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1. Discussion
Introduction
The amount of work proposed by companies in SA2 has been increasing over multiple releases, but the capacity of the group has reached its limit. This has meant that in each of the last three releases a prioritization/downscoping of the proposed work has been necessary, with SA Plenary and SA2 involved in that exercise. There seems no reason to expect any difference in Rel-19.
Conclusion 1: We expect prioritization will be needed for SA2 for Rel-19.
Until now such prioritization/downscoping haven’t be necessary in other SA WG’s, but there are signs that workload is increasing across multiple groups, and this could lead to prioritization being necessary for these groups in Rel-19.
Conclusion 2: We expect prioritization will be needed for other SA WGs for Rel-19.
This is likely to present a greater challenge to SA Plenary and the WG’s, to coordinate such prioritization, for example where SA2 and SA6 have related proposed studies. To address this challenge we should consider what process should be followed for Rel-19, something similar to bottom-up approach used so far, or something more similar to RAN’s top-down approach.
Conclusion 3: This is likely to present a coordination challenge to SA and the WGs for future releases.
Bottom-up
A bottom up approach has been followed so far by SA WGs to determine the content for a release:
· Companies propose WI’s in the WGs
· The WGs discuss, modify and approve the WIDs
· If necessary, at the end of the process SA Plenary deprioritize and down scope the WIDs to fit the TU budget
This involves significant effort by the WGs. In the last two releases it has been necessary to downscope the proposed SIDs and WIDs in SA2 by around 50%, so a significant amount of the work to define the discarded 50% is wasted.
Conclusion 4: Using the existing bottom-up approach has resulted in wasted time in SA2.
The preparation of the SIDs and WIDs typically occurs at the same time as the current release is being completed. The time taken to approve the SIDs and WIDs at the SA Plenary level also means that there is typically a delay of two quarters of time when technical work for the new release cannot start.
Conclusion 5: The existing bottom-up approach impacts the completion of the previous release, and delays the start of technical work for the new release.
We therefore see issues with the process that has been followed in recent releases, but it should be possible to investigate and agree on improvements to the process that would address these.
Conclusion 6: There are issues with the existing approach, but we have some ideas on how to resolve them and would like to work with other companies on this to provide joint recommendations to a future SA meeting..
Top-down
An alternative to the bottom-up approach is a “top-down” process as RAN has been following in their recent releases.
Broadly, this involves companies proposing focus areas in Plenary, Plenary agrees focus areas, and “technically correct” SIDs/WIDs are generated by Plenary. This is done through a mix of workshops, moderated email discussions and discussions in regular Plenary meetings.
Clearly, significant effort is required at the Plenary level, but scoping of the work is part of the whole process, rather than concentrated at the end of the process. If there are any cross-WG dependencies/aspects, this can be handled at the Plenary level. WG’s do not have to be directly involved in this work, freeing up some valuable WG meeting time.
Conclusion 7: A top-down approach could reduce wasted effort and could make cross-WG co-ordination easier.
However, this approach means that technical experts (typically WG delegates) need to be fully engaged in the process, and SA doesn’t have any experience with this way of working. While meetings have been electronic this isn’t so much of an issue, but if as hoped we return to regular face to face meetings it would require WG delegates to travel to Plenary meetings.
The structure of the work in SA WGs is also different to RAN, for example Stage 1 being handled by SA1, typically starting well in advance of the agreement of the release content. It could be advantageous to bring stage 1 planning into the release planning process, to better identify the scope of both the current and coming release. 
Conclusion 8: A top-down approach has possible drawbacks, and would need to fit the way that SA WGs are organized.
We therefore see some benefits to a top-down approach, but also some drawbacks, and its application to SA needs investigation. Indeed, the eventual process might be a combination of top-down and bottom up approaches.
Conclusion 9: There seem to be some benefits to a top-down approach, but also drawbacks. The best process might be a combination of both. We have some ideas on the way forward and would like to work with other companies on this to provide joint recommendations to a future SA meeting.
Timing of a decision
Based on the current timeline, the content for Rel-19 seems likely to be decided in September 2023. Working back from that, and based on the experience of SA2 in recent releases, we might expect draft SIDs and WIDs to be submitted from January or February 2023. We believe it makes sense for SA Plenary to have decided how the content planning for Rel-19 should work before proposals start coming in, so a decision by December 2022 seems desirable.
Conclusion 10: The process for Rel-19 content discussion/agreement should be in place before the end of 2023 (based on current release timelines).
Of course if the dates for Rel-18 change, this target date would change too.
Conclusions
Conclusion 1: We expect prioritization will be needed for SA2 for Rel-19.
Conclusion 2: We expect prioritization will be needed for other SA WGs for Rel-19.
Conclusion 3: This is likely to present a coordination challenge to SA and the WGs for future releases.
Conclusion 4: Using the existing bottom-up approach has resulted in wasted time in SA2.
Conclusion 5: The existing bottom-up approach impacts the completion of the previous release, and delays the start of technical work for the new release.
Conclusion 6: There are issues with the existing approach, but we have some ideas on how to resolve them and would like to work with other companies on this to provide joint recommendations to a future SA meeting.
Conclusion 7: A top-down approach could reduce wasted effort and could make cross-WG co-ordination easier.
Conclusion 8: A top-down approach has possible drawbacks, and would need to fit the way that SA WGs are organized.
Conclusion 9: There seem to be some benefits to a top-down approach, but also drawbacks. The best process might be a combination of both. We have some ideas on the way forward and would like to work with other companies on this to provide joint recommendations to a future SA meeting. (See also Conclusion 6).
Conclusion 10: The process for Rel-19 content discussion/agreement should be in place before the end of 2023 (based on current release timelines).
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