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This document discusses some proposals to improve the process by which TRs are used to structure work during the study phase of a WID.
1 Introduction
SA2 has consistently had more work proposed than it can complete, at least since 2007. Over time TRs have become longer and less structured. Key issues are hardly referred to after inclusion in the TR. Solutions are described in great detail - often spanning 10s of pages. Once evaluation begins, it is often not even possible to compare solutions directly due to the sheer size of the effort and the multiple dimensions involved. Conclusions for larger work items often refer not to specific solutions, but pieces of several, or even is created by a "coalition of the willing" towards the end of the release to make sure there is an outcome. Why then is so much time spent on creating a TR which only indirectly leads to conclusions?

The goal of this proposal is to propose guidelines that may be applicable to some TR work. It is up to the working group how to structure the skeleton and documentation approach for any given work item. It is only claimed that in some cases, the approach suggested here may increase the efficiency of work, and the readability and utility of the  technical report.
2 Discussion
The goal of the TR phase is to structure the effort so that it can move efficiently towards a conclusion in a manner in which is documented so that others can read and understand, even if they are not directly involved in the work. Readability is important to facilitate inter-WG communication especially when the work moves in parallel in various WGs, without an unproductive sequence of LS's. Readability is also important to serve as a guide to contributors, so they know what the agreements are and what are the areas of focus for future meetings. 

There is also a need to come to a common understanding of the problem domain. Alternative solutions are proposed and elaborated until they are clear enough to make a decision. Solutions are evaluated. Conclusions are identified. Not all of the work happens sequentially: the problem domain may grow or shrink over time (admittedly sometimes there is limited initial understanding of the full complexity of the problem space), solutions may merge or be dropped from consideration, some conclusions may be possible early in the process and spur normative work.

Some aspects of TR work may not be handled in the most productive way possible. This paper considers some alternatives.

· Key Issue definition

The key issues may be used to focus the TR on a set of problems, develop a common terminology and begin to consider stage 1 requirements in terms of their technical implications.

Without some shared understanding about the problems to be solved, the solutions provided in the TR have no boundaries and may not be able to be evaluated against each other. Unfortunately, when time is short, Key Issue P-CRs are discussed instead of topical discussion papers. This may not be the most effective use of time.

SA2 TR Key Issue definitions, in practice, often lacks clarity regarding what assumptions, architecture and service requirements and supported scenarios are within scope of the problem.

In practice, Key Issues are mostly not used (at all?) in subsequent work, except to question whether a solution is to an agreed problem. The key issues may or may not be supported by solutions and are not usually taken into consideration when evaluation occurs.If there are any important aspects that need to be documented in order to fulfill  the objectives of the WID corresponding to the TR, they should be captured in clause 4 (e.g. requirements or scenarios that are not otherwise documented in stage 1.)

Proposal 1: Key Issues should not be documented. This clause is replaced by a requirements and scenarios that are needed to progress the work, if they are not sufficiently captured  by stage 1 specifications.

· Architecture and 'Principles'

A stand-alone architecture section is used in a TR to provide a common model and terminology where agreement is possible. As such it is a kind of 'iterative step' towards a conclusion. 'Principles' should be replaced by a list of 'Assumptions / Agreements.'

Proposal 2: Replace the Principle clause by a list of Assumptions / Agreements.

· Solutions

Currently, solutions are either proposed as 'complete' or 'partial' technical definitions corresponding to an agreed problem (usually one or more Key Issue). Some solutions are 'variants' of a particular solution. It is often hard to identify what problems are solved, and what the relevant (that is to say essential and unique) part of each solution is.

Another approach sometimes used is to focus on potential solutions to individual key issues or problem statements. This did not work well for MTC (TR 23.888) as individual solutions could be seen to solve multiple problems. We have discontinued the problem-focussed approach too soon; it was successful prior to Rel-10, e.g. even for 3GPP System Architecture Evolution (TR 23.882).

In a problem-focussed approach, the goal is not to provide a 'complete solution' but rather to identify alternatives to solve a particular problem and to show no more (or less) than what is essential about each alternative. If a particular solution requires more detail, this could of course be provided - but this should be an iterative process driven by FFS statements, etc. rather than an attempt to 'complete' the specification of the alternative.

A second observation is that in recent releases, TRs fill with every alternative that could be considered a possible solution to the problem. This is not only a large amount of work, but however it is organized, it is not useful in the long term if the text does not contribute towards making an agreement.

An alternative approach is to include in the TR only what can be agreed as a generally useful potential solution, evaluation or conclusion. That is, the bar will be lifted as to what will be added to the TR. It may be that for quite some time, no text at all is added to the TR. Contributors working together with others before or during the meeting will need to find common ground (possibly requiring FFS statements, impacts and evaluations added, etc.)

Proposal 3: (1) Replace the solutions section with Topics for Further Study. A problem-focussed organization lists problems and FFSs in subclauses. (2) include a small number (e.g. 2-3) of viable solutions, along with aspects of the solution (e.g. solution-specific evaluation, impacts, etc.).

· Evaluation

Both solutions and the TR overall have evaluation sections in recent TR work. This allows documentation of concerns and advantages. As solutions often have divergent scope and may address more than one problem, it is often necessary to compare them against each other and in a broader context.

Proposal:   Evaluation of potential solutions for Topics For Further Study is documented as needed to arrive at conclusions.

· Conclusion

At the end of the work, SA2 pushes to identify conclusions. 

Proposal: it may be possible, and is certainly encouraged, to identify conclusions incrementally, or working assumptions, if the opportunity emerges as a result of contributions and discussion.
3 Proposal
It is proposed to consider a change to the TR skeleton and approach to work. (Gray cells do not change.)
	Current
	Proposed

	1. Scope
	1. Scope

	2. References
	2. References

	3. Definitions and abbreiations
	3. Definitions and abbreviations

	4. Key Issues (list of items)
	4. Requirements and Scenarios
Editor's Note: Added as needed, if not covered by stage 1 specification and if needed to make progress.

	5. Architecture, Assumptions, Principles

5.1 Architecture

5.2 Assumptions

5.3 Principles
	5. Architecture Documentation, Assumptions and Agreements

5.1 Architecture

5.2 Assumptions and Agreements

	6. Solutions 

6.X solution

6.X.1 solution description

6.X.2 solution impact

6.X.3 solution evaluation
	6. Topics for further study

Editor's Notes: (1) FFSs and other problems are listed here. (2) a small number (e.g. 2-3) of viable solution alternatives to the listed problems and/or FFSs can be documented, if there is controversy. Otherwise a single agreement in clause 5.2 of the skeleton can be documented. (3) aspects of the solutions may be documented here as well (e.g. solution-specific evaluation, impacts, etc.) (4) The substructure of the skeleton for this clause will arise based upon agreements during meetings and the organization of the ongoing work appropriate for the specific topic.

	7. Evaluation (overall)
	7. Evaluation (limited to open issues in section 6)

	8. Conclusion (refers to solutions or new text)
	8. Conclusion (refers to solutions or new text)

	Annex X: anything
	Annex X: anything 




