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1 Introduction

At last RAN3 meeting, R3-022270 was discussed. The UTRAN must know the "UE version/capability information" (to be defined) in order to behave accordingly. 

There are two ways to transfer the "UE version/capability information" from the UE: 

1.    Either via the Core Network thanks to Common ID message 

2.    or directly via an early RRC message (that can be sent earlier) 

In handovers the corresponding ways to transfer the UE features information between network nodes are respectively: 

1.    From the core network to the serving RNC within a RANAP message 

2.    From the source RNC to the target RNC by means of the corresponding RRC container, possibly via GSM network in the UMTS-GSM-UMTS handover case. 

In contribution R3-022270, only two messages (Common ID and Relocation Request) are said to be modified in the solution 1 (CN approach), whereas all GSM and UMTS relocation/handover messages are said to be modified in solution 2 (RRC container approach). 

It was said that: 

1- CN approach means that, as the UE version information is not available in the target MSC, it should be transferred via MAP-E messages (therefore require MAP-E changes) and via Relocation Request at target RNC. 

2- RRC container approach means that the RRC container (which includes the UE version information) has to be transferred transparently between RNC and BSS, then between BSS and RNC, i.e. within all GSM/UMTS relocation/handover messages. Even if GSM BSS does not require the UE version information, the BSS should know it for subsequent handovers to UMTS. 
2 E-mail discussion

Alcatel, Ericsson and Siemens participated to the discussion.

Following questions and issues were raised:
1- To confirm/deny that the transfer of "UE version information" during handover/relocation is a requirement 

Alcatel and Ericsson think that it is a requirement,  but whether the CN also needs access to the information needs to be studied further.

Siemens thinks that it is also a requirement but the 'UE version information' must be replaced by a 'UE capability' indication which is related to the correction of a bug to avoid proprietary solutions.

Conclusion: Seems to be an agreement if naming is changed to "UE Specific Behaviour Information" (see last point).

2- To confirm/deny that, in the CN approach, CN messages between MSCs (e.g. MAP-E) have to be modified (i.e. that the target MSC does not get this information) 

Alcatel: it seems that the Target MSC cannot know the "UE Specific Behaviour Information" without MAP-E modification. 
Ericsson: If you by CN approach mean the solution where the information is sent in COMMON ID and RELOCATION REQUEST messages, we can agree, but also messages between SGSN nodes will be influenced.

Siemens: given the case that the CN approach (i.e. sending UE specific information to the AN) it seems to be evident that MAP and GTP messages for certain mobility scenarios needs to be updated. but this depends as well on the question whether it is acceptable for CN4 to store equipment related information in the VLR/SGSN. -> should be discussed in CN groups.

Conclusion: Agreement that MAP-E and GTP messages have to be updated. Storage of " UE Specific Behaviour Information " in CN equipment is a CN4 matter.

3- In the RRC container approach, is it possible to store the transparent RRC container in the Anchor MSC in order to avoid the transfer of "UE 

version information" to the GSM BSS? 

Alcatel and Ericsson: it does not seem to be a good idea since the MSC cannot understand the content. 

Siemens: I don't see why you like to avoid sending this info to the BSS. what if you go back to UTRAN, or even, if you start at GSM ?

Conclusion: There seems to be an agreement not to store "UE Specific Behaviour Information" in the CN, but to the BSS.

4- what are the impacts to 2G-MSCs, to 3G-MSCs, to 2G-BSS in the different solutions? 

Alcatel: 

CN approach: impacts to 2G-MSCs, 3G-MSCs 

RRC container approach: 2G-BSS. Does not seem to impact 2G-MSC nor 3G-MSC. 

But is it still possible to make handovers with 2G-MSC and 2G-BSC R98 using MAPv2 (R98) for E interface? 

Ericsson: Ok, but in the CN approach also SGSN is impacted. 

Siemens: about E-interface: if we use an approach where the info is just passed on within a transparent container, neither E nor GTP interface is affected wrt HO/RELOC. GTP will be affected, if SGSN should store the UE info, for GMM reasons.

Conclusion: Agreement that :

· in CN approach, 2G-MSCs, 3G-MSCs, 2G-SGSNs, 3G-SGSNs are impacted.

· in RRC container approach, either only 2G-BSSs are impacted if no "UE Specific Behaviour Information" storage in CN, otherwise 2G-BSSs are not impacted and CN is impacted.

5- is "UE version information" the right naming? 

Alcatel and Ericsson: agree on the later proposed name: "UE Specific Behaviour Information". (also proposed by SA2)
Siemens: seems to agree with something which refers to a bug correction rather than to a UE version.
Conclusion: Seems to be an agreement to "UE Specific Behaviour Information".
