	3GPP TSG-T2 SWG6 ad hoc 
Reading, UK + Yokohama, Japan
21 Feb 2000
	TSGT2C(00)0010


Agenda Item:

Source:
Samsung, Sharp
Title:
E-mail discussions on modifications of annexes structure 
Document for:
Discussion and dicision
___________________________________________________________________________



1. 
1.1. 
1.2. 
2. 
2.1. 
2.2. 
2.3. 

3. 



4. 
4.1. 
4.2. 
4.3. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2448.0) 
Message-ID:  <3160541DB225D311AB2400508B2CBD191E3359@mailsrvnt03.enet.sharplabs.com> 
Date:         Wed, 16 Feb 2000 13:41:30 -0800 
Reply-To: "Sood, Prem" <pls@SHARPLABS.COM> 
Sender: "3GPP_TSG_T_WG2_SWG6 :    Terminal Features and Performance"              <3GPP_TSG_T_WG2_SWG6@LIST.ETSI.FR> 
From: "Sood, Prem" <pls@SHARPLABS.COM> 
Subject:      Re: Proposed changes to TR21.904 
Comments: To: "Ckbishop@AOL.COM" <Ckbishop@AOL.COM> 
To: 3GPP_TSG_T_WG2_SWG6@LIST.ETSI.FR 
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="windows-1252" 
X-UIDL: 8f1b295c77cceb1ac70943d0eea0f6ef 
Dear All and Craig,

        I think idea itself is quite good.

I wonder though that we are then likely to create a lot of changes and

re-work, which would mean having to go through the Annexes in much more

detail than there is time in one day, thereby missing our deadline. It could

also introduce new errors. Thirdly, we have already completed the 1st review

cycle with SWG6 and T1, and a major change such as this one would not

require just a minor member review, but an extensive member review within

the 1 week deadline. Fourthly, as per SWG6 meeting directions, I have

already circulated the TR to T1 and now we would send them a quite different

document within two weeks. They like the present structure of capability

lists for each service for their ease of use, even if it is repeated for

another service.

Perhaps we should not make this change at this late stage.

Best Regards,

Prem Sood

Director, Technology Planning,

Sharp Labs

pls@sharplabs.com

-----Original Message-----

From: Bishop Craig [mailto:Ckbishop@AOL.COM]

Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2000 8:07 AM

To: 3GPP_TSG_T_WG2_SWG6@LIST.ETSI.FR

Subject: Re: Proposed changes to TR21.904

Dear All,

I have had a brief look through the proposed changes to TR 21.904 that have

thus far been distributed. None of the documents received so far appear to

propose significant changes. Assuming that we will not receive any "radical"

proposals, I would like to make a suggestion about the structure of the

report. One of the proposals received included an additional annex on general

USIM implementation capabilities to support services (i.e. USIM capabilities

required over and above those for baseline). Rather than create separate

annexes for such broad service implementation capabilities, I would prefer to

keep them all in one place. Given that Bearer services are required to

support all services (with the possible exception of CBS), I believe the best

place for other broad service implementation capabilities would be in the

annex dealing with Bearer Services.  I also propose to move the bearer

services service implementation capabilities to Annex B. That annex could

then contain information about all the service implementation capabilities

that are conditionally (dependent on service and implementation) essential to

support all services, i.e. annex B will include USIM and Security

implementation capabilities that are required to support all services. The

annexes thereafter could contain examples of the minimum requirements to

support more specific services, starting with speech, i.e. subsequent annexes

would contain the subset of bearer services service implementation

capabilities, required for  a given service.

I believe that such organisation of the information in the annexes would be

more logical and avoid unnecessary repetition in the document.

Any other views?

Craig Bishop

Samsung Electronics Research Institute

