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1.  Detailed report

The detailed notes of the sessions on late Monday pm, Tuesday morning and Thursday afternoon are attached below. The session was chaired by Chris Pudney (Vodafone) with about 12 other delegates participating.

The drafting session was well attended with only a few regular particpants missing (eg Nortel, 3, TIM,…). The SA 2 email exploder was used to circulate revised contributions, notes from the meeting and the ‘tentative conclusions’ to all SA 2 people. Comments/dialogue were received from only one company (Nortel) and we believe that these have been fully taken into account/answered during our work. Hence the SA 2 plenary is asked to make the following decisions.

2.  Summary and Decisions required from SA 2 plenary

2.1 Key issues advertised prior to the meeting

SA 2 is asked to endorse the following points (2.1.1 through to 2.1.9)

2.1.1 Gs interface solution 

IMEISV but not BMUEF added to Gs interface Location Update Request

2.1.2 inter-MSC handover

a) Anchor MSC converts IMEISV to BMUEF (if BMUEF is used)

b) E interface stage 3 is left to CN 4, but, the stage 3 design shall assume that Iu support is mandatory while A interface support is either optional or not supported at all.

2.1.3 when to send the Common ID message? 

The UESBI-Iu is to be sent before the RANAP Security Mode Command. On this topic, a draft LS has been approved by the drafting group in S2-031334. Can SA 2 approve the LS in S2-031334 to be sent to SA 3?

2.1.4 whether or not to transfer UESBI-Iu on the A interface?

This decision is left to other bodies. Our TS will describe its support with [square brackets].

2.1.5 the emergency call handling procedures

The text from S2-031309 has been incorporated into the TS and updated in line with other decisions.

2.1.6 "roll out issues" 

The requirements on this have been documented in the TS.

2.1.7a "MSC-SGSN to fault database" design for the bitmap case.

Some documents have been discussed. To help progress ONE of the options, an LS has been drafted to ask CN4’s advice on that option. The draft LS is in S2-031330. It has not been reviewed by the drafting group. Can SA 2 approve the LS in S2-01330 to be sent to CN 4?
2.1.7b "RNC to fault database" design for IMEISV case.

Some input, no decisions as yet.

2.1.8 whether or not to transfer BMUEF between SGSNs at inter-SGSN RA update

BMUEF will not be transferred.

2.1.9 what to send on the Iu interface for "fault free" mobiles?

The MSC/SGSN should always send this information. However to help with deployment scenarios, the RNC is mandated to handle cases when UESBI-Iu is not received.

2.2 Other key points

2.2.1 simple overlaid BSS solution for GSM to UMTS handover problems

The information flows for this have been described. The stage 3 design is left for GERAN 2.

2.2.2 use of new Iu message rather than appending UESBI-Iu to direct transfer

This concept has been agreed and SA 2 are asked to approve the CR to TR 23.895 in S2-031328.

This concept has been permitted for other situations where sending the Common ID message is difficult.

2.3 Updated TS 23.195, version 1.1.0

In line with the above decisions, the drafting group has updated TS 23.195. The output of the drafting group is in S2-031331 (clean copy plus a copy showing changes from v1.0.0).

The rapporteur has attempted a further (incomplete) editorial clean up in S2-031332 (the zip file has aclean copy plus a copy showing the differences from S2-031331).

SA 2 are asked to send S2-031332 for ONE week’s email approval.

2.4 Work Planning

The WID has been reviewed and updated. SA 2 are requested to approve the updates to the WID in S2-031335.

In order to get the stage 3 work completed by the June TSG meetings, SA 2 need to send the v1.1.0 of the TS, the WID and in an LS to the “stage 3 committees” inviting them to perform this work and indicating that SA 2 believe the concepts in the stage 2 TS 23.195 are STABLE. It is likely that SA 2 and the stage 3 committees may have to participate in some electronic working methods to achieve this. 

SA 2 are requested to approve the LS in S2-021329 (which has not been seen by the drafting group).
2.5 Next SA 2 meeting

The drafting group believes that it will need 2 well separated half day sessions.

The drafting group anticipates that by the end of the next SA 2 meeting, TS23.195 should be ready to send to TSG SA “for apporval”. Some “editorial”” tasks such as renumbering of sections and ensuring consistency of terminology should be performed prior to San Diego.

---- end of summary ---
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1
Review draft agenda and allocation of tdocs

The agenda in S2-031307 was agreed. 

2
Outcome of last RAN and SA plenaries:



No decision on “bitmap vs IMEISV”



Work on 2 TSs and provide guidance on architectural impacts of both solutions



v1.0.0 of TS23.195 is in SP-030130



Approved WID is in SP-030125

3
Process for this meeting - both phsyical and electronic

- distribution of emailed comments received prior to 1500 Korean time on Monday
   7/4/03


- handle these comments when treating relevant subject/tdoc


- on Tuesday pm, distribute the “summary” of our work to SA 2 email list

- on Thursday, distribute comments on Tuesday’s summary received prior to 1300 Korean 
  time on Thursday 10/4/03.

- handle these comments during the Thursday afternoon session.

- On Friday, the SA 2 plenary reviews the outcome of the early UE drafting group and the email comments and decides what is "agreed at SA 2 level"; "what is for a 'clear majority based' email approval"; "what is for 'no objection' email approval" and "what is unstable" (Note that the details of the email parts are FFS).
4
Review of any incoming LSs
S2-031138 - treat at agenda point 5.7
5
Key issues

5.1
Timing of Common ID message  1295, 1300, 1312, 
Dennis Fauconnier email (Mon 31/3/01 at 11:19 UK time) on RAN 2 list = S2-031318


Mark Watson email (sent Mon 7/4/03 at 01:56 UK time) TO SA 2 list = S2-031319
Tdocs S2-031295 (Nokia), S2-031300 (Motorola) and S2-031312 (Vodafone) were discussed. The email from Mark Watson was displayed on a screen to delegates. The debate was split into two main parts:

a) whether the UESBI-Iu should be sent to the RNC before the Iu Security Mode Command, and,

b) whether any Authentication procedures had to be performed before the UESBI-Iu was sent to the RNC.

Overall, there was agreement to have the Common Id message carrying the UESBI-Iu being sent before the Iu Security Mode Command. However it was noted that this means that the IMEISV would be transferred “in clear” across the radio interface. Hence it is planned to send an LS to SA 3 to warn them that this process transfers the IMEISV “in clear” during attach, first LU in a VLR, etc. Siemens (Frank) volunteered to draft the LS in S2-031299.

Ericsson commented that rather than adding the UESBI-Iu to the Common ID message, it might be simpler to have a new Iu interface message. Unfortunately there are no documents on this idea.

With regard to point (b) there was agreement that the Direct Transfer process ought to have been verified by IOT. Hence it was agreed that it did not matter whether the Common ID message is sent before or after any Authentication procedure that might be triggered at SCCP connection establishment. 

5.2
Inter MSC handover 


5.2.1
Conversion of IMEISV to bitmap in relay MSC? 1303, 1294, 1310

S2-031294 (Nokia), S2-031303 (Alcatel) and S2-031310 (Vodafone) all suggested that any conversion of IMEISV to BMUEF shall be performed in the anchor MSC. After a short dicsussion, this was agreed.

5.2.2
Transfer of UESBI-Iu in AN-APDU or as a standalone MAP parameter (links to
 5.3)1293, 1310

In S2-031293, Nokia requested that this decision be left to the stage 3 committees. This view was supported by Siemens. Vodafone did not oppose this view, but, stated that SA 2 needed to make some key decisions with regard to the A interface handling of UESBI-Iu in order for CN 4 to work on the stage 3. Alcatel concurred with the view that the A interface issue needed to be resolved in order for the E interface stage 3 to progress.

In S2-031310, Vodafone proposed to use both MAP and AN-APDU parameters to transfer the UESBI-Iu to the relay MSC.

Further discussion was held at agenda point 5.3.
5.3
UESBI-Iu on A interface (links to 5.2.2)  1313, 1293

A quick review of S2-031293 showed that it was not related to this topic.

In S2-031313, Vodafone proposed that the A interface CRs for transport of UESBI-Iu should be prepared but their implementation in MSCs, etc should be decoupled from the Iu changes.

Opinions were divided on the issue of A interface support with many “don’t knows”.

The tentative agreements (which can be revisited on Tuesday) are:

a)
Keep the E interface solution independent of whether or not UESBI-Iu is sent on the A interface.

b)
Leave TSG-GERAN to decide whether or not to prepare technically correct CRs for UESBI-Iu on A interface. A final decision on this should be made at the latest at approval of TS23.195.
Within S2-031310, the proposal as to how to handle Overlaid GSM BSSs in the same Geographic Area was agreed, ie, something like one bit should be added to a field within the Old BSS to New BSS Information IE to indcate to the new BSS that handovers to UMTS for this mobile will not be successful. (The comment in Mark Watson’s email regarding this part of this tdoc was examined, but was not accepted because, (amongst other reasons) the L3 Info IE is not a parameter in the Handover Required message.)

An email comment (see S2-031322) from Nortel led to a short discussion on Tuesday morning on the nature of “BMUEF A”. In order to make progress (eg not to rediscuss the UESBI-Iu on A interface issue) and to keep the relay MSC handling ’straightforward’, the working assumption is that any “BMUEF-A” = “BMUEF-Iu”.
5.4
Transfer of BMUEF at inter-SGSN RA update? 1294

This part of S2-031294 (Nokia) was presented. To help the progress of the work Alcatel agreed to drop this idea. Hence it is agreed to NOT send BMUEF from between SGSNs at inter-SGSN RA update.

5.5
Emergency call handling 1309

S2-031309 (Vodafone) was discussed and, eventually, it was agreed to use S2-031309 as the basis for text for these sections of TS 23.195.

The comment from Nortel in S2-31322 did not seem to align with 24.008 (which does not permit IMEISV to be sent in the ‘emergency’ CM Service Request message), and, there was no support for changing the R’99 UE specification in this area.

There was debate about whether to (ab)use the Direct Transfer message for the purpose of carrying the UESBI-Iu, or whether it would be cleaner (eg especially from an MSC Call Control perpective) to use a new Iu interface message. It was agreed to make this question into a new open issue.
5.6
Iu handling for fault free mobiles 1297
S2-031297 (Nokia) was presented. Questions were asked as to whether this was really an MSC complexity issue, or a roll out issue, or related to late arrival of UESBI-Iu at the RNC (eg in emergency call case of ‘follow on call’ case).

After discussion, the benefits to the MSC of not sending UESBI-Iu for fault free mobiles were not clear to most delegates. It was agreed that an MSC/SGSN supporting the Early UE Feature should always send the UESBI-Iu to the RNC.

However, the RNC could still receive the Common ID with no UESBI-Iu. In this case the RNC doesn’t know if it is an old MSC or the UESBI-Iu is going to be sent later on.

Typical behaviour at the RNC seems likely to be that before the UESBI-Iu is received, the RNC should adopt a behaviour that has been well tested by IOT.

To cover the cases of MSCs/SGSNs not (yet) supporting the Early UE feature, and, UESBI-Iu being sent after the Common ID message, it was agreed that the RNC should assume that the CN will deliver the UESBI-Iu before the RANAP Security Mode Command.

5.7
Gs interface


5.7.1
what messages to use? 1301, 1311, 1138

The LS from CN 1 in S2-031138 was presented. It indicates that a 3rd method (sending the Gs interface MS information request after LU accept is also possible.

S2-031301 (Alcatel) and S2-031311 (Vodafone) were discussed and the opinions of other companies sought.

Discussion was continued under agenda point 5.7.2.


5.7.2
transfer of BMUEF? 1311

i)
It was noted that CS domain only subscriptions/terminals had to be handled and hence BMUEF transfer on the Gs interface could not remove the need for IMEISV to BMUEF translation by the MSC (this MSC handling would also be needed by operators who did not deploy the Gs interface).

ii)
It was also noted that when using the MS Information Request message after the LU Accept, MSC software would still need to be written to cover the case of the MS Information Response never arriving at the MSC.

iii)
It was also noted that adding IMEISV to the Gs Location Update Request led to substantially fewer Gs interface messages.

iv)
It was also noted that in the vast majority of cases, the MSC should have cached TAC+SV to BMUEF information and hence (in combination with (i) above) sending BMUEF in the LU request would generally be a waste.

Hence the following conclusions were agreed:

a)
add IMEISV to the Gs Location Update request message.

b)
do not send BMUEF on the Gs interface.

c)
to handle roll out issues, state in TS 23.195 that if the MSC doesn’t get the IMEISV in the Gs interface LU request, then the MSC shall obtain it from the UE at the next Iu-cs or A interface SCCP connection establishment.
5.8
roll out issues 1302

In section 5.8, “non-updated” means an entity not supporting ‘early UE feature’; while “old” and “new” refer to source/target SGSNs at SRNS relocation.

S2-031302 (Alcatel) was discussed.

5.8.1
Relocation: non-updated SGSN to updated SGSN

It was agreed to that the new SGSN shall get IMEISV from the MS during RA update. Then the new SGSN shall send it to RNC [appending UESBI-Iu to a Direct Transfer message]. The target RNC will not get the UESBI-Iu in the Relocation Request message and adopts some generic behaviour. The later arrival of UESBI-Iu at RNC is used by the RNC for any future processing for that UE. (Receipt of multiple UESBI-Iu by the RNC should be treated as for the duplicate receipt of UESBI-Iu on Iu-cs and Iu-ps: see existing v1.0.0 of TS 23.195.)

A small, new, open issue is “how does the new SGSN know whether the old SGSN is updated or not?” 

5.8.2
Relocation: updated SGSN to non-updated SGSN
The target RNC does not receive the UESBI-Iu, but, this is reasonable considering that the RNC’s ‘default’ SGSN does not support the feature. GTP error handling should ensure that the non-updated SGSN is not disturbed by the updated SGSN sending it the IMEISV.

5.8.3
RA update: non updated SGSN to updated SGSN

If the updated SGSN does not get IMEISV from the old SGSN, then the new SGSN shall get the IMEISV from the MS.
5.8.4
RA update: updated SGSN to non-updated SGSN
GTP error handling should ensure that the non-updated SGSN is not disturbed by the updated SGSN sending it the IMEISV.

5.8.5
Iu roll out issues

The proposals in section 5.6 cover this. 

5.8.6
inter MSC handover between updated/non-updated MSCs

As stated in 5.2.1, the relay MSC does NOT ask mobile for IMEISV. MAP error handling procedures should ensure that extra MAP parameters are ignored by non-updated MSCs.

5.8.7 inter MSC Location Updating between updated/non-updated MSCs

As the IMEISV is always requested from the mobile, there are no problems.

5.8.8
Gs interface

If the SGSN is updated before the MSC, Gs interface error handling should cause the additional information in the message to be ignored.

If the MSC is updated first, the solution proposed in section 5.7 above is used.

5.8.9
Documentation

It was agreed that the above requirements should be included in the main body of TS 23.195, and, that a summary of the other “non-issues” should be added to an informative annex in 23.195.

5.9
Section 6 for bitmap 1296, 1304, 1315

S2-031296 (Nokia), S2-031304 (Alcatel and NEC), S2-031315 (Vodafone) and the comments from Nortel in S2-031322 were discussed.

There were different opinions as to whether or not “just using O+M” was sufficient for multi vendor situations. It was commented that many operators will strongly oppose an Early UE architecture that mandates the deployment of an EIR.

Although no conclusions can yet be drawn, it was agreed to try to draft an LS towards CN4 to ask them to try to identify what parts of MAP might be (ab)used to standardise this part of the architecture.

5.10
Section 6 for IMEISV 1305, 1315
S2-031305 (Alcatel) and S2-031315 (Vodafone) were discussed briefly. No conclusions were reached owing to a lack of time and because this is not (yet) a critical path topic (so we went for lunch!)

6
Production of “end of Tuesday summary”

Chris Pudney (convenor from Vodafone) said that he would send out this summary.

Between now and Thursday, it is anticipated that there will be offline drafting work to update TS 23.195 in line with these agreements (and to perform other editorial improvements).

The Tuesday session finished at about 1245 local time (having started at 0830).
7a
New incoming LSs 1327

The convenor presented S2-031327, an LS from RAN 3 on UESBI-Uu at combined relocation. Discussion continued at agenda point 7b.1

7b
Other issues

7b.1
UESBI-Uu at combined CS/PS relocation 1316

S2-031316 (Ericsson) was presented. It is aligned with the LS from RAN 3. It was agreed and will be incorporated into the TS.

7.2
editorial comments 1293, [1294]

The handling of these comments was postponed to agenda point 10.

8
Review of comments on Tuesday’s summary 1325, 1317
S2-031325 contains some emailed comments from Nortel on Tuesday’s summary, and, the convenor’s responses to the comments. These were reviewed and it is believed that Nortel’s questions have either been satisfactorily handled or are addressed within S2-031317.

S2-031317 (Ericsson) is a CR on TR23.895. It proposes to use a new message on the Iu interface for the cases where it is currently planned to abuse (by appending UESBI-Iu) the Direct Transfer message. There was broad agreement on this concept. 

It was questioned as to whether we should raise a CR to an 800 series TR. Overall, it was felt beneficial to do so because the TR can explain WHY we have selected this solution (while the TS will not explain) and because otherwise the TR and TS will be directly contradictory on this topic.

S2-031317 was revised to the latest version (6.1.0) of the TR. S2-031328 was agreed.

If a decision is taken to support UESBI-A, then it is agreed to add a similar message to the A interface.

A wider question is, can the the new message be used instead of the Common ID if the MSC prefers to send two messages (one Common ID just with IMSI, and one new dedicated UESBI-Iu message). There was broad agreement to permit this.
Note that the Common ID shall still be able to carry both IMSI and USEBI in order to optimise Iu message load, etc.

These agreements were incorporated in the TS as it was revised from S2-031324 to S2-031331.

Within the TS, it is planned to use UESBI-Iu in the diagrams. Within the text say that UESBI-Iu could be carried either in the new dedicated message or could be sent in the Common ID message.

Also we need to specify in the TS that receipt of the new UESBI-Iu message followed by a Common ID message with only the IMSI in it does not cause problems.

9
How to liase work status to “stage 3” committees?

Motorola volunteered to draft an LS in S2-031329 to the stage 3 committees.

This should indicate that we believe the concepts to be stable enough for them to perform the stage 3 work.

Additionally we welcome feedback on editorial style and other documentation/specification issues.

Given the tight meeting calendar schedules, this requires some email review processes to be established. The drafting group requested that the S2 meeting’s final draft of the TS should be put on one week’s email approval.

We need to inform N4, N1 etc that RAN assume that this is an R’5 or earlier work item, and that section 6 of the TS is still open. 

In some cases (eg MAP E interface) duplicate stage 3 CRs may be needed, one for the IMEISV solution and one for the bitmap.

10
Review of offline editing 1324

This was done after handling agenda points 11, 12 and 13.

The online editing of S2-031324 has resulted in S2-031331. The rapporteur volunteered to review the ‘clean’ version of S2-031331 and, if necessary, tidy it up by revising it into S2-031332. The drafting group agrees that 1331/1332 should be sent for email approval.
11
future workplan; 1326



electronic meetings/phone conferences? Trust to email + bilateral phone calls

drafting of stage 3 CRs: volunteers? - coffee break

review of list of impacted specs (29.010 probably IS impacted)

A revised WID in S2-031326 was reviewed, updated and agreed in S2-031335.



offline editing of 23.195 (correct stage 3 names; remove Void sections etc.)



2 half day sessions, split well apart,  in San Diego to prepare TSG’s architecture debate?

12
Outgoing LSs

S2-031299 (Siemens) is a draft LS to S3 on the IMEISV in clear issue. This was revised in S2-031334 and is agreed by the drafting group.

The LSs in S2-031329 (Motorola) and S2-031330 (Vodafone) are under preparation.
13
Any Other Business

14
Close of meeting (at about 1840 on Friday)
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	RIM
	Push Architecture Req – Delivery Network Independent Support for Push
	
	RIM proposes adding text to 23.976 section 4 Architecture Requirements reflecting the impact on the Push Architecture of the requirement from 22.174 relating to independent support of Push Services over supported delivery networks.
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