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1 General








 

1.1 Agenda









T2-99413

The agenda was discussed and agreed

2 Bluetooth presentation

2.1 Bluetooth –A Global Specification for Wireless Connectivity

T2-99368

This document was not presented instead a general presentation of Bluetooth was given by Ericsson. After the presentation some Japanese delegates had concerns that Bluetooth specifications were not open and that they were worried about how the support for ISDN synchronisation over Bluetooth. The Bluetooth representative from Ericsson responded that any company that joins the Bluetooth SIG, have access to the specifications and can in fact influence the current specification substantially. Furthermore, the Bluetooth representative confirmed that interworking Bluetooth-ISDN will be possible, for detailed information about how the interworking is performed, it was recommended to contact the Bluetooth SIG. 

3 External Interfaces

3.1 Comments on External Interfaces





T2-99369

Dr Bratt presented this document which expressed some strong concerns regarding definition of external interfaces. This document was a joint paper from Ericsson, Philips, Nokia, and Siemens. This paper stated that 3GPP should not produce any technical specification for terminal interfaces other than the radio interface, it included optional as well as mandatory mechanical, electrical and logical interfaces. The 3GPP terminal design choice should be made under full influence from the market requirements and not delayed by a need for any additional work in the 3GPP. The means to achieve this is by selecting the external interface specification from open industry standards, or, possibly from regionally accepted standards. For specific products, the interface can be a proprietary adaptation. As an exception, optional protocols that are necessary for 3GPP terminals and that are not defined elsewhere, could be standardised, one example are the AT commands.
Dr Bratt said that any 3GPP specification of, for instance, a connector, would in some circumstances act as a constraint, and thus hinder the technical evolution as far as 3GPP terminals are concerned.  This would not be in the interest of the end-user.

It was further her belief that it is not possible to achieve a general inter-operability.  The computer industry is moving fast, and there is no telling what will be the interface choice of that industry within a few years time. The automotive industry, to mention another example, is now on the move, but so far mostly with regional co-ordination, implying a variety of requirements on the interconnection with a terminal. 

Furthermore, Dr Bratt said that she was aware of concerns regarding the implementation of the proposed approach. Some regional requirements that exist today for a standardised interface will be solved by the usage of a detachable USIM. 

Dr Bratt said that GSM is an illustrative example of how an open approach to the specification of terminal interfaces has proven successful in incorporating new interfaces not considered when GSM was designed. Infrared interfaces are becoming quite common for GSM terminals, and shortly we expect to find the same for Bluetooth. 

Mr Saeki did not agree. Mr Saeki show the present situation for the Japanese marked, where all mobile manufacturer have the same physical connector. Mr Saeki showed how four different mobile phones from four different manufacturers could be connected to one and same PC with one cable. Mr Saeki also explained that this opened up the marked for 3thrd party accessory manufacturers, so that the users could benefit with a wide range of accessories.

Mr Ehrlich responded that it was only a matter of different cables and that there are neither many PCs nor PDAs supporting the specific PDC connector. They same inter-operability could be achieved in GSM, with the mobile phone manufacturer providing cables. 

A long discussion followed where several Japanese companies stated that they did not support the document and instead preferred a standardised connector. Mr Nagata explained that the connector would be optional and no manufacturer would need to support it. Furthermore, Mr Nagata pointed out that the specification could create a strong connector standard, which many PC/PDAs potentially could support.

Mr Ehrlich replied that in the US the distinction between optional and mandatory standards is not relevant, since there is no such distinction in US.

Dr Neumann said that we should look at GSM and learn from it. We should not overdo the specification, instead let the manufacturer decide what they believe is the best. Dr Neumann described a problem for European manufacturers which need to build dual mode phones (GSM + 3GPP). If 3GPP would have a fixed connector, these dual-band phones have to support two different connectors. Dr Neumann also had serious concerns about safety risks regarding charging of batteries with different technology. Each mobile phone manufacturer has to guarantee that no explosion occurs. If the phone is charged it is impossible to guarantee that 3rd party charger does not damage the battery.

Dr Bratt asked several times why it was not possible to have ARIB defining the connector and not 3GPP. At this point it was not clear whether it was possible for ARIB to define a connector or not. The present working assumption is that ARIB may not add additional requirements to 3GPP specifications, unless they are regulatory ones. Dr Bratt said that there should not be any problem for ARIB to add additional requirements for the Japanese marked due to the 3GPP agreement

Siemens, Nokia, Philips, and Ericsson had strong objections regarding defining an interface and no agreement could be achieved at this point. Further discussions followed. See also Section 3.7.

3.2 Scope document








T2-99365

Mr Saeki presented this document. It is based on the reference model from ETSI 04.02. It was agreed in the previous meeting to produce this document from T2-99056, but no workitem has been created.

A discussion regarding reports versus specifications was undertaken. The work program for TSG-T2/SWG2 shows that the SWG2 group shall produce 3 reports and 1 specification. It was not clear the difference between a report and a specification for some delegates. SMG2 members just noticed about this misunderstanding about specification and report. The ARIB delegates had not clearly understood the difference between the two. Mr Voskar together with Mr Rodermund clarified the differences. A report is mainly used for information and is not normative, while a specification is normative and defines a standard. A report is for instance used to report on a number of alternatives, where in a later phase it can be decided to create a specification regarding one or more of the alternatives.

Due to the fact, that there existed no work item, this document could not be agreed as it was, the chairman proposed two options, a) postpone the document or b) include it with minor modifications into the one and only specification that the group should produce, namely the list of AT commands. The document could be included as a scope chapter similar as the chapter 1 in 07.07.

Mr Sood did not agree on this, Mr Sood thought the group could propose any workitem change, requesting what documents the group should produce. However, this was not agreed, in fact Mr Härmä insisted that the documents were marked reports on purpose since no other agreements could be achieved at that time.

Since no agreement could be reached, this document was postponed to the next meeting.

Further discussion will continue on the reflector to solve this problem.

3.3 Physical Interface 







T2-99366

This document was not presented. Discussion is postponed by the same reason as 3.2. The document will further be discussed in the reflector.

3.4 TA-MT Interface 







T2-99367

This document was not presented. Discussion is postponed by the same reason as 3.2. The document will further be discussed in the reflector.

3.5 Comments on TA-MT Interface





T2-99403

This document was presented by Mr Iwane. This document was written by Mitsubishi, NEC, Fujitsu and Toshiba. Mr Iwane said that TA is a block which adapts the protocol used in the various kind of application terminal (TE) to the protocol used in the radio link, therefore many different TA will be built to adopt to all kinds of terminals where the PC is considered to be to most important one.. Mr Iwane said, that when the TA-MT interface is inside a physical phone, this interface was not necessary to be based on standards,  although, in many situations the TA-MT interface is not internal to the phone, and in these situations, the interface should be based on starndard.

Mr Iwane meant this would expand the demand of phones and increase the business.

Mr Iwane continued to do a comparison with ISDN where reference points R, S/T and U are defined, also various types of equipment TA, DSU with TA, TE with TA etc exists, and each category of equipment supplies the best solution for each end user's needs, which according to Mr Iwane does not constrain future evolution but can lead the evolution in new applications and thus create the new markets.

Mr Iwane supports specifying of a standard TA-MT interface eventhough is should be written clearly it is optional.

This issue had been discussed for a long time, and the chairman did feel any consensus would be reached at the meeting, therefor, further disucssions should be done by email on the reflector after the meeting.

3.6 Proposal for Document Structure of the External IF Report 

T2-99384

This document was not presented due to the disagreement. The document will further be discussed in the reflector.

3.7 Proposed Work Item Report 






T2-99411

Mr Rex presented this document. It was a first proposal to the report of physical interfaces. The authors of the document were Ericsson, Nokia, Philips, Simens, Vodafone and Bosch telecom.

The main message of the document was to propose that 3GPP had concluded that 3GPP should not produce any technical specification for terminal interfaces other than the radio interface and the UIM interface.

The document contained a table of examples of standards where the ARIB connector was one in the list.

Mr Rex explained that the purpose of the document was to reflect what was agreed in the group, in this case there was an agreement to not define any standard connector. Mr Sood and several ARIB delegates did not agree that there was an agreement not to define any connector.. Mr Voskar explained that since there was no agreement to define a connector, it must be implicit be that there is an agreement not to define any interface.

Mr Harris expressed operator’s concern about the importance not to hinder service diversity, which a fixed connector would imply. This is an important reason why a standard connector is not desirable.

Mr Grassot clarified the agreement from the ToR discussions of 3GPP in Tokyo, October last year. At that meeting it was clearly stated that there is no intention for 3GPP to define a standard connector.   

There follow some discussions regarding this, but the chairman stopped the discussion, since no conclusion could be reached, instead further discussion will be done on the email reflector and possibly an agreement shall be made at the next 3GPP meeting in June. 

4 Car Interface presentation

4.1 Standards for Connecting devices to vehicles
 



T2-99402

Mr Iwasa presented this paper regarding status over different standards being developed for connecting external devices generally and mobile phones specifically to vehicles. Mr Iwasa presented mainly 2 different standard bodies defining standards, SAE IDB and TIA. 

The SAE IDB (Society of Automotive Engineers, ITS Data Bus) specifications are being modified to run on CAN 2.0B controller as well as a UART/RS485 physical layer.  The revisions will be ready for ballot by the end of May 1999. This standard will include a connector definition.  The connector that is being standardised is the one on the vehicle’s wiring harness, not the connector on the device being plugged in. 

The TIA (Telecommunications Industry Association) TR45.1.4 committee has developed a standard (in ballot) for connecting cellular phones to vehicles. Work is underway by the SAE IDB Committee, AMIC (Automotive Multimedia Interface >Consortium), and TIA to try to define one standard connector. The TIA specification is being revised to include the IDB as the data port for the cellular phone to vehicle interface. The TIA connector adds further pins for the microphone, speakers, power, gnd, mute, ignition sense, and RF for remote antenna.  

Mr Iwasa concluded that it is expected in both cases that there will be a drop cable from the device to the vehicle’s connector, so the device’s connector can be whatever the device manufacturer wishes.

Mr Rex asked the ARIB delegates whether this connector has been considered in the ARIB connector proposal, the answer was that no such proposal was presented in ARIB. 

5 AT commands

5.1 GSM07.07 as reference of document structure 



T2-99404

This document was presented by Mr Kanno. This paper was written by Fujitsu, Mitsubishi and NEC. Mr Kanno said he was concerned for who will be a responsible holder of the AT commands to maintain appropriate functions of the reference list, either 3GPP or ETSI.

He would like to recommend that AT Commands for 3G System shall be maintained by 3GPP members as well as the standardisation progress, and it is our understanding. 

This was agreed by the group and a Liaison statement to SMG4 is written, se section 5.2.

5.2 AT commands 








T2-99400

Mr Svensson presented this document which was an input paper to discuss how to handle the AT commands from the ETSI specification 07.05 and 07.07. The paper proposes that the AT commands that affect 3GPP shall be adopted into a 3GPP specification, where all updating shall take place. This means that the 3GPP specification takes over the ownership of the AT commands, and that 07.05 / 07.07 only include references to the 3GPP specification. The document also contained a first proposal of which commands that shall be included in 3GPP. This proposal was reviewed and the conclusion was that more work is needed on this proposal before the next SWG2 meeting due to the fact that there was no AT command experts present in the meeting. The proposal of adopting the AT commands into a 3GPP specification from ETSI, result in an LS  (T2-99414) to SMG4 for overtake the ownership of these commands. 

6 Object Exchange and Synchronisation

6.1 Object exchange and synchronisation 





T2-99401

Lars Novak presented this document which was an input paper for discussion regarding Object exchange and synchronisation for the 3GPP mobile stations. The document was used to discuss which basic concepts the functionality should be used for. One of the requirements on the protocol is that it has to be independent of transport media (e.g. cable, IR, RF). 

The document stated that IrMC is very suitable to be used for Object exchange and synchronisation in 3GPP. IrMC is an open standard that is specified within IrDA.

The main question that was stressed is if IrDA is willing to give the IrMC work to 3GPP.  This will maybe be hard, but if the members in 3GPP think this is a good idea, it may not be unrealistic, since the majority of the members in IrDA are members in 3GPP.

To be further discussed.

6.2 Liaison statement from T3, Synchronisation




T2-99328

Mr Anzawa presented the liaison statement from T3. The paper was related synchronisation of ADN (Abbreviated Dialling Number) records between USIM and external devices.

The liaison was discussed, and a conclusion was formed that it is a good proposal to include a extra UID to every record for synchronisation purposes. This was written in the reply liaison statement T2-99410

7 Liaison Statements and other matters

7.1 Liaison reply to T3







T2-99410

This document is the reply to the liaison statement of T3. TSG-T2 SWG2 is positive to include a unique Identifier to each record on the USIM. The optimal solution would be if the UID could be expandable, so in the future ore that 16 bits could be used. 

7.2 Work Programme







T2-99329

The work programme was presented by Mr Rodermund. A couple of minor errors have been corrected regarding dates.

7.3 Liaison reply to SMG4







T2-99414

This liaison statement is sent to SMG4 and requests a response about the ownership of 07.07 and 07.05. 3GPP would like to take over the responsibility over 07.07 and 07.05. 
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