SA WG2 Temporary Document

Page 3

3GPP TSG SA Meeting #47
TD SP-100181
22-25 March 2010, Vienna Austria
Source:
Alcatel-Lucent, Deutsche Telekom, NEC, Nokia Siemens Networks, Qualcomm, Telecom Italia, Telefónica
Title:
3 Plenaries / 6 WG meetings per year - A proposal for improvement of meetings schedule organization 

Document for:
Discussion 
Agenda Item:
5/17
Abstract of the contribution: this contribution discusses a possible way to restructure WG and plenaries calendar to allow for a more flexible calendar scheduling and attempting to reduced the hectic pace of plenaries/WG meetings in the course of the year.
Discussion of the Proposal – 3 Plenaries / 6 WG meetings per year.
The way 3GPP runs plenary meetings is subject of periodic discussions at TSG SA level. Even the recent discussion of Rel-11 calendar of meetings has highlighted the inflexibility of the status quo and triggered some discussion on how to restructure plenary meetings arrangements. This is an indication that participants to this forum feel there are some issues that we need to address but so far we have not been successful.

In summary, with the current calendar arrangement, amongst other, we have these main issues:

· The need to organize 4 plenaries a year and the number of WG meetings necessary to make the plenaries a meaningful event (in terms of volume of input to be handled) makes the calendar quite inflexible when we need to avoid the summer holiday, the winter season, Easter, and various other religious or non religious type of events in the course of the year across the globe.
· There is a tight sequence of plenaries and WG meetings that need to happen in a lockstep to meet the plenaries deadlines. 
· Sometimes this leads to organizing meetings very close to times when the input to meetings can be limited, or low quality, e.g. due to proximity of family Holiday related events globally.
· Many WG meetings happen with insufficient spacing between them, and again this limits quality of input and time available for inter-company coordination (which in turn leads to potential increase of documents input to meetings on same topics reflecting the same content, which in some cases leads to waste of agenda time in WG meetings, or to submit papers that require a lot of work and revisions at meetings because there was no chance to get the feedback ahead of the meetings, again wasting agenda time at meetings – so meetings run less efficiently than they could).
· The calendar is demanding in terms of personal engagement for delegates and chairs that need to be present at both WG and plenary meetings and, when 2 meetings per cycle – 8 meetings a year - are organized. The current arrangement also poses significant strain on WG-only delegates and this frequently reduces quality of input and agreements reached at meetings. 8 meetings per year have been scheduled as an exception e.g. when SAE was in full swing, but when this has happened it has caused significant strain on delegations.
Many proposals have been put on the table to resolve these issues. The proposal that was regarded as the most promising in some circles was to lump all TSG meetings in one week but this has not found support in the past for various logistical and practical reasons that made this option not too viable (mainly this interferes with some current delegations set up and the fact some delegates attend more than one TSG at present).
In this contribution we propose that reduction of the number of plenaries from four a year to three a year resolves the issues outlined above.
 In fact, taking into account that the months of July and August are quite impractical to schedule 3GPP activities due to national holidays or summer vacations across the globe, the effective months of full potential operation of 3GPP are 10 (and even them are affected by some important national or religious holidays that 3GPP can hardly ignore). 

Taking this into account, a more optimal organization than the one we have today would be to structure the calendar according to 3 cycles, approximately spaced 3-4 months apart. 
A resulting potential calendar template (that needs to be customized to each year due to national or religious holidays which take place at different dates and perhaps other constraints) is provided here below.
	Month
	Meeting/comment

	January
	Potential WG meeting can be scheduled

	February
	Potential WG meeting can be scheduled

	March
	Plenaries (towards middle-end of march)(1)

	April
	Potential WG meeting can be scheduled

	May
	Potential WG meeting can be scheduled

	June
	Plenaries (towards the end of June –) (1)

	July
	Meeting Free Zone(4)

	August
	Meeting Free Zone (4)

	September
	Potential WG meeting can be scheduled (2)

	October
	Potential WG meeting can be scheduled (2)

	November
	Potential WG or plenary(1) meeting can be scheduled (2)

	December
	Plenaries () (1)(3)


(1) These are indicative/ for illustrative purposes only and may be subject to change depending on the actual holiday calendar/other constraints that may change depending on the year.

(2) The intent is to schedule 2 WG ordinary meetings in the last quarter too despite her. The plenary in December may actually be scheduled before thanksgiving if more uniform spacing between plenaries was desired.

(3) The plenary in December may actually be scheduled before thanksgiving if more uniform spacing between plenaries was desired.
(4) The term "Meeting Free Zone" here could be interpreted in a flexible way, especially at the edges of it, if it was deemed necessary to use a week in this month in some circumstances
This calendar shows that we have two plenary cycles of approximately 3 3GPP working months at the start of the year (with the main difference with respect to today that the plenary is the last thing 3GPP does before the start of summer holidays and no meetings are scheduled for July time frame) and 1 plenary cycle of up to 4 3GPP working months (effectively the September plenary gets scrapped as there is no 3GPP work in the WG's for it to exist). In a nutshell, this proposal takes note that today we have the summer cycle of approximately 1.5 3GPP working months and eliminates this anomaly. Of course this calendar proposal is high level and may be further refined and customized on a case by case basis by the 3GPP leaders, and is intended for illustrative purposes only.
The resulting calendar gives comfortable space up to 6 ordinary WG meetings and should enable more flexibility in working around holidays. Of course some freedom is still allowed for WG's that needed more meeting time to resolve key issues (either electronically or via well scoped ad hocs). 
WG's that normally meet 4 times as a year today (once per plenary cycle), may still meet 4 times by holding e.g. 2 meetings in the last plenary cycle. WG's that want to meet 5 times may follow a 2-1-2 pattern or 1-2-2.
En passant this proposal has some other concrete benefits such as:

· reduction of Plenary-related costs to companies (not a bad unintended consequence indeed given the times)
· help in programming work with more care to meet fewer plenary milestones per year, which in turn lead to more careful work planning and perhaps to some less aggressive features and releases scheduling (it seems many now recognize the standardization activity has currently a rhythm by far outpacing deployments). 
· contribute to the improvement of quality of life for some delegates that today have to travel to 8 WG meetings and 4 plenary meetings (including chairs of some WG's!).
Comparison of 3 plenaries per year with 1 week plenary
We believe this proposal and the 1 week plenaries proposal are orthogonal in principle. One cannot rule out for instance 3 plenaries per year organized according to the 1 week proposal scheme if that was eventually deemed useful by the community.
In reality the 3 plenaries per year proposal aims at resolving a broader class of issues than the 1 week proposal.
The 1 week proposal aims at freeing up calendar space for more WG meetings to happen by working around holidays. The direction of the 1 week proposal is to make sure we can have a maximum 3GPP capacity of 8-9 WG meetings per year available at all times.

We do not believe that the coordination across WG's is improved per se by the 1 week plenaries initiative. In fact 3GPP and earlier ETSI have proven quite successful and that would have not been achievable without good level of coordination, so the coordination between TSG's may not be a big issue at present. Also the coordination is more of a management aspect that chairs should undertake, or WG themselves carry out via the LS mechanism (which is not really replaceable by informal bar, lunch or dinner discussion at TSG level). So in a nutshell this benefit of the 1 week proposal seems to be kind of a red herring. 

On the other hand the 3 TSG meetings/ 6 WG meetings per year aims not only at giving more calendar space to WG meetings, but also to address a quite common issue we face constantly at TSG (and WG) level, that is 3GPP workload management and quality of 3GPP specifications (no one can in fact hide that we are witnessing a very high number of CR's and also continuous need of "enhancement" features that sometimes open up in the middle of frozen releases because the feature we agreed in the first place was rushed to deliver something to freeze by very ambitious release deadlines).

In summary, the problem 3GPP faces is that people assume always we can run at maximum capacity, that is 8 WG meetings per year. This is the root cause and not the effect of excessive workload. People tend to agree to as many WIDs and study items as it makes it possible to fill up and actually overflow this theoretical limit. This in turn leads to the undesirable effect that we cram into releases more features that we can (or should?) and then we end up using agenda time in a release with topics that have no hope to complete. 
We firmly believe that we should start limiting the 3GPP time to a smaller maximum capacity, i.e. 6 ordinary meetings per year. This would lead companies to start being more selective in agreeing to work items as the known maximum capacity is smaller.  This will either lead to fewer features per release (which most likely will be the same as the actual number of working features
 we produce today in the current framework after we consider the time wasted in chasing the features we then regularly postpone to future releases or that even get abandoned in the process), or to releases of longer calendar time duration.

In general, by reducing the number of plenary cycles per year, we will achieve:

· bring quality to the WGs’ work, by focusing the schedule on WG needs rather than on the need to serve a large number of TSG plenaries
· Induce better vetting on incoming WID's and SID's

· Induce more careful release planning

· Allow more flexible Calendar scheduling (benefit common with the 1 week proposal)

· Cost reduction (hosting, total delegations headcount
and travel savings – 1 week plenaries actually leave travel costs unchanged, may require hiring more TSG-level delegates, and limits hosting to bigger hotels thus limiting hotels choice and competition to bid down prices)

· Improves delegates' quality of life for WG chairs and delegates at both WG and TSG level.
· Facilitates inter-company and intra-company coordination due to more time available (benefit common with 1 week plenary if maximum WG meeting number is kept to 6 in that proposal, but 4 plenaries per year tend to lead to 8 meetings per year if anything to justify the 4 TSG meetings per year)

The major objection to reducing plenary cycles is that bug fixes may be delayed for a longer time. In reality by placing plenaries in a smart way this delay is practically minimal or non existent. Also, this may open up, irrespective of the proposals, another discussion as to whether WG's should be given the authority to approve a new version of a spec after a major bug fix has occurred, so that this becomes concrete material to be used between e.g. stage 2 and 3 or between specs that are interdependent.
The other objection to 3 plenaries per year is that it is harder to schedule 8 WG meetings per year, but in view of the discussion above we need to decide whether this is a downside or actually a benefit as indeed we have seen a lot of time, money and human efforts wastage with more WG time available. 

Conclusion

We have identified some of the issues affecting current plenary cycles scheduling and proposing a newer scheduling based on adopting a 3 TSG plenaries and a recommended maximum 6 WG ordinary meetings per year that aligns with the fact there are practically fewer 3GPP working months than the months in a calendar year. We have discussed the relative benefits with alternate proposal and concluded it improves 3GPP operations overall and it has a very large number of benefits while also allowing for cost reduction, improvement of quality of life of delegates and improvement of quality of specifications as a side effect.
We recommend this forum starts planning plenaries according to this new proposed schedule (i.e.3 plenaries per year and a recommended maximum 6 WG meetings per year) after Rel-10 completion target dates are met (i.e. starting from 2012).
� A working feature is defined here to mean a feature that can be deployed successfully with acceptable end user experience when implemented according to the 3GPP standards of a given release.


� It should be noted that today some companies need dedicated TSG delegates as the combined number of WG+TSG level meetings is excessive. With smaller number of WG and TSG level meetings, a single delegate is more likely to be able to cover both TSG and WG levels.
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