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1.         I presented the 2 company contributions provided by NEC et al which were approved unopposed. This means that all the CRs sourced by RAN5 and individual companies have been approved by the Plenary. Many thanks for all your hard work in the preparing the CRs and getting them right, including the cover sheets this time Stoyan is now looking forward to sticking all the (non TTCN) changes into the specs and you will no doubt see the drafts very shortly. 

2.         With respect to individual WI CRs, the following points should be observed:

· The A-GPS WI was considered closed (in RAN a WI may be considered closed at the 80% mark) - well done Richard C. Anymore CRs for A-GPS will need to be raised against TEI6_Test.

· The DSAC WI was closed – well done Uno san. Anymore CRs for DSAC will need to be raised against TEI6_Test. A query was raised by Nokia regarding the linkage between the DSAC tests to network sharing. I commented that the tests have been written such that they can be applied to a Rel5 UE (although DSAC is only optional in Rel5) but are mandatory in Rel6 UEs. In an offline discussion with Nokia I agreed that the (Rel 6) Network Sharing tests must consider the DSAC aspects and that the DSAC tests as they are now, do not need to be changed.

· The RAN4 WI for UMTS 1.7GHz which included RAN5 test specs was also closed however the RF Group (Omori san) will need to be aware that the approved CRs are actually Rel 6 where as the RAN4 WI is actually Rel 7, so when our test specs are moved to Rel 7, a note needs to be added to the relevant places to indicate that the test only applies to Rel 7 onwards.

· The completion date of the HSUPA WI has been changed to Jun 06 (from Mar 06).
· The completion date of the Improved Minimum Performance for HSDPA has been moved forwards to Mar 06 (from Jun 06) at the request of the RAN Chair.
· The change to the IMC CC WID was accepted but there were some questions regarding the potential employment of TTCN3. I added that the decision had not yet been made but the default position was that unless otherwise proved, TTCN3 was the most appropriate tool to be used for these particular tests.
 

3.         The LS on the RAN5 strategy has also been endorsed by the RAN Plenary. There were a few queries but these were mainly due to the lack of understanding on how RAN5 works. One point to note is the use of the term ‘due diligence’ in the LS which has been taken to mean essential corrections; the LS wording has not been revised but this point will be minuted in the RAN#30 report by Cesar. Eventually people stopped asking questions which meant that I had either provided a perfect explanation or, more likely, I had totally confused everyone and no-one was dared to prolong the agony by asking more questions. Although I make a joke here, it does raise a more fundamental issue and that is I should not really need to clarify questions from RAN delegates whose companies are represented at RAN5. I would like to think that RAN5 delegates are briefing their colleagues prior to the RAN Plenary although I do appreciate this is not always practical; but please do your best.   

4.         Both new WI proposals were endorsed by RAN (2.6GHz & 900MHz); it took less then 60 seconds to present and approve both documents, mind you it was very close the end of the meeting. Further to this, Stoyan and I will progress a method for allowing the RAN5 work item status (post Plenary) to be made available directly from the 3GPP web site. This will also include a link to a spreadsheet which will relate RAN5’s activities to external market requirements such as the GCF, PTCRB & the TDIA.

5.        Re the TF 160 report (in RP-050711), RAN approved the report in general and the TTCN strategy for 2006. Other points:

· There were some queries regarding the removal of the ROHC which was not accepted at the meeting. Basically the RAN2 Chair is seeking company contributions to complete the necessary core specs before RAN#31 in Mar 06 so the situation is to be reviewed next time. I am happy with this approach as it gives us time to think about the wider impact of not developing the TTCN tests. For instance, we need to understand whether any market priority functionalities are dependent on this feature.

· Rel 6 ASN.1 is far from ready now (Dec 05) because many changes are expected prior to Mar 06. However the RAN2 Chair will announce a freezing of ASN.1 at the Mar 06. This may have an impact for TTCN development and the 2006 strategy so it was for this reason that RAN endorsed the strategy in principle accepting that the timing of the transition phase may be moved to later in the year.

· I don’t have any more news on GSMA funding for TF160 but don’t be surprised if we have to make some hard decisions on task priorities for next year. Removal of the ROHC performance testing, if it happens, will not solve the problem of the funding gap, but it does help. The appeal for more voluntary contributions was made again.

6.         With respect to future meeting dates I mentioned that RAN5 was considering an alternative date for our RAN5#33 meeting, currently scheduled for 6 – 10 Nov 06 in Riga, in order to accommodate those delegates that attend 2 or more WGs. I have received an offer for the meeting to be hosted in Malaga during an alternative week. I would appreciate your feedback within the next 5 weeks because I have to confirm our plans by mid Jan to the MCC before the contracts for Riga are signed, but please consider the following points to note:

· Logically this should be the following week (13 – 17 Nov 06) and this clashes with GERAN3 so Stoyan is not available. Also there will be virtually no time for email agreements.

· The week before (30 Oct – 3 Nov 06) is an option although may cause problems for those GCF warriors who will be attending the GCF CAG the week before that (23 – 26 Oct 06).  

· Moving away from the RAN WGs loses the advantage of ‘mutual mingling’ ad getting instant results from other RAN WGs during the week.

· RAN5/T1 has never been to Riga, and it is an interesting town, but then again so is Malaga and it’s probably warmer in Southern Spain at that time of year
7.         Finally a general comment, I appreciate that the majority of RAN5 companies are represented at the Plenary and that the notes passed to you by your colleagues may differ from these. If, when I decipher my notes, I realise that I have missed some other RAN5 relevant stuff, I will pass it on. As always please bear in my mind that I am preparing my post meeting notes for you without the benefit of the secretary’s draft minutes; I am also trying to follow the closing (and very interesting) discussions on the future work items for the other WGs. As always I welcome feedback to correct my understanding and I will in any case provide these notes at the Denver meeting. 

Once again many thanks for all your hard work and contributions in preparation for RAN#30.

