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TSG RAN2 thanks TSG CN1 for their response on "... Response to LS (R2-010759) on T3240 timer problem and correction proposals ". 

RAN2 has analysed the scenario described in the latest CN1 LS and has concluded the following.

SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE REQUEST message is sent from the UE to S-RNC and therefore it should be handled correctly in case of MSC failure, resulting in the eventual release of RRC connection. However, if the failure affects the S-RNC itself, then it is correct that S-RNC, having lost the previous information on the UE signalling connection, may not be able to order the release of RRC connection using dedicated channels (DCCH). In this case, however, other safeguard mechanisms would be triggered, that would eventually lead to the same result.

UE uses AM RLC entities to send RRC and NAS messages and user data. At least two AM RLC entities are always present in UEs that are in RRC connected state. After an RNC recovery the corresponding ACK PDUs can not be addressed by the RNC to the intended UE. This will cause the RLC reset procedure in the UE. If the affected RLC entity is one which is carrying RRC or NAS messages the UE will immediately and autonomously release the RRC connection and go to idle mode. If the RLC reset procedure affects the user plane, the UE will send a predefined number of RESET PDUs, after which it will perform an RRC connection re-establishment attempt by sending a CELL UPDATE message on Uplink Common Control Channel (CCCH). Cell Update message includes the U-RNTI, which can be used by the receiving RNC to send an RRC CONNECTION RELEASE message on Downlink CCCH to the affected UE. If RNC chooses to ignore the CELL UPDATE message or is unable to answer, the UE will send it again (after T302 milliseconds) until the maximum number of attempts is reached (N302), and after that, the UE will autonomously release RRC connection and it will go to idle mode. Note that the SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE REQUEST message itself (always sent using AM RLC) will likely cause the reset of the AM RLC entity used by RRC. This will result in the eventual autonomous release of the RRC connection.

RAN2 believes that the introduction of an RRC timer similar to T3240 is not necessary, since there are enough means to cause the autonomous release the RRC connection in the UE. Such a guard time may cause problems to functionalities that may be introduced in the future. 

RAN2 notes the sentence “RAN2 specifications currently do not support the “local” release of the RRC Connection (i.e. release initiated by the UE)”, included in a previous LS, was only referring to the case in which the local release is requested by upper layers, anyhow, a kind of local release is already supported, as described above, but it is always triggered by lower layers (RLC or Physical Layer). These mechanisms ensure that UEs autonomously enter idle mode after a specific time.

RAN2 kindly asks CN1 to be informed in case, according to CN1 opinion, the mechanisms described above are not sufficient.
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TSG CN1 thanks TSG RAN2 for their response on "...LS (N1-010227) on T3240 timer problem and correction proposals". 

Concerning the actions required from CN1:

1. To verify that the description of events above is in line with CN1’s understanding

2. To align the corresponding CN1 specifications regarding the interworking between the MM layer and the RRC layer in the scenario described above. In particular, it should be clarified that MM in the UE should not ask RRC in the UE to abort RRC, but MM should ask RRC to initiate the Signalling Connection Release Request procedure indicating the corresponding CN Domain Identity.
CN1 shares the understanding that the MM sublayer should not immediately trigger a local abortion of the RRC connection (without peer to peer signalling) on expiry of T3240, but has to request the release of the signalling connection from RRC (RRC will send a SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE REQUEST). 

According to CN1 analysis it is possible that the network (either RNC/NodeB or MSC) did not react to any request due to abnormal reasons (e.g. MSC recovery). At least such a scenario was seen as probable in GSM. As in UMTS signalling connections could be established to both domains, a local abort may not be triggered if a signalling connection to the PS domain exists. But if no PS signalling exists, and the CS signalling connection and the RRC connection established for this signalling connection are not released, then after a guard time (e.g. a timer that is started when transmitting the SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE REQUEST if no PS sig. connection is established) the MS should abort the RRC connection. Otherwise there is a risk that the transceiver in the MS is active for an unpredictable period of time, causing unnecessary MS power consumption, useless RF capacity consumption, and that the MS is not be able to perform a cell/PLMN reselection. 

CN1 would like to ask RAN2 to consider whether the analysis above is shared by RAN2 and if yes to consider whether the MS initiated abortion of the RRC connection could be introduced in the specifications under RAN2 control. 

CN1 is looking forward to receive an answer from RAN2 until the next CN1#17 meeting (14.-18. May 2001).
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RAN2 thanks CN1 for the LS on the T3240 timer problem and correction proposals. RAN2 believes that the problem described in the CN1 LS should not affect the RRC Connection between the UE and the S-RNC, as explained below. However, RAN2 would like to ask CN1 to align the corresponding CN1 specifications with regards to the interworking between MM and RRC in the scenario described by this LS.

RAN2 specifications currently do not support the “local” release of the RRC Connection (i.e. release initiated by the UE). If the MM layer in the UE asks the RRC layer (in the UE) to “abort”, which is hopefully only due to erroneous conditions, the RRC layer (in the UE) could send a SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE REQUEST to UTRAN indicating the affected CN Domain Identity. Upon reception of a SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE REQUEST message, UTRAN could request the release of the signalling connection to the non-access stratum. The non-access stratum might then initiate the release of the signalling connection, and UTRAN would then send a SIGNALLING CONNECTION RELEASE message to the UE, or could initiate the release of the RRC Connection.

It is RAN2 understanding that, if UTRAN is aware that an LCS (a.k.a. User Positioning) operation is ongoing, it could maintain the RRC Connection for the sole purpose of completing the LCS operation.

RAN2 kindly asks CN1 to perform the following actions:

3. To verify that the description of events above is in line with CN1’s understanding

4. To align the corresponding CN1 specifications regarding the interworking between the MM layer and the RRC layer in the scenario described above. In particular, it should be clarified that MM in the UE should not ask RRC in the UE to abort RRC, but MM should ask RRC to initiate the Signalling Connection Release Request procedure indicating the corresponding CN Domain Identity.
RAN2 thanks CN1 for any feedback that will be provided.
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CN1 has reviewed the attached documents N1-010138, N1-010139, N1-010140 and N1-010146. The three first ones  from Nokia deal with the LCS related problem of the abortion of the RR connection during an LCS procedure due to a request to do so by MM layer after the expiry of timer T3240. The last one from Ericsson handles not only this but also other LCS related problems. Additionally to these a third alternative was identified during the meeting by Fujitsu.

TSG-CN WG1 has reviewed the problem and the possible corrections. No unanimous decision could be reached during the meeting but the three alternatives were understood to be as follows:

· Ericsson‘s proposal is in N1-010146. Accepting that the proposal to move LCS functionality to CM layer would eliminate also this problem but at the cost of larger architectural change. Some delegates were concerned that this alternative may not be feasible for UTRAN.

· Nokia‘s proposal is in N1-010138-140. If there is a suitable trigger condition in the LCS entity to trigger the proposed new primitive then the timer handling would seem to work. Some delegates were concerned that this solution might not solve the HO problem identified in tdoc N1-010146. Also detailed comments were made on the draft CRs that they do not precisely reflect the intention of the discussion paper N1-010138.

· A third alternative was brought up during the discussion by Fujitsu. Assuming that the RR layer is able to send the new proposed primitive to MM to wait for LCS operation to complete, then the case could be also handled within RR layer. The RR layer would be able to ignore a request from upper layer to release the connection if RR knows that there is some reason to keep it. This would seem to lead to adding to RR a timer mechanism like T3240 in MM. Some delegates were concerned that this solution might not solve the HO problem identified in Tdoc N1-010146.

The original CN1 documents are attached to this liaison statement for reference.

CN 1 would like the recipients of this LS to discuss these proposed solutions as soon as possible, with the intention that a clear way forward is identified so that CN 1 can draft the necessary CRs for their next meeting.
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