TSG-RAN Working Group 3,  meeting #7
TSGR3#7(99)D24
Sophia Antipolis, France, 20-24 September 1999


Source: 
Iu SWG Chairman
Title: 
Summary of Iu SWG

___________________________________________________________________________

Introduction

This document presents the report from Iu SWG meeting held on September 21-23 1999 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #7 in Sophia Antipolis, France (ETSI Headquarters). The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by Atte Länsisalmi. The report is in line with the agenda that was agreed in the opening plenary for the meeting. The order does not correspond necessarily to the order the items were handled. The LS handling is reported as the last item of this report.

8 Iu General Aspects

8.1 General Aspects and Principles of Iu interface (25.410), A78, B74;

Tdoc A78 "25.410 v1.0.0" was presented by the editor, Richard Townend of BT. The document contains the modifications agreed in the previous meeting. The document was approved without any comments.

Tdoc B74 "Editors proposal for 25.410" was presented by the editor, Richard Townend of BT. Richard reported that some proposed changes are according to the editors meeting held during meeting #6. The following was agreed:

· In Iu Capabilities section 4.4:

· Item "A/Gb IWU" moved to section Specification Objectives, and we call it "Interworking to GSM CN"

· mechanisms for resource reservation for packet data streams is kept in the capabilities. This is because it was understood that S2 who has set the requirement has also participated in the design of the U-plane transport for packet data.

· The location services item: We have to return into after discussion on various items we have for this meeting on Location Information.

· Section: 7.3: title format needs to be aligned with other titles.

· Section: 7.5: Iu user plane protocol is in singular, not in plural

· Section: 7.8: mention above the figure that 25.410 covers the whole Iu.

· Section: 4.5.1: It was agreed to split the section to TNCP for C-Plane (with the current text) and TNCP for U-plane, which contains the CS and PS subsections. Text below figures 6.1 and 6.2 is placed in these sections. Richard will draft this with the help of Alain.

· O&M needs to be added to definitions.

· All occurrences of ALCAP will be removed.

· All other sections agreed without modifications

The document was agreed as version 1.0.1 of 25.410, and it is used as basis of the discussions.

8.2 Actions:

List of functions over Iu (Outcome of A00 (Nokia) and A59 (Ericsson))  --B49
Tdoc B49 "Functional Division between UTRAN and CN contribution" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. No detailed presentation was needed, because the main part of the document was already available in the previous meeting. Only changes compared to the previous version were presented.

The proposed text for Iu functions was agreed with the following changes:

· Editorial in 2.5.2 some missing letters: "i" from "includes" and "s" missing from "used".

· Notes removed in 2.8.1.2 and 2.8.4.2, because the current assumption is in line with GSM

· 2.8.1.3, the alternative text approved.

· 2.9.3, 2.9.5 and 2.9.6 removed because they are indicated in 2.9.1 (SMS point to point needs to be added in 2.9.1). In RANAP, a note is added with direct transfer that "SAPI or priority indication is FFS".

· 2.10.2 and 2.10.3 removed for now, contributions on definition invited.

· 2.10.1 modified to read:

"The two CN domain architecture implies need for a page co-ordination, i.e. handling of page triggered by one CN node when UE has a signalling connection to the other CN node. The paging co-ordination is performed by UTRAN and/or optionally by CN. The Common ID is used for UTRAN co-ordination. The CN provides the UTRAN with the Common ID.

The paging co-ordination is a UTRAN function. Optionally the Paging co-ordination may be performed in CN"

· An x is added to CN column for paging co-ordination in table 1.

· General note: MS replaced by UE globally (editor will check)

· Multimedia removed in table 1.

· In table 1, "UE position reporting" should be "location reporting"

· General note for table 1, the items related to removed sections are removed also from the table

It was also agreed that the existing text from section 5 is inserted in section 2.5.6 Buffer Management.

8.3 Other contributions

No other contributions related to this subject were received.

8.4 Review spec. 

(Agree old working assumptions. Assessment of stability / completeness / version number of spec. )

Tdoc C99 "25.410 v1.0.1" was presented by the editor, Richard Townend of BT. The document contains the modifications agreed in this meeting. Some abbreviations related to the new parts added in this meeting are still missing, but the group trusts the editor to collect that information.

The document was approved with the understanding that the abbreviations list needs to be updated, and the location services is still unsolved. It is recommended by the Iu SWG that R3 plenary recommends TSG RAN to raise the version to 3.0.0.
We later returned to the location services issue (after the item had been discussed) and agreed that the existing text is supported, and the note can be removed.

9 Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)   A85, --B48;

Tdoc A85 "Iu Interface CN-UTRAN User Plane Protocol UMTS 25.415 v1.0.1" was presented by the editor, Alain Maupin of Ericsson. The document was approved without questions or comments.

Tdoc B48 "Editors proposal for 25.415, Iu Interface CN-UTRAN User Plane Protocol UMTS 25.415 v1.0.1" was presented by the editor, Alain Maupin of Ericsson. Alain pointed out that the document contains also some technical changes which should be agreed. The document was agreed to be the basis for discussion in this meeting with the following modification:

· In section 7.3.3 table 2 the comments relating to 45 octets can be removed, because the corresponding limitation has been removed.

9.1 Contributions --B50, --B51, --B52, --B53, --B54

Tdoc B50 "IU Downlink Rate Control procedure description for 25.415 (Iu UP protocol)" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. This contribution provides detailed text for the rate control procedure that was agreed in principle in the previous meeting. The document is approved with the following modification:

· In section for Unsuccessful operation, words "shall repeat the rate control procedure with the same rate control information as initially" are replaced with "shall re-trigger a rate control procedure".

Tdoc B51 "Frame coding of PDU type 0 for Support Mode for predefined SDU size" was presented by Fredrik Åberg of Ericsson. It was agreed to present document Tdoc B54 before making decisions based on this document. Document is approved. It was noted that the section 2.1.4 should read something from Tdoc B54 and not the reference only

Tdoc B54 "Frame quality classification in Iu UP for Support Mode" was presented by Fredrik Åberg of Ericsson. The technology presented in the document is agreed in principle. There was no clear proposal on what text should be included in 25.415 and where, so the editor of 25.415 will propose text in the next version that is to be reviewed during this meeting.

Tdoc B52 "Frame coding of PDU type 15 for Support Mode for predefined SDU size" was presented by Fredrik Åberg of Ericsson. The document was agreed with the following considerations and modifications:

The need to reply back the whole control frame for acknowledgement and negative acknowledgement was discussed. It was agreed that it is not needed. Furthermore it was agreed that the nack and ack frames should only consist of:

· Ack: The octets from the header: frame number set to the same value as the request, Ack/nack set to ack, header CRC set to what it is, and PDU type 15 payload CRC set to not used

· nack: The octets from the header and one octet payload for a cause value: frame number set to the same value as the request, Ack/nack set to nack, header CRC set to what it is, PDU type 15 payload CRC set to what it is, and one octet for the cause value in the payload.

It was agreed that in section 2.1.2 the second paragraph is not applicable for PDU type 15 (was copied from PDU Type 0).

It was further agreed that the elements in the different PDU types are specified separately, i.e. the definition of frame number is different for PDU type 0 and 15.

It was also clarified that the error handling as well as the time alignment are yet to be specified.

Tdoc B53 "Protocol States for Iu User Plane" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. The document was discussed at length. The following was agreed:

· The state model should be specified in an informative annex

· There should be only one bi-directional symmetric model, because the protocol is bi-directional. Somehow the exception cases e.g. the CN never initiates initialisation procedure) need to be included in the single model.

· The 25.415 editor will try to modify the model according to the discussions, and include it to the next version to be discussed tomorrow.

The possibility to use SDL for the description of the functionality of the states was discussed. It was asked by Cheng Hoc NG of NEC whether that would be possible. It was clarified by the chairman that in principle the usage of descriptive SDL has been endorsed by the specification method AdHoc that was held between R2 and R3 in the early spring. However, the decision is up to the groups themselves. So far there hasn't been any input to Iu SWG in the form of SDL, so no decision has been made on their usage. It was also mentioned that maybe companies have been too busy to provide SDLs, and generally it seems difficult to have any meaningful SDL descriptions in the release 99 specifications.

9.2 Review spec.

(Agree old working assumptions. Assessment of stability / completeness / version number of spec. )

Tdoc D41 "25.415 Iu U-Plane protocol version 1.0.3" was presented by the editor Alain Maupin of Ericsson. It was agreed to remove the references to the protocol states that are only described in the informative annex.

It was agreed to put the Support mode for variable SDU sizes in the report for study items for future releases.

The other agreed changes are reported in the next version provided a little bit afterwards. That version is in Tdoc D42 (see below).

Tdoc D42 "25.415 Iu U-Plane protocol version 1.0.4" was presented by the editor Alain Maupin of Ericsson. This version was approved with minor editorial corrections. Iu SWG agreed to recommend the version to be upgraded to 3.0.0

10 Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)  A82, C20;

Tdoc A82 "UMTS 25.413: UTRAN Iu Interface RANAP Signalling, v.1.2.2" was presented by the editor Jyrki Jussila of Nokia. The document contains modifications agreed in the previous meeting. Jyrki reported that he had also included the most obvious changes discussed in the editors meeting during meeting #6. On the contrary the most difficult items left for the editor to propose during the Iu SWG meeting have not been included here, but are included in the editors proposal in Tdoc C20.

The document was agreed with the following changes

· 8.12.1. It was agreed to modify it to read: The Cipher Mode Control uses the connection oriented mode of the signalling bearer.

· 3.1 "UE UTRAN connection" changed to "UTRAN CN connection".

Tdoc C20 "Editors proposal for 25.413" was presented by the editor Jyrki Jussila of Nokia. The following changes were made:

· The bullets removed on load sharing from RAB Assignment (as proposed for Relocation Resource allocation already).

· In reference section, The "25.930" should be "23.930"

· Reference 6, the Iu U-Plane protocol should be in singular, not plural.

· It was agreed to move the release requests from class 1 EP to class 2. As a consequence:

· Second bullet under Successful case removed.

· EP column removed from Successful outcome in table for class 1 in section 8.1.

· 8.3 last sentence removed.

· Global replace from "flow label" to "Tunnel End Point Identifier".

· It was further agreed that in the procedure descriptions we generally use Iu Transport Association, and only in Section 9.2 we define that it is either a Binding Id or Tunnel End Point Identifier.

· The new order of procedures introduced should apply to tables in section 7

· Throughout the document: The message names should be all uppercase, EP names should have 1st letter capitalised and in italics text.

With these changes the document was approved, as the basis for discussion, without the proposed IE definitions (see next discussion).

Parameter Definitions: --B56, C20, C30;

These documents were all presented together and discussion took place afterwards.

Tdoc C20 "Editors proposal for 25.413". Jyrki Jussila of Nokia presented the proposed IE definitions in sections 9.2.1.20 - 9.2.1.25.

It was noted that "Global Cell Id" should be "Cell Global Id" according to GSM 03.03.

It was agreed that the editor should try to create notation for the IEs names so that they can be identified in the text as IEs from regular words that are the same.

Tdoc C30 "Clarifications to some RANAP IE definitions" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. Due to other similar contributions, the presentation/proposal was limited to sections 9.2.5, 9.2.6, and 9.2.9.

The proposal was clarified so that in 9.2.5 the word "up-link" is removed, in 9.2.6 the first "PS" should be "PS" and "flow label" should be "Tunnel End Point Identifier".

Tdoc B56 "RANAP Information elements definitions" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

Decisions on --B56, C20, C30:

The group went through the list of definitions according to Tdoc B56, and the following was decided:

· RAB Id: The first sentence agreed as proposed. The second sentence removed. The third sentence agreed but appended from the end with: "in one Iu connection". A new sentence added: "The RAB Id shall remain the same for the duration of the RAB." The editor was asked to find a place for the last sentence rather in the procedure description part of the document.

· NAS Binding Information: approved from Tdoc B56 as follows. First sentence combined with the second to read: This element contains...(continues to the end of second sentence)" Third sentence modified to start: "It serves as..". Last sentence modified to: "This element is transparent to the RNC.

· Transport Address: text agreed from Tdoc C30 (without the word "uplink")

· Transport Association: approved from Tdoc C30 (with the modifications stated above for Tdoc C30).

· Priority level and pre-emption indication: Approved from Tdoc B56, with modifications: The name was changed to "Priority level, queuing and pre-emption indication". The words "indicators", "levels" "functions" changed to singular form. A new statement added: This element also indicates whether queuing is allowed or not. RAB Assignment Request and Relocation Request messages have to be modified accordingly. In the second sentence "queuing" added before "pre-emption", and "retention" changed to "priority".

· RAB linking. It was agreed to include the first sentence from Tdoc B56.

· Proposal to remove Location Identifier and always to use Location Information was agreed. The editor will check the text for the usage accordingly.

· Permanent NAS Identity: Agreed from Tdoc B56. with the modification that "usage" is changed to "type" in the last sentence.

· CN domain indicator: skipped, that is, it remains as it is in the document now.

· IMSI: removed, and the note moved to Permanent NAS Identity. Also in paging, the Permanent NAS Identity should be used instead of IMSI.

· Temporary UE Id. No changes to existing test agreed.

· Paging Cause: Agreed as proposed by Tdoc B56.

· UE Identity: Agreed as proposed by Tdoc B56.

· OMC ID: Agreed as proposed by Tdoc B56.

· NAS Bit String: Agreed from Tdoc B56: words "system information" is changed to "broadcast information" in the text. Also the procedure needs to be updated. Nortel took an action point to clarify the text during this meeting (see Tdoc D02).

· Broadcast Area Categorisation Parameter agreed with the change "system information" is changed to "broadcast information"

· NAS PDU: Agreed as proposed by Tdoc B56, with the addition of SMS and SS.

· Proposal to remove "NAS layer 3 PDU" and always use "NAS PDU" was agreed. The editor will check the text for the usage accordingly.

· User Plane Mode: Agreed to included the first sentence from Tdoc B56, and last from Tdoc C20.

· Paging Area: Agreed to included the first sentence from Tdoc B56, and last from Tdoc C20.

· Source ID: Agreed from Tdoc C20.

· Target ID: Agreed from Tdoc C20 (Global and Cell swapped).

· Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container: Agreed from Tdoc C20.

· Target  RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container: Agreed from Tdoc C20.

10.1 Study Items report and decision:

Bearer renegotiation and partial relocation for UMTS/GSM handover (Richard)

There was no written report for this Study Item. Richard presented the status verbally. No discussions had been held. Richard stated that the partial relocation is in relation to what kind of mechanisms will be available for RAB Assignment.

It was agreed to keep the study item alive.

SRNS relocation transparent field (Jörgen): B98
It was agreed to discuss all contributions related to transparent field in this agenda item.

Transparent field: B70 (some parameters), B73 (coding format), B97 (some explicit RANAP parameters), C23 (principle that R2 defines this PDU);

These documents were all presented together and discussion took place afterwards.

Tdoc B70 "Content in the Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container" was presented by Cheng Hock NG of NEC. It was clarified that the proposal is only for UMTS to UMTS case. The bearer information is radio bearer information, and not RAB information. It was clarified that during hard HO it may be possible to change the ciphering algorithm but not the key.

Tdoc B73 "Transparent container in Relocation Required and Relocation Request" was presented by Jörgen Van Parys of Alcatel. It was clarified that in SRNS Relocation d-RNTI is proposed to be used because the Common Id is not available in the DRNC. It was discussed that Common Id could be used for co-ordinating the possible two Ius, and d-RNTI is used to associate to the radio related parts.

Tdoc B97 "Proposals/Comments to RANAP V.1.2.2 ([25.413])" was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens/Italtel. Only the related parts to transparent container were presented.

Tdoc C23 "Principles for including the Uu interface related information to RANAP messages used for relocation of SRNS" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia. This is also proposed by Nokia in R2 (Tdoc R2-99B18).

Discussions and decisions on B70, B73, B97 and C23:

The alternatives in Tdoc C23 were discussed. There was no support for alternative 1 but some support for alternatives 2 and 3. It was commented that in either case R2 would need to be involved since we don't have the knowledge in this group to provide the information.

It was agreed to send a liaison to R2 and ask their opinion. Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia will draft this to be reviewed by tomorrow morning, so that it can be sent immediately to the ongoing R2 meeting.

Co-ordination of the possible two Iu Instances: It was agreed that Common Id is used for this purpose. There was no agreement on how it will be transported to the target RNC.

It was agreed that a LS is sent to S1 and S2 to inform that it is not possible to do relocation with IMSI not being available (i.e. only IMEI is used) when there are two active CN nodes. This case is applicable to emergency call only, since other calls are not allowed without IMSI. Alain Maupin of Ericsson will draft this.

It was agreed that dRNTI is used to associate the new Iu to be established and the existing RRC context. This information is placed in the transparent container.

It was also agreed to send a LS to S2 and N2 on the usage of BSSMAP message in the MAP E-interface for GSM to UMTS HO. The group sees problems in that and would like to point out that RANAP message would be used.

It was also agreed to keep the study Item open under the supervision of Jörgen Van Parys of Alcatel

Interaction between RANAP and RNSAP for SRNS Relocation (Kalle)

It was agreed to handle two groups of contributions in this agenda item.

RANAP Interaction with itself and RNSAP: B98, C26, B40, C29

Interaction between RANAP procedures:

Tdocs B98 and C26 were presented together and discussion took place afterwards.

Tdoc B98 "Comments to Study Item ARC/16 (interaction between RANAP and RNSAP for SRNS Relocation" was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens/Italtel. It was clarified that the proposed mechanism does not take into account the crossing of Relocation and Direct Transfer messages.

Tdoc C26 "Interaction of Relocation and other RANAP Procedures" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia.

Discussions and decisions on B98 and C26:

The principles in Tdoc C26 were discussed one by one. The decisions are:

1) Agreed

2) Agreed

3) Agreed with the addition to the end: "except those RANAP procedures that can override other RANAP procedures"

4) Deleted

5) Agreed

6) Agreed with the modification refer to Cancel of relocation and proceed with the RANAP procedure or to cancel the RANAP procedure and continue with relocation.

7) Note was agreed indicating that if Common Id IE is included in the transparent field, then Common Id needs to be changed to class 1 procedure.

8) Agreed

9) Agreed in the context of this contribution, but there no need to include it in the 25.413.

10) Agreed with a note that it is FFS how the forwarding is done in Inter system or inter PLMN HO when Iur is not available.

The proposals for RANAP were agreed with the changes that the second statement in brackets is modified to read: "except Direct Transfer which is handled normally" and a third bullet is added: "Execute the RANAP procedures. This applies to those procedures that override other RANAP procedures." It was also agreed to include in the last paragraph "except those RANAP procedures that can override other RANAP procedures" after "RANAP messages". It was also agreed to include the modified text into a subsection called "Interactions with other RANAP procedures"

Furthermore it was agreed to include the note in principle 7 (If Common Id IE is included in the transparent field, then Common Id needs to be changed to class 1 procedure) with the Common Id procedure description.

The interaction of RANAP and RNSAP:

Tdocs B40 and C29 were presented together and discussion took place afterwards.

Tdoc B40 "Proposed Parameters to SRNS RELOCATION COMMIT Message" was presented by Akinori Shimamura of Fujitsu.

Tdoc C29 "Modifications to the RNSAP Relocation Commit Procedure" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia. Only the related parts were presented.

Discussions and decisions on B40 and C29:

One idea that is same in both contributions is that the Direct Transfer is forwarded over the Iur. This was agreed by the group, and the proposed text from Tdoc C29 is approved (paragraph under the bullet list) to RNSAP specification.

The following message contents were agreed for the RNSAP Relocation Commit message:

· Forwarded DL NAS Information xn

· NAS PDU

· CN Domain Identity

There was a long discussion on the paging information, but since there was no clear understanding on the functionality, it was agreed to leave the proposed parameters outside the message for now.

A recommendation is made to Iur/Iub SWG to apply the above mentioned modifications to RNSAP.

Requirements on RNSAP Commit: From agenda items 16.2 and 16.3: C29, C61

These documents were all presented together and discussion took place afterwards.

Tdoc C29 "Modifications to the RNSAP Relocation Commit Procedure" was not presented and the originator, Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia said that Nokia supports the Alcatel contribution.

Tdoc C61 "Changes to RNSAP specification " was presented by Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel. The proposals were agreed with the modifications in the first proposed paragraph: words "that require lossless relocation" and the statement in parenthesis are removed.

A recommendation is made to Iur/Iub SWG to apply the above mentioned modifications to RNSAP.

Ericsson pointed out that the current solutions for loss less relocation rely on availability of Iur. It should also be considered whether we need to support loss less relocation when the Iur is not available. Nortel commented that maybe the case should be elaborated with S2. It was agreed to discuss this issue while discussing LS form S2 in Tdoc B26.

10.2 Actions
contribution on RANAP Error handling (Lucent): ---C55

Tdoc C55 "RANAP protocol principles and error handling" was presented by Michael Roberts of Lucent. Michael explained that this is more a discussion paper for getting some of the principles agreed before detailed error and version handling can be decided.

It was understood that the R3 plenary had asked this group to consider the principles in this area and if possible make recommendations that would be useful also to Iur and Iub interfaces. It was however agreed that the group will discuss these in the scope of Iu interface first, and the agreements made only apply to Iu.

It was agreed that the forwards and backwards compatibility mechanism in the protocol should be built without the need to version the protocol. Instead these mechanisms shall utilise the comprehension required principle (see definition for comprehension required principle in Iu below).

In the context of Iu, the comprehension required principle was understood to mean that for each IE (in this discussion also message type is regarded as an IE) the sender can indicate three alternative actions the receiver shall take if the IE is not understood/comprehended:

· reject the IE (this means comprehension required),

· ignore the IE and continue (that means comprehension is not required),

· ignore the IE, notify sender and continue (that means comprehension is not required).

If an IE is rejected the receiver continues decoding other IEs, and when all IEs are decoded the receiver rejects the operation and reports the diagnostics (e.g. rejected or ignored IEs). Therefore the requirement for the protocol syntax is that the receiver shall be able to decode the whole message, which means that it knows when it has reached the end of the message. The cases where the end of the message is not reached are considered error cases, for which handling is to be described separately.

The possibility to evolve the EPs from one class to another was not viewed important, and we shall not be a design guideline at this time.

The following considerations were taken for how this could be accomplished were taken (no formal agreement on these was pursued):

· For class 1 and 3 EPs where comprehension is required, if any IE is not comprehended, the outcome can be reported with the normal reject message for that EP.

· For class 1 and 3 EPs where indication is required, if any IE is not comprehended, the outcome can not be reported with the normal reject message for that EP, but perhaps a general Error Indication message could be used to report the outcome (currently it is only connection less, but could be changed to connection oriented).

· For class 2 EPs where either comprehension or indication is required, if any IE is not comprehended, the currently defined error indication could be used to report the outcome.

The group also agreed (more as company positions without detail expertise on Iur and Iub), to recommend that these principles are used for the Iur and Iub interfaces as well.

It was agreed that a study item is created for the remaining issues in error handling. Michael Roberts from Lucent will moderate an e-mail discussion in this study item.

RAB Attributes/definitions (Ericsson (S2 QoS AdHoc?))

THere was no written input for this item. It was agreed to treat LS in Tdoc B26 and see there if the action item is kept alive.

ADDED ITEM: - General: C21, C22
Tdoc C21 "RANAP Services" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia.

It was agreed that the RANAP services should be organised according to the dedicated, global and notification SAPs in 23.110 sections 6.1.1-6.1.3. It was agreed to modify the text during offline discussions. There was no time to return to this item, and Nokia takes action to return to the issue in the next meeting.

Tdoc C22 "SCCP Services" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia. The different classes of SCCP were discussed. There was not enough understanding on what the used SCCP classes should be. It was agreed to defer this discussion to the next meeting. The document was not approved.

ADDED ITEM: - Timers: B71
Tdoc B71 "Timer for RANAP" was presented by Chen Hock Ng of NEC. The generic proposed principle is to specify the timers for request - response pair. The principle is agreeable to at least the more complicated procedures. The principle of having counters in the protocol in general is not agreed, and the need for counters need to assessed case by case.

It was pointed out by Ericsson that they have already defined the timers for RAB assignment procedure very carefully, and a similar contribution is sent for this meeting on relocation procedures (Tdoc C07).

It was agreed that the timers can only be agreed with detailed case by case reasoning, and instructions on how to apply the changes to the document. The document was not approved.

10.3 Procedure specifications  (freezing the list of procedures), B31, --B55, --C07, C23, C24, C25, C26, C27, C28, -C48;
Some grouping of contributions was applied in this agenda item.

Loss less Relocation: B97, C24, C60, ---C62 (form Agenda Item 23), C63 (form Agenda Item 23), C64 (form Agenda Item 23);

It was agreed to discuss the first three first Tdocs together:

Tdoc B97 "Proposals/Comments to RANAP V.1.2.2 ([25.413])" was presented by Alexander Vesely. Proposal for section 8.2.3.1 is applicable for this agenda item.

Tdoc C24 "Modifications to RANAP specifications due to the lossless Relocation requirement" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia.

Tdoc C60 "Changes to RANAP Specifications for the support of lossless relocation" was presented by Nicolas Drevon. Nicolas commented that this is very similar contribution to Tdoc C24 but there are some differences. The idea is anyway exactly the same as in Tdoc C24.

Discussions and decisions on B97, C24 and C60:

It was clarified in that the decision in S2 is that there is only one tunnel in UMTS to UMTS Relocation for forwarding the packets from Source RNC to Target RNC. In intersystem HO there is one tunnel in the 2G side (between SGSNs), and one tunnel in the 3G side (SGSN to RNC), because RNC can not be connected to 2G SGSN.

It was decided to first discuss the UMTS - UMTS SRNS Relocation and then Intersystem HO.

UMTS - UMTS SRNS Relocation:

Relocation Preparation successful operation was discussed based on C24 (section 2.1) and the following was agreed:

· In the first paragraph "CN nodes" changed to "CN domains". Should also be applied generally.

· First new paragraph: agreed when words "non acknowledged" are removed, and words "corresponding to the Target RNC" added after "Iu transport address".

· Second new paragraph agreed with modifications: the words "for the case of unsuccessful relocation" were added to the end of second to the last sentence. "It is FFS how we classify services for which the RNC keeps copy of the forwarded packets". Also it was decided to say "RNC may stop" instead of "RNC stops", and "should start" instead of "starts" and "may be stored" instead of "shall be stored".

Alcatel raised a concern about this being in contradiction with 23.121 v.3.0.0, where data forwarding is always assumed to be mandatory.

· The changes for relocation command in section 2.2 of Tdoc C24 were agreed with the understanding that the forwarding parameters are optional even for PS domain.

Iu release procedure modifications were discussed based on Tdoc C24 section 2.4 (only second paragraph applies UMTS -UMTS case):

· Agreed with modification that: "GTP-PDU" is replaced "RABs subject for data" The first paragraph only applies to intersystem HO.

Intersystem (UMTS - GPRS) HO:

The new SRNS Context Transfer RANAP elementary procedure from section 2.3 of Tdoc C24 was discussed and agreed with the following modifications:

· A fourth bullet needs to be added to the bullet list reading: "The sequence number of the DL RLC PDU which carried the last segment of the last N-PDU to the UE".

· The editor needs to draw and add the missing signalling flow figure.

Message contents for SRNS context request messages from Tdoc C24 sections 2.5 and 2.6 was discussed and agreed with the following modifications:

· DL RLC PDU needs to be added to the message contents of SRNS CONTEXT RESPONSE (section 2.6.)

· The definition of DL RLC PDU was agreed to be: "This IE indicates the sequence number of the DL RLC PDU which carried the last segment of the last N-PDU to the UE.

Iu release procedure modifications were discussed based on Tdoc C24 section 2.4 (only first paragraph applies intersystem HO case):

· The words "to GPRS" are added after the words "Intersystem forward handover"

Alcatel raised the concern that to say "UTRAN should initialise the GTP-PDU forwarding" is in contradiction with 23.121 v.3.0.0, where data forwarding is always assumed to be mandatory.

Message contents for Iu release request message from Tdoc C24 section 2.7 was discussed and agreed without modification.

Discussions and decisions on C62, C63 and C64:

The remaining contributions in this group Tdocs C62-C64 relate to 25.931 (Examples of Signalling procedures), and it was decided to give them a lower priority, and to handle them in the end of the meeting if time allows.

There was no time to return to this issue.

Volume Based Charging: C25, -C48;

Tdoc C25 "RANAP support for volume based charging" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia. 

The principle to report either full amount that has been successfully sent to the UE or to report the unsuccessful data was discussed.

It was understood that S2 had taken the assumption that only unsuccessful data is reported without thorough study on the issue. Tdoc C25 describes that in case of relocation when data forwarding is applied, the reporting of only unsuccessful data may result in problems and wrong calculation. Therefore it is proposed that the full amount of successfully sent data is reported, and these problems do not apply.

It was agreed that the principle where amount of data that has been successfully sent should be reported, and not the amount of unsuccessful data.

It was agreed that Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia will draft a LS to S2 to report about this decision and the reasons behind that. It can also be reported that the new and modified RANAP procedures have already been designed and included to 25.413.

It was clarified that this only applies to DL, because for UL the SGSN can reliably count the amount of actual data regardless of retransmission on the radio interface.

The proposed RANAP procedures were discussed, and the proposals were agreed with the modifications that:

· A note is added that this only applies to PS domain.

· In section 3.3 Data Volume Reporting Indication: Instead of "RNC has to" say "RNC shall"

Tdoc C48 "Charging Related Procedure for RANAP" was handled shortly while discussing Tdoc C25. Hidenori Asaba of DoCoMo reported that the contribution was based on the S2 assumption that was now challenged, and since the intention of DoCoMo is to specify a procedure that works in all conditions, DoCoMo agrees to the principle presented in Tdoc C25. Furthermore, since the parameters in proposed RANAP messages are almost same in both contributions, it is agreeable to base discussion on Tdoc C25.

Remaining Contributions in 10.3

Tdoc B55 "Security Mode Control Procedure for RANAP" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This contribution proposes to include the control for Integrity functionality to existing cipher mode procedures, and to rename them to "security mode".

It was clarified that the ciphering information received from each domain applies to RABs for that domain, and for the signalling connection, the ciphering information from the last command (regardless of domain) is applied.

Section 4.3 is not applicable because of principles agreed for the interaction of relocation with other EPs, and it can therefore be removed.

It was clarified that the classmark to be relied back to the UE is not interpreted by the RNC and it is only used by the UE to check that it is the same as in the request.

It was clarified that the integrity checking is mandatory feature, but ciphering is optional. That is also reflected in the message parameters.

The proposed procedures were agreed with the modification that section 4.3 is not included.

A LS to R2, S3 and N1 will be drafted by Anders Molander. In the LS we should inform them about the decisions that we have made and that we believe they are in line with S3 requirements. In addition we want to clarify with them that it is correct to include the classmark in the request message. The LS should assume that the UE classmark is available in the CN, and it should not mention how it will get there.

Tdoc B31 "Call Trace" was presented by Dennis Behrens of Motorola. The document had already been presented in the opening plenary, and only part of it relating to RANAP was presented and reviewed again.

The proposal for the existing procedure was approved, because it is aligning the text and the parameters.

It was realised that our group probably does not have the needed expertise to discuss the different cases of trace. Therefore it was agreed to write a LS to S5 asking them if they agree on the use of the procedure and parameters as defined now in RANAP, and furthermore about the coding of the parameters. Also the need for turning off the trace (proposed in Tdoc B31) will be asked from S5. Dennis Behrens of Motorola will draft this LS.

Tdoc C07 "Abnormal Conditions and Unsuccessful Outcome of RANAP procedures" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. The presentation and the discussion for the document was split into smaller pieces as follows:

Abnormal conditions:

· Relocation of SRNS:

· 2.1.1: Approved with modification that just "CN" is used instead of "CN node" (this is a global replacement for other points)

· 2.1.2: Approved with the following modifications: Instead of term "relocation procedure" the "relocation of SRNS" is used, points 4, 5 and 6 are removed because they are redundant, and the "(FFS)"is removed. In second paragraph "shall" is changed to "should".

· 2.1.3 Only the first paragraph was agreed to be included in RANAP spec.

· 2.1.4 Not included

· RAB Assignment; Agreed with the modifications: the cause value "relocation necessary" was understood to be the same as "relocation triggered" agreed earlier, and text should be modified accordingly, also words "unsuccessfully" and "successfully" and bullet 6 are removed.

· Iu release; The following text was approved: "If the Iu release procedure is not initiated towards the source RNC from the CN before expiry of timer Trelocoverall the Source RNC shall initiate the Iu Release Request procedure towards the CN with the cause value Trelocoverall expired.

Unsuccessful operation:

· 2.2.1 The following text was approved: "If there is no response from the CN to the RELOCATION REQUIRED message before timer Trelocprep expires in the Source RNC, the source RNC should cancel the Relocation preparation procedure by initiating the relocation cancel procedure. Cause value Trelocprep expired is used"

· 2.2.2, The following text was agreed (copied here as a whole, because the discussion was based in an unnumbered working document, and changes to Tdoc C07 were too much to report):

If the relocation of SRNS terminates (unsuccessfully) in CN before the relocation resource allocation is completed:The CN should stop timer TRELOCalloc.

The CN shall release the Iu connection towards the target RNC that may already have been established and towards the source RNC by initiating the Iu Release procedure with a cause ‘Relocation cancelled’.

If the CN receives the RELOCATION FAILURE message from the target RNC indicating that the Relocation procedure has failed:

1. The CN should stop timer TRELOCalloc.

2. The CN should inform the source RNC that the Relocation procedure has been rejected by sending the RELOCATION PREPARATION FAILURE message with a cause ‘Relocation failure in Target RNC’.

3. The CN should release the Iu connection towards the target RNC that may already have been established by initiating the Iu Release procedure with a cause ‘Relocation cancelled’.

If the timer  TRELOCalloc expires in the CN:

1. The CN should inform the source RNC that the Relocation preparation procedure has failed by sending the RELOCATION PREPARATION FAILURE message with a cause ‘ TRELOCalloc  expiry’.

2. CN should release the Iu connection towards the target RNC by initiating the Iu Release procedure with a cause ‘Relocation cancelled’.

· section 2.2.3 was approved with the following text (copied here as a whole, because the discussion was based in an unnumbered document, and changes to Tdoc C07 were too much to report):

If the CN receives the RELOCATION FAILURE message from the target RNC indicating that the Relocation procedure has failed:

1. The CN should stop timer TRELOCalloc.

2. The CN should inform the source RNC that the Relocation procedure has been rejected by sending the RELOCATION PREPARATION FAILURE message with a cause ‘Relocation failure in Target RNC’.

3. The CN should release the Iu connection towards the target RNC that may already have been established by initiating the Iu Release procedure with a cause ‘Relocation cancelled’.

If the timer  TRELOCalloc expires in the CN:

1. The CN should inform the source RNC that the Relocation preparation procedure has failed by sending the RELOCATION PREPARATION FAILURE message with a cause ‘ TRELOCalloc  expiry’.

2. CN should release the Iu connection towards the target RNC by initiating the Iu Release procedure with a cause ‘Relocation cancelled’.

If timer TRELOCcomplete expires:

· The CN should initiate release of Iu connections towards the source and the target RNC by initiating the Iu Release procedure with a cause ‘TRELOCcomplete expiry’. 

If the relocation of SRNS terminates (unsuccessfully) in CN before the relocation resource allocation is completed::

1. The CN should stop timer TRELOCcomplete.

2. The CN should initiate release of Iu connection towards the target RNC by initiating the Iu Release procedure with a cause ‘Relocation cancelled before completion’. 

It was also agreed to include the timers to a specific section in RANAP as proposed.

Tdoc C28 "Reset Resource RANAP Procedure" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia. It was clarified that the proposed messages are connection less. It was pointed out that the Common Id can not be used if the UE has engaged another signalling connection before this procedure was applied. The contribution was not accepted.

Tdoc C27 "Location Information in RANAP messages" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia. 

The principle in section 2.1.1 of including the LAI and RAI in every uplink Direct Transfer Message was clarified. It was clarified that LA or RA update may be applied during active connection, and it is expected by the CN that the UTRAN always includes the LAI or RAC with the message. Since RNC is not required to analyse the NAS information it can not know that it is LA or RA update, and it will use the Direct Transfer procedure to carry the MM message. Furthermore it would be required to include the LAI and/or RAC in this message, but since the RNC does not know the type of the NAS message, it is required to include the information to all UL Direct Transfer messages.

It was felt by the group that this principle needs more analyse, and it was not agreed now.

The other principle level proposal was clarified that the proposal is that the two concepts: location information for the system (LAI and RAI), and the location information to be used e.g. for emergency call routing, charging, and location based services are separated from each other.

Yet another principle level proposal is that the location information to be used e.g. for emergency call routing, charging, and location based services, is removed from other RANAP procedures than the Location Report, and the location reporting functionality is used by the CN always when that information is required.

After discussing the proposed principles it was agreed to take a look at the actual modifications that would be required for RANAP. The following was decided:

· Proposals in sections 3.1, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 were agreed with the following modifications: "UMTS Cell Id" is globally replaced by "Area Identity code", and a note is added stating that "Area identity code takes the value of UMTS Cell Id which is to be defined".

· Section 3.2 was skipped because it relates to the Direct Transfer Procedure that was not approved.

Tdoc D02 "Proposed changes on "CN information broadcast" RANAP procedure" was presented by Pierre Lescyier of Nortel Networks.

The proposed modifications were agreed with the note relating to GSM 03.32 removed.

10.4 Message contents and parameter range --B56, B68, B69, B70, B72, B73, B97, C30, C43, -C48

Tdoc B72 "Location Information in Iu release Complete" was presented by Cheng Hock Ng of NEC. It was agreed that the following principle should be applied to fulfil the requirement presented in the document: For UEs engaged in emergency call, the CN should request the UTRAN to report the location of the UE every time it changes. Therefore the last known location of the UE can be known to the CN without addition of the Location Information element to Iu Release Request.

Tdoc B68 "Contents of the Paging Message" was presented by Cheng Hock Ng of NEC.

The proposed description for paging procedure was agreed as follows: "If a "non search indication" parameter is present, the RNC need not search the Common Id."

Also the Non Search Indication parameter was agreed to be included to RANAP paging message (the change from IMSI to permanent NAS UE Identity already agreed before).

Tdoc B69 "The contents of the Location Control and Location Report Message" was presented by Cheng Hock Ng of NEC. It was clarified that geographical co-ordinates are not proposed at this time (that proposal was withdrawn). It was agreed that in the request the request type can include the event, and in the report, the existing cause can be used to report the event. Therefore no change was needed to the document based on this contribution.

Tdoc B97 "Proposals/Comments to RANAP V.1.2.2 ([25.413])" was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens. The proposals related to CN domain indicator were discussed.

It was agreed to include CN domain indicator IE to the following RANAP messages: Initial UE Message, CN Information Broadcast Confirm and Reject, Error Indication and Reset Ack.

Tdoc B43 "Evaluation procedure" from NTT DoCoMo was discussed shortly. It was understood that this functionality is needed for all UTRAN terrestrial interfaces for it to work properly, and therefore it needs to be agreed at least in principle in the R3 plenary level. Therefore the document was deferred to the closing plenary.

10.5 Review spec. B57;

(Agree old working assumptions. Assessment of stability / completeness / version number of spec.), 

This document was not discussed due to lack of time.

10.6 Other issues
There were no documents for this agenda item.

11 Iu Data Transport + Transport network control plane (25.414)  C08, C75;

(Including requirements on GTP-U)

The following CRs on 25.414 were discussed:

Untreated CR from last meeting: C08

Tdoc C08 "Reference to GTP-U protocol specification" was presented by David Comstock of Ericsson. It just presents a clarification to the reference to correct GTP-U specification. Approved without any questions or comments.

Tdoc C75 "Clarification on usage of Classical IP over ATM" was presented by David Comstock of Ericsson. Agreed as proposed.

12 Iu signalling transport (25.412)   ; 

There wa no input to this agenda item.

12.1 Evaluation of  CTP (moved to plenary session (agenda item 6))

12.2 Others
Incoming Liaison Statements B06 (info), B08 (reply), B24 (reply), B29 (attachments), B26 (attachments, reply), C81 (info/requirements);

Tdoc B29 "SRNS Relocation and handover" from S2 to R2 and R3 was presented shortly by Kalle Ahmavaara. Only the questions addressed to this group and the proposed principles were presented.

This group is in agreement with the proposed assumptions in the liaison statement.

It was understood that the questions in the document relate to release '00. To answer them, input from companies is required in the following meetings.

The concern raised earlier during discussion for Tdoc C61 related to loss less relocation solutions relying on the availability of Iur and whether the possibility to have other solutions should be communicated with S2 was discussed further. It was decided to rely on company contributions to S2, and not to write a LS.

Tdoc B06 "Liaison statement on Support of Speech Service in RAN" from S4 was discussed. It was understood that we are already including the required control information to the protocol.

Tdoc B08 "On the format of the AMR speech data over the Iu frames" from S4 was discussed. Alain Maupin of Ericsson clarified what the mapping they refer to is all about. They are defining how the payload in the U-Plane protocol is structured. Alain will draft an answer acknowledging their plan to write the planned specification. Also the latest version of 25.415 will be included.

Tdoc C81 "Requirements on Iu User Plane for CS data" from S4 was presented by Alain Maupin. The document is noted. The information will be considered when the frame structure is discussed. The frame alignment mentioned in the document will be further clarified by DoCoMo

Tdoc B26 was presented. It was agreed to discuss this item with the RANAP parameters in the next meeting. QoS report is in Tdoc C90, but it was not reviewed

Outgoing Liaison Statements

Tdoc C97 "Draft LS on Uu protocol information for Relocation of SRNS" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia. It was agreed with the following modifications:

Reference should be made clearly throughout the document to R3 Iu SWG, and not R3 in general.

· The sentence above the two numbered cases was modified to read: "Among the possible approaches discussed in R3 Iu SWG the following two were preferred. The third option, definition of every required parameter in RANAP was already ruled out by R3 Iu SWG."

· The title of bullet 2 was modified to read: "A special PDU to be inserted to the RANAP transparent container is defined in each radio interface related protocol specification associated to each relocation type."

· Point 2: The first sentence in the second indented paragraph is removed and the following is added to the end of that paragraph: (R3 Iu SWG realises that this may justify R3 Iu SWG to define the usage of this information)
· Point 2: A sentence is added to the end reading: "this type of approach is illustrated in R2-99B18"

· Paragraph immediately following the 2 numbered points: Instead of "Uu protocol" say "Uu or other radio interface protocol", after first occurrence of R2 say: "for Uu and outside 3GPP for other radio interfaces", and replace the second occurrence "R2" by "R2 and other groups".

· In paragraph right above the last bullet list: Instead of "from RAN WG2 " say "from initially RAN WG2"

It was agreed that with the modifications the LS can be sent immediately via e-mail to the chair and vice chair of R2, because R2 meeting is ongoing at the same time (The final document that was sent to R2 is in Tdoc D32).

ANNEX A summary of action items and their current status.

#
Slogan
Deadline
Comments
Responsible Companies
Status

1
Iu Interface Characterstics
August
25.410 deadline: Sept.
Ericsson/BT
done

2
Iu Specification Objectives
August

BT
done

3
List of Functions over Iu
August

Nokia
done

4
Definition of Functions o. Iu
September

Nokia
done

5
Function Distribution o. Iu
September

Nokia
done

6
Relocation/Handover
September

All
Functionality complete

7
Protocol principles
September

Lucent
partially done

8
Error handling principles
September

Lucent
started

9
Use of SCCP
July

Ericsson
done

10
SCCP Addressing schemes
August

Ericsson
done

11
Freezing of Procedures list
July
25.413 deadline: Dec.
All
implicitly done

12
RANAP Error handling
August

Lucent
started

13
Timers, O&M param.
October

NEC
pending for some procedures

14
RAB attributes/def.
September

Ericsson
open

15
Restructuring of Iu UP
July
25.415 deadline: September
Ericsson
done

16
CS Data impacts
September

input coming from CN WG3
done

17
Iu UP procedures final.
September

All
done

18
RANAP ASN.1
Ad-hoc October

All/Nokia
open
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