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Introduction

The future of CT6 (3GPP TSG-CT WG6) has been discussed over the last 3GPP plenary cycles and concerns have been raised about the decreasing participation and work load in the working group. At CT#60 in Oranjestad companies were invited by the CT Chair to provide input contributions to CT#61 on the subject matter.
One additional issue from an Ericsson perspective is the lack of broad participation. Currently a mix of UE vendors, Smart Card vendors and Operators participate in CT6. We believe it would be favourable to facilitate a broader participation including also delegates with network and system competence, e.g. IMS.
Blackberry has provided input to the discussion on the CT email exploder (Future of the CT6 work, 2013-08-26 09:02) indicating a number of possible ways forward. This paper gives the Ericsson view on the problem and comments on the alternatives given in the email from Blackberry. Finally it gives a proposal on one possible alternative for a way forward.
Analysis

The alternatives listed in the referenced email from Blackberry are:
i. Moved more work into CT6 to help companies justifying sending people

ii. Merge CT6 with another WG, e.g. CT1

iii. Co-locate CT6 with other CT groups, and coordinate agenda with these to allow delegates to move between meetings.

iv. Limit the number of face-to-face meetings to e.g. two a year and do work electronically between meetings. For test development GERAN3 seems to have had very could experience with this approach.

Comments to the different alternatives:

i. In Ericsson’s view this is not an acceptable way forward. Work within 3GPP should be carried out in an as cost efficient way as possible and 3GPP should not maintain working groups just to host delegates.
ii. This seems to be the most promising way forward and there are other possible alternatives in addition to a merge with CT1, e.g. a merge with CT3 which will be discussed further down in the paper.
iii. Co-locating CT6 with other CT working group is a good step forward and we support this. However, is it enough? One drawback is that it could be difficult to arrange the agendas of the different working group meetings to allow delegates in other working groups, interested in specific topics, to participate in the discussions in CT6.
iv. The actual need for meeting time should be analysed and adjusted to an appropriate level, i.e. reasonable number of working group meetings. This is a cost efficiency issue and such analysis should be carried out regularly irrespective of other possible actions. 
Proposal

As mentioned above, Ericsson sees a merge of CT6 with another CT working group as the most promising alternative. A merge of the two groups with the lowest work load; CT6 and CT3 would in our view then be a natural alternative to consider. We would in addition prefer to not touch other CT working groups.
Currently CT3’s main areas of work are 
· IMS/CS topics, including IMS interworking;
· Packet Core topics, including PCC.
Among the CT3 areas is also R-ref point (TE–MT) related to the PDP context de/activation, incl. general requirements for AT commands.
CT3 currently organizes work in a main session as well as dedicated breakout sessions chaired by the two Vice Chairs for IMS and PCC. The CT6 working group could be merged with CT3 and the work could be done in the main session as well as in a breakout session. From a work load perspective this should not have too big impact on CT3.
Moving work into CT6 from other working groups, as has been proposed in e.g. CP-130571, is not a possible way forward since if work with non-CT6 competence is moved into CT6, suitable competence has to move in as well. This means either, that resources (people) have to be moved, or, that companies have to increase their CT delegations to be able to follow the work. If the CT6 working group is moved into CT3, work as well as competence (i.e. delegates) would be moved together.
Conclusion

One issue apart from the decreasing participation and work load in CT6 is the lack of broad participation, especially from delegates with network and overall system competence.
Co-locating all CT working groups is a good step forward but it could be difficult to arrange the agendas of the WGs to allow delegates in other working groups, interested in specific topics, to participate in the discussions in CT6.

Merging CT6 with another CT working group seems to be the most promising alternative, preferably with a group with reasonably low work load. Hence a merge of CT6 and CT3 would in our view be a natural alternative to consider. Other CT working groups should be left untouched.

