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3GPP has made what is generally regarded as excellent progress in establishing a new UMTS standard in a very short period of time. It is believed that the majority of major operators around the world that have licences for UMTS will wish to start commercial service with the best possible standards that can be achieved in Release 99. It is essential to achieve stability and quality of the standard and therefore the emphasis is now on allowing only corrections, not new features, to Release 99. The only exceptions can be where eg security is threatened or regulatory requirements cannot be met. However, genuine corrections to ensure correct functioning or to remove ambiguity can reasonably be expected for some time yet.

There are a number of features which are desirable enhancements being considered by 3GPP. Some of these are minor additions identified as commercially desirable, often originally intended for Release 99 but dropped from that release in order to achieve the required timescale. In addition, there is a major initiative sometimes known as ‘All-IP’ which involves a totally new IP approach to the architecture, especially of the core network. This is seen as an important development to align our philosophy with the general convergence of telecoms and the IP world. This should ultimately allow greater flexibility of service offering and lower costs. 

However, it is considered important not to introduce this new technology until it is itself mature and stable. There is also a danger that important improvements to our service profile or security features might be lost if too much priority is given to a premature emphasis on developing All-IP in our committees. 

There is also concern that the concept of annual releases, tied to the end of calendar years, may not be the best approach. Much work is still being done throughout 3GPP in finalising Release 99 with the result that little work has been done for Release 00. However, if we were to skip release 00 and wait for 2001, that would result in an unacceptable delay. It is proposed that releases should be timed no closer than one year apart, but aimed for when there is a sufficient but coherent set of new functionality. It would be useful to be able to differentiate between major and minor releases, so that additional functionality to Release 1.0 (as proposed for 2000) be called Release 1.1, but that a major change, such as All-IP, be termed 2.0. However, this raises the opportunity for endless debate about whether something is a large or small release of features. Hence it may be preferable to call the releases A, B, C etc. This approach has the advantage of being clearer, more flexible and separate from the calendar. It also avoids the ambiguity that the specifications in release 2.0 would carry version numbers 5.x.y.
Topics considered important for the next release (R1.1) have been considered, but due to the continuing work on R99 (or R1.0), very few of these are believed to be realistically available for December 2000, while the fast moving market cannot wait until December 2001. The best compromise is believed to be June 2001 and this is achievable.

Conclusion

· 
· It is vital that some of the R’99 enhancements are delivered as soon as possible. This means that a Release prior to the complete “All-IP” release is essential.
· A program of commercially driven enhancements should quickly be agreed for R1.1, with a timescale of completion by June 2001. 

· Work should also continue on All-IP for R2.0; to achieve that, it is necessary to complete the main work on service requirements and architecture by end 2000.
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