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1 Introduction

At RAN WG2 #6 we were requested by T2 (liaison R2-99835) to identify which service implementation capabilities are necessary for each service capability that they listed. There was concern that it is a very large task to identify all the parts of our specification that are necessary to support each particular service, particularly as the spec incorporates so much flexibility. We were not able to provide an answer to T2 at the meeting. Therefore, we agreed to have an email discussion in order to try to find an approach that can simplify this task. 

2 Summary of discussions

The main points made during the discussions are summarised below.

1. As the UTRAN doesn't really have any knowledge about the services that are being supported, our documents should not really talk about the services. The UTRAN only has knowledge of the radio bearers that are being used to supply the services, and so the UE layer 2/3 capabilities should be linked to different types of radio bearers that can be supported. For each of the services that are defined within the higher layers, we can then say which type(s) of radio bearers can be used to support the service. Some potential classifications of the different radio bearers where given and these are reproduced in the annex to this report.

2. Alcatel commented that as the UTRA doesn’t know all the different services that need to be supported we could use the traffic classification that has been used in 22.105 and 23.907. These are ‘conversation’, ‘streaming’, ‘interactive’ and ‘background’. Then we should decide on which RB types and configurations should be supported for each traffic class (perhaps with some sub classes as well). A mapping of radio bearer types to the different traffic classes was given as a starting point for discussion. This mapping is included in the annex.
3. Samsung provided some comments about the work in T2. T2 plans to produce a liaison statement asking for service implementation capabilities needed to support given bearer services with a range of defined information transfer characteristics. This is in line with the comments from Alcatel. Currently, T2 is busy concentrating on the implementation capabilities for baseline terminals and the speech and CS data services.
4. Nokia noted that for many of the radio bearer types all the same procedures are necessary. Motorola agreed saying, that the procedures are less useful for differentiating between different bearer types or services than it had been for defining the baseline implementation capabilities where many of the procedures where not required..

5. DoCoMo suggested that to let T2 know the RRC procedures which should be supported for each state found in the latest RRC specification (as a result of other E-mail discussions). Necessary procedures are closely related to the UE states, and the UE states are closely related to the transport CHs with the combination of several RB types used.

6. Nokia commented that the service capability issue is a ‘vertical issue’. For each service we would start by identifying the radio bearer type(s) that needs to be supported, and then parameterise the radio bearer type in a ‘vertical’ way. This would mean defining the RLC mode(s) that can be used, the range of transport format configurations that are possible, and the range of physical channel configurations that are possible. The RRC procedures can be considered as ‘horizontal’ in that they are needed across many of the different radio bearer types.

7. Motorola commented that service multiplexing further complicates the issue. There may be some layer 2/3 capabilities that are not required for a particular radio bearer type on its own but may be required when a particular combination of radio bearer are multiplexed together. 

3 Conclusions

The email discussion produced some useful inputs on the way to approach the UE capabilities issue, although it is apparent that there is more work to do in this area. Amongst the parties that contributed to the discussion, there was a general agreement to use the idea of radio bearer types that are listed in the annex of this report. 

There was some useful input regarding the work of T2 and how they plan to request implementation capabilities for bearer services with defined ranges of information transfer characteristics. It was also stated that T2 are currently working on the implementation capabilities for the speech, and CS data services, for which WG2 has not yet responded. WG2 should aim to produce a response to T2 from meeting #7.

4 Annex – Radio bearer classification

An example classification of the radio bearer types based on transport channel and RLC mode. (Format UL transport channel/ DL transport channel). Some more work is probably needed to finalise these types.
RB#1 : RACH/FACH

RB#2 : DCH/DCH TM

RB#3 : DCH/DCH UAM

RB#4 : DCH/DCH AM

RB#5 : DCH+RACH/FACH AM

RB#6 : DCH/DSCH+DCH AM

RB#7 : CPCH+RACH/FACH AM

RB#8 : DCH+CPCH+RACH/DCH

An example mapping of radio bearer types to traffic classes

Conversational : RB#2

Streaming : RB#2

Interactive : RB#1, RB#4, RB#5, RB#6, RB#7, RB#8

Background : RB#1, RB#4, RB#5, RB#6, RB#7, RB#8
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