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Abstract of the contribution:

Work items that require input and coordination from working groups across TSG RAN and TSG SA could benefit from advance planning and earlier completion.
Introduction
RAN working groups do not follow the 'waterfall model;' stage 2 decisions may occur after SA2's stage 2 freeze. Neither will RAN introduce the model used by SA and CT, nor will SA2 adopt RAN working group practices. 

Work tends to stack up at the end of releases. This has caused 'overload' in past releases, forcing SA2-led work items to be stopped just before the conclusion of the release. Alignment and coordination after stage 2 freeze takes up significant time in the first third of the following release. Time pressure perpetuates in successive releases. Though this problem has reduced now that time budgeting has been introduced, the conclusion of the release is not the ideal time to coordinate technical agreements needed to conclude work in SA2 and RAN working groups.

Is it possible to manage the work differently, so as to more effectively distribute activity throughout the release cycle and avoid late decisions? This could achieve a range of benefits for 3GPP:

-
Work downstream of SA2, in SA3, CT working groups and RAN3,for example, could commence on a continual rather than synchronized basis;

-
Coordination occurring earlier in the release cycle would lessen uncertainty at the end of the release and lessen the chance that work items would be stopped;

-
Improved exchange of information would lead to more effective work in all WGs involved.

The proposals in this document are not intended to offer a 'one size fits all' approach, nor are the earlier dates for coordination intended to be synchronized: each work item should be considered on its own terms.
Discussion

Technical leadership may be entirely by one working group or involve design in parallel (as we have seen with ProSe in SA2, RAN1, RAN2 and to some extent RAN3.) In most cases, leadership is clear: a feature's design is proposed and led by the working group with the most expertise. In some cases, coordination by plenary could help to decide how design responsibility can be shared. 
Coordination requirements may be large (as with ProSe in which the feature can only be delivered considering work all layers of the system) or more modest, requiring essentially alignment and minor enhancement, (as with Small Cell Enhancement or Relays for LTE, etc.) The need for coordination may not be immediately apparent, (e.g. only late in the release did it become clear that there were cross-TSG impacts in Rel-10 NIMTC 'low priority' access and Rel-12 with 3GPP/WiFi interworking.) 

It is suggested that rapporteurs play a more significant role in planning the work:

-
Reporting progress to the relevant WGs and TSGs, especially in cases that key decisions are needed or issues have arisen;

-
Identifying when inter-TSG execution plans are advisable (see Time Management below).

Finally, implications for time management will vary on a case by case basis, Most work can simply fit into the schedule, as we proceed now. Some features would benefit from increased time management - specifically if design occurs in parallel in RAN and SA2, or where a large amount of coordination is required.

One aspect of time management is sequencing. Some problems occur when RAN work occurs after stage 2 freeze. This is illustrated in Figure 1, below.
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Figure 1: Work Sequencing vs. Stage 2 Freeze
In (1), a RAN working group led feature completes after stage 2 freeze. SA2 works to align or enhance accordingly. Stage 3 work follows, which further pushes out the release completion. An exception may likely be required, and the release completion may be delayed.

An alternative is (2) in which again a RAN working group led feature requiring significant alignment or complementary functionality to be introduced by SA2. Here however, RAN (working groups) could request evaluation or action from SA2 with at least one plenary cycle before the 'official' stage 2 freeze of the release. This would allow SA2 time to respond and complete CRs. The feature could complete in both TSGs without an exception being necessary. Sometimes need for coordination cannot be foreseen and further this approach would constrain RAN groups to work (on this particular feature) according to constraints imposed by the 'waterfall model.' Still, this approach could be beneficial.

Alternative (3) shows a SA2 led feature requiring significant alignment or complementary functionality to be introduced in RAN WGs. SA2 could request evaluation or action with at least one plenary cycle before of the 'official' stage 2 freeze of the release. This would allow RAN working groups to respond and make progress, and for SA2 to adapt their work as needed, again without impacting the release schedule.

While alternative (2) or (3) are possible, they do not address the more significant problem, which is work that is undertaken simultaneously by RAN working groups and SA2. In this case, it is suggested that it would be beneficial to plan coordination in advance. Here a concrete goal is identified for more than one working group and sufficient budget is agreed in advance for its completion. It is possible the goal may not be achieved. In any case, the status be reviewed by RAN and SA to determine the next steps. 

Work plan management deadlines generally consist of 100% completion of an feature specification, preventing additional functionality from being added. While this 'work complete' deadline is familiar and it is clear what is intended, it is not suited for inter-TSG coordination for features with distributed leadership, such as ProSe. or even some projects with significant overlap in design and review responsibilities, such as UPCON. Before a 'functional freeze' may be completed, additional coordination may be required. It is precisely to achieve this that work planning should consider distinct milestones.

One specific example of a pre-arranged coordination milestone was rel-12 MTC (MTCe‑SDDTE and MTCe‑UEPCOP). WIDs specified that work though led by SA2 required evaluation in advance of conclusions by RAN and GERAN. In Rel-12 no completion date for this (implicit) milestone was identified in advance. In the future, for more ambitious projects, such a completion date could be determined. This would allow plenary-managed distribution of work throughout the release cycle with the benefits described in the Introduction.
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Figure 2: Coordination Milestones
From our current perspective, at RAN#63 and SA#63, we can plan milestones for upcoming work. For example, UPCON could (potentially) benefit from a milestone of the same kind as applied for MTCe work. This milestone could be planned in advance of stage 2 freeze (as per alternative (3) discussed above.) Other milestones for other features could be planned at other times, including past the deadline of a current release. 
Conclusion
WIDs are not bound to releases. Plenary decisions identify which functionality is bound to which release, and when studies end. There is an additional opportunity to plan the progress of the work in advance to make better use of resources across TSGs, so that conclusions can be reached continuously and not only when time permits at the rushed end of release cycles.


