Report of 3GPP review ad hoc meeting, 
21 March 2001, 
Palm Springs, USA.

Agenda item 1
Introductions

Agenda item 2
Background review

Dr Baily explained background to the exercise. When GERAN was created, it had been agreed to review the structure of the TSGs after six moths' experience.  (Tdoc12)

The focus has been largely on Rel-4, with some attention to Rel-5, but very little beyond that Release.  And there is very little meeting time available to discuss long-term view.  Danger of 3GPP being marginalized in the longer term.

MRPs could perform a useful role in long-term planning.  Commercial slant rather than just technical.

Should PCG hold a one day session to this end?

Manufacturing companies have been under pressure to concentrate on Rel-4, and have not had the resources to look much further ahead.  But that pressure is now lifting, and perhaps resources will become available.

Current mechanism involves workshops organized by SA, but these have been relatively short term.  Now that architecture is more stable, there is scope for a workshop aiming further ahead.  SA has agreed to hold such a workshop in Autumn 2001.  

So perhaps we need no structureal changes to be able to do long-term analysis.  

Contributions to past workshops have been rather short term.

Workshop could also be a form for Operators to express their requirements.

MRPs should be particularly (actively) encouraged to participate.  (But not at the expense of contributions from other players!)

UMTS Forum is planning a workshop 23-24 April, for medium term prognostication.  Its results could be interesting. 

The trouble with long term vision is that it is fuzzy.  Best to concentrate on 2-3 years ahead.  

But one workshop won't be the entire answer.  Need ongoing, dedicated effort.

Partners should formally ask SA to produce a roadmap.  Then up to SA how to provide.  But some feeling that this is too formalistic, and will not result in the work plan being populated with new tasks.

Responsibility comes back to SA.  But S1 and S2 are still busy – or are they?

Perhaps thre should be workshops on a regulat basis, to focus the concentration.  

There needs to be a tangible deliverable to use as a reference point.  Not just report of a workshop.

RAN has planned well, and has conducted feasibility studies, documented in TRs.  The work programme is the guiding light.  

3GPP is based on voluntary contributions.  We could create a task for S1 / S2 to produce a TR, and then Members would have to contibute.  3GPP is nothing more than the sum of its Members.  The current process works well.  The long term vision is the work programme – but it is rather short term at present.  But no reason why it shouldn't be extended to longer term view.  

UMTS Forum has produced a market study on 3G requirements, identifying technology enablers.  And long term vision.  And mobile / internet convergence.  

3GPP has got off to a good start.  Now needs bottom-up contributions.  PCG can make enabling infrastructure, but the individual members have to come up with the bright ideas.  

Conclusion:  there is really no fundamental problem with the structure.  

Vision needs requirements in terms of network evolution, service evolution …

Don't tell us how, tell us what.

Weak relations with IETF, how do we improve?

Door is open already.  Mutual participation in each other's work is the solution.  

IETF is very receptive to us, but will not give us preferred treatment.  

How can we coordinate our interaction with IETF? – But it's already happening, more so than six months ago. 

We have tasked S2 to coordinate with IETF on the uses of IPv6.  Interaction needs to be at technical, wg level, not at management level.  So is there anything more we need to do at an organizational level?

Good rapporteurs (technical) are vital.

It's up to the Members to get what they want, by directing and participating in the work.  Experts must contribute to IETF to stress their requirements.

But can we really know what we need??  Must be commercially oriented, we have to sell our services to consumers.  And we are launching new generation before the previous technology has become a cash cow.  Major thrus is still: voice!

Is it realistic to have a two-year or more vision?  IETF is not the same sort of beast.  But remember that IETF delegates come from the same organizations as 3GPP.

Nothing so far suggests any change in the way we currently work.

We have better coop with IETF than we did six months ago.

Topic 4: (according to slides)

There has been much commonality of work between T1 and RAN4.  How about combining them?

RAN4 is responsible for requirements, T1 is responsible for testing.  Closely related but not overlapping issues.  Could get synergy by merging, but danger of disintegration.  Perhaps have occasional collocated meetings before we merge.  T1 is bound to have close relationships with groups producing the core specs.  To have a separate group producing test specs is healthy – provides good review of the requirements.  This is a normal, traditional, modus operandi.  GERAN1 and 3 might also be interested here.  

Prob is that GERAN4 and T1 are v similar.  The problem is that they report to different TSGs.  Potential for closer coupling.

GERAN has looked at merging the non-accessp-stratum elements but it seems to be a major logistical problem.  And the present working arrangements seem to work.  

Many T1 members are not interested in GERAN issues.  Few common people (but there are a few 3 or 4 out of 40).

But some feeling that this is a short-sighted view. – that there is in fact a lot in common.  No agreement on this.  But obviously must share test cases, and so on.  But the radio layer is crucial.  The GSM tests are not written in such a way as to allow commonality.

Perception that need for liaison between GERAN4 and T1 is inefficient and slow.  But do nothing to derrange R99 testing work.

In time, there will be more delegates in common, but at present, it is ok, the liaison procedures work fine.  But we do need to keep an eye on it.

Discussion on future evolution of signalling so that GERAN and UMTS tests converge, then it makes sense to merge groups.  But not yet.  But it would be good to have GERAN4 and T1 (and RAN4?) in the same TSG.

This needs discussing inside the involved WGs.  But it is not urgent, and we shouldn't distract the experts from their presenet work.  Review again in one year or so.

Topic 6: (strengthen role of SA)

At presnent the "other" TSGs are bringing probs to SA for resolution.  And it is good to have feedback from SA WGs to the other TSGs.  It ain't broke, don't fix it.

Do we need a dedicated coord group within SA? – No, it's ok at plenary level. And getting even better. And the project plan is the tool used to track the coordination.

Topic 3: (coordinated requirements capture)

Why do groups feel the need to go off and produce a forum rather than doing it in 3GPP?

Some of the input from these for a has been good.

There is a perception that anything that is organised takes too long.  Cowboys like speed.  So we must be seen to fast and efficient.

S1 encouraged to keep close relationships with these other groups.  We should actively investigate what they do and avoid duplication.

Topic 5: (restructuring GERAN meetings)

Things have been difficult, but are improving.  Strict agenda control and insistance on contributions being available in advance.  And this is well enforced, and goes a long way to preventing problems.

The "emergency break" solution: but the prob cited is not a real one.

We should not allow a mechanism for delaying tactics.

Use of e-mail exploders in advance is good.

Topic 7: (maximise RAN3, GERAN2 synergy on an AN-CN interface)

Yes, it's happening.  Keep an eye on its evolution over the next year or so.  

New issues for discussion

2.  Regional balance

WPs are not clear, and there is no longer a need for regional balance, elections should be on technical etc merit.  Certainly at WG level.  Fix the WPs. Art 22.  (Expect a contrib from Fr Courau. – but any proposal should go to PCG via their SDOs.)

But is it really a problem? has the need for regional balance been a prob, or just a dearth of candidates at all?!?  (Perhaps)  But perhaps there is scope for protecting minorities – positive discrimination.

Distinguish regional balance and regional rotation.

