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1 Introduction

At RAN#66, besides deciding on the exact Rel-13 schedule (existing vs. 1Q shift), we will also discuss further and if possible conclude on whether we want to do anything different in terms of release planning & ASN.1 handling. This email discussion intends to investigate the current status and to compare it to the proposed alternatives.
2 Current Situation

Work in 3GPP is organized in terms of releases which are supposed to align functionality across working groups and TSGs. If the target date of a work item falls into a certain release, the corresponding functionality should appear in the specification of that release. It is the task of the TSG meetings (SA, CT and RAN plenary) to approve work items that can be finalized realistically within the release time frame. 

Today, there are occasions where proponents are pushing their preferred WIs into the current release even if it is unrealistic to complete all technical work by the targeted stage-3 freeze date due to the complexity of the work or due to the overload in the working groups. This results in even higher overload, extension of the release and exceptions beyond the official release freeze. 

Table 1 compares the period between functional/ASN.1 freeze dates for each release.
Table 1: Period between freeze dates
	
	Period in-between freeze (months)
	Period in-between ASN.1 review (months)
	

	Rel-7 -> Rel-8
	12
	12
	

	Rel-8 -> Rel-9
	12
	12
	

	Rel-9 -> Rel-10
	15
	15
	

	Rel-10->Rel-11
	18
	21
	

	Rel-11->Rel-12
	24
	24
	Rel-12 freeze on September 2014


As suggested by the RAN chairman, we should evaluate the current situation and discuss whether it is necessary to introduce a new way for planning of work items and releases in order to keep producing world leading standards.

The contribution in [2] investigated possible reasons for the high work load in WGs towards the end of a release and for the difficulty to agree in TSGs on a reasonable set of functionality that can realistically be completed within a release. The contribution raised the problem that today’s “bulk ASN.1 freeze” prevents vendors and operators from implementing and using any functionality before the very end of a release. For example, no features specified during the two years of Rel-12 can be introduced before the ASN.1 freeze in March 2015. Hence, if a feature slips out of a release, it is not delayed by one or two quarters but rather by two years. Figure 1 depicts how the bulk ASN.1 review at the end of a release causes delays to work items that were actually completed early within a release. But in particular if a work item slips out of a release due to late start or due to large work load, the delay caused by the ASN.1 freeze becomes significant. It is noted that the significance of this situation was amplified in Rel-12 due to late start of few big features such as ProSe and dual connectivity, which resulted in prolonged Rel-12 period.
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Figure 1: Current release handling and ASN.1 freeze
Naturally, this puts pressure on proponents of a new WI to get it approved early in the current release and finalized within the release… even if the release is already highly overloaded.

Beyond the problematic release planning and execution, two other problems have been raised in [2] that are directly related to the current way of handling new functionality and freezing ASN.1. 
According to the 3GPP working procedures [1] section 4.7 “A TSG may decide that a specification is sufficiently stable that it may be considered "frozen". That is, only CRs for essential corrections of errors shall be considered”. However, in particular in RAN2 and RAN4 but also in other working groups a significant number of features are proposed and agreed for frozen releases. The justification for such late additions is usually the urgent need for the functionality in the field. [2] argues that the current bulk ASN.1 freeze makes it infeasible to add such functionality to the current (open) release. On the other hand the current practice to add functionality to frozen releases is against the concept of releases and is error prone and complex (many shadow CRs, …).
As explained in [2], the fact that non-backwards compatible changes are introduced to the specifications of the open release during the bulk ASN.1 review at the end of the release renders all previous specification versions of that release erroneous and non-implementable. Therefore, [2] considers it bad practice to publish specifications that are known to be non-implementable in particular since this “draft status” is not even visible from those specifications. 
3 Proposed Enhancements

3.1 Agile standardization

Core proposal: Non-backwards compatible changes shall be avoided even in the current release in order to make specifications implementable at any point in time. 
The document in [2] mainly suggests that new functionality is added and (ASN.1-) frozen as soon as the CRs for that feature are stable (in all WGs, incl. RAN4 requirements, UE capabilities and ASN.1 signalling) and that non-backwards compatible changes shall be avoided even in the current release1.
The proposed benefit is that vendors may implement new features as soon as the respective specifications are published. The artificial delay of today’s “bulk ASN.1 review” would be avoided (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Agile Standardization

The document in [2] highlights that this way of working would require that only stable CRs with properly reviewed ASN.1 signalling could be approved and that no CR during a release may introduce any non-backward compatible changes compared to earlier versions
. This would automatically ensure that all versions of a specification published on the 3GPP server are implementable
. 
The document suggests that the early availability of features within a release should make it easier for proponents of a WI to accept that their WI is approved for the (beginning) of the subsequent release if the current release is already overloaded or the time is apparently insufficient to complete the work on time. Therefore, the proposed principle may help to relax the work item approval and workload management process in RAN plenary. 
Secondly, as a consequence of maintaining backwards compatible specifications, even urgently required enhancements (TEI) could be added exclusively to the current release and implemented as soon as the CRs have been reviewed and approved. Thereby RAN could be more compliant with the working procedures [1] which require that “only essential corrections (CR categories A or F) shall be permitted” to frozen releases).
3.1.1 Example

During a release the CRs introducing the functionality of the approved WIs are approved as soon as they are considered complete and stable. Different WIs are likely to deliver their sets of CRs in different quarters. Usually, the CRs should be approved when the WI is ready to be closed. The CRs then comprise all necessary procedures and signalling (e.g. including capability bits). 

If the process leads to a more realistic release planning (see above) WIs will require fewer extensions than today and it should be possible to approve the CRs and to close the WI no later than upon stage-3 freeze of the Release they were planned for. In the (hopefully) rare event that a WI exceeds the stage-3 freeze date, it is still possible to grant an exception and to include the functionality in the planned release. Other already completed work items of the same release remain unaffected by this delay, i.e., those features could already be implemented in products. This ensures that in most cases, features will appear in the release they were planned for even if there is a small delay. By default, proper release/work-load management should avoid such delays though!

As soon as the first work item targeted for the subsequent release (Rel-X+1) delivers CRs for approval, the specifications of that release need to be created. In order to avoid an avalanche of shadow CRs and todays problems observed when adding functionality to a previous release, exceptions of Rel-X WIs should not be granted beyond that point. In other words, a WI planned for Rel-X shall be moved to Rel-X+1 when the first WI planned for Rel-X+1 provides CRs for approval (of course it is possible but not necessary to move the WI to Rel-X+1 already).
3.2 Intermediate freeze

Core proposal: Maintain the current principle of a Release based ASN.1 freeze. Allow addition of selected stable functionality of the subsequent release to the previous frozen release. The version of the specification to which this functionality is added is then declared as “intermediate release”.
In [3] it was suggested to maintain the current principle of a ASN.1 review and freeze at the end of a release. However if there is sufficient functionality of Rel-X+1 completed and stable after the regular ASN.1 freeze of Rel-X and before the regular freeze of Rel-X+1, these features may be added to the specifications of Rel-X. The version of the specification to which the feature(s) is added, is declared as “intermediate release”. Hence, no new branch of specifications is created and consequently no additional “release” needs to be maintained (no additional shadow CRs). 

An important aspect is that the “intermediate release” would not necessarily contain all features completed by that point in time but rather only the ones for which RAN plenary agreed to apply this approach. The time and the scope of the intermediate ASN.1 freeze is to be decided by RAN plenary based on the feature maturity. This could be done if some work items in a release take particularly long to avoid that the features that are ready early within the release are delayed until all features of the release are completed. TEI enhancements are supposed to be added only with the final ASN.1 freeze. It allows early market introduction of significant features that have already been completed while avoiding instability and signalling overhead due to small optimizations being added constantly. 

As today, only the specification versions from the regular (first) ASN.1 freeze onwards would be stable and implementable, i.e., non-backwards compatible changes are avoided only for those versions. Consequently, up to the initial ASN.1 freeze, a continuous ASN.1 review process as for the “agile standardization” approach is not necessary. At some point after the initial ASN.1 freeze, RAN plenary would task the working groups to prepare a properly (ASN.1-) reviewed set of CRs that introduces the desired functionality to Rel-X in a backwards compatible way. Once RAN plenary approved those CRs, the version of Rel-X is declared as Rel-Xbis. 

The proposal was primarily suggested for RAN-only functionality but it was pointed out that nothing prevents to include also a 3GPP wide feature in the “intermediate release” if SA/CT can also commit and align to the finalization schedule.
3.2.1 Example
The example below (timing only as an example) depicts how the “intermediate Release” would be applied between Release 12 and 13. There is no impact to work item approval process but since there is less pressure to push a feature that had lot of work remaining to the end of a Release, it allows flexibility in the feature development as missing Release milestone does not cause full Release cycle delay. Thus work plans can be done in a more realistic way. It is also important to avoid too frequent ASN.1 freeze instants as they can end up creating overhead in the signalling structure, and as such do not come for “free”.
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Figure 3: Intermediate Freeze
Thus, the “Release 12bis” would simply be a later version of Rel-12 containing (by definition) all Rel-12 functionality and essential corrections (i.e. new CRs agreed to Rel-12 after the regular ASN.1 freeze) as well as selected features targets for the subsequent release. 

3.3 Ad-hoc freeze for selected features
[Discussed primarily on email reflector]
Core proposal: keep the existing approach but allow ad-hoc freeze of selected features at any point in time within a release

This could be seen as a hybrid between the two solutions described above. It would keep the existing approach, but allow ad-hoc freezes of selected features at any point in time within a release, so that, when complete, these features can be added to the specs and declared frozen, so that for the rest of the release only stable and non-backward compatible changes will be allowed on top of that (i.e. for the part of the specs implementing the selected features).

The approach would allow at least to decouple the timeline of some major features form each other and from the timeline of the overall release, thus avoiding that some features drag the whole release timeline and hence the timeline of completely unrelated feature from both technical and business perspective. 

Note that the proposed approach is pretty similar to the “early implementation” procedure already allowed by the 3GPP working methods (see [21.900]). The main difference is that it avoids some administrative burdens of the early implementation procedure, such as the creation of a TR to give guidance on how to perform the early implementation of a specific feature or to detail the requirements for requesting such procedure.
4 Company views / questions

4.1 Benefits of multiple ASN.1 freezes

1a.
Would the step-wise introduction of new functionality within a release (continuously or in two steps) be beneficial to implement urgent functionality early in a release?
1b.
Would it be beneficial to implement delayed features early in the next release as compared to delaying the entire original release?
1c.
Would the possibility of early implementation ease the approval of new work items, i.e. would companies more likely accept to postpone their WI in case of heavy overload? 

1d.
Would the proposed approaches improve the planning (in TSG) and execution (in WGs) of the releases? Would they make it more likely to complete the planned WIs on time and in the targeted release?
	Company
	View

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	1a. Yes. We think this is one of the main benefits of the new approach.
1b. Yes. We think this is one of the main benefits of the new approach.
1c. We think the new approach will distribute, in time, the load of WI/SI approval process, which will provide more opportunities for a work item to get approved. The approval of work items should still be based on TU availability of WGs, and based on prioritization if needed.
1d. No, because the new approach does not change the release concept as it is today. Only change is to have “always current” standard in each quarter on top of the current release concept.

	Ericsson
	1a. Yes. In particular by maintaining backwards compatibility throughout the specification versions of the ongoing release (agile standardization) allows implementing functionality as soon as it is included in the specification (usually upon closure of the WI).
1b. Yes. Maintaining backwards compatibility throughout the release allows that. Of course, the primary goal should be to do realistic planning and to avoid “delayed features” (see 1c). But it should be noted that the working procedures state in section 4.10.3.4 that “Features which cannot be completed in time should be held over to the next Release”. 
1c. Yes. Maintaining backwards compatibility throughout the release (agile standardization) should increases willingness to postpone a WI by a quarter or two (within a release of to the beginning of the next release) and thereby achieve a more realistic planning and approval of WIs. This will result in fewer “delayed WIs” (see 1b). Secondly, we agree with QC that the approach will result in better distribution of work-load in time.
1d. As QC says, even with “Agile standardization” we would stick to the release concept and plan a set of functionality to be included in a release. However, as said in 1c, we hope that the possibility to implement completed functionality at any point in time will lead to a more realistic plan. 

	Alcatel-Lucent
	1a. Allowing the possibility of early implementation of a feature is normally always a good thing!

1b. Allowing the possibility of early implementation of a feature is normally always a good thing!

1c. A continuous and ongoing WI approval and completion has its benefits and drawbacks.  While it is difficult to predict company behaviours, in general, we expect it will better smoothen in time the work item approval and completion process.  There is a risk though that new small high priority WIs can cause delays to the ongoing long WIs.

1d. In general, we expect that to be the case.

	Samsung
	1a. Yes in theory. On the other hand, it has been practice with the current system to add new functionality to frozen releases if there is an urgent need and there is consensus to do so in 3GPP. In this regard, there still is a question if it is necessary to change the current release planning and ASN.1 handling. 
1b. Yes in theory. On the other hand, delaying the entire original release e.g. by three months would still be a reasonable approach. 
1c. No. There would not be fundamental difference in terms of competition between different proposals because postponing a WI/SI proposal would not guarantee its approval in the next meeting due to new WI/SI proposals. It would be natural expectation that big proposals would take place at the beginning of a new release, which would already occupy significant portion of WGs’ capacity. 
1d. No to both questions. There can always be difference between the planning and the real progress. The agile standardization could practically make it easier to postpone completion of a certain feature(s) due to less pressure on missing the planned completion date. Hence, it is hard to expect that the proposed approaches would improve the planning and execution.

	Huawei
	1a. Yes, and a procedure for early implementation already exists, where the feature is identified at the start of the release. On the contrary, the agile standardization identifies a feature for early implementation near the completion date of the WI (whenever that occurs before the freeze of a release, i.e. it is not known in advance).

1b. Yes, the agile standardization proposal would allow a late WI not to experience a delay of an entire release if the WI needs to slip to the next release. However, late WIs should not occur with proper release planning, and so far we have not seen cases where an entire important WI is delayed by an entire release. Other steps with a proven track record can be taken, such as specifying independent parts of the feature in release x and completing the feature in parallel with release x+1. Also a late patch to a properly reviewed and frozen release (clean sheet) is possible and preferable (this could happen for D2D in Rel-12, for example).

1c. If there is a situation of heavy overload in RAN, new WIs should not be approved either under the current release planning or under the agile standardization. WIs are always approved with a target date corresponding to a certain release. At the time of approval, there is no reason to think that the WI would in fact be completed in the next release after the approved target date. Delaying a WI may be a lesser pain with the agile standardization, but should have no impact on WI approval.

1d. The agile standardization may lead to an easier WI approval process only if companies start caring less about the target dates, but as explained above this normally should not be the case because a proper assessment of project milestones is necessary. We don’t believe that the agile standardization would solve the difficulty to agree in TSGs on a reasonable set of functionalities. Towards the end of a release the agile standardization may just remove the need to discuss delay of the release freeze since WIs can be dealt with on a case-by-case basis, nevertheless there can still be tense late discussion on which WIs can make it in the ongoing release.

For the second question of 1.d, the agile standardization may make it less likely to complete WIs according to their original target dates, since the pain to let the WI target date slip is reduced. We might in fact see more WIs slip to future releases compared to what 3GPP is used to, mostly for large WIs that are often planned across TSGs. This may lead to (more) discrepancies in releases between RAN and SA/CT. The concept of a release then becomes blurred and 3GPP milestones would be less predictable and less visible to the whole industry.

	Intel
	1a. Yes. However, typically urgent functionality are those that are needed to be introduced into frozen releases due to near-term deployment needs. Currently, it is already possible to introduce urgent features into frozen releases when there is urgent deployment need and consensus to do so. One of the main issues today seems more related to workload management which leads to undesirable long release cycle and hence the delay in introducing a feature.

1b. Yes. However, with proper workload management and release planning, a WI should preferably not be extended more than 3 months. Having a relatively firm release freezing deadline today actually helps to promote consensus building and decision making in a timely manner.

1c. It is not clear if this will help the WI approval and WGs workload management. Release planning is still important to ensure a set of key features are specified in a release. Hence, the target completion time of a WI would still be the end of the release and the TU allocation should be planned accordingly. There is no difference in this regard between the current release handling versus the agile standardization.

1d. No. See comments in 1b and 1c above. On the contrary, with agile standardization may actually causes longer delay in completing a WI due to lack of consensus in WGs discussion, as there is less pressure to adhere to the release timeline. In addition, some features have a high dependency across TSGs, e.g. MTC, D2D. It is unclear how the agile standardization in RAN would work for these features as the functionality to support a feature may fall into different releases in RAN versus SA/CT.

	Microsoft
	1a. Yes

1b. Yes

1c. maybe yes

1d. We think the greatest benefit of multiple ASN.1 freeze lies in enabling the completed 3GPP features to be in market as fast as possible. The old approach tends to cause the slipping release, just because of the delay of some features. But it is unclear to us whether this approach will make it more likely or less likely to complete the planned WIs on time and in the targeted release.

	NTT DOCOMO
	1a. It might be good to introduce an urgent feature as soon as possible in general. However, we share the same view as Samsung and not sure the advantage over the scheme which 3GPP has adopted, i.e., allowing early implementations.

1b. It sounds beneficial apparently. However, there would also be a risk that the specification work is intentionally delayed if the introduction of feature is thought as negative. Without the hard limit of WI completion, this would result in “never ending WIs”.

1c. This question is true only if moral standards are kept. Otherwise, it would not help to mitigate the approval competition of WIs as commented to 1b. In addition, without the change of the total TU capacity of each release or each year, total number of approved new work items would be the same. It means that there is no impact to the approval of new work item procedure even with the proposed approaches.

1d. No. The proposed approaches would rather increase competition for the TU allocation and the WI priority claiming that the feature should be completed as soon as possible and more TUs and priority should be given.

	LG Electronics
	1a. Yes. However, we share similar view with Samsung and NTT DOCOMO that adding new functionality to frozen releases is already possible if there is urgent need from the market and there is consensus to do so in 3GPP. Therefore, we are not convinced about the additional advantage agile standardization has over the conventional 3GPP procedure

1b. Yes, It would be apparent that the agile standardization proposal would allow a late WI not to cause a delay of an entire release. However, we share similar view with Intel that relatively firm completion deadline associated with release planning would help reach consensus and make decision in a timely manner. Allowing more flexibility in completion deadline by making WI completion independent of release planning may make it difficult to reach consensus even though there are already majority opinions because companies tend to be unwilling to make compromise due to less time pressure..

1c. We are not sure whether the agile standardization will help the WI approval and WGs workload management. WI approval would still be based on assessment of work load in working group. Postponing a WI/SI proposal would not guarantee its approval in the next meeting because there will be anyway similar capacity limit and there may be potential new WI/SI proposals in the next meeting. Therefore, without increasing TU capacity, there would be no fundamental difference between the agile standardization and current procedure with regards to WI/SI approval

1d. No. similar comments in 1b. Due to less time pressure, it would be more difficult to reach consensus because companies may tend to be unwilling to make compromise. Hence, completion of WIs according to their original target dates would be less likely to happen

	RAN Chairman
	I think the agile approach is the best solution, as its built-in flexibility would allow best addressing both process and marketing needs, at the expenses of us being more careful when adding features to the specs and of some MCC overhead. If that is not acceptable, the hybrid solution could be a good compromise between the different needs. 

From process needs perspective: as also described in Henning’s document, with both approach 1 and 3 likely we won’t have to keep extending releases because one or two big items are late and they must be included in the current release. Today this happens because if companies have made serious deployment plans for a certain feature, they will hardly accept that after long time of planning and work the feature is moved to next release just because it needs, say, 6 more months to complete. I would also add that it is a bit unfair to ask companies with serious deployment plans to wait for a couple of more years until we freeze next release. With the proposed new approaches, in the example above, the feature that needed 6 more months to complete can be moved to next release with the understanding that it will “frozen” in the spec, i.e. only backward compatible changes can be made on top of it, so that it is implementable and there is absolutely no disruption to companies’ deployment plans.
For the market needs perspective: the new approaches would allow companies to make deployment plans for the feature that are dictated by real market needs and not dictated by the 3GPP process or release schedule, or by other completely unreleased features.

Approach 2 (one single intermediate drop in the middle of the release) does help a bit, but does not fully address the problem at hand. Ironically it is not that far from my original proposal of 1-year release. It would still be better than nothing, but as I said, there are better proposals on the table.

	CMCC
	1a. In theory, it may be beneficial for us to introduce features earlier, however, we also share the same views with other companies that currently, we have tools in the kit, what’s the gain comparing with existing mechanism should be further evaluated.

1b. Basically, yes. However, this could be the excuse for us to delay some features for a long time. With current procedure, it will be very busy at the end of each release; however, most progresses and agreements are made in the last minute because we have a deadline. We can expect there will be no consensus for many issues for a long time, if there is no deadline for each release.

1c. We don’t think companies will postpone their proposal, since the number of proposals approved are related to other aspects, e.g. the capacity WG, still not all proposals will be approved each time, and therefore, more and more proposals will be there in plenary, unless e.g. more time in WG is added, the situation will not be thoroughly changed.

1d. Maybe no for both questions, since as mentioned in 1b, it may increase the difficulty to have the consensus.


4.2 Impact on ASN.1 review
Today’s ASN.1 review is a lot of work for the involved delegates.
2a.
Would the per-feature review (agile standardization) or an intermediate bulk freeze followed by subsequent freeze of additional functionality (intermediate release) result in higher work load than today’s approach? 
2b.
Or is it maybe even easier to review the signalling of a feature together with the actual functionality of that feature? 
	Company
	View

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes to both 2a and 2b. The new approach however will distribute the work, making a single freeze small in amount and hence simple. We think comprehensive freeze is prone to more errors due to its complexity.

	Ericsson
	2b. Yes - The approach would require more careful review of the CRs during the WI phase, i.e., WIs would probably run for an additional quarter during which CRs are carefully reviewed and small remaining issues are fixed. Today, we postpone these corrections to the very end of the release for all WIs. This bundling of corrections from many WIs makes the review a big and error prone task. And at least in RAN2 this task is often done by a core team of ASN.1 experts rather than by the companies and delegates that drove the actual WI. We therefore think that a per-feature review as part of the WI is more efficient.

We would like to point out that the “ASN.1 freeze” as we do it today, is not anchored in the 3GPP working procedures. Those foresee only stage-1, stage-2 and stage-3 freeze. The latter determines the date from which no further functionality shall be added to a release unless an exception is granted. Furthermore, WIs are supposed to be closed (frozen) once all related functionality has been added to the specifications. In our view this covers also capability signalling which we today often postpone beyond the closure of a WI. And it should imply that the CRs have been properly reviewed and are implementable. 

Therefore, we think that what is called “Agile Standardization” above, means actually to comply with the existing working procedures.

	Alcatel-Lucent
	2a. Yes, there will be higher work load to review ASN.1 at end of every quarter.  

2b. We do have some reservations that a review at the end of every feature is likely to be done in a hurry and by the same delegates who participated in the CR drafting.  It is more likely to miss errors compared to an ASN.1 at the end of a release by a core team of ASN.1 experts

	Samsung
	2a. Yes, the work load will be higher to review ASN.1 every quarter or more frequently than the current system. 
2b. No. Nature of the work for reviewing the signalling of a feature together with the actual functionality of that feature does not change due to the proposed approaches. 

	Huawei
	2a.The experts would need to remain involved continuously in ASN.1 review. These experts would therefore spend less time and focus on on-going WIs not under ASN.1 review. It is also not clear how the ASN.1 review and running CRs would be dealt with if the work on parallel running CRs is not exactly synchronized for two WIs candidates for early ASN.1 freeze. The workload may be higher at the freeze of the release without the possibility to solve the cross feature correction without non-backward compatible change.

2b. There would be little time and not enough experts to properly review the features signalling, therefore this would increase the risk to introduce serious non backward compatible errors that cannot be fixed if we freeze too quickly. This may not improve the global quality of the specifications. All in all, we see more risks than benefits on this aspect.

	Intel
	2a. Yes, the overall workload will be higher and the core team of ASN.1 experts will be constantly involved in ASN.1 review. We do not envisage that the agile standardisation approach will necessarily encourage more companies and delegates to participate in ASN.1 review. Additional overhead will also be introduced by having to keep running CRs of a feature to be in-sync with the CRs under ASN.1 review.

2b. No. Even today, the running CRs of a feature are reviewed together with the actual functionality of that feature by people who are working on the feature. ASN.1 experts, in any case, would have to conduct a thorough ASN.1 review after. The overhead caused by frequent ASN.1 review may lead to rushed and incomplete review and require corrections later, which defeats the purpose of frequent ASN.1 freeze. Another issue with the agile standardization is that running CRs for an on-going WI will have be kept running for longer until the feature and corresponding ASN.1 have been fully reviewed. As a result, it could become quite difficult to keep track of the various changes made to the running CRs compared to today where the running CRs could be folded into the spec earlier and subsequent changes are made through change control.

	Microsoft
	Yes to both 2a and 2b. There will be higher workload to review ASN.1 in each quarter compared with current situation, but will decrease the heavy workload at end of the release

	NTT DOCOMO
	2a. Yes. Thanks to clarify the LTE RRC rapporteur (Samsung), the ASN.1 review work load would be higher than today.

2b. No. It is true that multiple big features in the same release increase the work load on ASN.1 review (like Prose and Dual Connectivity in Rel-12). On the other hand, if the review work is distributed, we would have to compete which feature should be prioritised.

	LG Electronics
	2a. Yes. Reviewing ASN.1 every 3 months would make the overall work load higher. 

2b. No. Quarterly ASN.1 review may increase the risk of errors in ASN.1 due to higher work load resulting from limited number of ASN.1 experts and too much frequent ASN.1 review

	CMCC
	2a. Yes, reviewing ASN.1 every quarter will increase the work load a lot for companies, especially for those companies doesn’t have so many delegates.

2b. We share other companies’ view that not so much effort will be put on ASN.1 reviewing, and the risk for ASN.1 consistency may increase.


4.3 Addition of new functionality to frozen releases

3a.
Do companies believe that a stable current release (agile standardization) would reduce the amount of feature added to earlier releases?
3b.
Would UE and network vendors be able to implement “urgent functionality” based on the specifications of the current release rather based on late additions to an old release?
	Company
	View

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	3a. Yes (also see 1a)
3b. We think it is very much feasible to implement an urgent functionality based on the specifications of the current release. We do not see much difference between two approaches mentioned above from the perspective of implementability.

	Ericsson
	3a. Yes. If the current release is implementable at any point in time, we see no reason for adding new functionality to earlier, frozen releases (which we do often today even though it is not in-line with the working procedures). 
3b. Yes, we consider it feasible to implement functionality from the current release if it is known not to undergo non-backwards compatible changes. 

	Alcatel-Lucent
	3a. Possibly!

3b. Yes, as this is the intention and is in accordance with the description of the Agile process as captured above.

	Samsung
	Yes to both questions in theory. On the other hand, it has been practice with the current system to add new functionality to earlier releases if there is an urgent need and there is consensus to do so in 3GPP. In this regard, there still is a question if it is necessary to change the current release planning and ASN.1 handling.

	Huawei
	3a. Most of the work on earlier releases is not due to errors in the ASN.1 freeze. We don’t believe that the agile standardization would cause a significant reduction of the amount of feature added to earlier releases. The same improvement can be achieved with today’s procedures but more discipline is needed.

3b. The current way of handling urgent functionalities is to work with a TEIx in parallel with release x+n, if n is not greater than 1. This way has a proven track record. Some practical aspects are still unclear regarding the signalling of UEs of the same release corresponding to different ASN.1 freezes. Would that affect specification numbering?

	Intel
	3a. Typically urgent functionality are those that are needed to solve near-term deployment needs corresponding to frozen releases. Currently, it is already possible to introduce urgent features into frozen releases when there are urgent deployment needs and consensus to do so.

3b. There is some difference between introducing ‘urgent functionality’ into old/frozen releases versus current release. In order to have early implementation of a feature introduced into the current release, the UE and network would have to implement the ASN.1 of the current release and, according to the current principles, any mandatory features associated with that release. This may not be desirable.

	Microsoft
	3a Possibly yes

3b Yes. This is the benefit we see from the new approaches. 

	NTT DOCOMO
	3a. No. As commented to 1a, we believe that the current approach of early implementation is sufficient. We acknowledge the concern on the late extension to the frozen release (like e.g. MFBI from Rel-8…). On the other hand, we can mitigate it by selecting a proper release for which an urgent feature is introduced. For instance, we don’t introduce a feature to the release for which late extension is required and introduce it to the release for which the feature is likely to be implemented in reality, e.g., Rel-11 for now.

3b. We don’t provide our views as we’re neither UE vendors nor NW vendors.

	LG Electronics
	Yes in theory. However, as commented to 1a, it is already possible to take the approach of early implementation if there is urgent need from the market and there is consensus in 3GPP. 

We don’t see clear need of changing the current way of release planning and ASN.1 review with this regards.

	CMCC
	Possibly for 3a, however, still early introduction will happen if there is strong requirements

3b. Not sure.


4.4 Additional questions, views and answers
	Company
	View

	Alcatel-Lucent
	We acknowledge that the agile process has some drawbacks as we have indicated above.  However, in general Alcatel-Lucent agree that the Agile process has benefits in allowing faster feature implementation and smoothening in time the stds WI approval process that outweighs the drawbacks and therefore we are supportive in an early introduction of this process into 3GPP RAN.  



	Samsung
	The agile standardization will increase the work load to review ASN.1 every quarter. We expect the concept of release would be weakened by introduction of agile standardization, since it would be easier to postpone a feature to the next quarter at the end of a release due to various reasons. This would increase uncertainty in predicting a set of functionalities to be included in a release, which then would harm product/business planning. We think this would not be beneficial for overall mobile communication industry. 
In our view, significance of the problem of delaying introduction of a feature is amplified in Rel-12 due to late start of few big features such as ProSe and dual connectivity. Keeping 18-month release cycle with the current release planning and ASN.1 handling is good balance to meet market needs. As has been done so far, it is still possible with the current system to add new functionality to frozen/earlier releases if there is an urgent need and there is consensus to do so in 3GPP.

	Huawei
	The issues raised are really RAN2-centric. We recognize the fact that the agile standardization is trying to solve bad release planning with the introduction of “soft” or ”movable” deadlines, but we would rather not see any bad release planning. The agile standardization could be an incentive for companies (and RAN) to become lenient in the approval of new WIs and on the progress of WIs. Proper project management is based on hard deadlines with a proper assessment of the workload and the project milestones. Hard deadlines and discipline are important for product planning and 3GPP work in general.



	
	The intermediate release freeze would appear closer in spirit to the early implementation process that already exists. This early implementation process appears anyway a bit cumbersome. Further investigation on the possibility to plan for an intermediate freeze in a sufficiently long release could be useful, but some practical aspects such as specification numbering would also need to be clarified. Given that Rel-13 is not supposed to be a long release, we do not see the need to introduce an “intermediate” release already in Rel-13 and we can re-discuss this option when we get close to the Release 14 planning.



	
	We believe it is important to see a proper feature prioritisation per release, with a strict deadline. This of course would not prevent working in parallel on WIs targeting completion in a later release if WGs are not overloaded.

	Intel
	The issues we see today on long release cycle and hence delay of features introduction are mainly due to WGs workload management and release planning. Introducing a more flexible ASN.1 freeze would not necessary help to address the planning and workload management issues. On the contrary, due to the more flexible deadline, there may be tendency to delay completion of a WI and approve larger number of WIs that the WGs can handle.

RAN2 is already overloaded by features led by other WGs (in particular RAN1). In Rel-13, many of the already approved WIs or potential new WIs in RAN1 have significant impact to RAN2. Adding the additional load of frequent ASN.1 review will further exacerbate the RAN2 overloading situation. This may result in not much protocol enhancements related features to be introduced in RAN2 in Rel-13. Given RAN2 only has one year before the Rel-13 stage-3 freeze in the end of 2015, it is not clear if there would be benefit or use case to introduce any intermediate ASN.1 freeze before then.

	Microsoft
	The ideas of both approaches (agile standardization and intermediate freeze) look good, which are supposed to improve the current situation (slipping release). However, we are also slightly concerned whether there will be actually many practical challenges (e.g, how to do a proper prioritization of different features, whether there is a tendency to prioritize small features for early and easy completion, etc) for achieving the benefits. In addition, we also believe that there is no big difference between intermediate freeze with one-year release cycle idea raised before.

	NTT DOCOMO
	The following issues and side effects should also be taken into account:

· Delegates would tend to focus on the features which can finalise in a short term.

· The proposed approaches make it difficult to plan a big feature requiring a long-term schedule.

· From the standardisation point of view, our business should be fair and so we should not introduce the principle of competition for the standardisation process. Competition should be done outside 3GPP.

	LG Electronics
	As mobile handset manufacturer, it may be crucial for us to evaluate what kinds of impact this new proposal would have on our mobile handset business. From handset manufacturer perspective, feature addition every 3 months would impose the increase in development cost due to additional handset test procedure which includes regression test to check with backward compatibility issues. Let's assume that major feature addition to network is done approximately once per year currently. But, if new release planning is approved, then it will eventually allow the major feature additions to be as frequent as once every 3 months. In this case, features that would have been added together at once roughly per year are allowed to be added in a distributed manner every 3 months to our handset.

Every time any feature is added, handset manufactures are expected to have regression test for the previous features and hence it will eventually leads to the increase of handset test cost. Of course, it will affect the final cost of mobile handsets.

	CMCC
	Thanks a lot for Ericsson and Nokia brought those two proposals. However, with considering the current status-quo in 3GPP, we share with other companies that the issues today are mainly due to WGs workload management and release planning, and we consider that maybe it is very difficult to solve existing issues with the proposals.

Maybe it is much better and efficient for us to set a more appropriate release planning with considering the potential features, especially those huge features, and also strictly execute the TU allocation for each SI/WI.


5 Conclusion and Proposals
In total three alternative ways of maintaining specifications and new functionality have been presented in this email discussion and could be summarized as follows:

1) Non-backwards compatible changes shall be avoided even in the current release in order to make specifications implementable at any point in time. This allows implementing functionality based on the current release as soon as a feature is added to the specifications. (see section 3.1)

2) Allow late addition of functionality to the previous release if considered stable and if RAN plenary agrees that the late addition is beneficial. This allows implementing selected functionality as soon as it is added to the (previous) release. With this approach the current release would remain “unstable” until after the overall ASN.1 freeze. (see section 3.2)

3) Freeze selected features in the current feature if they are considered sufficiently stable and if RAN plenary agrees that the early freeze is beneficial. This approach follows to a large extent the “early implementation” procedure already allowed by the 3GPP working methods (see [21.900]). (see section 3.3)

Nine companies provided feedback on the three proposed approaches. 
Generally, companies agreed that the step-wise introduction of new functionality within a release (continuously or in two steps) could be beneficial to implement urgent functionality early. However, some companies thought that the current practice of adding such new functionality to an earlier, frozen release is sufficient and that it is not necessary to enable this for most or even all features. 
Most companies also considered it beneficial to add and freeze delayed features early in the next release as compared to delaying the entire original release. However, several companies were of the opinion that proper release planning would be sufficient to avoid that one or a few delayed features delay also other features. 
Some companies thought in particular the first approach (“agile”) would smoothen out the workload and may result in more realistic planning as a slightly delayed start or completion of a WI would not result in a delay to the next release. But most companies expressed the view that it would not result in a significant improvement since the overall capacity of working groups would not be increased. Most companies did not expect that any of the proposed approaches would easy the work item planning and execution. Several companies mentioned that the lack of a release freeze deadline might make it more difficult to reach consensus and to achieve progress. 
Most companies thought that an ASN.1 freeze per feature would increase the overall effort for ASN.1 reviews and bear the risk of being less accurate if the “ASN.1 experts” are not participating in the frequent reviews as they do today towards the end of the release. Or, it may result in that those “ASN.1 experts” are constantly busy with review tasks and don’t have time for other work. Only a few companies thought that a distributed review process would be simpler and less error prone. 
Most companies were of the opinion that a stable current release (agile standardization) would reduce the amount of features added to earlier releases. And about half of the companies assumed that UE and network vendors would be able to implement “urgent functionality” based on the specifications of the current release rather based on late additions to an old release. However, other companies considered it sufficient or even preferable to add “urgent functionality” to a frozen release. However, among those, several companies acknowledged that one should aim additions to very early releases, i.e., it should be considered to add new functionality only to the most recently frozen release.
Based on the feedback provided, it seems not possible to agree to any of the alternative solutions at this point in time. Nevertheless, we think that the discussion showed that there is possible room for improvement in particular considering the delay and overload observed in Rel-12. We would therefore encourage further discussions on possible improvements regarding work item management and execution and well as of release and specification handling. 
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� Today RAN2 does a lot of non-backwards compatible changes to the signaling but also to procedures/requirements up until and during the bulk ASN.1 review at the end of a release. This makes it impossible to implement any functionality before the very end of the release.


� Backwards compatible correction would of course still be possible and desirable as today
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