Report on Action Points assigned to Stephen Hayes 
Please find below the status of the different action points assigned to Stephen Hayes at meeting #4.
1. [ELAP] – Electronic Approval

Action OPi4/4:
Stephen Hayes to lead discussion on Electronic Approval [ELAP] in order to determine whether to pursue this proposal or not.
The following proposal has been circulated on the SA, TSG_Leaders, and OP_Improvements list.  General support has been received and no objections have been received.
Please find below a proposal for how we could use electronic support of en-bloc approval.  This proposal requires some modifications in the way we work and the development of electronic support.  It has the advantage of not requiring a hard document availability cutoff (which would have taken time from the WG schedule)


Currently the week before the TSGs is spent by the MCC preparing CR packs. This is done so that we have a reasonable number of documents to handle in the TSG and also to group related CRs together (mirrors and linked CRs).  We could avoid the creation of these CR packs.


The CR database would be updated with CRs as soon as they are agreed (or shortly thereafter). For e-mail approvals the CR database would also be updated as soon as they are agreed. TSG plenary numbers would be allocated to the individual CRs at this time.


A web interface to the CR database is developed. It allows companies to search the CR database by criteria such as:
- Searching for CRs by WID
- Searching for CRs by WG
- Searching for CRs by WG document
- Searching for CRs by company
- Searching for CRs by release
- Searching for CRs by WG meeting
- Finding related and linked CRs
- Finding mirror CRs


Companies can register objections (saying they want a CR discussed) via the web tool. We might also be able to fix editorial concerns early this way and resubmit.


On the end of the first day of the TSG plenary, a list is automatically generated of all CRs that:
- Have been on the web at least 1 week
- Have no objections raised against them.


This list is then used for en-bloc approval on the 2nd day of the TSG plenary. Only the controversial CRs or CRs that have only been available less than a week are discussed.


I believe this approach has several advantages over our current handling:
- CRs are available earlier as plenary documents so companies have more time to review them
- We avoid the MCC work of having to create CR packs
- By having individual CRs we avoid the messiness of having to update 1 CR in a CR pack
- A web based search should actually make it easier to find the CR you are looking for
- We don't impose a hard 1 week deadline on having all the docs available early
- It will produce a reasonable number of documents going into the plenary
- We can concentrate on the documents that cause problems.


The disadvantage is:
- Different from the way we work now
- Requires we develop IT tools to support it
- TSGs could be "spammed" by a company requesting that all CRs be reviewed.
2. [CTWC] – Cross TSG Work Coordination
Action OPi4/5:
Stephen Hayes (assisted by TSG Leaders) to proposes text to describe the process to be followed in creating cross TSG work items and the manner in which they should be managed.
The following proposal has been circulated on the  TSG_Leaders and OP_Improvements list.  A general description of the solution (but not the specific text) has been circulated on SA.  No objections have been received.
In 21.900 make the following change:

Please find below text extracted from 21.900 section 6.0.2 which addresses the current rules for WID creation. The proposed changes to reflect our discussions are underlined and marked in red.

It will often be desirable to first produce a feasibility report, which is to be undertaken in the context of a Study Item.

Study Item:

An initial study, resulting in a Technical Report, which typically performs a feasibility study for additional functionality.  If the results of the study are positive, one or more subsequent Feature-type Work Items may follow.

A feasibility study may include commercial as well as technical considerations.  This analysis will naturally lead to defining the new features which it is wished to add to the existing system.

Feature:

New, or substantially enhanced functionality which represents added value to the existing system.

A feature should be more or less self-contained - that is, each feature can be viewed as an optional extra, which can be added or not as a function of market demand. Network operators and equipment manufacturers can decide using commercial considerations whether or not to implement a feature. The description of a feature need not be technically precise, but should represent a concept which can be understood at a "service" level. It should answer the question: what do I get for my money? A feature should normally embody an improved service to the customer and / or increased revenue generation potential to the supplier.

This being the case, most features would be the responsibility of TSG-SA WG1. The ensemble of the features of a particular release of the system represents the difference between that release and the previous release.

Work on a study item or feature may be carried out by multiple WGs spanning one or more TSGs.  It is permissible to list this work under a TSG-wide or 3GPP-wide work item. Doing so implies that all affected WGs and TSGs are given the opportunity to review and update the TSG-wide or 3GPP-wide WID.  To allow work to progress, TSG-wide or 3GPP-wide WIDs can be approved prior to formal endorsement by all affected groups as long as those groups are subsequently given the chance to review the WID in a timely manner.
No changes are proposed to the 3GPP WPs.

3. [ISCH] – Improving SA to CT Handover

Action OPi4/8:
Stephen Hayes and Hannu Hietalahti to develop a TSG Leaders proposal specifically focused on improving Stage 2 to Stage 3 handover.  Discussion to take place under the name “Improving SA to CT handover [ISCH]”
A proposal has been circulated on the SA, TSG_Leaders, and OP_Improvements list to improve handover between SA2 and the CT WGs.  The proposal (see http://list.etsi.org/scripts/wa.exe?A2=ind0808&L=3gpp_tsg_sa&T=0&P=19737) had 3 key proposals:

· Workload balancing between SA2 and CT

· SA would draft flows in TRs which are shifted to CT

· Extending capacity of CT WGs to handle more work

· IMS SWGs created in CT1 and CT4
· Coordination by improving the meeting calendar

· Allow more co-location of SA2 and CT WGs

The proposal has died the death of 1000 cuts.  The workload balancing proposal ran into objections that this would reduce the central control of SA2 and would not necessarily improve handover.  There was a concern that mandating IMS SWGs would be micromanaging the WGs.  Adjusting the schedule was covered in [TSGS] and not agreed.  In the end the only consensus was that methods of improving SA2 and CT WG coordination should be further discussed mainly by the SA2 and CTx experts.
4. [CPLR]

Action OPi4/9:
Stephen Hayes to develop a list of criteria to be used in determining when PCG approval of a liaison should be sought.
The following proposal has been circulated on the  TSG_Leaders and OP_Improvements list.  A general description of the solution (but not the specific text) has been circulated on SA.  No objections have been received.
The proposal has two parts:

Part 1: LS's to ITU.  I propose to make the following addition to article 51 of the working procedures:

3GPP results should be submitted to the ITU as appropriate.

3GPP will not contribute directly to the ITU. Formal contributions to ITU Study Groups shall be made by Individual Members who are also members of the ITU. 3GPP Technical Specifications and Technical Reports may be taken as the technical content of such contributions.

The PCG shall review all liaisons toward ITU in which 3GPP deliverable are provided for referencing by ITU. 

Representatives of ITU-D, ITU-R and ITU-T are invited to participate in the Project Coordination Group for the efficient coordination and exchange of information.

Part 2: LS's not to ITU.  I propose no changes to the working procedures.  The following text currently found in Annex D seems adequate.  Note that based on the decision on [PCGPL] the phrase "on the TSGs approved list" would be removed.

· A TSG or any subtending Working Group may send individual liaisons to any external organization on that TSGs approved list without further PCG approval, except if the statement is considered "sensitive" by the TSG Chairman, in which case PCG clearance is needed.

· It is not necessary to have all external liaisons copied to the PCG and/or TSG SA. The liaison originating TSG should decide, at its own discretion, who should be copied. External liaisons that may have management implications such as schedules, organization, process, procedures, and policy shall be copied to the PCG, or approved by the PCG if "sensitive". 

5. [TSGS]

Action OPi4/11:
Stephen Hayes to further develop the proposal concerning TSG scheduling by correspondence.
No consensus within the TSGs achieved.  A proposal was developed for a one week plenary. (See below) 

[image: image1]
There were extensive objections to the concept of a 1 week plenary and other alternatives were considered:

· 3 plenaries/year

· Plenaries forced to be 12 weeks apart
· 2 week plenaries, but CT moves to week 2

· Keep the status quo

· Subdivide WGs

An indicative poll was taken of these alternatives.  While the one week TSG was slightly preferred to the other alternatives, it was nowhere close to consensus.

Other, more radical options are still being considered including changing the traditional roles of the WGs, TSGs, and MCC in approving CRs and creating new spec versions.  These can address some of the root process problems, but carry a risk of severely disrupting the workflow. 
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Note1: To progress cross TSG issues – Vice chairs could represent positions into other TSGs


Note2: Since WG status reports available early for review – no common presentation, but questions and discussion of issues during cross TSG time expected
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