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1
Opening of the meeting
The meeting Chairman, Yun-Chao Hu (N2 Vice Chairman), introduced himself to the floor giving a concise background of his professional career.

Noted that Thursday is public holiday in Japan; if necessary, evening sessions will be arranged the days before to cope with pending issues.

NEC gave some logistic information concerning the meeting, including a kind invitation to lunch at the World Trade Centre for Wednesday.

2
Approval of the proposed agenda
Tdoc N2b99400
A minor misalignment between file and document numbers was highlighted. Re-stated that only 3rd generation issues will be covered in the meeting. It was proposed to also discuss Multicall, combined Mobility Management for CS/PS and Authentication Parameter Length under Agenda point 5, but decisions on these issues will be made in Edinburgh. Agenda point 5.3 (out-of band transcoder control) was removed form the agenda, no documents were submitted. An Ericsson contribution, to be prepared today, is going to be submitted for the second day.

3
Document Allocation according to agenda items
Tdoc N2b99402
Noted and integrated with the newly submitted documents. Slight rearrangements were proposed and accepted. Vodafone observed that Tdoc N2b99425 should be probably discussed under agenda item 5.2.3, since the reference model in the document is not specific to packet switched issues. Also N2b99430, on request from Ericsson, should be discussed in the same agenda item. Doc N2b99427, although not yet available, should be covered under the Multicall agenda item (and circulated in soft copy). LSs will not be discussed in this meeting: hence Tdocs 311 and 313 will be postponed to Edinburgh.

4
Reports
4.1 Presentation of TSG CN WG-2, Issy-les-Moulineaux, meeting report
Tdoc N2b99402
Noted that the document was mistakenly renumbered (originally numbered N2a99303), and already presented in Sophia Antipolis, at the last CN2A meeting. An executive summary of the CN2 plenary in Issy-les-Moulineaux was then given by the N2 Chairman, in a similar fashion as he did at the CN plenary in Shin Yokohama.

4.2 Presentation of TSG CN, Shin Yokohama, meeting report
Tdoc N2b99429
CN Meeting report from Shin Yokohama, prepared and presented by the N2 Chairman, who highlighted that there are barely 8 months to conclude UMTS Ph. 1 specifications. Contributions related to the collision of Sub System Number (SSN) values of PDC MAP (SSN=5) and GSM CAP (SSN=5) from the Japanese colleagues were encouraged. It was reminded that use of SSN value 5 was justified by the need of to ensure the transfer through the International Gateways for CAP, without relying on the update of gateways to transfer transparently messages using “national” SSNs.

5
3rd Generation Issues
5.1  Pre – Page

Tdoc N2b99409
Presented by NEC UK. Changes in respect to the document presented in Issy-les-Moulineaux were clearly highlighted. Clarified that changes had been previously agreed. The document was approved as a basis for further work.

Tdoc N2b99411
The drawbacks of pre-paging were presented by NEC UK. Pre-paging requires that paging is performed in advance, before the call is actually established along the international network. Vodafone noticed that it is assumed that the MS will establish radio contact after the pre-paging. It was questioned whether the behaviour of the MS has been considered, in case the connection from the VMSC fails and the behaviour of the VMSC when the radio contact is lost. This was not yet considered, but NEC agreed to do it as a complement to the existing analysis. The need for additions (and longer duration) of timers was highlighted by the Chairman and NEC admitted the potential existence of other drawbacks.

It was agreed to include the related text in the appropriate section of the report.

Tdoc N2b99410
Network resource efficiency is the first identified advantage of pre-paging: if the MS cannot receive the call, the connection between the Visited Network and the Home Network is not established. Proposed to add a new Sect. 11 (titled Advantages of pre-paging). Addition of the new section was approved and the section of the report will be renumbered accordingly.

Tdoc N2b99412
Presented by NTC on the issue of efficient usage of wireline resources. Figs. 7.1.1 and 7.1.2 should be added to the technical report, but Vodafone noticed that they are based on a fairly old version of GSM 09.02. In the feasibility report, furthermore, Stage 2, not the protocol, should be highlighted: in this respect, figures are too detailed. NEC, however, noted the risk of losing a significant amount of details, should this proposal be accepted. In particular, authentication information should be maintained in the diagram. France Telecom noted that the figure does not show the effects of authentication failure: this element should be added.

Because of the amount of modifications, the Chairman eventually proposed to submit a revised contribution to the next N2 meeting in Edinburgh. However, the contributor provided a revised contribution (Tdoc N2 b99438) during the meeting.

Tdoc N2b99413
Presented by NTC on the issue of Timer values for SRI and PRN. It was clarified that it is not  a requirement for pre-paging to be supported by all networks. Amendments to the existing text were then proposed and agreed (sect. 9.1). Concerns were raised by the Chairman on the value of Paging Supervision Timer. Furthermore, Vodafone observed that this value is Network Operator specific, and it might be set to  a value similar to the MAP operation timer for Provide Roaming Number This would compromise correct functioning, 

 Vodafone proposed that the HLR could use an information element (included after the ellipsis) in the Provide Roaming Number request to indicate that it would use a MAP operation timer value at the upper limit of the allowed range, to allow time for the paging procedure; similar handling would be necessary in the Send Routeing Info request from the GMSC to the HLR.

The text will not be included in the reference document.

Tdoc N2b99438
Presented by NTC as a revision of N2b99412. It was proposed to include it in sect. 11.2. Fig. 10.1 can be placed in a neutral part of the document and be referenced in both the advantages and drawbacks sections. 

The document was approved for inclusion in the pre-paging technical report. The updated pre-paging technical report is expected to be available by early next week.

5.2 Gateway Location Register (GLR)
Tdoc N2b99404
A revision of the GLR Technical Report was presented by NEC UK. All changes, agreed during the last meeting, were included in the text. The document was agreed as the state of the art of the achievements on the GLR issue.

Tdoc N2b99414

NEC Japan presented a report on the evaluation of the percentage traffic reduction due to the presence of a GLR. A mobility model in a great metropolitan area was elaborated and figures were applied to Home subscribers, indicating that the mobility of roamers is, on the average, somehow lower. In sect. 4.b, it was clarified that the quantity on the horizontal axis is the average ratio of calls to location update messages. Some debate was carried out on the GLR processing load but it was found preferable to keep this issue separate from the issue of signalling messages saving. This means removing the second bullet point from the conclusions. However, the meeting agreed that a further analysis of the GLR processing load is required to be reflected in the GLR Technical Report. Contributions on this issue is invited.

Nokia requested a more detailed list of the messages belonging to the other VLR-HLR signals, in order to verify that the corresponding amount is really negligible. In the interest of a “clean” approach, it was also found useful to separate definition (e.g. the number of messages) and the assumption that, for example, their number might be negligible in relation to Nul. 

Vodafone recommended to distinguish between Mobile Terminated Calls and Mobile Terminated Short Messages, since different network nodes can be involved, resulting in different traffic cases. 

In Section 4, Inter-PLMN roaming must be changed into Intra-PLMN roaming: mistake found. However, Vodafone observed that the GLR might be also useful to optimise inter-PLMN roaming (to cope with the case that a mobile hops frequently from one PLMN to the competing one, due e.g. to variable coverage patterns).

Nokia also observed that in 3rd generation mobiles, even more complex and numerous security mechanisms will exist, i.e. a higher number of security related messages than assumed in the document. Also authentication in GSM can be requested/performed at every LU procedure.

A European traffic model, with figures taken from the experience of European Operators was requested, but it was found fairly reasonable to assume that such information may be commercially sensitive and there is a natural reluctance to put it on the public domain.

The Chairman requested the authors to revise the document in the light of the comments received (see also Tdoc 428).

Tdoc N2b99428

Based on Tdoc N2b99414, it contains some questions for clarification raised by Nortel Networks. It was clarified that the overall number of subscribers reported refers to Home customers. Vodafone added that the mobility pattern of roaming customers, who are likely to remain close to hotels and meeting rooms, might be significantly different from residential customers in localised parts of a metropolitan area. Also the roaming traffic figures might reach a significant percentage of the overall traffic volume measured in the network.

5.2.1  Circuit-Switched Issues

Tdoc N2b99405
Contribution from Fujitsu on Regional Restriction in the network with GLR. Clarified that it is possible to have more than one National Destination Code in each PLMN and the text in the document was amended accordingly.

In the signal flow of fig. 9-1, some errors were identified by Vodafone and will be corrected (between brackets, it should be only “MSC area restricted”). Nokia proposed some additions to the HLR side e.g. no MT services forwarded to the VPLMN, in the case of MSC area restricted. 

Ericsson asked whether the complete international dialogue (Fig. 9-2) can have some implication on the MAP Guard Timer values (timers could expire): as a matter of fact, without the introduction of the GLR, acknowledgement is immediate. Vodafone reminded that also the MS sets up a timer (20 s) after sending a Location Registration message: this does not allow to increase the value of the network Timers at pleasure, because otherwise the MS Timer would expire.

Vodafone made some rough estimates of the duration of the Location Update procedure between significantly distant countries along international links, in response to a comment of DoCoMo that indicated in 1s the time needed (1s is non realistic; it might be ten times higher).

NEC illustrated that if the MS timer elapses then a subsequent Location Registration message will be succeeded due to the fact that the subscriber profile and its location are available in the GLR.

On a specific request by the Chairman, nobody objected to the statement that the Location Update Timer value should not change because of the introduction of the GLR. Furthermore, it was agreed that the GLR needs not to buffer ISD Ack messages but requires application processing to match the ISD from the HLR and the ISD Ack from the VLR.

A revision of the document (N2b99431) was requested. However, Siemens recommended to change the discussion methodology, and be more top-down oriented (discussion of N2b99405 was focused on implementation details). According to the Chairman, however, discussion should be slightly smoother now, since some of the forthcoming arguments are similar to the content of N2b99405.

Tdoc N2b99406

Fujitsu briefly introduced the issue of Service Restriction in the network with GLR. Ericsson asked whether it is correct that the GLR shall necessarily support all the services supported by any VLR under GLR control. Vodafone clarified that functionally the GLR has nothing to do with service logic: however, the GLR has to support the higher MAP application context present in the controlled VLRs. It was agreed that the HLR will decide if service substitutions is to be performed.

Modifications were proposed to the flow diagram and a revision (N2b99432) was requested for the following meeting day.

Tdoc N2b99407
A document, titled “Subscriber information stored in GLR”, was presented by Fujitsu. It proposes information categories to be stored in the GLR. Vodafone made a point on the fact that the GLR has to store an image of the data originally sent by the HLR plus the result of any service substitution, taking into account the different capabilities, in general, of the controlled VLRs. It was recommended to the authors to consult GSM 03.08 about the Induced Flag to Basic and Supplementary Services. 
Ericsson requested clarifications on the need of storing the Network Access Mode in the GLR, since it is a parameter used only by the HLR. Vodafone observed that this data might be stored in the HLR for a correct delivery of MT Short Messages, even if this information never goes to a VLR.

It was found that the Network Access mode is used only in SGSN Update Location & VLR Restoration procedures. Some discussion was then raised about data related to Supplementary Services that need to be stored in the VLR and hence also in the GLR (and in the HLR). An example by Vodafone on the procedure to change a forwarded-to number in the Busy case helped to clarify (see also GSM TS 03.8x and 03.9x series). 

It was agreed to remove  ODB PLMN specific data from the table since this data is HPLMN specific and therefore there is no need to have this data stored in the VPLMN’s GLR.

With this amount of proposed amendments a revised contribution will be submitted to the Edinburgh meeting.

Tdoc N2b99408

 Fujitsu presented a document titled “Service Restriction in the network with GLR”. Vodafone commented that in the procedure for HLR restoration, the HLR has to recover location information from the VLR (with the GLR, itcan recover the location from the GLR). It  may also be appropriate that in case of recovery, the HLR sends a message to the MS, asking for checking the Status of SSs. A possible improvement to the procedure of Tdoc 408 was suggested by Vodafone, who volunteered to help during coffee break. The problem turned to be more complex than expected, and it was recommended to analyse it with more time and in a greater detail.

In case of HLR restart, Ericsson clarified that in the GLR the updates will be limited to the customers registered in the restarted HLR, not the others.

A revised contribution is expected as the outcome of an ad-hoc session that could take place after the closing the meeting for the current day. In the successful case, it will be discussed again in the last meeting day; otherwise, it needs to be postponed to Edinburgh. Vodafone, Ericsson, Fujitsu and other Japanese delegates volunteered to participate in the ad hoc session, most likely at the Prince Hotel, and report to the meeting the day after. However, despite of the good intentions of the participants the Adhoc Session did not take place and a revised contribution is expected at the Edinburgh meeting. 

Tdoc N2b99415

NEC reported on Impacts to the subscriber and equipment trace by GLR introduction. Vodafone observed that if a subscriber is not registered in the Home PLMN area, tracing is not switched on. Hence, since the GLR applies to customers that are outside their PLMN, it does not seem necessary to have this functionality in the GLR. This conclusion, as proposed by NEC UK, should be captured in some textual statement in the technical report.

The contribution, bearing in mind this achievement, was withdrawn by the contributor.

Tdoc N2b99421
NTT Communicationware presented a document on Changes to GLR rev011 for Address Conversion. Concerning the packet switched part of the document, some clarifications were supplied by Vodafone on the situations when conversion of HLR numbers into GLR numbers would be needed. Standards really do not say anything about checking the HLR address  received in the VLR. MGT could be generated by the GLR for SCCP addressing, using the IMSI derived from the Application layer (i.e. MAP). It was questioned whether the VLR, while recognising a foreign IMSI, should generate an GT based on the detected foreign IMSI or address the message according to the Destination Signalling Point Code (SPC) of the GLR, which would then process the messages: this issue is still open. Vodafone expressed in favour of a GLR with addressing conversion capabilities.

Vodafone remarked that the name of the Interworking MSC should be changed because the same terminology is already used in GSM with a totally different meaning. Vodafone proposed SMS Transit MSC, to reflect its functional behaviour. It was also noted that the SMS GMSC could be anyywhere, not necessarily in the Home PLMN. Removal of the Home Network indication in the figure of Page 3 will easily solve this issue.

Tdoc N2b99431

Fujitsu presented the document Regional Restriction in the network with GLR (revision of N2b99405). All contributors of modified documents were requested to simply highlight changes. 
Clear indications exist now for the Editor, NEC UK, to progress the technical report according to the agreements.

The revised contribution was agreed with the following addition:

· GLR needs to buffer the ISDack messages but also requires application processing to match the ISD from the HLR and the ISDack from the VLRs.

Tdoc N2b99432

Fujitsu presented the document Service Restriction in the network with GLR (revision of N2b99406) highlighting changes. An editorial mistake on message 6 (Fig. 9-3) was noted by T-Mobil and will be removed. Ericsson noted that the same considerations related to regional restrictions also apply to service restrictions. The GLR has to support the highest protocol version supported by any controlled VLRs. The GLR has to support the services supported by any VLR.

Agreed to incorporate in the technical report the material discussed and approved.
Tdoc N2b99434

The agreed changes were presented by NTT Communicationware, e.g. the renaming of a new network element to Intermediate MSC, to avoid confusion. Noted in the minutes that chapter 5 will be included in the technical report, with the exclusion of the first bullet point, which is an instruction. The Chairman noted that the document did not include what was agreed about the capabilities of the GLR to derive MGT (for SCCP addressing in the dialogue with the HLR) from the received IMSI. This feature will be added to sect. 2.1.1

5.2.2  Packet-Switched Issues

Tdoc N2b99418
NEC presented a document titled “Combined Location Update for CMM and PMM to HLR” with the intention to identify the possible impact on MAP specification of the combined location update. Vodafone raised the procedural point of completing discussion on GLR. It was agreed to postpone it for Edinburgh.

Tdoc N2b99424
A document on GPRS procedures with GLR was introduced by NTT DoCoMo. Changes to 09.60 can be proposed, according to the author, on the basis of this contribution. The Annex to the document was then presented. 

In conclusion, it was proposed that unsuccessful cases should be added to the document. Also the non-reachable flag should be covered, to check whether it impacts the procedure. A revised document (N2b99435) was consequently requested for the morning after.

Tdoc N2b99435

NTT DoCoMo presented a revision of GPRS procedures with GLR. On request of Ericsson, it was found appropriately to change some wording in the Authentication Info and Insert Subscriber Data sections. Vodafone proposed the following text: The GLR passes it on to the HLR without modifications at the application level. For the Insert Subscriber Data it was agreed that some processing was required to the GLR.  For sect. 6.c, Vodafone rephrased a part of the sentence:  … message to the GLR. The GLR then transfers the SGSN area restricted indication to the HLR. NEC UK was then requested to convert appropriately the terms transparently possibly encountered in the document. 

Ericsson also invited contributions on some inconsistencies of MNRF between HLR and GLR. This issue, according to Fujitsu Europe, could be included in the list of outstanding issues. This was agreed, but it could as well go to the technical report.
5.2.3  Service related issues

Tdoc N2b99416

A document on “Impacts to the CAMEL by GLR introduction” was submitted and illustrated by NEC. Nokia  asked whether the GLR is able to cover more than one VPLMN. Vodafone remarked that the principle is that the GLR needs to know the capabilities of the VLR  from which the subscriber has moved and those of the VLR  to which the customer has moved; if not, the GLR has to retrieve these capabilities. Hence, the document should not apply only to CAMEL but have a wider applicability.

It was also noted that two types of scenarios of reporting the service capabilities by the VLR towards the HLR are in use by the current GSM networks. 

· Proactive VLR, meaning that the VLR will send the service capabilities (e.g. CAMEL Phase) towards the HLR during UL

· Passive VLR, meaning that the HLR will send CAMEL subscription information within the ISD and the VLR will respond to that CAMEL subscription info.

The contribution reflected only the proactive scenario, but the proactive scenario must be reflected as well.

T-Mobil remarked that useful information, not covered by the previous comments, is actually contained in the document and should be included in the technical report. T-Mobil found it appropriate to discuss the document in a joint session between Subgroups A and B.
By tomorrow morning a revision (Tdoc N2b99436) should be available. It was further commented that network models seem to proliferate: in the interest of clarity, only one general model should be agreed and taken as a reference.

Vodafone observed that the document does not supply specific additional information to GLR. The author was then requested to propose a section of the technical report where to introduce the agreed parts.

Tdoc N2b99417
NEC contribution on the issue of Impacts to SoLSA by GLR introduction. From the conclusions, it seems that there is no impact on SoLSA if the GLR supports only one VPLMN. This makes the document superseded by previous discussions, and the contribution was withdrawn. 

Tdoc N2b99422
Presented by NTT Communicationware on the issue of SMS Alert procedure in the network with GLR. A quite extensive debate followed, focused on the details of the procedure reported in Fig. X1. In relation to Fig. X3, Vodafone suggested a better alternative for downloading the subscriber profile.

The issue will be resubmitted to the Edinburgh meeting.

Tdoc N2b99423

Contribution from NTT DoCoMo on Location of GLR. Vodafone noted that it is not straightforward to move from the assumption of a single VPLMN per GLR to a situation of multiple VPLMNs per GLR. Studies are needed on the implications of the latter assumption. Vodafone also requested to study whether there is a technical impact on a GLR, talking with one HLR or talking with several HLRs. Certainly, capacity problems of the processor exist, as remarked by Ericsson. Vodafone reiterated the concept that a high proportion of the overall traffic in European networks is generated by roamers.

The contribution was agreed and NTT DoCoMo was requested to identify which parts were going into the technical report. Clarified that the grey area box of Fig.1 will be removed. Sections 2 and 3 will go into the report, according to DoCoMo, and the most appropriate section of the report was identified as Sect. 8. NEC UK proposed (and it was agreed) to create a new section called Reference Model, explaining the difference with the Logical Network Model section.

The report shall clearly mention the basic assumption of an individual VPLMN per GLR.

Tdoc N2b99425
NTT DoCoMo submitted a Proposed reference model for GLR. The model was found very complex by Vodafone, who proposed to draft it as a multiple layer model, to distinguish several families of interfaces from the MAP interfaces. Furthermore, before deciding whether the GLR will be a part of Phase 1 Specs for UMTS, Vodafone proposed to put on hold the GLR reference model. The Chairman, however, requested again to redraft the reference model with separated interface layers.

To be revised and resubmitted to the N2 plenary in Edinburgh.

Tdoc N2b99430

Presented by Ericsson on the Implications of introducing the GLR concept in UMTS networks. In the first bullet point of Page 2, about Authentication, the number of times to contact the Home network was probably overestimated, although this does not invalidate conclusions. In Sect. 2.5, DoCoMo noted the existence of a bottleneck in the GPRS domain, but in general not all packets need to be sent to the GLR.

Ericsson will take care of the concerns expressed, and produce a revision. NEC UK also suggested to highlight the study points, for example creating a new section dedicated to open issues. Nokia proposed to have an informative annex for this purpose, more flexible to drop, when open issues are eventually solved. NEC also added that a check list in the body might be misleading for those who did not participate in the full discussion. Ericsson remained in favour of keeping it in the document body.

In the interest of a clear discussion, the Chairman proposed to go through the list: 

section 2.1: it was agreed to remove the first paragraph, to remove the second sentence of the 4th paragraph, to reformulate “at least as many procedures for authentication set retrieval are triggered as inter VLR Location Updates”, to delete authentication in the third sentence, to add to the 5th paragraph a statement indicating that GLR reliability and performance shall be at least as high as for HLR. Then it was agreed to include All the capabilities of both nodes shall also be introduced in the HLR, in the last paragraph;

section 2.2: in the first paragraph wording must say “Authentication set retrieval”; for the second paragraph, a sentence regarding overall reliability will be elaborated off line by Ericsson and NEC UK; the third paragraph had been already removed;

section 2.3: for the second paragraph, a sentence concerning the behaviour of old and new VLR will be provided by Vodafone to NEC UK; the last paragraph will also be discussed off line;

section 2.4: in the first paragraph Location Areas becomes VLR areas;

section 2.5: the first and second bullet points are removed;

section 2.6: first paragraph is on hold for May, for the second paragraph Vodafone clarified that the problem is not only the physical location, but the ownership of the GLR. It was agreed to drop it. More proper wording was recommended for the case of roamers switching networks frequently.  

Tdoc N2b99436

NEC presented a revised version of Impacts to the CAMEL by GLR introduction. Reference should be added for the support of passive scenario to capture the supported CAMEL Phase.  The comparision of service capabilities between the old and new VLR should also be added to the text for inclusion into the technical report.  Agreed for inclusion in the GLR TR.
Tdoc N2b99437

Revision of N2b99430. NEC UK did not wish to appear in the list of originators, although they had contributed to the revision. Vodafone remarked on the existence of Operator Specific Services based on the VLR service areas and asked to have it in the text of the document; however did not find it appropriate to enter a detailed quantitative discussion. Fujitsu Europe noted that some of the bullet points in the document make substantial proposals, while others are rather vague, others finally do not express specific requirements.

The CN Chairman found it irrelevant whether all contributions were contained in a single document, or spread in more documents, provided that the GLR issue could be clearly formulated in terms of: technical solution, advantages, drawbacks. The Chairman stressed quite a few times that his idea was to go only through the bullet points that had been substantially changed. 

Vodafone proposed then to check whether the list of concerns expressed in the document was acceptable to the floor.

In response to a concern expressed by Fujitsu Europe, Vodafone elaborated the following sentence: In order to avoid the GLR imposing a limit on the service capabilities of the VPLMN, the GLR has to support to be included in the text. Fujitsu had problems with a sentence in sect. 2.2, and Vodafone was requested to give a detailed explanation on the necessity to keep it in the text. Afterwards, it was agreed to keep the bullet point.

Sect. 2.3: an editorial comment raised by Fujitsu Europe, because of the deletion of most bullet points, a plural becomes singular. Agreed.

Sect. 2.4: agreed.

Sect. 2.6 becomes 2.5: international signalling is changed into inter-PLMN signalling. There is a number of classes of issues related to GLR, as observed by Vodafone: this could be clarified in a preamble to the document, highlighting the scope. The Chairman requested NEC UK whether the scope of the introduction of the GLR in the network is stated somewhere in the document. 

The Chairman clarified that there is no intention to destroy the GLR concept, but its scope should be better explained. Further contributions were then invited, also in order to highlight that there will be a signalling increase in the VPLMN. Eventually the paragraph “It shall ….” was struck out. Concerning the last bullet point, it was first proposed to put in the introduction section, after an extensive discussion, whether the example applied to European Countries had to be extended to Japan as well. It was eventually agreed to put it in section 7, dedicated to roaming scenarios.

To cope with the Japanese situation, the following sentence was proposed but not agreed: However in Japan the situation is different: in one geographic area there is only one service provider, but written contributions were in the end encouraged, since the licensing situation in Japan might change for UMTS

Summary: revisions were identified, the revised contribution will be brought to the Edinburgh meeting. The clean version of the document will be prepared by Ericsson and forwarded by e-mail as soon as possible.

5.3  Multicall
Tdoc N2b99427

The contribution was presented by NTT DoCoMo and will be further discussed in the N2 meeting. Fujitsu Europe remarked that a technical report on Multicall does not exist for the time being. S1 however decided to speed up the work on Multicall Stage 1. The CN Chairman clarified that Multicall is an issue for Release 99.

Tdoc N2b99433

Technical report on Multicall v. 0.1.0, presented by NTT Communicationware. The document will be resubmitted to the Edinburgh meeting for full discussion. The Network Determined Busy event should be discussed next week in the ad hoc group on SS. T-Mobil asked  whether there is a limit to the number of Multicalls. From the S1 perspective, Fujitsu said, it is an Operator’s decision. Vodafoneaccepted that it is for each network operator to set the maximum number of simultaneous calls allowed in a network, but the standard should set an upper limit on the maximum. S1 should set the upper limit and each network operator define his own maximum number,  taking account of the upper limit. Vodafone proposed to report back to S1 this requirement. The meeting agreed and Fujitsu Europe volunteered to report this issue in the S1 meeting.

Strictly speaking, the remit of N2B is not the one of submitting directly LSs to other bodies, but it is reasonable to forward this request to S1, since they are meeting the week before the Edinburgh meeting. To be formally compliant, it is better that Fujitsu Europe submit a contribution to S1 directly on this issue, trying to reflect the position of N2B.

Tdoc N2b99419

NTTCommunicationware presented a CR to 03.08 on Introduction of Maximum number for CS/PS. It was presented here only for information. Vodafone observed that the maximum number of sessions might be a redundant information because it is already specified for GPRS.

Tdoc N2b99420

A CR to 09.02 on Introduction of Maximum number for CS/PS was presented for information by NTT Communicationware. Vodafone observed that encoding 255 as an integer with sign would require 9 bits, instead of 2 octets. Furthermore, a number of simultaneous calls in that range was found absolutely unreasonable. It was then suggested to take the quantity as a place holder and wait for guidance from S1. Furthermore the meeting raised that a wrong CR form was used and all participants are encouraged to use the new CR form.

ACTION POINT Franco: to provide the new CR form to all CN Working Group 2.

Tdoc N2b99426

A contribution on the maximum length of Authentication parameters was presented for information by NTT Software Corporation. Ericsson preferred to postpone discussion until more formal inputs were received from other groups (e.g. SA3). Some detailed technical comments were then expressed by Vodafone, e.g. on internal messages from the MSC to the VLR. 

The CN Chairman informed that 33.00 had been approved in the Shin Yokohama meeting and it could then be considered as a good reference to achieve an overall frame.

ACTION POINT Franco: to bring 33.00 as an input document for the Edinburgh meeting. A full list of the input documents will be kindly provided by the N2 Chairman to the ETSI Secretary.

T-Mobil requested clarifications on the UMTS specifications that can be considered stable (some of them were presented as ideas).

5.4 AOB
7 Liaison Statements
7 Future meetings
The next meeting will be in Edinburgh, 17 – 21 May, hosted by Nortel.

8
Closing of the meeting 
The Chairman thanked all participants and particularly NEC for the kind hospitality and the perfect organisation of the meeting.
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5.2 Gateway Location Register (GLR)

5.2.1  Circuit-Switched Issues

5.2.2  Packet-Switched Issues

5.2.3  Service related issues


5.3 AOB

6
Liaison Statements

7
Future meetings

8
Close of the meeting (Thursday 12:00, meeting can be extended till 17:00 when required)
The proposed time plan is attached; a separate contribution showing the proposed allocation of documents to agenda items will be tabled at the beginning of the meeting.

The original proposal (which we considered at the first meeting of CN WG2 in Sophia Antipolis in February) was to include the responsibility for the basic call handling in GSM (specified in GSM 03.18) as part of the workload of N2A, because of the interactions with CAMEL. However there are other work items in N2’s area which are decoupled from CAMEL (and hence in N2B’s area) which also interact with basic call handling; one example of this is pre-paging, and another is the GLR.

N2 chairs proposal is therefore to transfer responsibility for GSM 03.18 to N2B. When N2A’s work on CAMEL requires changes to GSM 03.18 they can consider and propose the changes, but these will also be subject to review by the rest of N2. Those of you who are also involved in SMG3 WP’C’ will recognize the similarities with what SMG3 WP’B’ did to GSM 03.18 for Release 98 – the final judgment on the changes to GSM 03.18 lay with SMG3 WP’C’.

Day
Quarter 1
Quarter 2
Quarter 3
Quarter 4
Evening
(if needed)

Tuesday, 
27 April 99
Opening 
1), 2), 3), 4)
5.1. – 
Pre-Page
5.1 – 
Pre-Page
5.2 - GLR


Wednesday, 
28 April 99
5.2.1 – GLR
Circuit-Switched
5.2.1 – GLR
Circuit - Switched
5.2.2. – GLR
Packet-Switched
5.2.3 – GLR
Service


Thursday, 
29 April 99
6 Liaison Statements
Closing
7), 8)
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