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1 Opening of the meeting 

This drafting meeting aimed at progressing the work, and potentially to conclude, on roaming and addressing issues for UMTS Release 2000. 

It was hosted by Mr John Candish, Nortel, who take care of the documents distribution. The meeting started on Tuesday, 25th of April, and ended on Thursday, 27th of April, at hotel Posthouse Kensington, near Kesington High Street, London, UK. 

It was chaired by Mr Teuvo Järvelä from Nokia.  

The support for the meeting, including the redaction of these minutes, was provided by Mr Alain Sultan, ETSI/MCC.

2 Approval of agenda

S2-000680, source chairman: agenda
Conclusion: Noted

3 Discussions of contributions

3.1
Roaming issues

S2-000682, source AT&T, BT, Rogers Wireless Inc., TIM/CSELT, Lucent, Siemens, Motorola, Japan Telecom: Home Serving CSCF ‘vs’ Visited Serving CSCF when roaming
This paper proposes an initial study on how to handle the service control for roaming users. It identifies six possible scenarios (Full Control by the Home/Visited CSCF, Shared Control with priority to Home or Visited CSCF, Control in the Home CSCF with a Proxy in the Visited Network, download of service logic from Home to Serving) and explain they can be reduced to two: Serving CSCF in Home or Visited Network. It does not conclude on which one to adopt for R00, but proposes that members of 3GPP carry out further study.

Discussion: Marconi stressed that the selection should not be exclusive: in some cases scenario A (control in the Home) can be used, and for some other one, scenario B (control by the Serving) can be selected: e.g. "classical call" can be handled by scenario A and emergency calls by scenario B. AT&T and Ericsson stressed that emergency call is a particular service that should not be considered as a call.

The definition of "visited network" (def.3) is different to the one of GSM. There was no clear reason why, so it should be avoided in the future to refer to the definition proposed in this contribution. Also the "service provider" is not clearly defined. AT&T explained this to be the home network or a company the home network has a business relationship with.

Lucent proposes the choice between scenario A and B to be made on a subscription basis or even on a service invocation basis.

Vodafone stressed that roaming applies to only 10 to 20 % of the users at a given time, so the architecture shall be clearly robust and optimised for non-roaming users. They also stressed the best place to handle the service actually depends on "how wide" the service is used: if everybody is using it, then a local handling is preferable, whereas if it is a very specific service, used by some few people, a "central" handling can be more appropriate.

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000692, source Fujitsu: Home Network Service Control Model
This paper also discusses where to handle the service control: in the home network (scenario 1) or in the visited one (scenario 2). The advantages and drawbacks of each solution are discussed: for solution 1, the registration procedure to the CSCF in the visited network is not necessary but more studies are needed on how local service like announcements can be provided. Solution 2 provides an easy access to local service and a "good co-operation between C-plane and U-plane", but it triggers the need for a registration to the CSCF in the visited network.

Again, the main purpose of this contribution is to provide a basis for further discussion and no clear preference is expressed. 

Discussion: Vodafone stressed that different GGSNs are used for the U-plane and the C-plane in scenario 1, and this might lead to have different IP addresses in the mobile.

Lucent expressed the view that "scenario 2 is much more complete and realistic than scenario 1".

The complexity for mobility handling was identified to be roughly equivalent by Vodafone for both scenarios.

Nokia stressed out that the proposals might lead to add a new interface between GGSN and CSCF, and judged this addition problematic.

Vodafone wondered on the exact handling of some concrete examples for scenario 1, like for example a simple call forwarding on user busy.

Fujitsu clarified that their idea is to use static IP addressing, so this explained how in their proposal some packets are forwarded without any PDP context activated.

The mobile to mobile calls need also to be investigated.

In scenario 1, Marconi stressed there is no way to identify "local services" from "home services": all the services are systematically forwarded to the home network. They see scenario 2 as a better basis for splitting the handling of the services between visited and home, because the way for the CSCF in the home network to retrieve the correct CSCF in the visited network is a unsolved problem.

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000683, source AT&T: Home environment based service control
This contribution clearly proposes the service control to be performed by the Home network in all cases. The advantages put forward are to "provide seamless access to the home environment". The "local services" should however be provided through the visited network by letting the home CSCF proxy these requests to the visited CSCF. The control of resources to provide bearers for the user plane should reside in the visited network.

Discussion: On this last part of the proposal, Vodafone  wondered how the home CSCF knows the available resources in the visited network, e.g. how it knows if there are some AMR codecs available. AT&T explained that the requests are actually forwarded to the proxy in the visited. Then it was stressed that a clear distinction has to be made between negotiation for resources and actual control of resources: negotiation for resources can be initiated by the home network, whereas the actual control has to be made only by the company owning (or delegating namely) the resources.

The problem of the handling of local services was a bit more developed using an example: how to handle "local numbering", e.g. numbers which are routed differently according to the location of the user. The home CSCF has to ask the local CSCF, so it needs to know which is the local CSCF.

Nokia stressed that whatever the solution is, it should be avoided to ask the customer to dial some extra numbers, strings, etc.

Alcatel stressed also that the protocol to be used on the "Network to Network Interface" has to be clearly defined, like MAP today: this is the only way to efficiently offer roaming.

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000688, source Ericsson: Home Control of personalised conversational services for Multimedia
Ericsson also proposes to have the serving CSCF located in the Home network only, for all calls. The main advantages put forward are globally speaking that the home operator can provide the services in a quite  independent way from the visited network, avoiding standardisation or co-ordination efforts and limiting the dependency on the release or capabilities of the visited network.

Some clarifications on how to handle specific services are provided (e.g. emergency calls are not concerned by the proposal and shall be handled locally).

Discussion: Concerning lawful interception, Ericsson clarifies that whatever the solution is, further studies are requested (they don't mean the same solution will apply, as it can be wrongly understood reading the paper).

There was some confusion on the "call entry point" and the "Location server" in slide 3, but Ericsson stressed this is not the main point of the paper.

The same concern as already mentioned concerning the way for the home CSCF to "discover" the local CSCF or SIP proxy  (to be used for some local services) was re-assessed. This was answered to need further studies but any particular complication was foreseen (it was mentioned that it can be based on what is done for GMSC/MSC server, but this was not clear for Nokia).

Nokia disagreed with the statement "Does not restrict roaming within GSM/UMTS networks."

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000689, source Ericsson: Registration procedures
This contribution describes a proposed solution for registration procedures when the call control execution is performed in the home network: the solution is based on call instance creation upon registration. It introduces some new functional entities: Location Server, Call Instance Host, Call Instance Host Selector and User Profile database.

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000684, source Nokia: Roaming Concept, Scenarios and Solutions
This contribution proposes a "roaming concept" for networks with IP Multimedia subsystems. The roaming model suggested in this contribution is based on the following: Addressing of network elements in the R00 IM Subsystem for signalling purposes is based on IP addresses and E.164 addressing shall be supported by relevant network elements for providing support for roaming to UMTS/GSM and R00 CS networks; and for GPRS access, IMSI is used as the subscriber identifier in both transport and application levels. This is supposed to simplify support for roaming in legacy UMTS/GSM networks to a great extent.

It proposes information flows, etc, to be included in 23.821.

Discussion: Lucent and Ericsson thought that the proposal was not using correctly the identities: they did not find appropriate the idea of using different identities for the proposed "layers".

The exact proposal was not very clear for all delegates: a lot of information is introduced, and no part is particularly stressed. Ericsson stressed it will be very long to comment all the parts of this contribution one by one: e.g. in figure 1, the right part is entitled "R-00 CS/2G/R99" and one element of this part is "PS services". Also the principle of converting "VoIP" to classical voice was not clear: if an MS has both protocol implemented, then it will simply use voice on a legacy network: there is no need for conversion.

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000691, source Lucent: Support of Services Whilst Roaming
This paper remembers the S1's requirement to support CAMEL in R00, and proposes CAP to be supported by the CSCF: it is supposed to have the advantage of allowing the re-use of existing CAMEL infrastructure investments as well as the ability to deploy and administer single services to both domains. 

If the CSCF in the visited network does not support CAMEL, then it shall be possible to provide call control by the home CSCF.

Discussion: Alcatel proposed to stress that both interrogating and serving CSCF should support the interface to the SCP.

Vodafone stressed that some supplementary services like call forwarding are not supported by CAMEL: the way they will be handled according to Lucent's proposal need to be further studied. 

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000654, source Nokia: On the selection of the service control model in R'00
Nokia offer here to have the "basic" CSCF located in the visited network. They highlight several advantages, the key ones being: roaming from R00 PS to GSM R99 and from GSM R99 to R00 PS is "easy and flexible" and can be provided without impacting GSM R99 networks; emergency calls and local numbering are easy to handle; standardisation effort is minimised and leverages the existing VHE/OSA architecture; and the service model is  based on an existing Service Control interface, whereas alternative solutions require new interfaces between home and serving network

Discussion: Ericsson stressed that this paper was lengthily discussed at previous meeting and noticed that no new argument was provided. 

The "signalling delay" argument (saying that the Nokia's proposed solution will be quicker) was challenged by AT&T. Motorola declared  this is not a relevant criteria.

Marconi stressed the advantages and drawbacks should be made in comparison with some other proposals, and not in an absolute way.

Marconi stressed that the case considered in the contribution, which is that one UE is allocated one serving CSCF, might not be true: there might be several CSCFs taking care of one UE, e.g. a main CSCF and some others to assist the main one.

Vodafone had some concern about the mentioned possibility to have the serving CSCF identified on a per-call basis.

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000693, source AT&T: Emergency services in R00
Ericsson stresses that emergencies are local events and should therefore be regarded as local services, to be handled locally in the serving network, regardless of service control model for normal traffic cases.

Conclusion: Noted.

All the papers presented above were used as a basis by a drafting session which task was to offer an "impartial" analysis of the advantages and drawbacks of the 2 following solutions: Scenario 1 is "default serving CSCF in the home network", scenario 2 is "default serving CSCF in the visited network". The result of this drafting session is S2-000698, revised to S2-000706.

S2-000698, source drafting group: Location of the default serving CSCF (no official title)
Conclusion: Revised to S2-000706.

S2-000706, source drafting group: Location of the default serving CSCF (no official title)
Revision of S2-000698

This document summarises the advantages and drawbacks of having the default CSCF located at the home and at the visited network.

Discussion: Two editorial changes are needed: the bullet section entitled "Standards Work required" should be a numbered section and the paragraph beginning with "Malicious Call identities..." applies to both scenarios.

Conclusion: To be used as a basis for further discussion in next S2 drafting group in Stockholm to  try to take a decision.

S2-000708, source AT&T : Possible Application of Scenarios of Tdoc 706
The applicability of the scenarios of tdoc 706 is dependent on the capabilities required by the subscriber and the capabilities provided by the visited network.  This contribution identifies the applicable scenario for various roaming scenarios (e.g. when a user with CAMEL based services roams into a network where the visited network CSCF does not support CAMEL, then Scenario 1 (CSCF in Home Network) is the one to be supported).

Discussion: Only scenarios 1 and 2 have been taken into account, but there are some other ones, not mentioned in 706 neither, like using a proxy CSCF.

This presentation was however appreciated.

Conclusion: To be considered in Stockholm.

3.2
Addressing issues
S2-000690, source Lucent: Mobility management and  roaming for R’00
This paper proposes to clarify the definitions of Intersystem Mobility, Macro Mobility and Micro mobility in 23.821.

Discussion: The "registered mode" added in the definition of Intersystem Mobility needs to be made explicit. The new text was commented not to be clearer than the previous one. It was finally agreed to use the following wording: "Location of the terminal in terms of the address at which it can be found, depending on the registered mode." The second sentence shall  be changed to: "The terminal may be within any wireless or wired network."

There is a confusion on the concept of "Macro Mobility", used with different meanings at different places of 23.821 (and the same remark applies to "Micro Mobility"): in the other definition, "Macro Mobility" is supported by MAP and "Micro mobility" is bellow the GGSN anchor point. These inconsistencies should be solved prior to try to improve one or the other set of definitions.

Conclusion: Revised to S2-000700. 

S2-000700, source Lucent: Mobility management and  roaming for R’00
revision of S2-000690

Conclusion: Tentatively approved (i.e. to be approved at the Berlin meeting except if other contradicting contributions are proposed there). There was no disagreement at this drafting meeting on the first definition as revised from S2-000690, but some concerns were raised on the 2 other ones.

S2-000695, source Ericsson: Selection of the NNI Call Control
This contribution proposes that SIP is chosen as the basis for the NNI call control protocol within the IPMMCN (IP-Multimedia Core Network, also referred to as "IM") subsystem. This is explained to suit well the decision taken at last S2 R00 architecture drafting meeting (Helsinki, Finland) to use SIP as the single call control protocol between the UE and the CSCF (over the Gm reference point) for the IPMMCN subsystem.

Discussion: Ericsson explained that their proposal to use SIP at NNI applies to the PS domain only, and not e.g. between MSC servers. This needs to be clarified.

A common access point might be needed from external networks to both CS and PS domains, e.g. during the migration phase of some services from CS domain to PS domain (see previous meeting's BT contribution: for mobile terminated call, you don't know if the MS is reachable via PS or CS domain). A partial conclusion was that an interface might be needed between GMSC server and MGCF. This has not been taken into account in this proposal.

Conclusion: Noted. To be discussed together with the BT paper at next S2 drafting meeting.

S2-000681, source Vodafone: The need for 3G Mobile Networks to Support IPv6
Vodafone proposes that due to limitation in addressing space of IPv4, 3GPP should mandate the support of IP6 from R00 onwards.

Discussion: Alcatel mentioned the big overhead of IPv6. It was answered that header compression can be used in the CN and, on the radio, only the relevant bits will be kept, so the compressed header will have the same size using IPv4 and IPv6 on radio. It was also discussed whether this compression will add delay or not, without reaching any conclusion.

Siemens stressed out that there are two different problems: one is to address Network Entities and another one is to address the MSs. The second one, for which the addressing space is critical, can use IPv6 transparently between the GGSN and the MS, i.e. without having the network necessarily using IPv6.

The proposal is clarified to be to design the architecture on the basis that IPv6 is used for MSs and in IM subsystem.

It is not clear if this proposal mandates or advises IPv6 to be used in the IM subsystem.

It should be rewritten to state in correct terms that "R00 should be designed to be IPv6-friendly, i.e. to be optimised for IPv6 without preventing to use IPv4."

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000685, source Nokia: Mobile Terminal and IP Multimedia Services addressing issues (The need for IPv6)
Nokia also pushes for the use of IPv6 in R00, arguing that IPv4 will not allow to support IP telephony services in large scale (EMC estimates the number of mobile terminals by 2002 to be about 865 million, and Nokia project about 1 billion).

Discussion: This paper assumes that one IPv6 address is used per MS. Lucent stressed that other solutions are possible. 

Nokia clarified that their proposal does not apply internally to the CN to address GGSN, SGSN, etc.

AT&T also supports using IPv6.

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000694, source Cisco: Should IPv6 be the exclusive protocol in 3GPP R00?
Cisco stress here that even if there are some obvious advantages of adopting IPv6 from the addressing perspective,  using IPv6 also implies some risks like: no existing IPv6 production network exists today that can handle high speed traffic (orders of magnitude comparable to the existing Internet) and interoperate with the IPv4 Internet.

Discussion: Nokia is not preventing to use IPv4 in the network, but they clarified that IM domain and its CSCF should use IPv6.

According to Nokia's proposal, the default solution when establishing PDP contexts in IM domain is to use IPv6, but there will also exist a way (e.g. the MS has both IPv4 and IPv6 protocol stacks implemented) to establish an IPv4 context when needed.

Conclusion: Noted.

S2-000699, source drafting group: support of Ipv4 / Ipv6 in R00
result of the drafting on use of IPv6, taking into account S2-000681, 685 and 694.

Conclusion: Noted. Firm decision to be taken at the Berlin S2 meeting.

Revised to S2-000709 to specify where to go in 23.821.

S2-000709, source drafting group: support of Ipv4 / Ipv6 in R00
Revision of S2-000699.

Conclusion: no need to review it

S2-000397, source Nokia: IP allocation aspects
This contribution proposes that the IP address to be used by the MS for application level registration is allocated by the GGSN when the primary PDP context is activated.

Discussion: Nokia stressed that the IP address has to be allocated prior to any other communication with the mobile, as the IP address will be the way to identify the MS.

Concerning the statement "IP address is used by the MS when performing the application level" Lucent asked if it was an exclusive mechanism (because e.g. Alcatel contribution proposes to use IMSI). Nokia stressed that their proposal addresses  mainly the mechanism, and not the actual identities. 

In the same sentence, concerning "when the primary PDP context is activated", it was agreed that "primary" is too restrictive and should be deleted. Also there is no reason why to restrict to "by the GGSN": this last sentence should be rewritten.

Conclusion: revised to 701.

S2-000701, source Nokia: IP allocation aspects
revision of S2-000397.

It identifies the sections in TR 23.281 where the revised text should be included.

Discussion: Only the conclusion paragraph of S2-000397 was supposed to be here. "primary" should have been withdrawn.

Conclusion: Revised to S2-000710.

S2-000710, source Nokia: IP allocation aspects
revision of S2-000701

Changes incorporated.

Discussion: When the PDP context is established is out of the scope of this contribution.

Conclusion: Approved (tentatively).

S2-000456, source Alcatel: Allocating an IP address to the mobile
This contribution proposes answers to some questions identified as key issues: what are the identities of the subscriber and the aliases of the terminal (Addressing Principles)?, where is the IP address allocated?, what is the scope of the IP address?, which parts of the network is it relevant within?, etc.

It identifies 4 different levels of addressing and clarifies the main principle for each level. It is proposed to be included in 23.821.

Discussion: Alcatel stressed out that some editorial modifications are needed due to the fact that the it has been approved to use SIP on the Gm interface (i.e. between UE and CSCF) in the meantime.

Lucent and Motorola proposed, at the second line of the bullet 3, to drop "and IMSI" because "IETF might not accept it". Nokia stated it might not be appropriate to use IMSI as public identifier, and a better choice would be to use aliases. IMSI should be used as unique, non public user identifier.

KPN commented that number portability has to be taken into account. 

The statement in bullet 4 "There is no dynamic registration of an MS onto the service" needs to be clarified.

Nokia clarified that one MS can be allocated different IP addresses, but there is still a problem when an MS has established several PDP contexts with different CSCFs: to which CSCF to route an incoming calls?

The information flows will widely improve the comprehension of the proposal.

Clarifications of the terms "Addressing" and "identifiers" as used in this contribution are needed.

Conclusion: Revised to S2-000702.

S2-000702, source Alcatel: Allocating an IP address to the mobile
revision of S2-000456

Conclusion: To be seen at next meeting

S2-000697, source Marconi: Physical distribution of the Serving CSCF functional requirements
Update of S2-000660.

This paper proposes for discussion the main functions to be supported by the Gm interface.

Discussion: Concerning point 6, "Procedures related to the CSCF commitment of Bearer resources in the Visited Network, including Radio Access Network.", Nokia felt not appropriate to have Radio Access related stuff on this interface. The author agreed to delete this last part. Concerning "CSCF commitment of Bearer resources", it should be replaced by "Core Network resources" for sake of clarity. It is clarified that this is not "commitment" but "request".

The point 3 ("Access to the Service Profile Database for the User Agent") is not stable yet, so the contributor accepted to delete it.

"AH" stands for "Address handling" in 2. It is also clarified that the AH related functions in CSCF is analysis and translation. So the information to exchange between CSCF and UE with respect to AH was unclear.

The diagram shows a Gm interface between the proxy CSCF and the serving CSCF, and the author admitted it was confusing. It was explained that the main focus of the contribution are the bullet points at the beginning, and the figure might be not accurate.

No problem on bullets 1, 4, 5, modified 6. No clear decision on bullet 2.

Conclusion: Noted. To be revised in S2-000703 (only the bullet points as revised should appear).

S2-000703, source Marconi: Physical distribution of the Serving CSCF functional requirements
revision of S2-000697.

The changes have been incorporated.

Discussion: The bullet 2 is judged confusing and should be deleted.

Revision marks can be skipped and some rewording can be done.

Conclusion: Revised to S2-000711.

S2-000711, source Marconi: Physical distribution of the Serving CSCF functional requirements
Revision of S2-000703.

Conclusion: Approved (tentatively).

S2-000687, source Ericsson: HSS
Revision of S2-000636.

This contribution proposes to further define the HSS (Home Subscriber Server) structure: the HSS is composed of a "common logic" that can be addressed by MAP, DNS+, Diameter-AAA, and potentially other protocol(s).

Discussion: The statement "The Home Subscriber Server (HSS) is the master database for a given user." seems to mean that there is one HSS per user: it should be rephrased. 

"AAA" is used to mean authentication, etc. This acronym should be avoided because it seems to refer to the exact IETF protocol whereas this is not the intention.

In general, all references to IETF have to be more accurate or they should be deleted.

The diagram showing an implementation option should be withdrawn.

Conclusion: Revised to S2-000704.

S2-000704, source Ericsson: HSS
revision of S2-000687.

Changes have been made according to what was said during the presentation of S2-000687.

Discussion: There is some confusion: MM should be made explicit to be "multimedia" when it is the case.

Conclusion: Approved (tentatively).

S2-000661, source Lucent: Defining the Domains
This contribution proposes that the Call-Control plane be partition into "Domains", so that the mobile Multimedia terminal acquires a new IP address and register with a CSCF-entity whenever it enters a new Domain. This requires a mechanism to be implemented to inform the terminal when it crosses the Domain boundaries.

Discussion: The term "domain" is already used in 3GPP to refer to another concept (PS/CS domain, etc).  It should not be used here, even if in line with the terminology "administrative domains" used in IP.

Lucent clarified the size of the "domain" is an operator's choice.

It was not clear whether the "domains" are used to distinguished different operators, or different geographical areas within one operator or both.  No clear answer was provided (but, from the conversations, it seems to be both).

Vodafone explains that from one "call" to another, GGSN does not change in GPRS. The CSCF is behind the GGSN so it won't change neither. So he proposal cannot be applied on top of GPRS: it implies to modify GPRS (Lucent explained that their proposal is not only to change CSCF but also GGSN between calls).

According to Siemens, the only foreseen benefit of the proposal is to introduce a way to support optimal routing. But, one the other hand, having different IP addresses for one terminal will make the addressing a lot more complex. Moreover, these "domains" need to be identified by some broadcasting mechanism on the radio, and this was again judged as not efficient by Siemens and Nokia. 

Nokia found very confusing the sentence "each SGSN in a visited Domain have a logical association with a GGSN in a visited Domain that provides the CSCF services".

Conclusion: Not approved.

S2-000646, source Nokia: Functional requirements for the Cx reference point
Revision of S2-000633 introduced at an earlier meeting.

This tdoc proposes some text for section 5.4.1 of 23.821on Cx Reference Point (HSS – CSCF).

It includes the changes requested during previous presentation at the previous S2 drafting meeting.

Conclusion: Tentatively approved (to be officially approved at next S2 meeting in Berlin).

S2-000707, source AT&T: Announcements in R00
This paper proposes to standardise the announcements in R00 as a terminal based service: e.g. an error code is returned to the terminal which convert it into an audio message. This save radio resources and the user will get the message in his language.

Discussion: Nokia stressed that the terminal memory has to be considerably bigger than what it is now, so this solution cannot be the only one.

The tones (connecting, etc.) might need also to be standardised.

If the error codes are standardised, Siemens thought that the room left for differentiation will be smaller. A possible compromise is that some codes are standardised, and some others are left free. The requirements can also be discussed with S1.

Conclusion: To be reviewed at next drafting meeting on last day (with S1).

4 Conclusion

Even if this meeting did not allow to specify a way to handle roaming, it has clearly presented the problematic and the different possible solutions. The 2 competing models can be summarised as follow:

Solution 1: The default serving CSCF is in the home network. Based on the requested service, it handles the call on its own or forwards it to the visited CSCF (e.g. for local numbering).

Solution 2: The default serving CSCF is in the visited network. Based on the requested service, it handles the call on its own or forwards it to the home CSCF (like the current GSM approach e.g. when CAMEL is used).

The tdoc S2-000706 can be used as a starting point for companies' decision. Companies are requested to take a clear position on a complete solution, as to allow an efficient decision to be taken quickly. It is indeed necessary that the solution  to be standardised is decided as soon as possible to enable the other groups to develop the stage 3. The target date for the decision on roaming issues is next S2 drafting meeting, taking place during the week 8th-12th of May in Stockholm. The official S2 decision will then take place at next S2 meeting.

On addressing issues, the informal decision also has to be taken at next S2 drafting meeting. The document to be used as basis for discussions is S2-000709 (revision of S2-000699). 

Mr John Candish, Nortel, host of this meeting, finished with this meeting his 3GPP activities after several years being actively involved in UMTS standardisation. The meeting officials regret the departure of such a valuable delegate but wish him all the best for his future activities.
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