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C3-101331
CT3 aspects of Policy Enhancements for Sponsored Connectivity and Coherent Access to Policy related Databases





Source: Ericsson

(Replaces C3-101144)

Discussion: 

This contribution was presented by Ericsson. Dr Thomas felt uncomfortable with this discussion on which work item would be better. He suggested them to co-work together. 

Huawei stated that the discussions on which one was best to be taken as base document should have not been allowed in favor of the Ericsson proposed WID with a single supporting company when another proposed WID had 6 supporting companies on the first day of the meeting. But Ericsson had an objection to Huawei's opinion. Ericsson emphasized again that supporting companies were not the first criteria for WID agreement under WG meeting and we should first agree on the technical contents and scope of the WID and then ask for supporting companies in the WG level and Huawei's proposed scope was not accepted so the Ericsson proposed WID should have been accepted. The revised version in C3-101331 contains 7 supporting companies, 8 with ST Ericsson which can be added. Ericsson felt that the handling of this WID proposal had been prejudiced against Ericsson. 

Ericsson stated that they had submitted their proposed WID with the now agreed scope to the CT3 exploder already on September 24th whereas Huawei had submitted a WID later with much wider scope mixing other parent features into the same BB and claimed that we should discuss which one is better. Huawei's proposed scope included CT4 impacts and additional CT3 impacts which were not part of the stage 2 requirements in the parent WID (PEST). This proposed scope in Huawei's was not accepted so the Ericsson proposed WID should have been accepted. Instead Huawei were permitted to revise their WID (twice) to end up with the same scope as proposed by Ericsson at the very beginning. This had clearly been a waste of CT3's time. Ericsson suggests that it should provide the rapporteurship for this WID given that they have also provided CRs to progress this work and asks if there is any objection to Ericsson being the rapporteur. 
Huawei assured Ericsson that when a company is trying to be the rapporteur, then they wish to progress the work. Huawei stated in any case the CRs should not be approved until the WI is approved and read the following from the working procedures: “The relevant TSG WG should study and refine the WI sheet before passing it on to the TSG for adoption. No substantial work shall commence in a TSG WG prior to a decision of the responsible TSG.”
Ericsson stated we were confused why a company requesting to be rapporteur for this work would suggest that we should not agree CRs on this work in parallel to approving the WID - when they have already been agreed as technically correct - this is surely delaying the progress. 
The chairman asked if co-rapporteurship was an acceptableapproach. Huawei accepted the chariman's proposal which they had in fact discussed with the Chairman as a resolution. But Ericsson mentioned Ericsson couldn't support the idea of co-rapporteurships especially when Huawei had not proposed the agreed scope and not provided any indications to progress this work and Ericsson along with Qualcom and ZTE had provided CRs to this meeting and the scope of the work was now almost complete. 


Huawei re-stated what they had stated on the CT3 reflector in regards to the date of submission, that,  on the first day of the last SA plenary on September 20th, Huawei made the following statement in the SA on slide 22 of the SA2 Chairman report; "SA2 should rather createa formal parent WID than generating TEI CRs, as it would benefit thestructure of the work in general in SA2 and in particular in CT3, and that in fact Huawei has a draft WID in the pipe already for the next CT3 meeting that has been circulated among some CT3 stakeholders". Based on Huawei’s comment and also a similar statement from Alcatel-Lucent, SA plenary created Action Point 49/2 that reads as follows; "SA WG2 were requested to provide a feature-level WID for the Policy Study normative work." In response to the Chair’s comment in regards to first-in-first-qualified, Huawei stated that there was no such rules anywhere in the procedures and in fact that would be a wrong approach, because while Ericsson took a document number and submitted a proposed WID with no supporting companies, Huawei was busy socializing the idea with the member of the community, and got 6 six supporting companies before submitting the WID. Therefore, Huawei maintained objection to Ericsson being rapporteur just because they claim they submitted a first proposal. Huawei had submitted a work item which was supported by 6 supporting companies. Huawei also stated that 3GPP working procedure was saying that provided CRs should have not been provided for approved until the work item was approved by the plenary. Huawei mentioned that they had tried offline to make cooperation but he felt that any conclusion couldn't be reached here. So he proposed that either both work items are submitted to the plenary meeting or a new single merged WID is created and submitted to the plenary meeting. 

The chairman concluded that there does not seem to be any option at this time but to create a new work item without the informaton of rapporteur. 
Huawei also raised strong objections against Phil Hodges’ insults towards Huawei in four instances when the he repeatedly used the following statements in association with Huawei, “it is comical that Huawei”, “it is ridiculous that Huawei”, and finally, “Huawei is taking credit for the work Ericsson is trying to do”. Huawei requested the MCC to record all the 4 insults.
Finally C3-101447 with good effort (Ericsson and Huawei) was successfully created and agreed. C3-101447 will be submitted to this plenary meeting. 
Decision: 

The document was noted.


