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Introduction

This is the report from the Iu SWG meeting held on May 13th –17th 2002 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #29 in Gyeongju, Korea (May 14th – 16th 2002). The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by the Iu SWG chairman Alexander Vesely of Siemens. The report is structured according to the meeting agenda. The order does not necessarily correspond to the order the items were handled.

Iu-0
Agenda

R3-021139 “Agenda, Iu SWG, Meeting #29”
Discussion:  approved

Iu-1
TREATMENT OF INCOMING LSs

R3-021144 “LS on GERAN specific impacts on the Iu-cs interface” (from GERAN)  was decided in the opening plenary to be further treated in the Iu SWG.

Discussion:  The CR needs to be reviewed later on. Olivier Guyot of Nokia took over the main responsibility of the CR (e.g. providing the ASN.1 part). The first version of the CR will be in R3-021522.

R3-021146 “Liaison Statement on Mandatory Use Of Transport Addresses sent by the MSC in a RAB Modification Request” (From CN4) was decided in the opening plenary to be further treated in the Iu SWG.
Discussion:  Philippe Godin of Nortel commented, that the MSC-Server never requests from the UTRAN to change Link Characteristics, as RANAP doesn’t transport AAL2 LC directly, but rather RAB parameters.

In the table of the LS, in case of R4 UTRAN and MSLC supported, right column, no answer was found to the question which service CN4 had in mind when describing this scenario.

Contradicting text was discovered in 23.205 chapter 13.18 (3rd paragraph) compared to RANAP.

Philippe commented, that if the MSC-Server received the indication from MGW that the Iu link doesn’t support MSLC, it would be an abnormal case, if the RNC would not come to the same decision than the MSC, i.e. MSC provides new addresses whereas the RNC decides to keep on using the existing bearer.

A draft discussion paper on that subject was provided by Philippe, which will be in R3-021523.

R3-021523 D, “RAB Modification“, a discussion paper to R3-021146 was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Discussion: It was decided not to have a R99 CR on RANAP, as there is a possible backwards compatible solution possible for Rel-4. Further it was commented, that in principle, when introducing a new feature in Rel-X+1, rather Rel-X+1 has to take care of backwards compatibility than Rel-X.

A LS to CN4 will be needed to explain the backwards compatible solution highlighted in this paper. The LS will be in R3-021524. 

In needs to be checked in TS 23.205 to which extent the solution is already specified (16.2.5 contains the optional element “notify established bearer”).

It was agreed to keep the changes made for Rel-5 RNCs.

Further it was agreed to have the changes made for Rel-5 (in CR409r2 (R3-020736)) in Rel-4 as well.

The LS shall clearly state, that RAN will not accept any more R99 changes. The principle of introducing features in later releases shall be highlighted in the LS.

Another issue was highlighted by CN4, i.e. the case where CN request to modify the RAB, the link supports MSLC, but the RNC has the freedom to modify the bearer (see RANAP v500 “... if ... are not included, then the RNC may modify the already existing transport bearer.”)

Proposed answer to that issue:

CN (MSC-Server) cannot request for modification of LC of the bearer, it can only request for the modification of RAB parameters.

The way a given set of RAB parameters is mapped on the LC of the TNL is RNC implementation dependent.

next remaining issue: Rel 4 CN/RNC both supporting  MSLC, RNC doesn’t execute the modification “If this is not the case problems may arise depending on the service using this Iu Bearer.”

proposed answer: in RANAP it is stated “upon receipt or RAB Assignment request UTRAN shall execute the requested RAB configuration”. This ensures that the established or modified RAB is able to support the service, that requested the RAB. In case e.g. a bandwith is allocated that is > than the requested one this still supports the service.

3rd remaining issue statement of CN4:

“In CN4’s opinion the CR should be in RAN as this problem is seen as a fault in the RANAP protocol as it currently gives the UTRAN a flexibility that it should not have; solving this in CN will still allow the UTRAN to decide not to modify the bearer when the CN expects it to be modified. CN4 asks RAN3 what the reasoning would be for having such flexibility in the UTRAN; is this something that was infact required as part of the system architecture requirements ? “

The answer LS should be answered in the sense, that this is not a faulty behaviour of RANAP. CN4’s request represents rather an optimisation.

The answer LS should keep the layout of the highlighted issues and answer issue by issue.

Decision: A LS will be sent to CN4 in R3-021524 containing the discussed issues and a CR will be drafted in R3-021525 to implement the changes made in CR409r2 (R3-020736) for Rel-5 in Rel-4 as well. Both will be prepared by Philippe Godin of Nortel.

R3-021536 “Response on Liaison Statement on exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5 “ (From CN4, To RAN3, CC: CN3), was presented by Robert Eberl of Siemens.
Discussion: It has been clarified that on RNL level no knowledge is given whether the address provided by the TNL is a bearer level address or an address of the TNL CP as the RNL passes this address information transparently without interpreting it.

Sami Kekki of Nokia commented that (as there was no BICC framework assumed to form the base of RAN3 work on the IP WI) obviously CN4 was not aware of principles set by RAN3 for the IP WI, i.e. the assumption that all UTRAN interfaces are able to cope without ALCAP.

Decision: it was recognised that CN4 didn’t see any major blocking issue with solution 1 and it was agreed to target for a solution during this meeting having in mind that RAN3 was tasked by CN4 to provide the final decision. It was emphasised that the decision on the solution needs to be based on covering not only RAN3 issue but rather the overall system view. See further discussions under AI Iu-4.1

R3-021153 “Reply LS on Size of Attach Request message” (from CN1) was presented by of Ericsson.    

Discussion: it was clarified that the Access Capability IE is applicable for both GSM and UMTS. 

Decision: noted, see further discussions with R3-021489 under Iu-2.3.

Iu-2
CORRECTIONS FOR R99 (INCLUDING ‘MIRROR CRs’ FOR REL4 and REL5 Spec’s) 

Iu-2.1
R99, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

a) in principle agreed CRs

R3-021191 (R3-021192, R3-021193), CR037 (038, 039),  “Correction of TNL Release” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Decision: The CRs were approved.

Iu-2.2
R99, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

R3-021434, D “Report of email discussion “first rates to be used below the guaranteed bit rate”” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Decision: noted

R3-021355, D “Guaranteed Bit Rate/ Permitted Rates” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Discussion:  

The current state was confirmed to be as follows for R99 and Rel-4:

In Rel99, up to now, the transcoder in the CN will send a frame as indicated in the first place of the INIT frame (which will be a frame corresponding to a bitrate greater or equal than the GBR).

If the first element in the INIT list is 7.95 the second is 12.2, the TC will start with 7.95. The 2nd frame (without any Rate Control) can be any mode.

Decision: agreed as base of the discussion on CRs 109 (110, 111)

R3-021356 (R3-021357, R3-021358), CR109 (110, 111) “Correction of first rates to be used” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Discussion:  

paragraph of R99 CR shall be changed to 

The first RAB sub-Flow combination proposed in the list of RAB sub-Flow Combination corresponds to the maximum bit rate allowed to be used when starting the communication phase i.e. the first Transfer of User Data procedure. The RAB sub-Flow Combinations for rates below the guaranteed bit rate shall not be used as the first RFC in the proposed list of RAB sub-Flow Combinations.

It has been indicated by some companies that they would agree on changes from Rel-4 (UP v2) onwards where the Initialisation procedure contains rate control functionality in the sense that the first indicated frame denotes the maximum bitrate. This was agreed for Rel-4 and Rel-5. The paragraph now reads to : 

The first RAB sub-Flow combination proposed in the list of RAB sub-Flow Combination corresponds to the maximum bit rate allowed to be used when starting the communication phase i.e. until any Rate Control frame occurs. The RAB sub-Flow Combinations for rates below the guaranteed bit rate shall not be used as the first RFC in the proposed list of RAB sub-Flow Combinations.

Decision: R3-021356 was approved with the modification that the affected paragraph will be changed as indicated above and that the coversheet needs to be reworded and will be revised to R3-021532. Rel-4 and Rel-5 CR will be revised to R3-021533 and R3-021534
R3-021532 (R3-021533, R3-021534), CR109r1 (110r1, 111r1) “Correction of first rates to be used” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. These are revisions of R3-021356 (R3-021357, R3-021358)
Discussion:  in the R99 CR, in the modified paragraph in 6.5.2.1 the phrases “i.e. when starting the communication phase” and “strictly” were removed.

in the Rel-4 CR, in the modified paragraph in 6.5.2.1, the phrases “strictly” and “at the RNC RNL-SAP” were removed.

Decision: revised to R3-021551 (R3-021617, R3-021618)

R3-021551 (R3-021617, R3-021618), CR109r2 (110r2, 111r2) “Correction of first rates to be used” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. These are revisions of R3-021532 (R3-021533, R3-021534)
Decision: approved.

R3-021327 (R3-021328, R3-021329), CR103 (104, 105) “Guaranteed bit rate in the Iu User Plane” was presented by Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel.
Discussion on R99 CR: It was clarified, that the common understanding is that the RNC shall receive information of the GBR via the RNL-SAP. This is not the case on the CN side. As the CN shall not have knowledge on the GBR and no error behaviour is specified in case the CN receives an erroneously formatted RATE CONTROL frame (e.g. not respecting the non rate controllable rates) the corresponding check was agreed to be removed.

Decision on R99 CR: R3-021327 approved with the following modifications:  The Reason for change shall state

According to the R99 standards, the receiving UP entity at the CN side does not receive the GBR indication and therefore is unable to check that non rate controllable rates which are still permitted.

The modified paragraph in chapter 6.5.2.1 shall read to 

The first RAB sub-Flow Combination proposed in the list of RAB sub-Flow Combination indicates the initial RAB sub-Flow Combination i.e. the first RAB sub-Flow Combination to be used when starting the communication phase i.e. the Transfer of User Data procedure. The RAB sub-Flow Combinations for rates below the guaranteed bit rate specified in the RAB parameters (indicated to the Iu UP at the RNL-SAP) , e.g. SID or "NO_DATA" (defined by the length of all subflows set to "0") shall not be used as the first RFC in the proposed list of RAB sub-Flow Combinations. 

The modified paragraph in chapter 6.5.3.1 shall read to

The rates that can be controlled by the SRNC are the rates that are above the guaranteed bitrate specified in the RAB parameters. (indicated to the Iu UP at the RNL-SAP) Rates below or equal to the guaranteed bitrate, e.g. SID frames, cannot be controlled by the RNC. 

The sentence stating “They also verify that non-rate controllable rates are still permitted.” in the 2nd bullet  above figure 11 shall be removed.

The revision of R3-021327 will be in R3-021537.

Discussion on Rel-4 CR (R3-021328): it was clarified that the Iu UP will be applied on the Nb interface as well. As the Iu UP spec specifies that the sending entity of the INIT frame and the RATE CONTROL frame shall perform checks based on the GBR it appears at if in Rel-4 the IuUP entity in the MGW need to have knowledge of the GBR. This needs to be checked and the impacts on the IuUP spec needs to be checked.

Further it was pointed out that the RNC when receiving the RATE CONTROL frame in the TrFO case is able to perform a check based on GBR

Decision: Rel-4 and Rel-5 CRs are still open. As it was preferred to agree on a complete set of CRs dealing with the same issue the approval of the R99 CR was taken back and the approval was deferred.

If revisions are possible during that meeting, they will be done in R3-021537, R3-021538, R3-021539. This issue was not finalised yet. An e-mail discussion was suggested.
R3-021353 (R3-021354, R3-021483), CR106 (107, 108) “Check of non-rate controllable rates” was  presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Discussion:  R3-021353, 1354,1483 was withdrawn in favour of R3-021327ff. although parts of the CRs were used (e.g. the “reason for change”). 

Iu-2.3
R99, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

a) in principle agreed CRs

R3-021197 (R3-021198, R3-021199), CR441(442, 443), “Correction of Target RNC-ID” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Decision: The CRs were approved

R3-021461 (R3-021462, R3-021463), CR415 (416, 444) “SDU Format Information Presence” was presented by Mani Iyer of Motorola.
Decision: The CRs were approved.

b) others

R3-021194 (R3-021195, R3-021196), CR438 (439, 440), “Erroneous Security Mode Control procedure” was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.
Discussion:  Anders reported that according to the e-mail discussions these CRs were no longer ‘in principle agreed’ CR. This was with regard to the issue on the ‘key status’. Ericsson proposes to always reject ‘old keys’. This position is supported up to now by NEC, Vodafone and Nokia. Due to comments from Nortel this issue is still open.

The ‘preferred’ order issue of the algorithms was discussed as well.

Anders reported that RAN2 decided that ciphering can be started for one CN domain only on Thuesday.  It seems that RAN2 re-opened the discussing reverting this decision.

Algorithms can be changed during Relocation according to Anders discussion report. This issue was regarded still open by Philippe.

It was debated whether the CN is allowed to change a call from ‘not ciphered’ to ‘ciphered’. According to Philippe this issue is still discussed in RAN2. This is related to the issue of whether ciphering can be started from one CN only.

It was clarified that the RNC needs to have knowledge about the preference of algorithms. Nokia objects to inform the RNC about the preference via RANAP signalling. It was commented by other companies that this was regarded as an important issue in RAN2 with reg to the Relocation procedure. After some debate it turns out that they are available to include the preferred order from R99 onwards. 

On the coordination of the CN domains with regards to security: this was outlined last joint meeting with R2 and is now agreed principle.

Decision: still open. RAN2 status need to be checked.
It was decided to have an drafting session on key status handling and status of ciphering. All other issues are agreed by the Iu SWG. The drafting session will start Friday mording 1h before closing plenary morning session.

Decision: all issues except the one the drafting session is about are approved.
R3-021433, D “Report of email discussion “error handling on 3g-3g containers”” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Decision: The document was noted and the proposed way forward was agreed.

R3-021359 (R3-021360, R3-021361), CR463 (464, 465) “Correction of RNC Iu Coordinated relocation” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.  

Discussion:  It was clarified that these CRs propose not to specify error handling in case containers are different. There is only the behaviour on the sending side clarified.

It was further clarified, that the Source to Target transparent container is to be included in both Iu connections, but there exists an option to include the Target to Source transparent container just in one Iu connection.

Debate on checking the content of the Target to Source transparent container in SRNC. whether to put a note in RANAP is for further discussion in next meetings.

Discussions on consistency of content of the Cause IEs sent via two domains are deferred to next meetings, as this CR just deals with containers. 

Decision: CRs approved with the modification that the 3rd bullet in  8.7.5 is changed to

· If the target RNC decides to send the Target RNC to Source RNC Transparent Container IE via the two CN domains, the target RNC shall ensure that  the same IE is included in RELOCATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE messages transmitted via the two CN domains and related to the same relocation of SRNS.

and that a Note: 

Note:
In case two CN domains are involved in the SRNS Relocation preparation procedure and the source RNC receives the Target RNC to Source RNC Transparent Container IE via two CN domains it may check whether the content of the two Target RNC to Source RNC Transparent Container IEs is the same. In case the Source RNC receives two different Target RNC to Source RNC Transparent Container IE the RNC’s behaviour is left implementation specific.” (note the “NO” stylesheet) 

will be included at the end of section 8.6.4.

In 8.7.4 before the “interaction with Iu Release” a note with following wording will be included:

Note:
In case two CN domains are involved in the SRNS Relocation preparation procedure and the target RNC receives the Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE via two CN domains it may check whether the content of the two Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IEs is the same. In case the Target RNC receives two different Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IEs the RNC’s behaviour is left implementation specific.” (note the “NO” stylesheet) 

Revisions will be in R3-021526, R3-021527, R3-021528.

R3-021526 (R3-021527, R3-021528), CR463r1 (464r1, 465r1) “Correction of RNC Iu Coordinated relocation” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.  These are revisions of R3-021359 (R3-021360, R3-021361).

Discussion: It was pointed out that it was agreed not to perform the same check for the Cause IE. The cover sheet need to indicate, that the mirror CRs do not refer to a test spec.

Decision: The CRs will be revised to R3-021540 (R3-021541. R3-021542)

R3-021540 (R3-021541, R3-021542), CR463r1 (464r1, 465r1) “Correction of RNC Iu Coordinated relocation” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.  These are revisions of R3-021526 (R3-021527, R3-021528),

Decision: approved

R3-021330 (R3-021331, R3-021332), CR460(461, 462) “RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP” (Alcatel)
Discussion:  All occurrences of “must” shall be changed to “shall”. As no changes are proposed for chapter 8.3 and 8.4 the corresponding text in the CR should be removed. The “other core spec” box should be ticked.

Decision: CRs approved as modified.  Revisions in R3-021529, R3-021530, R3-021531.

R3-021529 (R3-021530, R3-021531), CR460r1 (461r1, 462r1) “RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP” (Alcatel). These are revisions of R3-021330 (R3-021331, R3-021332).
Decision: approved

R3-021489, D “Size of RANAP message in SCCP Connection Request” was presented by Mani Iyer of Motorola
Discussion:  Nicolas suggested that a solution where NULL_PDU (9.2.19, TS 24.008) could be sent to the network instead of the NAS_PDU should be studied. Currently the NULL_PDU is defined for cs domain only. Whether this could be used for ps domain as well needs to be checked. Lucent expressed concerns to that solution.

Strong objections were expressed by Siemens and Ericsson to send an empty CR. This solution was favoured by Motorola and Nortel. There were concerns expressed by Nortel regarding the solution not to send the initiating NAS_PDU. 

Concerns were expressed by Alcatel and Ericsson for the solution to create a completely new message.

Nokia expressed concerns with any backwards compatibility problem.

Chenghock suggests to consider the Release were the changes need to be made.

Mani and Alex confirmed that the problem really exists (according to tests and N1 colleagues)

Decision: Mani will start an e-mail discussion to identify a solution. It was felt unrealistic to have a solution ready for the forthcoming plenary.

R3-021455 (R3-021456, R3-021457), CR473 (474, 475) “Handling of maximum size of user data in SCCP CONNECTION REQUEST” (Siemens, Ericsson)  

These CRs were not presented.

Iu-2.4
R99, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-2.5
R99, SABP (25.419)

R3-021476 (R3-021477, R3-021478), CR101 (102, 103) ”Write-Replace Procedure Clarification” was presented by Brendan McWilliams of Vodafone.  

Decision: The CRs were approved.

Iu-3
CORRECTIONS FOR REL-4 ONLY (INCLUDING ‘MIRROR CRs’ FOR REL5 Spec’s)
Iu-3.1
Rel-4, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

Iu-3.2
Rel-4, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

Iu-3.3
Rel-4, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

a) in principle agreed CRs

R3-021205 (R3-021206), CR447 (448), “Extension container for Last Known Service Area IE” was presented by AV of Siemens.
Decision: The CR were approved

R3-021308 (R3-021309), CR452 (453) “Correction of wrong implementation of CR429” was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.
Decision: approved

R3-021525, CR476 “Transport Layer Address at RAB modification” was presented by Martin
Discussion:  This CR is an outcome of discussion on the LS from CN4 in R3-021146.

Decision: The CR coversheet was modified to reflect Rel-4 changes. The revision will be in R3-021619
R3-021619, CR476r1 “Transport Layer Address at RAB modification” was approved.
Iu-3.4
Rel-4, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

a) in principle agreed CRs

R3-021203 (R3-021204), CR006 (007)“Location Related Data procedure missing” (Ericsson)
Decision: The CRs were approved

Iu-3.5
Rel-4, SABP (25.419)

Iu-4
Open Issues from Rel-5 WIs

Iu-4.1
IP UTRAN: Iu-cs UP Initialisation

R3-021303, D “Discussion paper on Iu-CS” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.  

Discussion: It was commented that the call setup delay for solution 2 was mentioned twice in the evaluation table.

It was clarified that it is assumed that the bearer terminations will rely on a normal socket mechanism, i.e. an API will be available to retrieve the information contained in an IP packet. There will be some application necessary to utilise the retrieved source address for sending back the acknowledgement.

There was debate whether the proposed IP-ALCAP will be different or similar to the already existing Q.2630. The benefit that the IP-ALCAP relies on Q.2630 was highlighted, however it was doubted that this reduces implementation and test effort.

It was further emphasised by the proponents of solution 1 that the overall goal of the IP WI in RAN3 was to get rid of any ALCAP protocol (which was confirmed a firm architectural principle in the 5th IP Adoc and which is captured in section 7.4 of 25.933). 

Based on the discussions in R3-021303 and R3-021441 there was a demand to solve the issue by an indicative raise of hands but it was decided by the chairman to base the decision on the table in R3-021303 extended by “solution 4” (the one presented in 1441). A solution to come back to this demand if a decision is not possible was not ruled out.

Decision: The result of the evaluation based on the table in R3-021303 is as follows

	
	Solution 1
	Solution 2
	Solution 3
	Solution 4

	Specification impact (overall)
	- 1 modifications to specifications under CN4’s and RAN3’s responsibility
 
	-3 (new IP ALCAP to be specified between IP nodes within ITU-T or RAN3.)
	-2 (Reshuffling of Ranap RAB Assignt procedure  and change of TS25.415 timeouts needs to be specified in a RAN3 spec.)
	-2 (introduction of new message. missing ack for new message) t.b.specified in a RAN3 spec.

	Performance delay for setup/modification
	0  
	0
 
	+1 

	0

	signalling load
	0
	-1
	0
	-0,5

	Development + test Effort + effort to ensure backwards compatibility
	0
	-2 (new additional protocol)
	-1 (new procedure to be added such as RAB release after Init fails)
	-1 (new message to be added)

	(Relocation preparation delay optimisation)
	+2
	0
	+2
	+1

	charging impacts
	0
	0
	-2
	0

	IP WI agreements fullfilled ?
	
	
	
	

	Network O&M
	0
	-2 (New protocol to operate and maintain)
	0
	0

	TOTAL
	+1
	-8
	-2
	-2,5


The result of the evaluation reflected in the table above was approved by the Iu SWG. Solution 1 is approved.

R3-021441, D “Iu-cs UP Initialisation” (Lucent)
Discussion: It was commented that there is no co-ordination between the RAB_Assingment_prepare and the INIT frame in terms of an handshaking mechanism. In that case the signalling effort will be doubled, i.e. first an e.g RAB Assignment Prepare procedure to exchange addresses and afterwards the actual RAB Assignment. 

Decision: This solution has been added to the evaluation table proposed in R3-021303 (see discussions there).

Iu-4.2
others

R3-021454 D, “IP Transport Option in RANAP” was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.
Discussion:  It is still an issue that making use of “setup” or “establish” in the specification text may indicate the existence of an ALCAP.

Decision: The proposal was agreed in principle, detailed wording needs to be studied.

R3-021460, D “Support of IPv4/IPv6 dual stack in REL-5 RNC Iu-PS interface” (Motorola)
Discussion:  given the case that the inter-working between IPv4 and IP v6 needs to be supported by proper configuration of the TNL as well, Motorola indicated to be available to agree on CR466.

R3-021362, CR466 “Ipv4 – Ipv6 interworking for data forwarding” was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson.
Decision: The CR was approved with the modifications that the category shall be “F”, the modified paragraph in 8.6.2  shall read to

For each RAB successfully established in the target system and originating from the PS domain, the RELOCATION COMMAND message shall contain at least one pair of Iu transport address and Iu transport association to be used for the forwarding of the DL N-PDU duplicates towards the relocation target. If more than one pair of Iu transport address and Iu transport association is included, the source RNC shall select one of the pairs to be used for the forwarding of the DL N-PDU duplicates towards the relocation target. Upon reception of the RELOCATION COMMAND message from the PS domain, the source RNC shall start the timer TDATAfwd.
and the semantics in 9.1.11 and 9.1.12 of the Iu Transport Association IEs shall contain “related to the Transport Layer Address above”. The revision will be in R3-021544.

R3-021544, CR466r1 “Ipv4 – Ipv6 interworking for data forwarding” was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson.  This is a revision of R3-021362.

Decision: approved

R3-021283, D “Enhanced RAB support for RT services in PS domain” was presented by Jari Isokangas of Nokia.
Discussion: MAC multiplexing is assumed, gain in bandwith is assumed. Further special treatment of the signalling bearer utilised for SIP signalling is proposed to introduce on RNL.

It was clarified, that SGSN has currently no knowledge whether a RAB/Context is a signalling RAB/Signalling Context. GGSN and UE has already the respective knowledge.

Nokia reported that SA2 already discussed this issue (e.g. a different traffic class was proposed). no conclusion seem to be reached in SA2. The proposal is to bring this issue up in RAN and to liase to SA2 RAN3s view on that.

Alcatel and Ericsson would like to stick to the principle that the SIP signalling application needs to know the required QoS.

Nokia’s point is that the multiplexing function in RNC cannot unambiguously identify linked streams.

Regarding the multiplexing gain RAN2 is the proper group to study. 

Whether specific handling of RABs will bring benefits in terms of enhanced priority, delay, reliability handling are issues possible to be studied in RAN3. The key question would be whether today’s QoS attributes need addition.

If coordination of RABs is required according to IMS stage 2 specifications this will be an issue of RAN3 as well.

whether requirements on RNL signalling are present regarding handling of several media components with one SIP session, this needs to be studied as well.

Decision: The proposal in the document was not agreed. It was rather agreed to go on with this item and clarifications on benefits and/or requirements due to SIP signalling need to be given in order to decide to proceed with the related work. Delegates in favour of special treatment of SIP signalling bearers in RAN need to approach SA2 directly. Related to the MAC multiplexing discussion in RAN2 it was clarified, that this issue is still being discussed in RAN2 but there is no decision whether multiplexing is the best solution in all scenarios. If requirements on RNL signalling result from this discussion we expect either direct or indirect (via S2) trigger to start work.

Iu-5 
CORRECTIONS FOR REL-5 ONLY (no related RAN3-WI)  

Iu-5.1
Rel-5, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

Iu-5.2
Rel-5, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

Iu-5.3
Rel-5, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

R3-021310, CR405 “GERAN LCS, update of CR 405” was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.
Discussion:  Philippe asked whether there would be problems by mixing values for GERAN and UTRAN within the same enumerated value. For now no problems were identified. Chenghock Ng of NEC expressed concerns as well with respect to ARIB/TTC standards. It was clarified that products not implementing inter-working with GERAN products will be able to treat these enumeration additions as unknown value and apply default error handling.

Decision: approved.

R3-021311, CR404 “ROHC Context relocation” was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.
Decision: approved conditionally under the assumption that RAN2 finalised the work.

R3-021522, CRxxx “GERAN specific impacts on the Iu-cs interface”, was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia. This is a revised version of the CR received from GERAN within LS in R3-021144. Revised to R3-021543.
R3-021543, CR477 “GERAN specific impacts on the Iu-cs interface”, was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia. This is a revision of R3-021522
Discussion:  not presented

Decision: 29th May 24:00 due date for e.mail discussion. not linked to Iur-g LS. decision on LS back depends on CR approval. prepared by Nokia.

Iu-5.4
Rel-5, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-5.5
Rel-5, SABP (25.419)

Iu-6
Release 6 issues

Iu-7
OUTGOING LSs

R3-021524 LS out, Reply to “Liaison Statement on Mandatory Use Of Transport Addresses sent by the MSC in a RAB Modification Request “was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Discussion: The first bullet in the overall summary shall read to “After investigation, the proposed change was not recognized as an faulty behaviour of an R99 RNC. As solutions were available to be introduced on the CN side RAN3 believes that the requested change is not an essential correction and therefore it was not agreed on release 99. ...”  to reflect the discussions on that issue.  The third bullet shall read to “RAN3 believes that this issue is definitely closed” without any action to TSG RAN.

In the “Actions” section it is now said that “RAN3 kindly asks CN4 to make the appropriate changes in the specifications under their responsibility”.

Decision: The LS was approved as modified and will be revised to R3-021546.

R3-021546 LS out, Reply to “Liaison Statement on Mandatory Use Of Transport Addresses sent by the MSC in a RAB Modification Request “was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. This is the revision of R3-021524.
Discussion: In the table, Rel-4 UTRAN MSLC supported/Rel-4 MSC MSLC supported: “and should be similar to the ones MSC would have performed” in RAN 3 answer deleted. 

In the table R4 UTRAN, MSLC not supported/MSC MSLC not supported: begin of RAN3 anser rephrased to “No longer the same case as above since the already approved changes for release 5  were agreed  also for release 4:”.

Decision: approved with modifications. revision will be in R3-021550.

R3-021550 LS out, Reply to “Liaison Statement on Mandatory Use Of Transport Addresses sent by the MSC in a RAB Modification Request “was not reviewed by the Iu SWG.
R3-021545 LS out, Response to “Response on Liaison Statement on exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5 “ (to CN4, CC: CN3), was not reviewed by the Iu SWG
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	revised to R3-021526
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	Nortel Networks
	Ap
	-
	-
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	noted
	Iu-2.2
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	Siemens
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	R3-021460
	discussed
	Iu-4.2
	Support of IPv4/IPv6 dual stack in REL-5 RNC Iu-PS interface
	Motorola
	D
	-
	-
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	revised to R3-021619
	Iu-3.3
	Transport Layer Address at RAB modification
	Ericsson
	CR476
	25.413
	4.4.0
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	R3-021617
	revision of R3-021533 approved
	Iu-2.2
	Correction of first rates to be used
	Nortel Networks
	CR110r2
	25.415
	4.4.0
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	Transport Layer Address at RAB modification
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	CR476
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	for closing plenary
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	Summary of Iu SWG, RAN3#29
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� modifications to  ”prepare bearer” procedure in TS 29.232; impact on Iu specs, if TM and SM is supported differently by RANAP; the method to retrieve the IP source address from the INIT packet and to reuse it for the INIT ACK packet needs to be described in a RAN3 spec


� Although introduction of ALCAP introduces delays in call setup between IP nodes this can be done in parallel with RB setup; a RAB modification case (swapping of adresses without change of RAB parameters) has been raised but was not regarded in the assessment as this was decided to be a rather seldom case.


� RNC does not have to wait for INIT ACK to send RAB Assgnment Response
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