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Introduction

This is the report from Iu SWG meeting held on July 3-6, 2000 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #14 in Helsinki, Finland (July 3-7). The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by the Iu SWG chairman Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. The report is organised according to the agenda that was agreed in the opening plenary. The order does not necessarily correspond to the order the items were handled. The unnumbered agenda items (e.g. LS handling) are reported at the end of this report.

10
R99, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

10.1
Editorial CRs

10.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

11
R99, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

11.1
Editorial CRs

11.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

1730 "Correction of Cause Indicator"

Tdoc 1730 CR28 "Correction of Cause Indicator" was presented by Jari Isokangas of Nokia. It was approved as proposed.

R3-001781     11.2  CR029 25.415 Subflow SDUs in Payload fields

Tdoc 1781 CR29 "Subflow SDUs in Payload fields" was presented by Fredrik Åberg of Ericsson. NTT DoCoMo had made a counted proposal in Tdoc 1856, and it was presented before entering the discussion.

Tdoc 1858 CR31 "Padding for each subflow in support mode" was presented by Nobutaka Ishikawa of NTT DoCoMo.

Discussion and decision on Tdocs 1781 and 1856:

The difference between the proposals is that Ericsson just clarifies the current specification where the padding is added only to the end of the last SDU (if needed) and the next SDU just starts from where the previous ends, whereas DoCoMo proposes to round the SDUs to full octets with the padding (if needed), and start the next SDU from the beginning of the next octet.

It was clarified by Ishikawa-san that the padding for each SDU is a similar method as is used for Iur and Iub U-plane protocols. Fredrik clarified that their method is the one used in 26 series documentation, and also it would then not be necessary to add extra padding and protect the padding with CRC.

It was discussed for length, and it was understood that the difference between the proposals is very small, and from the specification point of view, the handling at the RNC should be based on the content of the SDUs and not for the SDU+padding. Since one more company was in favour of the Ericsson proposal (Ericsson, Nortel, Siemens, Vodafone, and later also Nokia vs. DoCoMo, NEC, Fujitsu and Lucent), the Iu SWG decided in favour of that. The supporters of DoCoMo proposal accepted this with the understanding that it is pointed out and confirmed in the closing plenary.

The CRs were treated as follows:

· Tdoc 1781 CR29 "Subflow SDUs in Payload fields" was accepted without modification.

· Tdoc 1858 CR31 "Padding for each subflow in support mode" was not accepted.
R3-001782     11.2  CR030 25.415 Selection of user data PDU type

Tdoc 1782 CR30 "Selection of user data PDU type" was presented by Fredrik Åberg of Ericsson. It was discussed whether the UTRAN has appropriate information to make the selection. It was commented that in the initialisation one Data PDU type should be selected, and that should be agreed to be the same for the UL and DL. After discussing the possibility to make the selection in the CN where there are more information about the service, it was finally decided to approve this with the modification that the wording is made stronger, e.g. "PDU Type that shall be used" instead of "PDU type used". Also it was agreed to inform the service groups about this, and in the unlikely event that they have a problem with this approach, the decision must be revisited. The new version is in Tdoc 1920.

It was agreed that Alex Vesely from Siemens (with help from Richard Townend of BT) will write a LS to S4 CC N3 to inform them about the Data PDU type selection mechanism, and asking if they see a problem with this approach. In particular the fact that the RNC does not explicitly know the service should be pointed out, and therefore statements about PDU type selection basing on the service type are not appropriate. See Tdoc 1933 -> 1956, and report for that below.

Tdoc 1920 CR30r1 "Selection of user data PDU type" was presented by Fredrik Åberg of Ericsson. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1872. It was approved as proposed.

12
R99, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413) 

12.1
Editorial CRs on 25.413

R3-001776     12.1  CR127 25.413 Faulty condition for SDU Error Ratio

Tdoc 1776 CR127 "Faulty condition for SDU Error Ratio" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was approved with the modification that the category is changed to F - Correction. The new version is in Tdoc 1929.

Tdoc 1929 CR127r1 "Faulty condition for SDU Error Ratio" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1776. It was approved as proposed.

Tdoc 1787 CR132 "Correcting the presentation in RANAP to follow Specification Notation" was presented by Jyrki Jussila of Nokia. It was agreed with the modification that 'IE' is added in section 8.7.2 and 8.22.2 after Iu Signalling Connection Identifier, where it refers to the IE name. The new version of the CR is in Tdoc 1947.

Tdoc 1947 CR132r1 "Correcting the presentation in RANAP to follow Specification Notation" was presented by Jyrki Jussila of Nokia. This is the new version of Tdoc 1878. It was noticed that a space is missing in section 8.7.2, but it was thought that the support team can handle these type of issues, and if not, Nokia as the rapporteur can make a comment about this. It is approved as proposed.

Tdoc 1788 CR133 "Correcting the references in RANAP" was presented by Jyrki Jussila of Nokia. It was approved with the editorial modifications that the page set-up should be portrait, and headings need to be added. The new version is in Tdoc 1948.

Tdoc 1948 CR133r1 "Correcting the references in RANAP" was presented by Jyrki Jussila of Nokia. This is an update for Tdoc 1788. It was approved as proposed.

It was noted during the discussion for this CR and CR 132 that the same changes (i.e. specification notation and adding references to documents in the reference list) need to be added for 25.419.

12.2
Corrective / Modification CRs on 25.413

R3-001773     12.2  CR124 25.413 Only resources related to Iu need to be released

Tdoc 1773 CR124 "Only resources related to Iu need to be released" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was approved with the modification that the reason for change section needs to be updated to state that if this change is not applied, then the procedure might be misunderstood so that all resources must be released before ACK, and this might unnecessarily delay the procedure. The new version is in Tdoc 1926.

Tdoc 1926 CR124r1 "Only resources related to Iu need to be released" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1773. It was approved as proposed.

R3-001774     12.2  CR125 25.413 Values for paging cause need to be aligned with 25.331

Tdoc 1774 CR125 "Values for paging cause need to be aligned with 25.331" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was approved with the modification that it is applied to the newest version of RANAP., and the reason for change section needs to be updated to state that if this change is not applied, then RANAP RRC protocols will be inconsistent for the paging cause IE. The new version is in Tdoc 1927.

Tdoc 1927 CR125r1 "Values for paging cause need to be aligned with 25.331" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1774. It was approved as proposed.

R3-001775     12.2  CR126 25.413 No new RABs at reconfiguration

Tdoc 1775 CR126 "No new RABs at reconfiguration" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was approved with the modification that the reason for change section needs to be updated to state that if this change is not applied, then the procedure description is left unclear, and it might be misunderstood that the CN may alter the resources during the relocation. The new version is in Tdoc 1928.

Tdoc 1928 CR126r1 "No new RABs at reconfiguration" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1775. It was approved as proposed.

R3-001777     12.2  CR128 25.413 Clarification for mapping between RABs and DCH/DSCH/USCH

Tdoc 1777 CR128 "Clarification for mapping between RABs and DCH/DSCH/USCH" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was approved with the modification that the reason for change section needs to be updated to state that if this change is not applied, then the procedure description is left unclear, because the used terminology, "shared channels" and "dedicated channels" are not defined concepts. The new version is in Tdoc 1930.

Tdoc 1930 CR128r1 "Clarification for mapping between RABs and DCH/DSCH/USCH" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1777. It was approved as proposed.

R3-001778     12.2  CR129 25.413 Cause value needed for relocation because of resource optimisation

Tdoc 1778 CR129 "Cause value needed for relocation because of resource optimisation" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was agreed that the cause value list needs to be updated, and alignment with GSM was encouraged by some participants. It was approved with the modification that the reason for change section needs to be updated to state that if this change is not applied, then no appropriate cause value is available for relocation performed for resource optimisation case. The new version is in Tdoc 1931.

A new CR (or an updated version of this CR) will likely be produced for this meeting on other such cause values.

Tdoc 1931 CR129r1 "Cause value needed for relocation because of resource optimisation" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1778. It was approved as proposed.

-R3-001789       Clarification of LAI and RAC setting in Initial UE message and UL Direct Transfer CR134 on    25.413  

Tdoc 1789 CR134 "Clarification of LAI and RAC setting in Initial UE message and UL Direct Transfer" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. It was agreed that the case that had been indicated needs to be clarified. However, the wording was thought not to be very clear. The CR needs modification. The new version is in Tdoc 1958.

Tdoc 1958 CR134r1 "Clarification of LAI and RAC setting in Initial UE message and UL Direct Transfer" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. This is the new version of Tdoc 1789. It was approved worth the modifications that the CR revision and Tdoc number are corrected, and the proposed completely new paragraph in section 8.23.2.2 is removed. The new version is in Tdoc 1971.

Tdoc 1971 CR134r2 "Clarification of LAI and RAC setting in Initial UE message and UL Direct Transfer" was presented by Janne Tervonen of Nokia. It was approved as proposed.

--1780    CR131 25.413  SAI in Direct transfer

Tdoc 1780 CR131 "SAI in Direct transfer" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was clarified that a LS from N1 to R3 explained that the previous R3 concern that the SAI would be used for MM purpose is not valid, and it is rather used for Service purposes. It was decided after some discussion that the CR is agreed without modification.

Further Enhancements of RANAP

Tdoc 1756 "Proposed handling of further protocol enhancements within RANAP" was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens. Based in this document it was further confirmed that the group should concentrate on changes that are really needed, and not to accept anything in the "nice to have" fashion. The proposal to start using the extension mechanisms was not seen needed for the CRs that are submitted for this meeting. It was agreed to discuss the point about starting version 4.0.0 in the closing plenary.

Others

Tdoc 1790 CR135 "Correcting the conditions for GTP PDU sequence numbers" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. It was approved with the modifications that in section 8.2.2 the condition should have the word "case" in plural to make sure that the when available condition applies for both cases, and the cause value number should be 42. The new version is in Tdoc 1919.

Tdoc 1919 CR135r1 "Correcting the conditions for GTP PDU sequence numbers" was presented by Janne Tervonen of Nokia. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1790. It was approved as proposed.

Tdoc 1854 "Introduction of BA Range Indicator IE into ‘Iu RELEASE’ command" was presented Brendan McWilliams of Vodafone AirTouch.

It was concluded that the item is more appropriate for R00 discussions, and to progress the work, a WI description should be presented in TSG RAN. It was commented that the leading group for the item would best be R2. It was also questioned whether the CN has appropriate information on when the information should be sent (e.g. two CN node case), or whether it would actually be appropriate to send this every time the RRC connection is released.

Tdoc 1932 CR169 "User data before RAB ASSIGNMENT RESPONSE" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. It was clarified that even though the need only applies for RAB re-establishment, the CN must be able to do this in any case, because there is no difference in the RAB Assignment EP. It was approved as proposed.

Tdoc 1925 CR168 "Cause values needed for relocation" was presented by Claire Mousset of Nortel Networks. It was commented that the cause values are following the ones in GSM, but they are not exactly the same names, e.g. the UL and DL cases are separate in GSM. It was clarified that the purpose for these cause values is to ease the case 

It was agreed to add two new cause values "Relocation Desirable for radio reasons" and "Traffic" to the cause values to be used for Relocation. They should also be added to the procedure description where cause value for RELOCATION REQUEST, and RELOCATION REQUIRED messages are explained with the wording that "the typical cause values are : <list all of them>". The new version is in Tdoc 1957.

Tdoc 1957 CR168r1 "Cause values needed for relocation" was presented by Claire Mousset of Nortel Networks. This is the new version of Tdoc 1925. It was approved with the modifications that the ASN.1 is based on the official and not the draft RANAP, and a statement is added to 'other comments' section indicating that if CR129 is not agreed, then all mention about cause value “Resource optimisation” need to be removed from this CR. The new version is in Tdoc 1970.

Tdoc 1970 CR168r2 "Cause values needed for relocation" was presented by Claire Mousset of Nortel Networks. This is the new version of Tdoc 1957. It was approved as proposed.

It was noted that there seems to be no CRs with numbers 139 -167. The number allocation needs to be checked.

13
R99, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

13.1
Editorial CRs   
13.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

a)
Stage 2 specification of subsequent intra MSC-B handover

Tdoc 1755 "Clarification on supposed missing stage 2 description in case of subsequent HO in MSC-B" was withdrawn (not presented or discussed) by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.

b)
Other issues

14
R99, SABP (25.419)

Tdoc 1877 "Clarification on the Message Identifier of 25.419" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. This is a discussion paper preceding a CR on the same issue. It was understood that the current tabular format definition of the Message Identifier should be used for Message Type (except the explanation that belongs to Message identifier), and the Message Type IE should be added for all SABP messages. The content of Message Identifier should be shown to be 2 octets in the tabular format. The ASN.1 seems to be Ok. Chenghock will draft this CR (see below Tdoc 1938).

The transparency of Message Identifier for RNC caused a lot of confusion. It is clear that the information needs to be looked at by the UTRAN to understand which message a certain action is referred to, but it is not required for the UTRAN to understand what the significance of different values are. Brendan McWilliams of Vodafone will draft a LS to T2 asking them to clarify that this is correct, and if so then specification 23.041 needs to be updated accordingly. See Tdoc 1943 -> 1964, and report for that below.

14.1
Editorial CRs

--1842  Criticality in tabular format of 25.419 

Tdoc 1842 CR14 "Criticality in tabular format of 25.419" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. It was approved with the modification that the header is changed to include this meetings information and not the previous one. The new version is in Tdoc 1937.

Tdoc 1937 CR14r1 "Criticality in tabular format of 25.419" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. It was approved as proposed.

14.2
Corrective / Modification CRs

--1783    14.2  CR011 25.419  Handling of Presence field
Tdoc 1783 CR11 "Handling of Presence field" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. It was approved as proposed.

Tdoc 1938 CR16 "Clarification of Message Identifier" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. The need for this CR was identified in Tdoc 1877. It was approved with the modifications that the size of the Message identifier in section 9.2.x should be 2 instead of 3 octets, and in sections 9.1.13 and 9.1.14 the reference to Message Identifier IE should be 9.2.x instead of 9.2.1, and the page headers need to be added. The new version is in Tdoc 1954.

Tdoc 1954 CR16r1 "Clarification of Message Identifier" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. This is the new version of Tdoc 1938. It was approved as proposed (and is to be attached to the LS to T2 (Tdoc 1943 -> 1964).
15
R99, Iu Data Transport + Transport network control plane (25.414)  

Tdoc 1866 CR18 "UDP port number used over Iu" was presented by Claire Mousset of Nortel Networks. The chain of previous changes to the section was traced all the way back to R3#9, and it was realised that there is some fluctuation on the way the port number is specified.

It was agreed to insert this reference but without the section number. Also the CR needs to be written against 3.4.0 of the spec, and in the reason for change section is updated to state that it is not clear from the current specification where the UDP port number for GTP-U to be used in Iu is specified. The new version is in Tdoc 1924.

Tdoc 1924 CR18r1 "UDP port number used over Iu" was presented by Claire Mousset of Nortel Networks. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1866. It was approved as proposed.

16
R99, Iu signalling transport (25.412)    

17
R00, Iu related work items agreed by TSG RAN

17.1
PS-domain handover for real-time services  (R3 leading)

There were no input documents for this Agenda item except one LS from S4 (Tdoc 1667) that is in relation to this item. It was agreed that Claire Mousset will be the rapporteur for the Technical Report to be written on this subject. It will basically have the following contents:

· Requirements: e.g. Information from the S4 LS (Tdoc 1667)

· Presentation of the 2 solutions being discussed based on contributions from the previous meetings, possibly filled in with information that had been identified missing in the meeting minutes.

· Communication with other groups/items not related to R3 but related with one of the solutions.

It was agreed that since the content was not discussed in more detail and the previous contributions were not reviewed again, the draft report should be sent out for commenting in the e-mail reflector by August 7.

17.2
RAB support enhancements  (R3 leading)

17.3
RAB QoS negotiation  (R3 leading)

It was agreed to go through all the 4 related contributions, Tdocs 1754, 1711, 1791 and 1757, treat questions for clarification, for each of them, but enter discussion only after presenting all of them.

Tdoc 1754 "Discussed points for R00 items: RAB QoS negotiation over Iu" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC.

Tdoc 1711 "UTRAN Initiated Radio Access Bearer Reconfiguration" was presented by Michael Diesen of Motorola. It was clarified that the proposed new messages would carry only the difference compared to the original RAB setup, and Motorola had not narrowed down the cases when exactly the negotiation during the call would be needed, other than the general case e.g. when more resources would become available at the RAN.

Tdoc 1791 "Considerations for RAB QoS Negotiation" was presented by Marc Greis of Nokia. It was clarified that Nokia's view is that also the existing negotiation on Gn interface is not satisfactory due to the missing information about the applications preferences. Also the Selected QoS parameters need not be added to CC/SM level, because they exist already.

Tdoc 1757 "Considerations on WI RAB QoS negotiation" was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.

Technical Report editor: It was agreed that Ericsson will be the rapporteur of the Technical Report on this WI. The name of the person will be provided later.

Content of the report: It was agreed that the following items should be covered

· General Requirements. Like, should not delay the RAB setup unnecessarily, should be a simple solution.

· Scope of the WI: For example:

· Applicability to domains. It was discussed that domains should be similar, but this most likely helps more the PS domain. It seemed appropriate to apply a generic RANAP solution for both domains.

· Applicability also to "during the call" situation. Has been proposed by Motorola. Commented that it seems to be outside the current WI description.

· Applicability for Relocation? It was agreed that this should be studied. It was pointed out that re-negotiation during call should be communicated with S2, because the new parameters should be communicated with the UE. This should be included in the LS to S2 (written by Marc, See Tdoc 1946 -> 1961 -> 1962, and report for that below). A LS is also written to R2 on relocation after Cell Update (written by Chenghock, see Tdoc 1955 below).

· What parameter(s) is to be negotiated?

· At least Guaranteed Bit Rate.

· Figure from Siemens contribution inserted, with some remarks on the advantage of not negotiating many parameters (e.g. to avoid combinations).

· Who decides that negotiation is possible for a given RAB?

· RNC can not alone do this.

· Can CN alone do this? From Iu point of view it is anyway enough to say that this information comes from CN. A question will be asked from N1 and S2 on whether they think SM/CC protocols need to have this also.

· Who decides that negotiation is needed at a given time for a given RAB?

· RNC executes the negotiation based on information received from the CN.

· Mechanism for the negotiation and protocol enhancements required by RAB QoS Negotiation?

· For RAB parameters: It was agreed to state 2 mechanisms from which one is selected case by case: 1. Exact alternative lower rates. 2. Range of rates (e.g. between preferable and minimum Guaranteed Bit Rate (that could be 0)).

· The selected RAB parameters need to be inserted to RAB Assignment Response.

· Relation and Communication with other groups

· Any change to the Scope of the WI need to be communicated with TSG RAN.

· If the User/Application should be able to set the negotiation should be communicated with S2 and N1 and is not an issue for R3.

Communication with other groups: The following was agreed

Marc Greis from Nokia will draft a LS to S2 and N1, N4 informing them to consider the possibility to include QoS negotiation in the CC/SM level. It should include the technical solution as outlined before. See Tdoc 1946 -> 1962 -> 1963, and report for that in section for outgoing LSs.

Chenghock NG will draft a LS to R2 informing them about the considerations that we have to include RAB negotiation also to Relocation, and if in the case of RAB negotiation also following relocation that was caused by Cell Update, if RRC has a procedure to reconfigure the RBs accordingly (i.e. almost like in response to the Cell update). See Tdoc 1955 and report for that in section for outgoing LSs

It was pointed out that the service applicability of negotiation could be checked with S1, internally within the companies.

17.4
TrFO / TFO

17.5
others

Plenary level Tdocs affecting RANAP and SABP

Tdoc 1867 CR136r1 "Rules for RANAP on how IEs become known and clarification on EP knowledge" was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. The document was noted without any comments presented. Approval will be done in the closing plenary.

A similar document exists for SABP, but it was not reviewed, because the changes are identical.

Tdoc 1915 CR138 "Object Identifier value for RANAP" from NEC was presented by Alexander Vesely from Siemens. The document was noted without any comments presented. Approval will be done in the closing plenary.

A similar document exists for SABP, but it was not reviewed, because the changes are identical.

Incoming Liaison Statements

1661 (Martin Israelsson of Ericsson will be the editor), 1667, 1852

Tdoc 1661 "LS regarding support of AMR via Iu-PS in GERAN" from SMG2 was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. It was pointed out that already in the opening plenary, it had been identified that the second half of section 2.2 is a CN matter. It was clarified during the discussions that the size of the IP/UDP/RTP header may vary if optional fields are included.

It was agreed to include in the response LS to S2 (CC S2), to be written by Martin, the following items (See Tdoc 1960 -> 1965):

· Generally R3 does not have a clear view on how voice over IP is realised in the different RANs (this is being clarified with S2, and is hopefully clarified soon), and we are answering based on the current protocol design and the current understanding.

· Support mode in Iu PS: Iu PS can operate in Support mode. The flows are carried in one frame, and the total flow supports the QoS requirement of the most stringent subflow. Also it should be mentioned that the support mode is currently specified for fixed SDU sizes only, and there might be a need to specify that for variable SDU sizes as well.

· The rate adaptation is supported in current support mode, also in Iu PS.

· The question about transcoder placement in the system and the related control are CN matters (outside of R3 scope) and it should be asked from N4.

· In R99 we have the PDP type, but it does not provide the protocol (UDP/IP/RTP) that is used. It seems that enhancement is needed. We have some R00 WIs that could accommodate this work (the ones in 17.1-17.3). Also point out that the PDCP issues are considered in R2 (the protocol, its requirements, the interaction between PDCP and UEP etc. )

Tdoc 1667 "Response to R3 on Codec impacts during SRNS relocation" from S4 was presented by Jari Isokangas of Nokia. The document was noted. See more discussion abut this issue in Agenda item 17.1.

Tdoc 1852 "Response to LS on timing between RAB Assignment Response and user data" from S2 was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. This is in relation to a LS we had sent to S2 in R3#11. Based on this response it seems appropriate to look at the CR that had been proposed by Ericsson in R3#11 where they propose to state this possibility in the RAB Assignment procedure. The document was noted with these remarks.

Outgoing Liaisons

Tdoc 1933 "LIAISON STATEMENT on specifying IuUP PDU type in 3G TS 26.102" to was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens. This is in relation to the CR 030 for the Iu U-Plane spec. It was approved with the addition of Delivery of Erroneous SDUs parameter in the example list of reliability parameters and "e.g." is added before SDU error ratio in the last paragraph. The new version is in Tdoc 1956.

Tdoc 1956 "LIAISON STATEMENT on specifying IuUP PDU type in 3G TS 26.102" to was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens. This is the new version of LS in Tdoc 1933. It was agreed as proposed.

Tdoc 1946 "Proposed LS on RAB Assignment QoS Negotiation" to S2, N1 and N4 was presented by Jari Isokangas of Nokia. This is in relation to the discussion on RAB QoS Negotiation WI in Agenda Item 17.3. It was agreed with the modification that instead of "current PDP context modification procedures" say current CC/SM signalling messages and PDP context modification procedures". It was also agreed to not direct the questions as shown, but just add after the title questions "(for each group to consider from their point of view if applicable)". Also it was agreed to add for the second question after "QoS negotiation" the following "(one common solution for CS and PS domain)". Contact person name (Marc Greis from Nokia) was also added. The new version is in Tdoc 1962.

Tdoc 1962 "Proposed LS on RAB Assignment QoS Negotiation" to S2, N1 and N4 was presented by Jari Isokangas of Nokia. This is the new version of Tdoc 1946. It was agreed with the modification that the group names are removed from the questions, since each group is asked to answer from their point of view, if applicable at all. The new version is in Tdoc 1963.

Tdoc 1963 "Proposed LS on RAB Assignment QoS Negotiation" to S2, N1 and N4 was presented by Jari Isokangas of Nokia. This is the new version of Tdoc 1962. It was approved as proposed.

Tdoc 1943 "Usage of Message Type in TS 25.419 (SABP)" to T2 was presented by Brendan McWilliams of Vodafone AirTouch. This is in relation to discussions for Tdoc 1842. It was agreed with the modification that "onward routing" is changed to "message identification" in the first paragraph and the attached CR is updated to the agreed version. Also the third paragraph was re-organised a little bit. The new version is in Tdoc 1964.

Tdoc 1964 "Usage of Message Type in TS 25.419 (SABP)" to T2 was presented by Brendan McWilliams of Vodafone AirTouch. This is the updated version of Tdoc 1943. It was approved without modification.

Tdoc 1960 "Response to liaison statement on support of AMR via Iu-ps in GERAN" to SMG2 was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. This is in response to the LS in Tdoc 1661. It was agreed with the following modifications: It is stated that PDP type is in RANAP RAB Assignment Request message, and also show what the values are. Also for the Work Items presented a the end, it will be made more clear that they are related to all of the questions, and that there aren't currently more detailed plans on the specifically mentioned items. In the introduction section the sentence "This is however currently being clarified with S2" is replaced by "R3 expects that S2 will provide input on this matter". Also it was agreed to include R2 and N4 in the CC list, and attach the original LS for their information. NEW VERSION in Tdoc 1965 TO BE LOOKED AT IN THE CLOSING PLENARY.
Tdoc 1955 "LIAISON STATEMENT on Reconfiguration of Radio Bearer during Cell Update" to R2 was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. This is in relation to the discussion for the applicability of RAB QoS negotiation for relocation (see agenda item 17.3) It was approved as proposed.
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