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Introduction

This is the report from Iu SWG meeting held on February 27 - March 1, 2001 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #19 in Cardiff, Wales, UK (February 26 - March 2, 2001). The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by the Iu SWG chairman Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. The report is organised according to the meeting agenda. The order does not necessarily correspond to the order the items were handled.

Iu-1
Treatment of incoming LSs

R3-010623 "Answer LS on Working Assumptions made by N3 for the new TS 29.415 "Core Network Nb User Plane protocols" from Joint N3 and N4 meeting to R3 was reviewed. Alex Vesely from Siemens (rapporteur of the TrFO/TFO TR) commented that all the presented problems have been covered by the CRs that were discussed in the previous meeting (attached to the version of the TR Alex send out). The first problem regarding the "Transparent mode" is more a terminology problem. It was agreed that then the three numbered items can be noted. The complete alignment of the U-Plane specifications into one document was discussed. Alex commented that a complete set of specifications should exist for each interface, but still general parts can be specified in one place. In the RNL level the specifications should really be the same to allow TrFO to work (still independent documents, one referring to the other), but in the TNL level the selected technologies can even be different. Michael Diesen from Motorola commented that the TNL specifications should indeed be independent of each other. It was also clarified that this is in line with the figures shown in the LS.

It was agreed that Alex Vesely from Siemens writes a reply indicating that we prefer to keep the documents separate as they are today (with the principle of referring from 29.415 to 25.415). It was also agreed to add a statement emphasising the need for good communication between the groups. THE ANSWER LS IN R3-010985 HAS NOT BEEN TREATED BY THE IU SWG.

R3-010648 "LS highlighting requirements to RAN WG3 for SRNS Relocation with TrFO" from N4 to R3, CC N1 and S2 was reviewed. This also includes document R3-010624 and it was decided to present also that (see below).

R3-010624 "RE: LS, SRNS relocation based on global title" from S2 to N4, CC R3, N1 and S4 was reviewed. It was commented by Alex Vesely of Siemens that there is no need to have this connectivity for the TrFO case. Martin Israelsson from Ericsson commented that in his view the change is required for TrFO. The TrFO relation seemed to be rather unclear, and therefore Nortel, Motorola and NEC felt more comfortable that the issue is clarified and that the inclusion of this feature to the REL-5 work Item opening the Iu connectivity more, is considered. Donglin Shen of AWS also indicated that the normal way to configure the U Plane transport between MSC and RNC is that there is tree-like configuration of fixed connections, and these connections would normally not exist to RNCs belonging to other MSCs. The Nortel representatives also commented that there might be some problems in the signalling transport if this type of new connectivity is allowed.

It was concluded that the changes to REL-4 are not included at this time. It was agreed that Philippe Godin from Nortel will draft a LS to S2 and S4 in reply to the received LSs. This will be send quickly as Iu SWG source. The LS will indicate that R3 Iu SWG has not agreed to include the new connectivity case, because the requirement for TrFO could not be completely understood nor agreed by the Iu SWG, and since we are working on a REL-5 feature where this type of connectivity and other additions will be included. (See the LS in document R3-010998 and the new version in R3-010988).

R3-010631 "Response to LSs on PS domain handover for real time services" from S2 to R3 and TSG GERAN was reviewed. The LS was noted, and the TR 25.936 will be updated accordingly (there are contributions to this meeting proposing modifications to this effect).

R3-010633 "Response to LS (R3-003296) on RAB linking" from S2 to R3 was reviewed. The two cases indicated in the LS were discussed. It was commented by Philippe Godin of Nortel that the second case for RAB linking could already cover the first case, where the RAB for the Signalling PDP Context would be indicated to be "critical". Håkan Persson from Telia commented that there are cases where the distinction between the cases is required. It was discussed shortly that it should be fair to assume that the CN node setting up the RABs should have the information on how to associate different RABs, and the UTRAN should only consider the information it might be receiving for any UTRAN generated reason that might affect the set of RAB. However, no-one could really confirm that the linking is supported by the SIP level signalling. Donglin Shen from AWS also commented that SIP (and the RAB for Signalling PDP Context) is needed in REL-4, but the linking should be more an REL-5 matter.

It was agreed that Mick Wilson from Fujitsu will try to find out what the timeframe for the additions. Also Mick could ask if S2 has discussed the possible additions needed to the SM/CC signalling to give the CN the required information to identify the PDP context for signalling, or the linking between PDP Contexts.

It was agreed to return to the matter when Mick has reached someone in S2 to provide answers on this matter.

Later Mick Wilson reported that he had contacted Francois Courau (Alcatel) who had been involved in writing the LS. The item had been considered from S2 and IM Subsystem point of view, and there had not been so much GEREAN expertise available, and therefore the schedule is for REL-5 only. S2 is aware of the concerns we had raised, and the solutions for those are being worked for. From S2 response point of view we can set the item aside, and return to it when further information is received, and when work on REL-5 is started.

Donglin Shen of AWS reported that in TSG GERAN the workplan to support Signalling PDP context is in the June package. It was not clear if it is enough to have this feature in the June version of our documentation. It was also commented that this is a matter that can be discussed in the coint AdHoc with S2 and TSG GERAN.

With this information the LS was noted.

Iu-2
R99, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

Iu-2.1
Editorial CRs

Iu-2.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

Iu-3
R99, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

Iu-3.1
Editorial CRs

Iu-3.2
Corrective / Modification CRs

R3-010745 CR052 "In-sequence delivery requirement" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. The requirement for in sequence delivery was discussed, and it was commented that the in-sequence integrity should be enough, and that is implicitly provided in the Support Mode with the frame numbers used there. On the other hand, it could also not be identified which service would require this when the Transparent Mode is used. It was agreed not to approve the CR at this time.

R3-010746 CR053 "Frame number and Initialisation" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. It was approved as proposed.

R3-010747 CR054 "Start of user data sending" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. This CR is only addressing an informative annex of the 25.415, but the correction is needed, because the information given before was confusing, and could lead to implementation where deadlock can be entered. It was approved as proposed.

R3-010870 CR056 "coding of initialization procedure" was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. It was agreed with the modifications that: category is changed to F, section 6.6.3.12 is removed from the clauses affected section, and the changes are presented in a more clear way where the whole table is replaced by a corrected table. The new version is in R3-010986.

R3-010986 CR056r1 "coding of initialization procedure" was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. This is the new version of R3-010870. It was approved as proposed.
R3-010873 CR055 "Iu 3.2 RFC selection after RC procedure" was presented by Jari Isokangas of Nokia. It was commented by Alex Vesely from Siemens that the permitted rates are signalled as a bit pattern, and it is not currently possible to indicate a specific order for them as indicated in the CR. The CR was not approved at this time.

Iu-4
R99, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

Iu-4.1
Editorial CRs on 25.413

R3-010744 CR240r2 "New values for Paging Cause" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. It was approved as proposed.

Iu-4.2
Corrective / Modification CRs on 25.413

R3-010715 CR245 "Clarification of Condition for SDU Format Information" was presented by Richard Townend of BT. This is a resubmission of the document that had been presented and discussed in the previous meeting. Also e-mail "discussion" (initial e-mail from Richard, and one e-mail from Ericsson send directly to Richard) had been held on the topic. Richard commented that in addition to the proposed changes, also the following statement should be added to the semantics description of the SDU Format Information Parameter IE: "It shall always be present for Rate Controllable RABs". It was approved as modified (including the additional verbal proposal). The new version is in R3-010929.

R3-010929 CR245r1 "Clarification of Condition for SDU Format Information" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson (editor of the CR is Richard Townend of BT). This is the new version of R3-010715 It was approved as proposed.

R3-010738 CR255 "Handling of RABs failing during relocation" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was approved as proposed.

R3-010739 "Misalignment for LOCATION REPORTING CONTROL message between RANAP (25.413) and LCS Stage 2 (23.171 for R99 and 23.271 for Rel 4)" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was pointed out that the only thing in RANAP preventing the direct reporting to be stopped is an indirect statement in the Semantics Description of the Request Type IE, where it is stated that "When the Event IE is set to Stop, the value of the Report area IE shall be the same as in the LOCATION REPORTING CONTROL message that initiated "Change of Service Area" reporting.". It was agreed that the matter should be clarified, and the proposed LS should be sent as source R3 Iu SWG. Anders will change the source, get a Tdoc number for it, and ask the R3 secretary to send it on to the ongoing S2 meeting ASAP. The version that was sent, and the Tdoc number is R3-010950.
R3-010740 CR256 "Corrections to RAB parameters" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was approved with the modification that the Range Bound of the maxRABSubflowCombinations (note s added to the end) value is 64 instead of 63. The new version is in R3-010979.

R3-010979 CR256r1 "Corrections to RAB parameters" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is the new version of R3-010740. It was approved as proposed.

R3-010741 CR257 "Incomplete explanation of condition ”IfNotOnlyNSI”" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was agreed to present a related CR from Alcatel in R3-010829 before concluding on this CR. It was approved as proposed.

R3-010829 CR262 "RAB Assignment modification for backward compatibility with previous versions" was presented by Serge Baudet of Alcatel. It was commented by Anders Molander Ericsson that this way of handling the does not preclude the original problem. The chairman commented that this change is not backwards compatible with version 3.4.0 of RANAP, and the fact that it would be backwards compatible with RANAP version 3.3.0 is not very valuable as 3.4.0 is not backwards compatible with 3.3.0 in some aspects. It was agreed not to approve this CR.
R3-010742 CR258 "Handling for SRNS Context Response at unavailable seq. no.s." was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was approved as proposed.
R3-010743 CR259 "User Plane Mode Information also for RAB modification was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. It was agreed to present the related CR in R3-010803 form Nokia. SInce the Nokia CR presents the same changes and one additional change that is needed, it was agreed not to approve this CR.

R3-010803 CR261 "User Plane Information for RAB modification" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. It was agreed as proposed.

R3-010735 CR253 "Modification of Relocation Requirement IE Semantics Description" was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia. It was approved as proposed.

R3-010736 CR254 "Interaction of Relocation and Location Report procedures" was presented by Jari Isokangas of Nokia. It was approved as proposed.

R3-010835 CR263 "Erroneous Criticality Diagnostics IE" was not presented because it had been treated in the opening plenary agenda point 6.5.

R3-010856 CR266 "Relocation Complete – TRELOCcompl stoppage" was presented by Enrico Penas of Motorola. It was agreed with the modification that the timer name is corrected to TRELOCcomplete (also in fifth paragraph of section 8.6.2). The new version is in R3-011000 .

R3-011000 CR266r1 "Relocation Complete – TRELOCcompl stoppage" was presented by Enrico Penas of Motorola. This is the new version of .R3-010856 It was approved as proposed.

R3-010857 CR267 "Relocation Cancel Clarification" was presented by Enrico Penas of Motorola. It was commented that this is not an interaction of two EPs, but rather it is an example of a sequence of two EPs in their normal operation. Therefore this is a matter for the stage 2 specifications. The CR was not approved.

R3-010888 CR270 "Alignment of NAS PDU size with the RRC Specification" was presented by Chirstophe Demarez of Lucent Technologies. It was pointed out by the chairman that the size limitation of the RANAP Octet string, as well as the RRC octet string should become from the NAS protocols, and although it is clear that the problem that may appear for the RNC should be avoided, it should be done in a co-ordinated way. The chairman also pointed out that it is not completely sure that the change would be backwards compatible, and that would depend from the compatibility of the PER coding for the constrained and unconstrained octet string, and the handling of cases where a node implemented with the new constraint receives a larger than the constraint octet string from an old node. The CR was not approved at this time.

It was agreed that Chirstophe Demarez of Lucent will draft a LS to N1 CC R2 on the matter. The LS will indicate that R3 has became aware of the fact that the RRC has a size constraint for the NAS PDU, whereas RANAP does not have that, and it is possible that RNC receives from CN a larger NAS PDU than what can fit on the RRC message. To avoid this problem it has been proposed in R3 that the same size constraint as in RRC (4095 octets) is applied also in RANAP. Since R3 has the understanding that the size should be determined by the NAS protocols, R3 would like to ask N1 what the size constraint should be. If that is different than the constraint applied for RRC, R3 would also like to ask N1 to notify also R2 of the correct size constraint. THE LS IS IN R3-010953, AND THE IU SWG HAS NOT REVIEWED IT.

Criticality value for mandatory IEs

An AdHoc was set to discuss this matter. The outcome of the AdHoc will be a CR correcting the criticality values where needed. The outcome is in R3-010987.

R3-010987 CR275 "Criticality in Ranap" was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. This is the outcome of the AdHoc for setting the criticality values. It was agreed that the Source ID, and Classmark3 should remain "ignore" in RELOCATION REQUIRED message. It was also decided that the RABs To Be Setup IE should remain "reject", and the "Iu Signalling Connection Identifier" is put back to ignore in RELOCATION REQUEST (latter also in INITIAL UE MESSAGE). The RABs Setup should remain "reject" in RELOCATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE. It was also commented that for the repeating groups where criticality is applied in EACH manner, the criticality stated in the table should not be applied to the "list" in the ASN.1 but it should be applied to the "item". This needs to be changed globally. It was approved with these modifications. THE IU SWG HAS NOT REVIEWED THE NEW VERSION (Tdoc number not known).

Iu-5
R99, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-5.1
Editorial CRs

Iu-5.2
Corrective / Modification CRs

Iu-6
R99, SABP (25.419)

Iu-6.1
Editorial CRs

Iu-6.2
Corrective / Modification CRs

R3-010836 CR032 "Erroneous Criticality Diagnostics IE" from Ericsson was not presented because it had already been treated in the opening plenary agenda point 6.5.

Criticality value for mandatory IEs

R3-011016 CR034 "Criticality Revision in SABP" was presented by Brendan McWilliams of Vodafone. It was approved as proposed.

Iu-7
Rel 4&5, Iu related work items agreed by TSG RAN

Iu-7.1
RAB support enhancements (R2 leading)

R3-010850 "Proposed Technical Report on Radio Access Bearer Support Enhancements v0.0.0" was presented by Michael Diesen Motorola (TR Rapporteur in R3). It was commented by Philippe Godin that the title of section 5.3 "Support of variable formats over Iu and unequal error protection over Uu" is confusing, because R3 should not be defining unequal error protection over Uu. The chairman commented that actually the only section concerning R3, if even that, is 5.3, and all other level 2 sub-sections in section 5 could be removed. Michael Diesen from Motorola clarified that according to their initial assumption is that the U-Plane protocol in support mode for variable SDU sizes would terminate in the MGW in the CN side, and the transcoding that is required would be done there. There are other details, like possible separation of sub-flows for UEP, or possible rate adaptation applicable for AMR is still under study from Motorola's point of view.

It was agreed that the TR skeleton is approved with the modifications that the title of section 5.3 is just "Support of variable formats over Iu" and the other level 2 sub-sections are removed from section 5. Also section 6 title will simply be "Impacts to other WGs" and the subsections are removed.

It was also discussed that the WI will not be completed in REL-4 schedule. It was agreed to ask TSG RAN guidance on that (unless R3 plenary decides otherwise).

Decision on how to proceed with TR 25.852
It was agreed to send the TR 25.852 to TSG RAN as version 0.1.x (In R3-011001 HAS NOT BEEN REVIEWED BY IU SWG)

Iu-7.2
RAB QoS negotiation, TR 25.946 (R3 leading)

RAB QoS negotiation

R3-010750 "RAB Quality of Service Negotiation over Iu, Technical Report 25.946 0.2.0" was presented by the rapporteur, Anders Molander of Ericsson. This version of the TR contains the changes agreed in the previous meeting. The document was approved as proposed to be the basis of discussion in this meeting.

R3-010751 "RAB Quality of Service Negotiation over Iu, Proposed CR" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is the CR that covers the current content of the TR. It was agreed to present the related documents and report from the e-mail discussion before concluding on this CR.

The conclusion was that parameters are as indicated in this CR, so the content of this CR was approved with the following modifications:

- Section 8.2.2: the first addition is modified to read: "The CN may indicate that RAB QoS negotiation is allowed for certain RAB parameters and in some cases also which alternative values to be used in the negotiation."

- Sections 9.1.3 and 9.1.4. The criticality is set to YES, ignore.
- Section 9.2.1.x: In the semantic descriptions of Alternative Bit Maximum/Guaranteed Rates, a more explicit description is added on how the two cases work, i.e. the alternative values (up to 16), and value range (extends between a one alternative value and the requested value).

- ASN.1 is added.

Reporting from the e-mail discussion:

An e-mail discussion had been conducted on the negotiable parameters. Sania Irwin (e-mail discussion rapporteur) from Motorola reported that there was no firm conclusion from the e-mail discussion.

Discussion on general items discussion:

It was pointed out that the negotiation and re-negotiation WIs are addressed only for the PS domain, whereas R3 had always discussed this for both domains, and this has been clear from the LSs we have sent to e.g. N1. It was discussed that the WI had probably been written wrong. It was also agreed to continue the work in domain independent fashion, and point out this inconsistency to the upper level groups.

It was asked by Håkan Persson whether the negotiable parameters should be the same for the negotiation and re-negotiation. It was agreed that the general set of parameters that may or may not have any negotiation function in the RNC should be specified to be the same for negotiation and re-negotiation.

It was also discussed whether in a particular situation the re-negotiation parameters used by the RNC should be limited to the ones that were set negotiable during RAB Assignment for that RAB (i.e. the negotiation parameters the CN used there). It was commented by the chairman that it would be possible to specify the RAB re-negotiation to only address these parameters, and that practical a implementation probably take that option, but it is unnecessary to make the EPs dependent on each other like this. It was agreed that the RNC may request the re-negotiation of any parameter that is generally negotiable independent of the negotiation parameters used in the subsequent RAB Assignment.

R3-010807 "Adding Message Sequence Chart of RAB QoS negotiation over Iu in RAB Assignment" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. Chenghock pointed out that currently the figures in the TR only address the PS domain, and therefore it was also agreed to add "for PS domain" to the caption of this and other figures (also missing figure caption is added to section 6.2.3). With these modifications the document was approved.

R3010868 "Rab negotiation parameters" was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. It was clarified that the GBR and Transfer Delay are not completely dependent of each other, and therefore they could be negotiated separately (within some boundaries). It was commented by Sania Irwin of Motorola that the residual bit error ratio and the SDU error ratio can not be considered to be the same thing. It was clarified by Alex Vesely of Siemens that the residual error ratio represents the ratio of undetected errors, and the SDU error ratio tells how many SDUs are in error or lost, and detected.

The interdependence of the residual but error ratio and SDU error ratio was discussed at length, and it could not be completely understood or agreed how they are dependent. Nortel contribution proposed the SDU Error ratio alone, but Alcatel commented that there are cases where they are interdependent. Therefore the group could not conclude to include them in the set of negotiable parameters at this time. Instead, it was agreed that Nicolas Drevon from Alcatel will draft a LS to S2&R2 CC R1 asking how these parameters are related, whether they should be negotiable, and whether the CN has enough information to set them negotiable etc.

R3-010861 "CR269 against TS 25.413, v3.4.0 for RAB MODIFY REQUEST" was presented by Sania Irwin of Motorola. This was viewed for the set of negotiable paramenters. The additional parameters compared to the previous contribution are Requested Transfer Delay, and Requested Traffic Handling Priority. 
Anders Molander from Ericsson commented that their view is that there is no reason why the Requested Traffic Handling Priority would be an item for the UTRAN to propose to be negotiated, because it doesn't change the situation for UTRAN at all. Sania Irwin clarified that it infers a certain type of delay would be applied for each traffic handling priority in the case where Requested Transfer Delay is not present at all. Philippe Godin commented that in this case the delay should not be an argument at all. Nicolas Drevon that there is no reason for the UTRAN to ask this to be changed. It was agreed that Requested Traffic Handling Priority is not included in the list negotiable parameters.

Nicolas Drevon form Alcatel commented that the negotiation of Requested Transfer Delay is not very useful to save radio resources, and in particular Nicolas doesn't see the need for it in re-negotiation case. Sania Irwin from Motorola commented that Requested Transfer Delay does help in radio resources, because e.g. longer delay allows scheduling the transmission so that the RNC can wait for more optimal time to send a frame if congestion is experienced. Nicolas Drevon from Alcatel commented that the radio resource savings can be achieved by Guaranteed Bit Rate, and that there are some concerns related to the case when these should be changed in call situation. Ericsson (Anders) and shared the concerns of Alcatel. Nortel (Philippe) shared the concerns of Alcatel for the re-negotiation point. Håkan Persson from Telia commented that the transfer delay also affects the radio resource usage, because it may result into a different interleaving, and a longer delay infers more efficient usage. Nicolas Drevon from Alcatel that what is more important than Delay is the Delay variance, which is not a RAB parameter, as Sania Irwin from Motorola clarified.

After the lengthy discussion it could not be agreed to include the Requested Transfer Delay into the negotiable parameters. It was agreed to include Requested Transfer Delay into the LS to S2&R2 CC R1 that is drafted by Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel, and ask them to comment if this makes sense to include it or not.

Final conclusion on the negotiable parameters:

The following set of parameters were agreed to be negotiable:

-Maximum Bit Rate (as agreed in the previous meeting)

-Guaranteed Bit Rate (as agreed in the previous meeting)

Decision on how to proceed with TR 25.946
It was agreed to send the TR 25.946 to TSG RAN for approval. (The correct version number is to be checked with the closing plenary/TSG RAN)

RAB QoS negotiation in relocation

R3-010806 "Modified WI on RAB Quality of Service Negotiation over Iu" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. It was found out that the supporting companies for this part of the feature would be different from those listed in the current WI description. It was found out that only NEC, Motorola and Siemens were in favour of this part.

After some offline discussions it was decided that another WI description will be created for the relocation case, and the supporting companies for that will be, NEC, Alcatel, Telecom Italia, Siemens and Motorola. The technical solutions for this WI can be included in TR 25.946, which also covers the RAB QoS negotiation. It was also clarified that the WI structure is such that this should be another Work Task under the Building Block RAB Quality of service negotiation/re-negotiation over Iu (like the existing negotiation and re-negotiation Work Tasks).

THE NEW VERSION IS IN R3-011033 HAS NOT BEEN TREATED IN IU SWG.

NEC will modify the WI description in R3-010806 according to what is stated above, and with the additional modifications that the RAB Assignment related matters are removed, and this WI sheet only addresses the relocation case. In addition the linkage to the existing Work Task negotiation and re-negotiation should be added to the appropriate section of the WI sheet.

R3-010808 "Improvement of Message Sequence Chart of RAB QoS negotiation over Iu during relocation" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. It was approved with the modification that the figure captions will be updated to match the corresponding case names in TR 25.931.

R3-010809 "The information from Target RNC to Source RNC" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. This was approved as proposed. It was also noted that the RRC spec number is wrong in one place of the section 7.1.2 of the TR (should be 25.331 and not 24.331).
R3-010811 "The Needed CRs to the RAB QoS negotiation over Iu during relocation" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. This document provides the outline of all CRs needed to add this feature to the specifications. It was approved with the modification that the negotiation parameters in the RELCOATION REQUEST/RELCOATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message shall (not can) be the same as those in the RAB ASSIGNMENT REQUEST/RESPONSE message.
R3-010812 "CR for 23.060 related to the RAB QoS Negotiation during Relocation" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. The chairman clarified that R3 should not approve changes to 23.060, and we could only review this CR for information only. Chenghock clarified that the revision marks in the CR show what modifications would be needed to add the negotiation during relocation, but the intention of the CR is that completely new sections would be created. It was also commented that the pure Serving RNC Relocation procedure should not be included in the CR, because in that case the resources have been allocated in the target RNC, and if at the same time the target RNC would like to re-negotiate the RAB, that should be handled after the relocation with the RAB MODIFICATION REQUEST.

It was agreed that the CRs on the stage 2 specifications should be provided by individual companies. The document was noted.

R3-010813 "CR for 25.413 related to the RAB QoS Negotiation during Relocation" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. It was clarified by Chenghock that during relocation the CN should set the Requested GBR and MBR according to those values that are active for the call at that time. It was agreed that the first added statement should be aligned with the corresponding statement in the RAB Assignment case. It was also agreed not to modify the first and second bullet in the first bullet list list of this section. Instead it was agreed to add a new bullet that is essentially the same statement as used in the RAB ASSIGNMENT RESPONSE, but with modification to fit the relocation case. This statement is also included to the second bullet list, and the proposed new bullet is not included. Also the message contents should be inherited from RAB Assignment, and the ASN.1 should be added. It was agreed that the CR needs these modifications. The CR was not approved at this time.

RAB QoS re-negotiation

R3-010858 "TR 25.851 v0.1.0 - RAB Quality of Service Renegotiation over Iu" was presented by the Rapporteur, Sania Irwin of Motorola. This version only contains the version number update. The document was noted.
R3-010859 "TR 25.851 v0.1.1 - RAB Quality of Service Renegotiation over Iu" was presented by the Rapporteur, Sania Irwin of Motorola. This is the version containing changes agreed n the previous meeting. It was approved as proposed to be the basis of discussion in this meeting.
R3-010860 "TR 25.851 v0.1.2 - RAB Quality of Service Renegotiation over Iu" was presented by the Rapporteur, Sania Irwin of Motorola. This is the editors proposal of the TR. It was approved with the following modifications in section 6.1.2.1.1 the not approved parameters are removed from Requested RAB Parameter Values IE, and only the GBR and MBR remain and the repetition ranges for them start from 0. Also the section is re-numbered to avoid "hanging paragraph". In addition the repetition range for RABs To Be Modified group in the existing section 6.1.2.1 should start from 1.
R3-010861 "CR269 against TS 25.413, v3.4.0 for RAB MODIFY REQUEST" was presented by Sania Irwin of Motorola. It was agreed that a number of changes are needed to the CR making it independent of the RAB Assignment Procedure. Also the agreement that the parameters that are requested to be modified should not depend on the values given in the RAB Assignment message for that RAB. The CR needs modification and was not approved at this time. Sania will provide a new version during this meting to assure that the deadline for REL-4 can be kept.
R3-010810 "Improvement the content of TR25.851: RAB QoS Renegotiation over Iu" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. It was agreed that the change from CN to SGSN should not be applied, and the figure caption for the added figure should be appended by "for PS domain". It was also agreed to keep the original figure, and title it with "RAB QoS re-negotiation over Iu". It was also agreed not to remove the Modification for Transport Bearer section, but only everything but the first sentence is removed.

R3-010869 "Rab (re)negotiation mechanisms" was withdrawn by Philippe Godin of Nortel, because it addresses the linking of related negotiable/renegotiable parameters, and the currently agreed parameters should not be linked. Nortel encouraged interested participants to review the document.

Decision on how to proceed with TR 25.851:

It was agreed to send the TR 25.851 to TSG RAN for approval. (The correct version number is to be checked with the closing plenary/TSG RAN)

Iu-7.3
TrFO / TFO

R3-010705 "TrFO - 25.953v004 & CRs" was presented by the Rapporteur, Alexander Vesely from Siemens. Alex explained that the zip file contains the new version and the draft CRs. The documents were treated one by one as follows:

- TR 25.953 Alex explained that the intent is to not include the specification impacts in the TR, but to refer to the actual CRs, because the CRs anyway reflect the content of the TR and would duplicate the information, and furthermore the CRs are more accurate in showing the changes. TR 25.953v004 was approved as proposed to be the basis of discussion for this meeting.

- 25413_CR-TrFO_01: It was approved with the change that the CR and Tdoc numbers need to be added. It will be CR271 and it will be in R3-010980. It was agreed that the group does not need to review the version with just the numbers added.

- 25415_CR-TrFO_02: It was approved with the change that the CR and Tdoc numbers need to be added. It will be CR057 and it will be in R3-010981. It was agreed that the group does not need to review the version with just the numbers added.

- 25415_CR-TrFO_03: It was approved with the change that the CR and Tdoc numbers need to be added. See also discussion for R3-010706 for additional modifications to this CR.

- 25415_CR-TrFO_04: It was approved with the change that the CR and Tdoc numbers need to be added. It will be CR059 and it will be in R3-010983. It was agreed that the group does not need to review the version with just the numbers added.

- 25415_CR-TrFO_05: It was approved with the change that the CR and Tdoc numbers need to be added. It will be CR060 and it will be in R3-010984. It was agreed that the group does not need to review the version with just the numbers added.

R3-010706 "TrFO – Editors proposal" was presented by the Rapporteur, Alexander Vesely from Siemens. This document proposes modifications to the TR to prepare it for approval, and it also includes some modification to 25415_CR-TrFO_03. The included documents were treated s follows:

- 25415_CR-TrFO_03r1: It was approved with the change that the CR and Tdoc numbers need to be added. It was approved with the change that the CR and Tdoc numbers need to be added. It will be CR058 and it will be in R3-010982. It was agreed that the group does not need to review the version with just the numbers added.

- TR 25.953 v0.1.0: Some spelling errors were identified, and the references to the CR numbers should be updated according to what is listed above (also for R3-010705). The list references should be updated. The zip file should also contain the newest versions of the CRs (only numbers added). It was agreed that the group does not need to review the version with just these minor changes.

Decision on how to proceed with TR 25.953:

It was agreed to send TR 25.953 for approval in TSG RAN#11. (The correct version number is to be checked with the closing plenary/TSG RAN)

R3-010748 CR009r1 25.410 "Iu connection principles enhancement, CS domain" from Ericsson was not discussed, because the proposed principle had been discussed during treating the incoming LSs, and the need for the concept could not be agreed. A LS has been drafted asking more clarification from N4 and S2.

R3-010749 CR244r1 25.413 "N-to-m relation between CN and UTRAN" from Ericsson was not discussed, because the proposed principle had been discussed during treating the incoming LSs, and the need for the concept could not be agreed. A LS has been drafted asking more clarification from N4 and S2.

Iu-7.4
PS-domain handover for realtime services, TR25.936 (R3 leading)

R3-010871 "TR25.936 v041 Handovers for real-time services from PS domain" was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. This includes proposal from the rapporteur to enhance the TR. The chairman reminded that the version 0.4.0 of the TR containing modifications approved in the previous meeting was already reviewed during the closing of the previous meeting. The document was approved as proposed.
R3-010737 "Proposed modifications to TR 25.936" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. It was clarified that the impact on 29.060 was related to the issue of how new SGSN gets the GGSN IP address and TEID, and that has been solved already in R99. It was clarified that the actions proposed for the u-plane handling are stated as "should" so other type of action is not completely ruled out. The proposed changes were approved with the change that figure 5 is not modified (already addressed in the Nortel document R3-010871).

R3-010734 CR252 25.413 "Support of PS real-time relocation in RANAP" was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia. The three cases were discussed at length, and the possible definitions of those were looked at from the attachment of R3-010737. The CR was approved with the modification that the ASN.1 is added and the new value is added after the ellipsis notation.
Decision on how to proceed with TR 25.936:

It was agreed that TR 25.936 will be sent to TSG RAN#11 for approval. (The correct version number is to be checked with the closing plenary/TSG RAN)

Iu-7.5
others

R3-010748 CR009r1 25.410 "Iu connection principles enhancement, CS domain" from Ericsson was not presented. See section 7.3

R3-010749 CR244r1 25.413 "N-to-m relation between CN and UTRAN" from Ericsson was not presented. See section 7.3

R3-010801 "NAS Node Selector Function'- TR 25.xxx v0.0.0" was presented by Brendan McWilliams of Vodafone Group. It was clarified that in this WI the routing function is placed in the RNC/BSC, and it may not be a separate entity, as was the case for the Turbo Charger concept that was discussed for R99. The document was approved with the following modifications: in section 1, the words "routeing function may be placed in the RNC/BSC enabling" are replaced by "routing function placed in the RNC/BSC enables". The words "For various reasons" and "inefficient" in the first sentence in section 4.2 should be removed, and "GERAN" is replaced by "GSM based" and "quite often there is a significant wastage of resources" is replaced by "there could be a significant wastage of resources" in the second sentence.

Brendan was asked to get a TR number for the document from the R3 secretary. The TR version number will be 0.0.1.

R3-010839 CR264 25.413 "Missing IEs in Location Reporting messages" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. Yann Schedic from Nortel commented that since the deciphering keys could be only used for the deciphering of the broadcast, and since the UE can only request the keys while in the connected mode, there is no need to send the keys via the CN, and they could be send ciphered to the UE from the UTRAN, and furthermore the UE will not receive the broadcast while in connected mode. Nortel was having the view that the assistance data deciphering key request from the CN to UTRAN and the delivery. Yann Schedic from Nortel also clarified that during the assistance data request, there is already communication between the RNC and the UE to agree for which positioning method this assistance data is requested for, and there is also no need to transfer this information via the CN.

It was agreed to also present the related Nokia contribution R3-010733 before concluding on the matter, because that further clarifies the independence of the assistance data delivery and the R99 style of location reporting in Iu.
R3-010733 CR251 "Release 4 additions in Iu to support new positioning methods" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. Atte clarified that the main difference compared to the Ericsson CR is that the procedure is separated from Location Reporting Control and Location Report, because the assistance data request is not related to a CN requested Location Reporting Control (requesting the UE position) or Location Report (reporting the UE position) from RNC. The stage 2 description for this also suggests that the procedure is more like class 1 request response, and it does not fit well with the Location Reporting Control and Location Report which are independent class 1 EPs.

It was agreed that neither of the CRs (CR251 or 264) was approved at this time.
R3-010840 CR265 25.413 "Alignment of Geographic Shape Descriptions between 25.413 and 23.032" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. It was approved as proposed.
Iu-8
Outgoing LSs

R3-010998 "Answer LS on Highlighting Requirements to RAN3 for SRNS relocation with TrFO" to N4 was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. This is in response to incoming LS in R3-010648.

Alex Vesely from Siemens commented that the requirement is included in S2 specification TS 23.221 v1.x.x includes the this connectivity requirement. It was also commented by the chairman, that the information from the Nokia S2 delegate is that the TrFO case has not been a determining factor in S2 approving this architectural change, but rather other things have been considered, e.g. the fact that the MSC-B can be completely by-passed in the RNL level.

After discussing the item a little bit more, the LS was approved to be sent immediately, with the modification that the statement "RAN 3 would like to clarify that the support of this functionality has not been retained as part of the current definition of the release 4 since RAN3 foresees potential strong impacts on the signalling architecture". is modified to read "RAN 3 would like to clarify that the support of this functionality has not been retained as part of the current definition of the release 4 since some companies in RAN3 foresee potential strong impacts on the signalling architecture.", and the source in the title part is changed to R3 Iu SWG, and “Iu Flexibility” is changed to "Intra domain connections of RAN nodes to multiple CN nodes". The new version is in R3-010988.

R3-010988 "Answer LS on Highlighting Requirements to RAN3 for SRNS relocation with TrFO" to N4 was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. This is the new version of R3-010998. It was approved as proposed.

R3-010996 "Draft LS on RAB negotiation and re-negotiation" from R3 to S2, R2 and R1 was presented by Serge Baudet of Alcatel (editor Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel). This is related to the discussion for R3-010868.

It was agreed that the first question to S2 is reworded to read "Whether negotiation/ re-negotiation of these two parameters is consistent from the QoS perspective" In the second question to S2 the words "from user/CN point of view" should be replaced by "from QoS point of view". Also the statement "RAN WG3 would also like SA WG2 to decide whether SDU Error Ratio should be negotiable/ re-negotiable or not; and if negotiation is agreed, whether SDU Error Ratio should be coupled with Residual Error Ratio or not." Should be reformulated to read "Based on the responses RAN WG3 is planning decide whether SDU Error Ratio and/or Residual Error Ratio should be negotiable / re-negotiable or not; and if negotiation / re-negotiation is agreed, whether SDU Error Ratio should be coupled with Residual Error Ratio or not."

It was also agreed that the Transfer Delay part is modified in a similar manner to read like:

"Transfer Delay:

Regarding Transfer Delay, the negotiation mainly concerns streaming traffic. Some companies think that there could be some radio resource savings, e.g. with modification of the TTI on the radio (10, 20, 40, 80 ms). However, companies share different opinions on the need for negotiation/ re-negotiation ofnegotiable/re-negotiable transfer delay from a radio resource perspective. Therefore:

RAN WG3 would like to have guidance from RAN WG1 and RAN WG2 on:

- The impact of Transfer Delay on radio resource usage.

RAN WG3 would like to have guidance from SA WG2 on:

- Whether negotiation/ re-negotiation of this parameter is consistent from the QoS perspective, and the reasoning behind.

Based on the responses, RAN WG3 is planning to decide whether Transfer Delay should be negotiable/ re-negotiable or not."

The LS was approved with these changes (the new version in R3-011030 to be reviewed in the Iu SWG and/or the closing plenary).
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