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1 Introduction

3GPP delegates, including RAN3 delegates, are used to long working hours and high workload, especially during meetings. One of the most unfortunate effects of the global pandemic on 3GPP is the impossibility to hold face-to-face meetings: e-meetings are less effective, so they last longer, and the workload increases.
TSG RAN workload has also been affected for the same reasons, unfortunately. Rel-18 discussions in TSG RAN have been conducted almost exclusively through e-mail and e-meetings, and the corresponding discussions have been spread out over several weeks, in many cases in parallel with RAN WG meeting preparation, and with many short deadlines.
All of this is taking its toll on the stress and fatigue level for all delegates. 3GPP PCG has realized the importance of this issue, and recently discussed possible actions to be taken at TSG and WG level.

RAN3 officers are showing great dedication and effort in these difficult times and deserve our full support, cooperation, and encouragement. For this reason, we should consider possible improvements to help them in their job.

While apologizing for this late contribution, we would like to provide some discussion as possible input to RAN3 and TSG RAN, following the PCG call for action.

2 Discussion
3GPP PCG has recently discussed the issue of workload in 3GPP, and the following statement was agreed in their notes:

PCG is concerned that the current setting of e-meetings might lead to overload for delegates in some of the WGs/TSGs. Therefore, PCG instructs all WG and TSG chairs, when planning their e-meetings, to consider the workload on delegates in their group and to guarantee sufficient free time and to keep the amount of meeting time to a sustainable level. PCG will monitor the load situation in the different groups over the next months and will, if needed, come up with further guidance.  PCG invites the TSG chairs to collect and provide feedback on the situation from their respective TSG.[2]
“Delegate quality of life” is also supposed to be addressed within the future meeting formats discussion of the Meeting Hosting Study Group (MHSG) in 3GPP PCG.

We believe there should be some discussion on the above in RAN3, also aiming at providing input to TSG RAN.

2.1 General Situation in RAN

RAN TSG and WG meeting schedule for the whole Rel-17 had already been decided and finalized earlier this year. Additional discussions to define and finalize the contents of Rel-18 had to be overlayed on this plan. The result was endorsed at RAN #93-e [1], and it is shown below.
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Figure 1 Rel-18 plan as endorsed by RAN #93-e [1].

This plan foresees an overlap of activities for RAN and for RAN WGs, with the unfortunate effect that those delegates (there are quite a number of them) who take part in both groups are often forced to work in parallel for RAN and a WG at the same time. This had never happened before in 3GPP history, and it is adding to the already saturated work schedule of 3GPP delegates.

Observation 1: The overlap of TSG and WG activities planned for Rel-18 is adding to the already saturated work schedule of 3GPP delegates.
Proposal 1: Report to RAN that overlapping TSG RAN discussions with WG preparations, review or meetings should preferably be avoided from now on.
2.2 RAN3 Situation

RAN3 workload has been hit by the pandemic every bit as hard as other WGs. Tdoc count for the last year or so has systematically exceeded 1000-1100 contributions at submission deadline in recent meetings (current meeting is no exception, with over 1200 papers).
Discussing the root cause of this trend is beyond the scope of this contribution. The previous RAN Chair provided a very good analysis, though, and his observations are still very pertinent:
There are obvious metrics for gauging 5G standards leadership. […]

In reality, flooding 3GPP standards meetings with contributions is extremely counterproductive. The efficiency and success of the standards process is measured in output, not input. It is much more valuable to provide focused and well-scrutinized quality input, as this maximizes the chances of coming to high-quality technical agreements and results.[5]
Indeed, more papers to be reviewed in the same time result in less accurate analysis and discussions of the technical issues at hand, and more mistakes in CRs. This is arguably more severe for delegations with a limited number of delegates, including operators. The overall quality of contributions may also suffer, and this eventually will result in worse quality of the final specifications/features.
Observation 2: RAN3 Tdoc count has systematically exceeded 1000-1100 contributions at submission deadline in recent meetings, resulting in less accurate analysis, more difficult discussions, and more mistakes in CRs especially for smaller delegations. 
One possible improvement area to consider is the current set of quota rules [3]. Quotas seem to work to some extent for WIs, but for corrections they seem less and less effective in recent meetings. Prioritization by the relevant TS Rapporteurs, recently enforced by the RAN3 Chair, definitely helps, but it may not be sufficient by itself since the delegates still need to review them. We should consider the possibility to make it harder for a contribution to be considered quota-exempt (perhaps e.g. increasing the number of co-signers, and/or removing the “1 operator co-signs == quota-exempt” rule), at least for corrections.
Observation 3: For corrections, quotas seem less and less effective in recent meetings, and TS Rapporteur prioritization may not be sufficient by itself.

Proposal 2: We should consider the possibility to make it harder for a contribution to be considered quota-exempt, at least for corrections.

Another area of criticality is the correspondence between allocated TUs for a WI/SI and number of CBs. TUs are based on “online” meeting capacity, but e-meetings no longer have such limitation, and in theory there is no limit to the number of e-mail discussions (quota permitting). A previously proposed metric [4] proposed the following:

1 TU ↔ 4-7 e-mail discussions + 30-45 min. online time

And an additional note stated that “A single sub-Agenda Item can generate 1-4 e-mail discussions, depending on the topic and on the criteria for organizing the discussion, up to the Chair’s discretion.”[4] In any case, the above was envisaged as a worst case scenario, and it was also commented that e-mail discussions per TU should be even fewer (e.g. 3-5 in typical cases).

This has not always been the case. At this meeting, the discussions on Power Saving could be considered as a warning: an e-mail discussion was assigned for an LS which does not seem to require immediate action, in a topic with no TUs assigned. Additionally, discussion of WI-related LSs is assumed to be quota-free, but often such LSs form part of “business as usual” within the work items.
Furthermore, it has been also proposed to limit the scope of each e-mail discussion to more than 8 topics. However, e-mail discussions often exceed that limit, creating an increase in workload for each discussion and distorting the planned allocation of TUs for that topic. As an example, e-mail discussions with more than 35 points have been triggered in RAN3. Obviously, with such heavily charged discussions, the rule of limiting to a maximum of 7 e-mail discussion per TU loses its meaning.

Proposal 3: We should strictly limit the number of CBs to no more than 3-5 per TU and of questions/topics to no more than 8 per CB, to limit the workload for delegates.

More generally we also note that the overall number of CBs is tending to increase, including those outside work items. While some of the above proposals may help to reduce the total number of CBs (including a higher bar for quota exemption), it would be helpful to open the door to a wider discussion by considering any other proposals that help to manage the load while maintaining fairness. 

Proposal 4: Discuss any additional means to help reduce number of CBs without compromising fairness or progress.
3 Conclusions and Proposals
Our observations and proposals are summarized below.
Observation 1: The overlap of TSG and WG activities planned for Rel-18 is adding to the already saturated work schedule of 3GPP delegates.

Proposal 1: Report to RAN that overlapping TSG RAN discussions with WG preparations, review or meetings should preferably be avoided from now on.
Observation 2: RAN3 Tdoc count has systematically exceeded 1000-1100 contributions at submission deadline in recent meetings, resulting in less accurate analysis, more difficult discussions, and more mistakes in CRs especially for smaller delegations. 

Observation 3: For corrections, quotas seem less and less effective in recent meetings, and TS Rapporteur prioritization may not be sufficient by itself.

Proposal 2: We should consider the possibility to make it harder for a contribution to be considered quota-exempt, at least for corrections.

Proposal 3: We should strictly limit the number of CBs to no more than 3-5 per TU and of questions/topics to no more than 8 per CB, to limit the workload for delegates.

Proposal 4: Discuss any additional means to help reduce number of CBs without compromising fairness or progress.
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5 Appendix

An e-mail discussion on this same issue is currently ongoing on the RAN2 reflector (“[AT116-e][000] Delegates work overload”). We believe the observations made by the RAN2 Chair in that discussion to be beneficial also in RAN3.
“To not drown in workload, progress is very important, so please:

· Be constructive and professional. 

· For the very contentious parts consider the justification to understand how to proceed, how to support the justified case. If something is justified e.g. in order to make a function work, to support a reasonable use case in scope, please accept to do it. Proponents, please accept simplification arguments, the ultimate solution is too complex to be a good one, always! 

· We are approaching the end or Rel17, please accept to not include further optimizations. 

· Please give up lost causes, if it has been agreed to use solution A, then trying to make the stage-3 text still look like solution B is not constructive and will not succeed in the end. 

· Simplicity is a great thing, it helps all the zillion engineers that uses our specs. 

· Work in the spirit of listening, cooperation, willingness to compromise.

“We are still starting new Rel-17 work in RAN2, e.g. for alignment with outcomes from other WGs, which is sometimes controversial. RAN2 controversies should be resolvable fairly quickly 1-2 meetings. It is assumed that main controversy is handled in the other WG. 

· So: to the extent possible, please don’t import controversial fights from your colleagues in the other WGs. PL be aware that reverting decisions by the other WG is a lost cause. RAN2 only challenge the decisions taken in other lead WG if objectively there are significant bad consequences from RAN2 point of view.”
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