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5.1
Introduction

Organization of the open IMS requirements work was discussed at TSG_SA1#35 and has been discussed in the 3GPP_TSG_SA@LIST.ETSI.ORG in response to an OP decision, OP17/2, and to a subsequent action point placed. This document shows our analysis over the options being raised in the discussion and proposes our preferences.
Discussion

The following three options have been raised; the options 1-a and 1-b were taken from an email “Summary of SA1 vs SA6 Discussion” on 7.5.2007 by the SA chairman and the option 2 are supported by a few companies.

- option 1-a

a1. SA6 be created with a scope of developing generic service level descriptions
a2. SA1 work be transferred to SA6 and SA1 closed
a3. A mobile only SWG of SA6 be created for any 3GPP specific work.
- option 1-b

b1. SA1 be re-chartered as developing generic service level descriptions
b2. A mobile only SWG of SA1 be created for any 3GPP specific work
- option 2

Common parts in one place (SA6), the mobile parts in another (SA1), the fixed parts in the third place (e.g. TISPAN)

We share a view in the above mentioned email from the SA chairman and believe that requirements are better discussed with one WG (SA1), which is also in line with preference suggested at TSG_SA1#35. SA1 does technology independent service level descriptions. And it’s impractical to have two requirements groups on the grounds that the boundary is too hard to define and consistency of requirements coming into SA2 becomes hard to be achieved. Therefore the option 1-a or 1-b is preferable over the option 2. Justifications raised so far, which we also agree with, are listed in the Annex.

The key difference between the options 1-a and 1-b is whether the external parties will view a re-chartered SA1 as sufficiently balanced. We believe that re-chartering of SA1 already means 3GPP’s taking special steps to promote openness and ensures work in SA1 balanced. And the option 1-b ensures less impact on non-IMS WIs. Therefore the option 1-b is preferable over the option 1-a.
Proposal
We believe that above mentioned option 1-b is the most suitable work flame to the open IMS requirements work.  Hence, we recommend that TSG SA take this option as well.

Annex
The following is a list of justifications to prefer one WG to two WGs. Underlines are added.
Summary of the email discussion by the SA chairman
“Summary of SA1 vs SA6 Discussion” on 7.5.2007 by the SA chairman

*snip*

1. It is not practical to have two requirements groups in 3GPP - the boundaries are just too hard to define and maintain.

2. SA1 currently doesn't specifically do IMS requirements.  SA1 (at least theoretically) does technology independent service level descriptions.  While some requirements that have shaped IMS are in 22.228, others are scattered throughout the 22 series specifications.

3. Most of the requirements work being done by SA1 is not specific to just 3GPP systems and could be viewed as generic.

*snip*

A comment in the email discussion from an SA2 perspective

“Re: Summary of SA1 vs SA6 Discussion” on 15.5.2007 by Mr. Balazs Bertenyi

*snip*

Just to re-iterate an earlier point from SA2 perspective, it is important to have a single channel where consistent set of requirements come in to SA2. To me this single channel clearly points towards a single requirements group, and that this group should make sure that requirements are consolidated before being fed in to the rest of the 3GPP community.

*snip*

 The SA1 perspective marked in TSG_SA1#35
The draft report of TSG_SA1#35 plenary meeting says as follows:

*snip*

Majority of SA1 has a preference for having a single group for the development of the requirements under the following considerations:

· Easy and automatic alignment of the requirements

· Avoidance of duplicated travel costs

· The total amount of work is compatible with a single group

But the major problem identified is about the potential delay of the requirement specification work.
More than 60% of the SA1 specification work is in some way IMS related, and in case IMS requirement will be moved out of SA1, moving only the “core IMS” requirements, introduce a significant delay in the chain (practically most of the requirements of mobile requirements would need to be validated and integrated externally to SA1, and only after this validation the stage 2 work could start).  If the core IMS Stage 1 requirements will be moved outside SA1, it is also probably better to move all the works that could have IMS impacts.

*snip*
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