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1. opening of the meeting

Babul (rapporteur) welcomed everyone to the meeting.

1.1 Rapporteur and secretary selection/approval

Secretary: Carolyn Taylor (MCC)

Rapporteur: Babul Miah (Lucent)

1.2 Approval of the agenda

R3-012733
"Draft agenda of WG3 adhoc meeting #5" (Ericsson/Lucent)
Decision: 
This was agreed.
2. technical report tr25.933

2.1 Report from the rapporteur of the TR25.933

The rapporteur was not present at that moment so this was not performed.

3. QoS Differentiation (7.2)

3.1 Requirements

3.2 Study Area

3.3 Agreements

R3-012741
"QoS in IP UTRAN" (Lucent)

Discussion:
It has generally been agreed that nothing is to be mandated or disallowed in the specifications of QoS support in the IP UTRAN transport network. Part of this contribution seeks to add text in the agreement section of the IP UTRAN technical report to affirm this agreement.

It was commented by Sami (Nokia) that it was agreed that nothing is precluded in the specifications of QoS support in the IP UTRAN transport network but it was not agreed that nothing should be mandated.

It is proposed to add the following texts in section 7.2 of the IP UTRAN technical report 25.933:

1. The IP Transport Network Layer shall fulfil the QoS requirement of the Radio Network Layer (User and signalling).

2. The Standard shall not preclude use of any appropriate technique to support QoS requirement of the Radio Network Layer (User and Signalling).

3. IP hosts terminating the IP UTRAN transport interfaces (Iu, Iur, Iub) shall support Diffserv Codepoint marking to communicate QoS information from Radio Network Layer to the IP Transport Layer.

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012735
"QoS requirement for IP UTRAN" (Ericsson)

Discussion:
This contribution proposes that the IP hosts terminating IP UTRAN transport interfaces shall support Diffserv codepoint marking.

The proposes is to add the following statements in the IP UTRAN TR [1] in section 7.2, QoS differentiation:

1. The IP hosts terminating the IP UTRAN transport interfaces (Iu, Iur, Iub) shall support Diffserv codepoint marking.

2. The Diffserv codepoint may be determined based on an operator configurable mapping from the application parameters.

It was also proposed during the meeting to add a 3rd bullet in the IP UTRAN TR [1] in section 7.2, QoS differentiation:

3. This does not preclude the use of RSVP, configured UDP ports or overprovisioning, for example, if this is what an operator wants and its’ vendors support it.

Decision:
The proposal was agreed with addition of the 3rd bullet.
R3-012750
"Specification of QoS Information at IP Layer" (Nortel)

Discussion:
The purpose of this paper is to compare different mechanisms that could provide this information at the IP layer and to conclude on the necessity or not to standardize them.

It is proposed to capture the following statement in the agreement section 7.2 of the technical report TR25.933:

The needed information for quality of service differentiation for UTRAN flows shall be available at the IP layer used for RNL flow support. The UTRAN NEs shall provide this QoS information to this IP layer. No specific mechanism is mandated to provide this QoS information at IP layer in the UTRAN NEs but any mechanism fulfilling the QoS differentiation requirement shall not be precluded.

There were some concerns that if nothing is mandated to provide this QoS information at the IP layer in the UTRAN NEs that it may cause interpolibility problems.

Decision:
This was noted.

4. Synchronisation (7.10)

4.1 Requirements

4.2 Study Area

4.3 Agreements

R3-012758
"L1 aspects of IP transport" (Motorola)

Discussion:
During RAN3#22, it was agreed to initiate an e-mail discussion regarding the L1 specification for IP transport. This contribution summarizes the discussion as well as brings some additional topics.

If the suggestions in 2.2.1, 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 are acceptable, Motorola would kindly submit the necessary CRs for the next RAN3#24 meeting. See attachment for a proposal of TS 25.411 5.0.0.

It was recommended that section section 4.2 should be split into two subsections. One for synchronised case (proposal 4.2.1) and one for unsynchronised case (proposal 4.2.2). The synchronized case would be the ATM case. The unsychronised case need different wording than the current proposal. It was suggested that Motorola modifiy proposal 4.2.2 for clarification.

Decision:
It was agreed to close the synchronisation issue. No further work is needed.
R3-012759
"L1 aspects of IP transport" (rapporteur)

Discussion:
It is proposed to add the following text in agreement section 7.10 of the TR:

It shall be allowed to use Layer 1 interfaces that do not provide synchronisation reference information in the IP UTRAN transport.

Decision:
The proposal was agreed.
5. Security (7.11)

5.1 Requirements

R3-012747
"Work on Security" (Nokia)

Discussion:
The Security area of Rel5 IP transport option has not been making any progress ever since the Liaison Statement was sent to SA3. This is due to the missing reply to the sent LS.

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012739
"Security in IP UTRAN" (Ericsson)

Discussion:
Security Threats and Security Operation in IP networks are described in the TR [1]. 

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012754
"Draft LS to TSG-SA WG3" (Nokia)

Discussion:
It was agreed to send a liaison statement to SA WG3. There were some comments on the text in the LS. It was decided to have an off-line drafting session to reword the LS.


It was agreed that due to time constraint Ericsson’s proposal of making an assumtption and asking (LS) S3 to confirm that the assumption is acceptable is the best way forward. However, texts from Ericsson document could not be included just yet as questions were raised as to what is meant by “close environment” that was refered to. It was also agreed that questions Nokia proposed to put to S3 should be added in the LS. It was agreed to start an email discussion on this to (1) agree on the texts for the TR (section 7.11), and (2) agree on the LS that should be sent to S3. Sami from Nokia agreed to kick start and modarate the discussion. Deadline for finalizing the texts for the TR and the LS is a week before the RAN 3 meeting. Tdoc number for the LS is: R3-012760

Decision:
It was decided to have an email discussion for the LS and submit the final LS to the next RAN WG3 in New York.
5.2 Study Area

5.3 Agreements

6. Addressing (7.7)

6.1 Requirements

6.2 Study Area

6.3 Agreements

R3-012740
"Transport Layer Address" (Lucent)

Discussion:
This contributionl seeks to achieve agreement on the Transport Network Addressing format for the IP based UTRAN.

It is proposed to capture the following agreement in section 7.7 of technical report 25.933.

“IP Address, UDP ports and Traffic Characteristics information shall be carried via Information Ele-ments in RANAP, RNSAP and NBAP protocols.”

“IP addresses shall be communicated via the radio network layer protocols in a bit string (RANAP, RNSAP, NBAP) using the NSAP structure [2][3] for the Iub, Iur, and ‘Iu-cs domain only’. Iu-ps switch shall retain the  ‘straight IP addressing’ as is the case for Release 99/4.”

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012738
"Format for Transport Layer Address" (Ericsson)
Discussion:
This contribution proposes the use of the NSAP [2][3] format for the transport of IP addresses in the Radio Network Layer protocols (RANAP, RNSAP, NBAP).

It is proposed to capture the following agreement in section 7.7 of [1]:

“IP addresses shall be communicated via the radio network layer protocols (RANAP, RNSAP, NBAP) using the NSAP structure [2][3].”
It was agreed in the meeting to modify the proposal as follows:

IP addresses shall be communicated via the radio network layer protocols (RANAP, RNSAP, NBAP) using the NSAP structure [2][3] for Iub, Iur and Iu-cs. Iu-ps shall retain the 'straight IP addressing' as is the case for Release99 and Release4.

[Editors note: In the TR the references should be added to both the x.213 and the ammendent.]

Decision:
The modified proposal was agreed.
7. User plane transport signalling (7.4)

7.1 Requirements

7.2 Study Area

7.3 Agreements

R3-012743
"Transport Network Control Plane" (Lucent)

Discussion:
This proposal seeks to achieve agreement on the Transport Network Control Plane for the IP based UTRAN.

It is proposed to capture the following agreement in section 7.4 of TR 25.933:

ALCAP is not required over the Iu (PS and CS), Iur and Iub interfaces.

It was agreed in the meeting to modify the proposal as follows:

ALCAP is not required over the Iu (PS and CS), Iur and Iub interfaces between two IP UTRAN nodes or between IP UTRAN nodes and IP-CN.

Decision:
It was agreed to add the modified proposal to section 7.4.
R3-012756
"UDP port+IP Address as transport bearer identifier" (Motorola)
Discussion:
The purpose of this contribution is to propose the use of the UDP Port number plus the IP address for the transport bearer identification in IP UTRAN in the Iub, Iur and IuCS interfaces.

It is proposed to add the following section and text in the agremment section 7.7, Transport Network Bandwidth Utilization:

The IP UTRAN nodes shall identify the user plane transport bearers in the Iub, Iur and IuCS interfaces by the UDP port number plus IP address (source UDP port number, destination UDP port number, source IP address, destination IP address).

Decision:
This proposal was agreed to be included in the TR in section 7.7.
R3-012737
"RNL parameters for RANAP, RNSAP and NBAP" (Ericsson)

Discussion:
This contribution aims for an agreement to be reached on what parameters are to be defined for sup-port of the IP UTRAN.

It is proposed to include the text in Section 2 (not including sub-sections 2.5 and 2.6) above, in the Study section of [1] as section 6.5.1.1.

Include the following statements in section 7.4 of [1]:

The following new parameters are defined as information elements for the RNL protocols:

Alternative Transport Layer Address used to communicate the IP address

Alternative Transport Layer Association used to communicate the UDP port

Transport Capability IE =IP | ATM | IP&ATM used to communicate the transport options available,

Preferred Transport IE  = IP | ATM used to identify a preferred transport method.

The following existing parameters will also be required:

Transport Network Layer Address – used to communicate E164 or IP address

Transport Network Layer Association – used to communicate Binding ID or UDP port number

The following procedures in RANAP:

RAB Assignment Request

Requires the following additional parameter:

Alternative Transport Layer Address 

Alternative Transport Layer Association

Transport Capability IE

Preferred Transport IE 

The following procedures in RANAP:

RAB Assignment Response

Requires the following additional parameters:

Transport Network Layer Address 

Transport Network Layer Association

The following procedures in RNSAP:

RL Setup Request

RL Addition Setup

Requires the following additional parameters:

Transport Network Layer Address 

Transport Network Layer Association

Transport Capability IE 

Preferred Transport IE

The following procedures in NBAP:

RL Setup Request

RL Addition Setup

Common Transport Channel Setup Request

Requires the following additional parameters:

Transport Network Layer Address 

Transport Network Layer Association

Transport Capability IE 

Preferred Transport

The following procedures in RNSAP:

RL Setup Response

RL Addition Response

Requires the following additional parameters:

Transport Network Layer Association

The following procedures in NBAP:

RL Setup Response

RL Addition Response

Common Transport Channel Setup Response

Requires the following additional parameters:

Transport Network Layer Association

It should be noted that section 6.5.1, "Transport Bearer Characteristics IE" need to be evaluated.

Decision:
This was noted. No conclusion could be reached. But the chairman stated that Ericsson contribution was welcome since we have not thought about this until now and it is time to start making some preparation towards writing CRs for the TR. Come back to this at the next meeting. Ericsson also asked companies to think about the transport characteristics paramemetrs (section 6.5.1) that we need to include in the signaling messages.
8. Backward compatibility with R99/ Coexistence with ATM nodes (7.9)

8.1 Requirements

R3-012734
"Coexistence of the two transport options" (IC4IC)

Discussion:
This contribution proposes that section 5.5 of the requirements section in [1] is changed for the sake of clarification.


The following new text is proposed:

In Release 5, UTRAN(s) may have both ATM and IP transport networks. Following requirements with regards to ATM and IP transport network coexistence shall be met:

· The specifications shall ensure the co-existence of ATM and IP Transport options within UTRAN, i.e. parts of UTRAN using ATM and parts of UTRAN using IP transport.

· In Release 5, ATM and IP Transport Options shall rely on the same functional split between Network Elements

The transport technology choices of an UMTS operator will vary. Some will use AAL2/ATM. Others will use IP and others will use both AAL2/ATM and IP. Interoperability between release ’99 and later UTRAN ATM interfaces and UTRAN IP interfaces (for example, IP Iur to ATM Iur) is an important function for operators deploying both types of transport networks. An interworking solution shall not be included in the specification.

The following deleted text is proposed:

1. 

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012746
"Requirements for the co-existence of two transport" (Nokia)

Discussion:
This contribution aims at making the requirements more understandable in order to help setting the scope of the related standardisation work and consequently to assist in completing this topic of the WI.

It is proposed to add the following new text to section 5.5:
In Release 5, UTRAN(s) may have both ATM and IP transport networks. Following requirements with regards to ATM and IP transport network coexistence shall be met:

· The specifications shall ensure the co-existence of ATM and IP Transport options within UTRAN, i.e. parts of UTRAN using ATM and parts of UTRAN using IP transport.

· In Release 5, ATM and IP Transport Options shall rely on the same functional split between Network Elements
It is proposed to delete the following text:



1. 

It is proposed by the rapporteur to also add the following section and text in the agreement section 7.9:
The IP transport option shall ensure the co-existence of an ATM only UTRAN node, an IP only UTRAN node, or an UTRAN node with both ATM and IP transport options in the UTRAN. An IP UTRAN node shall provide coexistance with an ATM UTRAN node via one of the followings:
(1) Dual-stack capability,

(2) Interworking function, which is a logical part of the Rel5 IP UTRAN node, that enables each IP UTRAN node a 3GPP compliant Rel99/Rel4/Rel5 interface towards the UTRAN nodes having ATM transport option,
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(3) Or, in absence of above, an TNL interworking unit that shall exists between the IP UTRAN node and the ATM UTRAN node shall be possible. The interface between the IP UTRAN node and the interworking unit shall be specified. <selected protocol> shall be used as an IP ALCAP for setting up IP bearers between an IP UTRAN node (or MSC) and an TNL InterWorking Unit, where <selected protocol> shall be either RSVP or SIP or delta_Q.2630.x
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Nortel Networks did not agree with section 7.9 the 3rd bullet. Nortel would only agree on bullet 3 on the condition that an IETF protocol is speficied.

Decision:
The Dual-stack capability and Interworking function was agreed but Nortel Networks did not agree the 3rd bullet.
[Chairman note: It was also made clear by Ericsson and Siemens that if bullet 3 is not accepted none of the agreement on the texts on the backward compatability could be accepted and we will default back to the old text on this issue in the requirement section of the TR. Nortel will reconsider bullet 3 if the text in bullet 3 is rewritten as “Or, in the absence of above, an interworking unit that exist between the IP UTRAN node and the ATM UTRAN node shall be required”. This should be bought up at the approval of this minuted during the RAN 3 meeting so that the almost agreed texts from this meeting may be accepted rather than to removing everything.]

R3-012742
"Use of ALCAP for interworking" (Lucent)

Discussion:
Two proposals are defined in this contribution. First is to conclude that only requirement for interworking capability is necessary without definition of a protocol, and if this is not acceptable, to conclude that an IP based ALCAP is the solution for resolving interworking issue.

It is proposed that if RAN 3 must mandate a protocol for the interworking unit, the IP based ALCAP is used.

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012752
"Condition for a TNL Interworking Function" (Nortel)

Discussion:
The purpose of this paper is to give some clarifications for the requirements defining the ATM/IP in-terworking function. In a second step, it aims at including the corresponding clarified requirement into the agreement section.

It is proposed to clarify the section 5.5 by changing:

“Where node terminating Iu, Iur or Iub does not support ATM interfaces (R99 and later releases) and UTRAN IP interfaces, an TNL interworking function shall be required to enable the nodes to inter-operate between ATM and IP technologies.”

Into:

“Where some nodes terminating Iu, Iur or Iub does not support both ATM interfaces (R99 and later releases) and UTRAN IP interfaces, a TNL interworking function shall be possible to enable the nodes to inter-operate between ATM and IP technologies.”

It is proposed to add in section 7.9 “Backwards compatibility with R99/Coexistence with ATM nodes” of the TR25.933 [2] the following statements:

1. It shall be possible for a UTRAN to support release’99 and later ATM interfaces and UTRAN IP interfaces. 

2. It shall be possible for a UTRAN node to support only one of the two transport technologies.

3. It shall be possible of assuring that UTRAN nodes can communicate with each other simply by nodes supporting both ATM and IP interfaces (Dual stack option).

4. It shall be possible to interoperate nodes that do not support the same transport technology via a TNL Interworking Function.

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012736
"Comparing Interworking Solutions" (Ericsson)

Discussion:
This contribution seeks to conclude the present discussion on Interworking solutions by facilitating a decision on which protocol to be used for interworking.

The following is proposed:

1. Include Sections 3 and 4 in the Study area of [1] under a new sub-section 6.10.x.

2. Come to an agreement in RAN3 as to which protocol will be used as an IP ALCAP and put the following statement in the agreements section under 7.9 Backwards compatibility with R99/Coexistence with ATM nodes once this decision is made.

<selected protocol> shall be used as an IP ALCAP for setting up IP bearers between an IP UTRAN node (or MSC) and an TNL InterWorking Function where <selected protocol> shall be either SIP or Q.2630.

It was agreed in the meeting to modify the second proposal as follows:

<selected protocol> shall be used as an IP ALCAP for setting up IP bearers between an IP UTRAN node (or MSC) and an TNL InterWorking Unit where <selected protocol> shall be either RSVP or SIP or Q.2630.x.
It was stated that the propose text should be added at the end of the 3rd bullet in the contribution R3-012746 in the last proposal.

Decision:
There was not agreement on the first proposal. The modified second proposal was agreed with modifications.
8.2 Study Area

8.3 Agreements

R3-012753
"Transport network control protocol for backward compatibility" (Siemens)

Discussion:
A basic requirement for the definition of the UTRAN IP transport option is, that both transport technologies (ATM and IP) can coexist within one network ([1], sec.5.5). Section 6.10.1 investigates multiple mechanisms that promise to enable this coexistence. This contribution discusses the interworking task in more detail, compares the different solutions and tries to come to a conclusion.

It is proposed to include section 2 of this document to a new section 6.10.5.4 “Choice of transport network control protocol”

It is proposed to add the following sentence to section 7.9:

Backward compatibility can be provided by either use of dual stack operation or by use of an interworking function. When using dual stack operation no further specification has to be done. 

There are some cases where dual stack operation is not possible or not suitable and interworking has to be done by use of an interworking function. To operate the interworking function within the IP network a transport network control protocol (IP-ALCAP) is needed. 

For the benefit of all operators that have multi-vendor equipment in their UTRAN the IP-ALCAP protocol is specified. The used protocol is an enhancement to the already used ALCAP protocol Q.2630.x. The enhancements are described within a 3GPP delta specification to Q.2630.x.

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012751
"IETF Solution for TNL Interworking" (Nortel)

Discussion:
The purpose of this paper is to promote the use of an IETF protocol.

It order to keep the track on the agreed principles so far, the proposal of Nortel is to rule out the Aal2 modified ALCAP from the possible solutions as well as other similar solutions not based on IETF.

It is proposed to create a subsection 7.9.1 title “Solutions using a TNL Interworking Unit”.

Then, the following text is proposed for the agreement section 7.9.1 of the TR25.933 if a protocol is specified between a R5 IP only node and a TNL Interworking Unit:

”The interworking signalling protocol used between a R5 IP only node and a TNL Interwork-ing Unit implementing the Interworking function as a stand-alone unit when used shall, if specified, be an IETF protocol.

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012744
"Interworking between IP and ATM nodes" (Fujitsu)

Discussion:
This contribution proposes that the user plane signalling should be unified for interfaces A and B in figure 1. This is important to decide the user plane signalling between IP and ATM nodes.
This contribution proposes to add a new section in the requirements section as follow:

“5.x User Plane Transport Signalling 

The same protocol solution shall be chosen for both the "User Plane transport signalling" (A) and the  "Backward compatibility with R99/Coexistence with ATM nodes" (B)

It was stated by Fujitsu that this contribution is no longer necessary. It was clarified that Fujitsu is proposing an ALCAP-like protocol.
Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012755
"Rel5 IP option: On the backward compatibility" (Nokia)

Discussion:
This contribution aims at clarifying the scope of this work and to give a proposal for agreement in order to close the topic and move forward.

Based on the arguments given in this contribution, it is proposed that the following text is included in section 7.9 of the TR25.933 [1]:

1. The Rel5 IP transport option shall ensure the co-existence of ATM and IP transport options in UTRAN.

2. An interworking function in Rel5 IP transport option is to provide a 3GPP compliant Rel99/Rel4/Rel5 interface towards the UTRAN nodes having ATM transport option. This interworking function is a logical part of the given Rel5 IP UTRAN node that is terminating the involved Iu, Iur or Iub interface.

Decision:
This was noted.

GENERAL CONCLUSION FOR BACKWARD COMPATIBILITY WITH R99/ COEXISTENCE WITH ATM NODES (7.9)

There were legthly discussions after the presentation of all above docuements. Three proposed solutions are available for the IP ALCAP solutions of the interworking unit. No concensus could be reached at the end of the discussion.

Support for the respective proposals are as follows:
RSVP
Delta-QAAL
SIP
No-Opinion


Siemens, Alcatel, Lucent, Vodafone, France Telecom, Fujisu, Ericsson, Nokia, Omnitel, Samsung, NTT DoCoMo, IC4IC, Wintergra
Ericsson, Nortel Networks, Omnitel, Cisco, Samsung


9. Radio Network Signalling Bearer (7.6)

9.1 Requirements

R3-012749
"NBAP Signalling bearer in IP transport" (Nortel)

Discussion:
This paper analyses the pros and cons of the various solutions that could be used as NBAP signalling bearer for IP transport option.

It is proposed to include in [1] a new section 6.7.6 in the study area named “Iub Signalling Bearer comparison Data” which includes section 3 and section 4.

It is also proposed to rule out UDP from the possible candidates.

For TCP&SCTP; Nortel Networks has analysed how both could provide a transport solution for NBAP.  No showstopper has been identified for TCP however SCTP adds more features in particular on security.

Since one solution only needs to be selected, Nortel Networks welcomes the opinion from other companies.

Nortel need to take into the following comments:

1. Need to add texts to state that TCP was new in UTRAN.

2. Operational aspects/complexities should be added to the table.

3. Interoperability aspects need to be covered and included in the table.

4. It was stated that SCTP has not been around for long but its development takes into account several years of TCP existence.

Decision:
It was agreed to continue discussing this topic on the email reflector. This will be kept for the study area.

No company objected to having SCTP as the transport bearer for the Iub. This new contribtuion will also include text for the agreement section (Iub) to state SCTP as the solution.

Phillip from Nortel will propose texts for the study area on the reflector. Also, Nortel will add a new proposal to the document to add texts in the agreement section, including the SCTP solution for the Iub interface. Deadline for conclusion on this is a week before the RAN 3 meeting.

9.2 Study Area

R3-012745
"Interworking between SCCP/M3UA" (Nokia-Motorola-Cisco)

Discussion:
The target of this contribution is to describe the signalling transport interworking principles, the interworking scenarios of SCCP&SUA in 3GPP networks and the implications of interworking for network operations and management.

It is proposed that chapter 2 and all its sub-chapters and chapter 3 of this contribution are included in the Study Area of the Technical Specification TR25.933 [2], in a new section 6.7.6, Interworking of SCCP/M3UA and SUA.

Ericsson stated that they couldn't agree to this proposal. No agreement could be reached.

Ericsson stated that figure 3 is not correct. Ericsson do not agree on figure 3 - figure 3 only describes the protocols involved and does not indicate way or how operator implements the signaling network. The mapping of MTP-3 messages in the GW should also be described. Ericsson also commented that there would be a GTT needed in SUA case as well.

Nokia stated that the figure only shows the involved protocols in three cases: SS7, SCCP/M3UA and SUA, and that the figure does not take any position on any other aspects (like how operators would implement something). And in the case of SUA (and only in case of SUA) there are no Signalling Point Codes involved at all, as there is no M3UA or MTP-3, thus there simply wont be any GTT either. This is because GTT is – by definition - a translation between a global address and a non-global Signalling Point Code. Also, figure 3 was not intented to describe any interworking scenario but the protocols in "clean" networks -> no MTP3 related stuff in case of SUA.

Sami from Nokia had to leave the meeting to catch his flight almost immediately after the presentation of the document and therefore no further discussion could take place. It was asked if Ericsson could pass further comment on the reflector since Nokia delegate had to leave. Ericsson stated that their only suggestion would be that only the last section – section 2.4 - could be elaborated and added to the TR and that they could not agree to anything else.

Decision:
This was noted.

9.3 Agreements

10. other areas of tr25.933

R3-012757
"Dual stack text for the study area" (Motorola)

Discussion:
The purpose of this contribution is to include in the study area the use of the Dual Stack approach in the UTRAN nodes, as defined by the IETF in [1] as the most straightforward transition mechanism from IPv4 to IPv6. References [1] and [2] describe the dual stack mechanism.

The following is proposed:

1. Modify the current text of TR 25.933 section 6.9.3.3.3 “dual stack” with the text of the section 3.3 of this contribution. Note: The text highlighted in red is the existing text in section 3.3.

2. Add section 2 to TR 25.933, section 3.1 “definitions”

3. Add section 3.1 and 3.2 to a new section in TR 25.933, 6.9.3.4 “Aspects of IPv6 transition”

Decision:
Document was not presented but agreed to have this sent out on the reflector by Motorola and request for comments and approval. Deadline for email approval is a week before the next RAN 3 meeting.
11. any other business

12. closing of the meeting

The meeting is to be closed on Tuesday 2nd of October at 1700.

13. List of technical documents for IP ad hoc meeting #5
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14. Annex A: List of Participants
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15. History

Document History

4th October 2001
Updated to v1.0.0

18th October 2001
Updated to v3.0.0 based on:

· Comments from Ericsson and Nortel Networks

_1063694863.doc


Rel5 IP UTRAN



node







IWU



















Backward







compatible







interface







Rel5 IP







interface




























































_1063780200.doc


Rel5 IP UTRAN



node







TNL�IWU















Rel5 IP interface







Backward







compatible







interface











Rel5 IP interface




























































_1063097795.doc
		Tdoc_Num

		Title

		Source

		Agenda_Item

		Doc_Type

		Eff_Spec

		Spec_Ver_Num



		R3-012733

		ad hoc #5 agenda

		Lucent

		0

		A

		

		



		R3-012734

		Coexistence_of_the_two_transport_options

		IC4IC

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012735

		QoS requirement for IP UTRAN

		Ericsson

		3

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012736

		Comparing Interworking Solutions

		Ericsson

		8

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012737

		RNL Parameters for RANAP, RNSAP and NBAP

		Ericsson

		10

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012738

		Format for Transport Layer Parameters

		Ericsson

		6

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012739

		Security in IP UTRAN

		Ericsson

		5

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012740

		Transport Layer Address

		Lucent

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012741

		QoS in IP UTRAN

		Lucent

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012742

		Use of ALCAP for interworking between UTRAN ATM Interfaces and UTRAN IP


Interfaces

		Lucent

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012743

		Transport Network Control Plane

		Lucent

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012744

		Interworking between IP and ATM nodes

		Fujitsu

		8

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012745

		Interworking between SCCP/M3UA and SUA

		Nokia

		9.2.

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012746

		Requirements for the co-existence of two transport options

		Nokia

		8.1

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012747

		Work on Security

		Nokia

		5.1

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012748

		SUA decision & Compatibility constraints with CN

		Nortel Networks

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012749

		NBAP signalling bearer in IP transport

		Nortel Networks

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012750

		Specification of QoS Differentiation mechanisms

		Nortel Networks

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012751

		An IETF solution for the TNL interworking between R’99 nodes and IP nodes

		Nortel Networks

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012752

		Conditions for the TNL Interworking Function

		Nortel Networks

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012753

		Choice of transport network control protocol for backward compatibility reasons

		Siemens

		6.2

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012754

		Draft LS to TSG-SA WG3

		Nokia

		5.1

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012755

		Considerations on backward compatibility

		Nokia

		8.3

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012756

		IPv4 Transition to IPv6 in IP UTRAN The dual stack approach- text for the study area

		Motorola

		7

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012757

		IPv4 Transition to IPv6 in IP UTRAN – The dual stack approach- text for the study area

		Motorola

		10

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012758

		L1 aspects of IP transport

		Motorola

		4.3

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012759

		L1 aspects of IP transport

		Lucent

		4.3

		Ap

		25.933

		



		R3-012760

		Update to draft LS to TSG-SA WG3

		Nokia

		0

		Ap

		25.933

		






_1063515268.doc


Rel5 IP UTRAN node







(with backward compatibility)







ATM







IP







DUAL STACK







Backward







compatible







interface







Rel5 IP







interface







ATM







IP







INTERWORKING







function







IP







Backward







compatible







interface







Rel5 IP







interface







Rel5 IP UTRAN node







(with backward compatibility)












_1063097793.doc

ATTENDEES LIST



Meeting :
3GPPRAN3-IP #5



3GPPRAN3-IP #5



Stockholm, Swedent 1-2 October 2 001



PLEASE CHECK YOUR COORDINATES, CROSS YOUR ATTENDANCE , GIVE IT BACK TO THE MCC SECRETARY


Name
Organization
Email 



represented




Mr. Colin Alexander
Wintegra Inc.
coli.Alexander@wintera.com


Mr. Richard Brook
Samsung Electronics
richardbrook39@aolcom


Ms. Khadija Daoud
France Telecom
khadija@daoud@francetelecom.com


Mr. Jean-Jacques Davidian
DoCoMo Europe
davidian@docomo.fr


Mr. Nicolas Drevon
Alcatel
Nicolas.drevon@alcatel.fr

Mr. Daniel Feldman
IAEI
Daniel@ic4ic.com


Mr. Piilppe Godin
Nortel Networks
godip@nortelnetworks.com

Mr. Alf Heidernmark
Ericsson
alf.heidermark@uab.ericsson.se


Mr. Sami Kerri
Nokia
sami.kekki@nokia.com


Mr. Bablul Miah
LUCENT
miah@lucent.com


Mr. Bredan McWilliams
Vodafone Group
Brendan.mcwilliams@vf.vodafone.co.uk


Mr. Abdelhakim Mendjeli
FUJITSU Europe Telecom R & D C
a.mendjeli@fujitsu.co.uk

Mr. Laurent Montini
Cisco Systems Europe
lmontini@cisco.com

Mr. Niilo Musikka
Ericsson
niilo.musikka@era.ericsson.se


Mr. Hakan Persson
Telia



Mr. Roberto Paglino
OMNITEL
Roberto.paglino@omnitel.it


Mr. Jorma Rigotti
Siemens
jorma.rigotti@icn.siemens.it


Mr. Antonio Tata
Ericsson
Antonio.tata@era.ericsson.se


Ms. Carolyn Taylor
ETSI
carolyn.taylor@etsi.fr

Mr. Thomas Ulrich
Siemens
Thomas.Ulrich@ien.siemens.de


Mr. Dimitris Vasilaros
LUCENT
dvasilaros@lucent.com


Mr. Alexander Vesely
Siemens
Alexander.vesely@siemens.at


21/08/2001
Page:
1
/
1





