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This contribution gives the CN4 chairman's (biased) view of the highlights from the CN #19 and SA #19 meetings which are likely to be interesting for CN4. The official MCC report is available on the 3GPP web site.

In CN, the level of CRs to Release 4 and earlier has decreased to a more comfortable level. More than half of the CRs were for OSA; evidently CN5 have some work to do to stabilise their specifications! The CRs on the interaction between CAMEL control of MO SMS and barring of MO SMS (which were discussed in CN2 and CN4, but submitted as company contributions because we ran out of time in the email approval process) were approved.

One issue on Release 99 is the need for Release 98 and earlier networks to change to interwork correctly with Release 99 mobiles. A proposal to define changes to Release 99 mobiles to avoid the need for network changes was rejected in favour of a strong recommendation to GSMA to urge operators roll out the corrective changes to their networks.

As expected, the number of CRs to tidy up Release 5, especially in the IMS area from CN1 and CN4, was high again, because of the assumption that CN #19 would be the last chance for "nice to have" corrections. In the event, CN decided that the door would be kept open for "nice to have" corrections to Release 5 until the end of CN #20; after that, a stricter regime will apply. All together now, "Frequent and serious misoperation"!

The handling of the retrieval of routeing information for SCUDIF calls was referred back for discussion by CN2, CN3 and CN4; concerns were raised about the use of the two-step interrogation process and the need to consider the interactions with CAMEL.

CN decided to accept the implicit recommendation from CN4 to delete the work items for the Ze interface protocol, the Preferred Framing Protocol and the feasibility study on network impacts of enhanced HE control of security.

SS barring of SMS transfer in the packet domain is now specified for Release 6. This is limited to invocation of barring; control of barring requires either subscriber interaction via the MSC/VLR or off-line control by the network operator.

The CN Chairman and Vice-chairmen (along with the Chairman and Vice-chairmen of RAN, SA and T) were all re-elected unopposed; however PCG will be looking carefully at the working procedures to decide how the elections in 2005 will be handled!

The CN2 and CN4 chairmen were asked to prepare an input to CN #20 as the basis for a discussion on when CN2 and CN4 could (re)merge. Two MCC experts will leave during 2003, and they will not be replaced, because of funding constraints.

In its review of the 3GPP work plan for Release 6, SA was still not able to decide whether Release 6 should be "put to bed" in December 2003 or March 2004. Most delegations thought that the number of features which will be completed by December 2003 is too small to make Release 6 a useful advance on Release 5; however a substantial minority thought that announcing a release date of March 2004 would take the pressure of working groups and lead to further slippage.

After concerns over security were raised by SA3, SA decided that access to IMS for users with a SIM (as distinct from a USIM) should not be supported.

The issue of whether the handling of "Early UEs" should rely on the IMEISV or a bitmap of UE faults (BMUEF) being transferred to the RNC was still not resolved (RAN #20 will have a vote to decide). As a result, SA2 had to prepare stage 2 solutions for both approaches; this has had a knock-on effect in CN working groups, who have had to prepare multiple sets of changes for the stage 3 solution.

All working groups were asked to consider the way in which they interwork with OMA, and to provide information which can be collated and presented to SA #20. A template for the information has been provided by the (ex) SA1 chairman; I will table this as an input for this meeting, so that we can consider what are our dependencies on OMA and send a response.

