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1. Overall Description:

SA 2 has received the LSs from T 3 in S2-01-2743 (T3-01-0613) and from SA 3 in S2-01-2897 (S3-01-0554) and has discussed Tdoc S2-01-2818, which is attached for your information. 

SA 2 note SA 3’s proposal for a T 3-SA 3 workshop in Sophia Antipolis on 26/11/01. SA 2 kindly suggest that the list of invitees to the workshop should be extended to include SA 2, T 2, CN 1, and SA 1. SA 2 also believe that SA 2, T 2, T 3 and CN 1 all have meetings scheduled for 26-30/11/01 and all are in Cancun in Mexico. Unfortunately, this presents some logistical difficulties for a joint meeting with SA 3!

SA 2 believe that the issues raised in S2-01-2818 need to be discussed and resolved as quickly as possible because they may have a significant impact on the commercial success of IMS.

SA 2 suggest that participants interested in this topic and who attend SA 2, T2, T3 or CN 1 discuss this matter during the Cancun meeting. Although delegates from SA 1 and SA 3 are obviously welcome to travel to Cancun, it is likely to be more practical that they ensure that their colleagues in Cancun are well briefed on these topics.

2. Actions:

For T 3: 

a)
Can T 3 confirm (or deny) the limit of 4 active applications per UICC card? 

b)
Is it possible to increase this number? 

c)
Can T 3 identify means to remove this restriction?

For T 2:

a)
T 2 are invited to comment on this subject, in particular with regard to UE functionality split.

For SA 1:

a)
Can SA 1 identify which service requirements prevent the reuse of R’99 USIM cards for IMS?

b)
SA 2 inform SA 1 that SA 2’s network architecture is based on a single UICC in the UE. SA 2 is (as yet) unable to comment as to whether it is difficult or easy to adjust the architecture to also cater for separate UICCs in the ME and TE.

For CN 1:

a)
Can CN 1 identify the information that they are currently expecting to be stored for IMS on the UICC? (SA 2 expects that the list may include the Private User Identity; one Public User Identity; and Home Domain Name).

For SA 3:

a)
Can SA 3 please comment on these issues from a security aspect?
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