on the first part of the solution.
It is concluded to require consensus on deciding whether to have an Adhoc meeting and on delegating the decision right.
This part is a [category A] issue. The phase ‘following the consensus principle’ will be added to the Working Procedures when talking about deciding an Adhoc meeting and delegating the decision right.
Concerns for asking 6 weeks leading time for all the meetings especially for Adhoc meetings are expressed. However, prediction of adhoc meeting shall not be too difficult to the management team.
It is concluded to require 6 weeks leading time for all the meetings including adhoc meetings and ordinary meetings.
This part is a [category A] issue. The text will read as ‘The invitation to a non-electronic 3GPP meetings and the necessary logistical information shall be disseminated at least 6 weeks before the meeting to all on the TSG or WG membership list.’
