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1 
Process

1.1 Rapporteur and Secretary Approval

· Jean-Marie Calmel ( Nortel ) approved as chairman.

· Kevan Hobbis ( Motorola ) approved as secretary.

1.2 Agenda Approval


R3-002882 Agenda with Tdoc numbers
Discussion: Presented by Rapporteur.

Decision: Approved

2 Technical Report 25.933

2.1 25.933 report from Rapporteur

R3- 002881 TR 25.933 v0.3.1 - Work Task Technical Report “IP Transport in UTRAN”, Alcatel

Discussion: Presented by rapporteur ( Alcatel ). 

Annex with agreed simulation model is the change from previous version.

Ericsson : Is it important to have the examples of solutions here, just want the agreed model in Annex.

Nokia : What is the intention of table 7, is it supposed to show the results or indicate how the model is to be used. Alcatel : Intent is only to illustrate how to use the building blocks and is not intended to be the result for any of the proposals.

Ericsson : Should we remove the table ? Alcatel : It is an example.

Lucent : Bandwidth Utilisation study area- section 6.4.2 for solution comparisons - should the section be more general and not just in this sub section. Chairman : Could introduce a comparison section for each 6.x sub section.

Lucent : Is Annex normative or informative. Alcatel : It is intended to ensure we use the same model- so it is not just informative, but this is a report not a specification so it is not normative.

Ericsson : 80/20 and 20/80 split is a fixed number of users but data rates can vary, how is this done ? 

Alcatel : Excel spreadsheet distributed for comments as agreed at last meeting shows that the higher data rates have larger TTI, so mean data rate is the same.

Decision: 

· Agree to remove references to CIP and PPPmux in A.6.3 table, call it Protocol 1 and Protocol 2, modify other parts of the table accordingly.

· Remove number of voice users per data user in section A.2 until we have agreed the data source model.

· Approved with the above changes.

· Editor will incorporate all changes agreed at this ad hoc and present v0.3.2 to next RAN3 meeting.
2.2 
Project Plan 


R3- 002675  IP Transport Work Schedule, Alcatel
Discussion: Presented by Alcatel.

No questions or comments

Decision: 

· Agreed to be included in TR section 9.1 and 9.2
2.3 
Work Task Status

No contributions - 2675 above has some status indication in the proposed table.

2.4   Solution Selection Criteria



a) SIMULATION BUILDING BLOCS



Simulation results shall be treated within the study area.


b) other criteria



R3- 002920 User Plane Protocol Selection Criteria, Motorola

Discussion: Presented by Motorola.

Nokia : End point applications - what are they ? 

Alcatel : Applications are control plane protocols - what relation to user plane protocol stack ? 

Motorola : This contribution states that user plane protocols should not be aware of underlying multiplexing etc.

Alcatel : Does this add anything to the statement we already have in regard to not affecting RNL. Motorola : it adds further considerations.

Nokia : Agreed that we have RNL / TNL separation, need to be careful that we do not set any new requirements on RNSAP etc. Motorola : Agree in principle, this contribution does not address that in particular - covered in others on signalling.

Chairman : We could distribute the statements into existing parts of the report - section 5, or have a new section, some already may be covered by other sections.

Nokia : Bullet 2 is a bit loose in it's definition. 

Lucent : agree with Nokia, is this our requirement. Alcatel : statement is very general and not clear how it applies to us - what is the real requirement ? 

Chairman : how is it different to what is already in section 5.9 ? 

Nortel : it is not stating the same requirement - what it is saying is that we should take advantage of these features, and certain proposals we have will preclude this.

Motorola : agreed. In larger context it is covered, but we have some schemes that preclude this so wanted to focus on this - it needs to be stated explicitly.

Lucent : It is hard to determine exactly what is proposed - need something more specific. 

Nortel : Issue is that multiplexing above IP layer that entity has to have knowledge of network and notified of changes/failures in the network, which this requirement is stating as undesirable.

Nokia : last bullet already eliminates these anyway ? Chairman : No - the TR says 'should'

Cisco : Example - two interfaces from Node B one fast and one slow, IP stack would try to use both links ( e.g. by alternating ), how does application layer ( CIP/LIPE ) decide to multiplex the packets together - the decision on fast/slow link is made below this by IP layer routing. 

Nokia : Scenario was not realistic. 

Cisco : Narrow link could be there as back up for failure of high speed link - should not restrict the options by choice of protocol.

Motorola : Another practical example is even if have one or multiple narrow links from Node B, may interface to high speed routed link - upper applications would need to be aware of the last hop narrow link.

Siemens : Not restricting the networks in any way - but the network must be suitable.

Decision: 

· Bullet 6 is already covered so no action needed.

· Bullet 4 : include in section 5.2, clarify that it refers to RNL user plane FP where is says applications.

· Bullet 1 : already covered by section 5.6

· Bullet 2 : not agreed 

· Bullet 3 : not agreed 

· Bullet 5 : not agreed 

2.5   Others


R3- 002922 IETF Process, Cisco

Discussion: Presented by Cisco.

Siemens : Slide 26 states that no implementation is needed - at some stage need at least two are needed to interoperate - could you explain this stage. Cisco : need the 2 implementations to go from proposed to draft standard status.

Sun Microsystems : rough consensus and working code is an advantage to go to proposed standard. To go to draft standard do not like on-the-wire protocol changes. Minimal changes only. There are two other tracks, Informational RFC's and Experimental RFC's.

Alcatel : Consensus - how are the decisions driven ? Do they reflect consensus of group or is it the chair or director that defines it. 

Sun : Very little is done at the meetings, email lists are where the work is done. Consensus resolution is asked for at the meetings and on email list. The chairman's job is to organise the discussion( keep it on topic, make sure issues are addressed ) not to define the decisions. IESG can kick it back to WG ( usually before it goes to last call ) if issues are not resolved or they think there is a problem.

Lucent : When a document is RFC how do you distinguish between proposed/draf/internet standard ? Cisco : It is written in the RFC. Nokia : Where is this ? Alcatel : Each document in status paragraph points to an external IETF document that defines the status of each RFC.

Ericsson : 6 month limitation on ID's - does this apply to ones accepted and with -ietf-. Cisco : Yes any draft expires after 6 months.

Decision: 

Noted.

3 
REQUIREMENTS

3.1 
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS



R3- 002899  IPv6 in IP UTRAN, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Sieemns : QoS - flow label should be reserved for future QoS enhancement - the existing field in Ipv6 is not sufficient ? Ericsson : flow label was added to enhance QoS handling.

Sun Microsystems : statement relates to public internet ( if private then situation is different )- do you wish to leave option to connect UTRAN to public internet ? Ericsson : Yes.

Decision: See Discussion and Decision on IPv6 Papers below
R3- 002911 Comparison between IPv6 and IPv4 for IP based transport in UTRAN, Siemens

Discussion: Presented by Siemens.

Proposals would like to address them to section 7.

Alcatel : Text in 2.1 Address Space - reference to O&M specific transport - is there a risk to run out of addresses today as it is IPv4 ?

Siemens : But in the future it may not be sufficient when network is all-IP.

Alcatel : But we already need enough addresses ? 

Siemens : it could be possible that we do not have sufficient addresses in the future - we need to be future proof.

Alcatel : But then we need in R99 the ability to use IPv6 - but this is not the case ?

Chairman : main difference between two contributions is the proposed use of flow label in Siemens contribution.

Nortel : The two contributions are complementary.

Decision: See  Discussion and Decision on IPv6 Papers below
Discussion and Decision on IPv6 Papers 

Nortel : Both contributions name the exhaustion of IP addresses as the main reason for moving to v6. Not clear how this addresses the problem as you will need to use IPv4 at the edge.

Ericsson : The migration aspects are the main issue not the address exhaustion. The UTRAN is a closed network in that they talk to each other, the UE will go to Internet. Can use tunnelling between the nodes for the UTRAN traffic.

Alcatel : Do we really need it ? Installed base of IPv6 today is not addressed ? We do not want to wait for networks to be available - it will just delay the introduction of IP transport.

Ericsson : Can buy v6 and v4 routers today so do not see that it will cause any delay.

Lucent : Existing applications, IPv4 is more widely deployed so would be better to adopt this.

Ericsson : SA2 have decided that UE's are IPv6. Not blazing anew trail, v6 has been working for years.

Lucent : Would it be better for this to be in a study area rather than a requirement.

Ericsson : What should be studied ? There are clear advantages that are stated already.

Chairman : We should focus on things that affect our protocols - if we do not use flow label what is the difference between v6 and v4 then ?

Ericsson : This does not affect RNL, but it does affect the TNL that we are specifying.

Motorola : Impact for application would be in area of exchanging addresses i.e. would need to be at least flexible enough to hold IPv6 address.

Alcatel : If can interwork between v4 and v6 - as stated proven techniques exist - then the choice should be the operators, and we should not restrict the choice.

Alcatel : In IP backbone for CN v4 is possible for transport, v6 for UE's only. If want to reuse same backbone should keep the same options.

Ericsson : Agreeing on IPv6 results in less options.

Nokia : What is the option to IPv6 only - what is the proposal ?

Chairman : the proposal is to leave the choice of v4 or v6 open - i.e. not specified.

Motorola : Maybe we should have a requirement that we should not preclude IPv6 even if we do not agree that it is the only option.

Decisions

· Agreed requirement 'The use of IPv6 shall not be precluded.'  into section 5.1

· Add study area for IP version as new sub-section, 6.9.3 IPv6 aspects - discuss text from 2.1, 2.3, 2.5 and 2.7 of Ericsson contribution at that agenda item

· 2899 will be discussed later under agenda items 6 viii, Addressing( Ericsson paper 2.2 ), 6 iii Qos (Ericsson paper 2.4 ), 6 xii Security (Ericsson paper 2.6 ) 

· Siemens paper will also be covered in study area item

3.2 INDEPENDENCE TO RADIO NETWORK LAYER

No contributions received

3.3 SERVICES REQUIRED BY THE UPPER LAYERS OF USER PLANES



R3- 002901 Transport bearer setup services required by the Radio Network Layer from the Transport Network Layer for IP UTRAN, Ericsson
Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Siemens : This refers to 5.2 also - say it should be minimised not that there will be no changes.

Chairman : The requirement is that the functional split is not changed.

Nortel : Last sentence of first paragraph - may need to change configuration settings for different transport ? Ericsson : proposal is that it should not be the same.

Siemens : This is an implementation issue on how you provide the switch ? Ericsson : No.

Chairman : It should say that the RNL should be unaware of which TNL should be used.

Alcatel : Second bullet - does it mean establishment of transport bearer is TNL only function and cannot use RNL to do so ?
Ericsson : No - don’t believe it says that.

Nokia : What is the value of he third bullet ? Ericsson : States the way things are now and that it should not be changed.

Siemens : Do you assume this means an ALCAP is needed - or can it operate without an ALCAP ?

Ericsson : For backwards compatibility then the RNL will assume that an ALCAP will be needed in TNL.
Motorola : Disagree with that. Should not restrict ourselves. Can be done more simply.

Ericsson : If we find another way to do it then no objection, the point is to keep the functional split as it is today - one way would be an ALCAP, but there may be others.

Nortel : Support Motorola - will be studied later - Motorola 2889 discusses this.

Siemens : Ericsson stated backwards compatibility will require ALCAP - is it just R99 ?

Ericsson : Not proposing an ALCAP in this paper.

Nortel : Second bullet is too restrictive about how a transport bearer will be set. Alcatel : Agree.

Nokia : Add a clarifying sentence that it does not mandate an ALCAP. Nortel : so then it does not add any value.

Ericsson : Accurately describes the current functional split and agrees with minimisation of changes.

Nortel : it describes more than a functional split - it describes a method of setting up transport bearers.

Chairman : as worded it implies a TNL function to set up bearers ?

Chairman : How does Iu-PS do it today - it has no ALCAP ? Ericsson :RANAP exchange IP Address.

Decision: 

· Text in section 2 to be included in TR 5.3 and 5.4 with modifications below
· Clarify to say that 'functional split' is required to be the same in first paragraph.

· Remove last sentence of first paragraph.

· Remove third bullet.

· Bullet 2 removed.

R3- 002907 Requirements on signalling transport for IP UTRAN specification, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Siemens : Clarify what is meant by 5th point - different technologies. Ericsson : IP node to ATM node.

Alcatel : what is signalling transport interface and signalling interface ? Ericsson : signalling interface is more the application layer, the signalling transport interface includes transport layer also.
Alcatel : termination point of the protocol or different entities ? Ericsson : number 2 is different bearers, number 3 is entities

Chairman : Bullet 5  -does this imply bearer is end-to-end for the two nodes i.e. this mandates SCCP in IP UTRAN ? 

Siemens : Why not reword it to say between ATM and IP node to make it clearer ? Ericsson : would be OK.

Decision: 

· Agreed bullets 2, 3 and 4 in new section 5.12

· Bullet 2 modified to say 'multiple signalling bearers of different transport technologies' rather than 'transport interfaces'

· Bullet 3 to say 'RNL signalling protocol entities'

· Bullet 1 - not agreed, three companies object

· Bullet 5 - not agreed, need to discuss this later under coexistence agenda item 3.4

R3- 002925  Requirements for IP UTRAN Iub signalling bearer, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Discussed to help resolve the previous document but needs to be discussed later under agenda item 3.4 also. 

Motorola : Figure - leftmost stack - what adaptation protocol is suggested ? Ericsson : one that does the mapping required.

Motorola : What exists today ? Ericsson : IETF is not standardising that today.

Chairman : Nowhere is it stated that the primitives must remain the same ? Ericsson : the SSCF primitives are standardised in the industry.

Decision:
Discussed later in Coexistence agenda item 4.10 

R3- 002905  Usage of GTP-U on the Iu interface, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Chairman : This is a study for section 6 and an agreement for section 7, not a requirement.

Decision: 

Move to study are section IuCS/IupS Harmonisation

3.4 COEXISTENCE OF THE TWO TRANSPORT OPTIONS



R3- 002900 Requirements for interworking between release ‘99 UTRAN ATM interfaces and UTRAN IP interfaces, Ericsson
Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Decision: 

Discuss it under agenda item 4.10

3.5 QUALITY OF SERVICE

 

R3- 002908 Background Traffic Considerations, Siemens

Discussion: Presented by Siemens.

Alcatel : Background traffic could be renamed to make sure it is not confused with QoS class. Is O&M included in background traffic ? Siemens - no, it means non-UTRAN traffic.

Alcatel : Is intention to have sharing of transmission also on the narrowband last mile link ? Siemens : Yes it should be stated that it should be on the last mile link also.

Motorola : Background non-UTRAN - what could it consist of - real time and non real time ? Siemens : not specified, could be either.

Nokia : It is a valid concern but we should draw the line somewhere - outside of  the scope of our specs to define this other traffic.

Ericsson : Assumed it was O&M traffic. Fragmentation decisions may be affected by this traffic. Siemens : Yes - it is exactly why it was raised.

Nokia : Fragmentation is one way, but controlling the network is another way.

Alcatel : Support Nokia view. Operator is responsible for dimensioning of the network, so must control this.

Nortel : Disagree with Alcatel last conclusion - some of solutions proposed ignore this background traffic - others would handle it transparently.

Chairman : Are we restricting ourself to just UTRAN or should we take into account this other traffic.

Mitsubishi : Keep text from first part but not keep strong requirement. 

Siemens : Two intentions i) draw attention to background traffic, ii ) fragmentation issues

Ericsson : Should be specific regarding UTRAN generated, but more vague on non-UTRAN traffic.

Decision: 

· Agreed text for section 5.6 modified to read as follows :- The IP transport network should be not restricted to carry UTRAN traffic only. There can always be background traffic in the network. Mechanisms that provide QoS or efficient bandwidth utilization must take into account UTRAN traffic ( control plane, user plane and  O&M traffic ), and non-UTRAN traffic.
· Agreed text for section 5.7 modified to read as follows :- Mechanisms that provide efficient bandwidth utilisation must take into account the QoS requirements must take into account UTRAN traffic ( control plane, user plane and  O&M traffic ), and non-UTRAN traffic.
· Treat proposals for 6.3 in later agenda items.
3.6 EFFICIENT UTILISATION OF TRANSPORT RESOURCES

No contributions received

3.7 LAYER 2 / LAYER 1 INDEPENDENCE



R3- 002898 IP UTRAN Layer 2 considerations, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Alcatel : End of first para in 2.2 - embedded router - why is it covered by the standard.

Ericsson : No intention is you have a 'wire coming out of a box' and that needs to be specified.

Alcatel : Point to point issue presented in introduction - will not be enough to specify L2 only. Ericsson : physical link would be restricted the same as R99.

Nortel : Don’t understand what this requirement buys you. Even in R99 does not buy you much. If you have different physical layers then you need transport equipment anyway.

Ericsson : Some common sense needs to be applied - we should not require an external node. Even R99 spec does not include some ATM physical layers.

Nortel : It is sufficient to standardise at L3 and not below. Ericsson : operator would not find it sufficient.

Sun Microsystems : In MWIF operators do not require standardisation below L3. Ericsson : Not heard that in our meetings.

Nortel : Corroborate Sun comment - operators state that it is to restrictive to specify L2. 

Decision:  

See Discussion and Decisions on L2/L1 below

R3- 002893, Specification of L2/L1, Motorola
Discussion: Presented by Motorola.

Chairman : Is the intention to document or mandate this option. Motorola : Document one not mandate it.

Alcatel : Is the  proposal intended to address Iur and Iub ? Motorola : It was addressed at point to point links, as is the case for Iub.

Nortel : It will be difficult to agree on what this solution is.

Sun Microsystems : Writing it in the standard may be interpreted as the only one. Use interoperability testing.

Decision: 

See Discussion and Decisions on L2/L1 below

Discussion and Decision on L2/L1 :

Nokia : We should set the requirements

Sun : Agree with this.

Nortel : We should also specify L1 if we intend to specify it for point to point connections.

ATT Wireless : Prefer to leave L2/L1 open.

Ericsson : Don’t agree that if we do L2 we have to do L1 - can do the same as for R99.

Nortel : If direct point t point and physical layers are different then you need intervening transport equipment, and then you can do L2 there anyway - so gained nothing from specifying L2.

· Specify a set of L2 - objected by three companies

· No requirements agreed.

3.8 IP TRANSPORT FLEXIBILITY

No contributions received

3.9 TRANSPORT BEARER IDENTIFICATION

No contributions received

3.10 TRANSPORT NETWORK ARCHITECTURE AND ROUTING

No contributions received

4 
STUDY AREAS




R3- 002910 
New study area for IP version issues, Siemens
Discussion:
Siemens.

Has already been presented.

Decision: 

· Add new section 7.15 as proposed - empty for now

4.1 
EXTERNAL STANDARDISATION

No contributions.

4.2 
USER PLANE PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

R3- 002913 Simple Block Based User Plane Transport, Siemens

Discussion: Presented by Siemens.

Nortel : Last sentence of 6.2.4 - RFC2507( for lossy links ) versus RFC 2508 ( for fairly low error rate links ) what are the reasons for 2507 over 2508. Siemens : No specific reason. 

Cisco : The compressed UDP is the same in both.

Alcatel : first par in section 2.4 - large header and small size of user data - large packetisation delay - please explain. Siemens ; the delay is related to the length of the packet.

Alcatel : packetisation delay is time to compose a packet - do you mean the transmission delay ? Siemens : Yes, the wording is misleading.

Alcatel : Last para 2.4. - states schemes should be optional. Is it support of schemes or the use of the schemes to be optional. Siemens ; the use should be optional. Alcatel : and schemes must be supported. Siemns : use and support is optional. Alcatel : for interoperability you will need to support it in case it is used.

Chairman : There are three gradations - always supported, supported but can turn on/off, optional support - we must be clear which we are proposing in each case.

Nokia : Question the proposed lack of need for in sequence delivery.

Alcatel : support the view of Siemens - it is possible to get them out of order of CFN even today.

Ericsson : Only related to one transport bearer, so only one TTI. It is strange to not deliver them in order from the RNC. Agree it is not stated, but implementation is strange if it did that.

Ericsson : This would require a CR to R99 to remove the requirement.

Siemens : A transport network with jitter larger than 10/20ms would be a bad transport system. Ericsson : For low priority services this would not be a problem. 

Nortel : it is possible to have A TTI of 20ms and an anticipation of 80ms.

Ericsson : There is not relation between TTI and delay sensitivity on Iub.

Chairman : how is proposal different from already existing PPPmux solution. Siemens : that PPPmux is not assumed.

Nortel : Is compression on a link by link basis ? Siemens ; But only where required ie. on last mile link. Other difference from PPPmux is that it also considers in sequence delivery, and other means of connection identification.

Ericsson : What is the proposed solution. Siemens : FP directory encapsulated in Ipv6 using flow label as connection id.

Motorola : Would need a L4 i.e. UDP, cannot go directly over IP ? Lucent : You could but it would require new protocol from IETF. Sun : You would need a port number which is where UDP comes in.

Alcatrel : It relies on IPv6 - so does not meet the requirement for IPv4 also. 

Decision: 

· Proposal in section 2.3 is not agreed.

· Not agreed, need further contribution to define full stack.
R3- 002890 Description of PPP multiplexed frame option, Motorola

Discussion: Presented by Motorola.

Nortel : para 6.2.3.1 second para  - says overhead can be reduced to 1 or 2 bytes for each encapsulated frame, but the length is 2 bytes and 2 bytes for cUDP, will still be 3/4 bytes remaining. Motorola : this section is talking about the full encapsulating frame.

Conclusion was that it is correct as stated.

Nortel : 3/4 bytes per PP subframe is the case most of the time.

Cisco : This is what you save by using PPPmux. 

Alcatel : Figure 5 - two separate parts do not understand - is it aligned to a cell on purpose. Motorola : just so happens it is in this example, in general it may not be the case.

Alcatel : it would be preferable to show the more generic diagram.

Cisco - just add some of payload1 into second cell.

Alcatel : Clarify what is supported, which parts are optional, mandatory etc.

Motorola : Trying to be generic and show some options, we are suggesting PPP multiplexing, but protocol does not force the multiplexing option to be used. Do you want to limit it to just PPPmux and not layer 2 below it ?

Alcatel : clear that there are options - specific IETF drafts would have to be supported. Motorola : trying to avoid defining decisions, it is intended to describe some options.

Motorola : multiplexing is not mandatory - another paper proposes large data packets are not multiplexed.

Decision: 

· Agreed with modification of figure 5 - add some of payload one into second cell

· Change title of section 6.2.3 to PPPMux Based Solutions

R3- 002906 IP UTRAN transport user plane protocol for multiplexing and segmentation between IP layer and RNL, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Motorola : Possible approach if operator wishes to re-use an ATM network, but does not cover the more general case where different L2's are used.

Motorola : If use UDP/IP over AAL2 there is an IETF draft to do compressed UDP/IP over AAL2.

Chairman : Paper proposes AAL2 above UDP if fragmentation is needed above L2.

Ericsson : this is not the preferred solution, but if a layer is needed above IP then propose AAL2.

Alcatel : Is it CPS and segmentation/reassembly ? Ericsson : Yes.

Lucent : By the time we have modified AAL2 it will be so different that it will be just another alternative to LIPE and CIP. Ericsson : don't believe the changes would be that big.

Nokia : support the proposal, in that if we need the layer we will invent something new, so make it similar to what we already have.

Lucent : What signalling is proposed ? Ericsson : none in this paper.

Nortel : Not the same level of detail as the other solutions.

Ericsson : Can add to it later as agreed yesterday.

Ericsson : response to Mitsubishi question - no plan to extend the CID field.

Nokia : Will it use UDP port ? How will it be standardised. Ericsson ; prefer not to get into those details at the moment.

Alcatel : We need a deadline for the full definition of a solution. 

Chairman : What is the proposed deadline ? None defined.

Decision: 

· New section 6.2.5  'AAL2 Based Solution' with content from the paper.

· Add in brackets ( SSSAR and CPS ) after AAL2 in first paragraph.

· Delete second sentence of first bullet 2.

· Delete last sentence of bullet 4 and ', so it does not need to be an IETF protocol ' deleted from the end of the first sentence of bullet 4.

· Change sentence between two sets of bullets to say 'some change could be made'

R3- 002896 IP UTRAN – Text proposal for section 6.2.4 "MPLS" of TR 25.933, Nortel

Discussion: Presented by Nortel.

Alcatel : 2.3 refers to a mechanism - what is this ? Nortel : there is an IETF draft called 'Simple MPLS header compression'

Alcatel : Should mention that it is an individual draft that is currently obsolete. Nortel : Not clear if it has been accepted yet by the WG ?
Cisco : believe it has been accepted, but may have expired in time.

Lucent : Proposal has UDP/IP header suppression - is specification/definition of this something that this group will undertake ? Nortel : That is the draft just mentioned.

Lucent : No, that only deals with compression.

Nortel : Label Distribution Protocol is another proposal that is the suppression.

Nortel : It would not have to be defined in this forum.

Motorola : MPLS does not deal with the multiplexing - are there any such proposals ? Nortel : There was a 3Com proposal that seems to have disappeared. It would be possible to propose and implement such a scheme that would be similar to PPPmux - not aware of any IETF proposals.

Siemens : One label per flow or group of flows ? Nortel : One label end-end and another to identify each individual flow.

Alcatel : Two labels is longer header than shown in this document.

Alcatel : This header compression mechanism is not compatible with traditional schemes as the negotiation is out of band i.e. it needs a signalling protocol, unlike RFC2507. Nortel : It is on the bearer path - not clear what mean by out of band.

Cisco : there is also a cRTP like proposal that could be used for header compression.

Nortel : Not proposing THE standard solution, just an example of a L2 technique that will solve the issue. Prefer L2 to be open/unspecified.

Ericsson : Diagrams should show both labels that are used.

Nortel ; There is more work to show the complete solution, and will provide papers to describe that.

Alcatel : Second part of Fig 2 - second arrow'L2 transport' - the intent is to use AAL2 ? Nortel : Yes, an ATM label switched router. Alcatel : would like a clear reference to the proposed technique - maybe 'MPLS using LDP and ATM VC switching',  draft-mpls_04. Nortel : No - talking about standard encoding of MPLS label onto VPI/VCI - can provide the reference - draft-ietf-mpls-label-07.txt.

Alcatel : How is Time To Live ( TTL ) dealt with ? Nortel : This is done b y - at the point where suppression is done you map the TTL into the MPLS label, at other end TTL field is copied back to IP header. Chairman : the question is regarding when you suppress the MPLS label ? 

Decision: 

· Agreed with following changes :-

· Should call it header compression rather than suppression in diagram - be clear it is not 2507 style compression.

· Diagram should show two MPLS labels.

· Add a note at the start of the section to say that references to RFC's etc need to be added.

· Remove the overhead conclusion from and add a note to say that the overhead needs to be recalculated.

R3- 002915 Lightweight IP Encapsulation Scheme for UTRAN User Plane Revision 1, Lucent

Discussion: Presented by Lucent.

Ericsson : What is the difference between case b and c. Lucent : b carries voice frame - don’t need end of fragment bit.

Siemens : Explain sequence number field. Lucent : in case multiple voice frames in an IP packet and delivered out of sequence.

Decision: 

· Sections 2 and 3 to be added to 6.2.2 as proposed

4.3 
QOS



R3- 002904 IP UTRAN transport user plane protocol, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Sun : OAM applications would need a separate IP address. Ericsson : Yes, this is what is alluded to in the paper.

Alcatel : 2.2.1 reference to IPv6  - does this mean that fragments smaller than 1280 bytes are not possible or that links must be able to deal with 1280. Ericsson : MTU can never be smaller than 1280, but individual packets can be smaller.

Nokia : UDP port - how does it relate to AAL2 multiplexing proposal ? Ericsson : AAL2 solution was put forward if needed - preferred solution is not to do this, and it should be done L2 and below.

Alcatel : can fragments be less than 1280 ? Ericsson : yes.

Alcatel : discussion of network address translation is it an issue or an advantage to use UDP ports ? Ericsson : there are some issues with ports and how we exchange IP addresses caused by NAT's, but we can get around them.

Alcatel : biggest issue with NAT and port is security mechanisms when many ports are used ? Ericsson : yes - if you use a well known port then the issues can go away.

Alcatel : It is easier to solve with NAT's if no ports used. Ericsson : previous contribution raised the issue and this describes the fact that there is a solution.

Alcatel : Proposal to add text to 2.1.1 bullet 4 to say that NAT can cause problems when use dynamic UDP ports . Motorola : No - it is covered in bullet 2

Source port is not used to identify the connection.

Alcatel : is it only the UDP port ? Ericsson : that is this proposal - like RTP

Motorola : Need to use IP address as well ? Ericsson : yes

Alcatel : How do we deal with multiple sources sending to the same destination - should use source port as well ? Ericsson : RNC will not use the same port twice.
Decision: 

· Add new section to TR, 6.8.2 Addressing Solutions

· Proposal 1 accepted into new sub section 6.8.2.1 with the following modifications
· Change heading name to 'Destination IP address and UDP Destination port as connection identifiers'
· Add text to 2.1.1 bullet 4 to say that NAT can cause problems when use dynamic UDP ports
· 2.1.1 bullet 2 - remove last sentence
· Change wording so it does not say 'shall be' instead say 'are'

· First sentence modified to say 'Destination IP addresses and UDP ports are used….'

· Proposal 2 agreed to be added to section 6.3.1.2 with modifications as follows
· Avoid the use of 'shall' - use  'would' as it is in the study area. 

· Last sentence of  2.2.1 is not included in this sub section

· Proposal 3 not agreed - discuss in agenda item for section 7, Transport Bandwidth Utilisation.
· Proposal 4 agreed to be added to 6.3.2 with following modifications 
· Last para modified to say it could be provided between frame protocols and IP layer, but not that it is the only function.

· Last para - remove final sentence.

R3- 002908 Background Traffic Considerations, Siemens

Discussion: Already presented earlier by Siemens.

Looking at the proposal for section 6.3 - rest of document treated earlier.

Decision: 

· Proposed modifications to section 6.3 accepted with following modifications

· Say 'non-UTRAN traffic' instead of 'background traffic'

· Add 'if any' after the first instance of the term 'non UTRAN traffic'.

4.4 
TRANSPORT NETWORK BANDWIDTH UTILISATION



R3- 002866 Simulation Results for Iub IP Based User Plane Protocol Stacks, Motorola

Discussion: Presented by Motorola.

Alcatel : Simulation scenario - traffic mix - it is throughput of the traffic in this paper not as per the agreement. Alcatel had sent out on the reflector and we did not agree yesterday - would like to agree on the numbers and how they are calculated.

Mitsubishi : What model for data traffic ? Motorola : described in appendix B

Nokia : reference AAL2 - is it right that it has  neglected multiplexing of CPS packets ? Motorola : It was taken as an average rather than try and consider all of the possibilities.

Siemens : How do we treat the different results - in separate sub sections per company - should compare different simulation results.

Nokia : Don’t think that the AAL2 results are objective.

Sun : MWIF came to a similar conclusion i.e. that simulation results were not conclusive and other criteria were needed to make the decision.

Nokia : Is the assumption of 100ms delay for data acceptable ? 

Ericsson : 100ms per hop would not be good.

Motorola : Simulation was for a point to point link not whole route.

Decision: 

· See Decisions on Simulation Results below

R3- 002919 Simulation results for IP based Iub for R’00, Lucent

Discussion:
Presented by Lucent.

Lucent : Agree that simulation results will not be the only deciding factor.

Decision: See Decisions on Simulation Results below
Decisions On Simulation Results:
· Agreed to put bullet 4 from Motorola paper into section 6.4.2 of TR - add ' Preliminary ' in front of the statement. Add the list of solutions that this currently applies to i.e. PPPmux, LIPE.

· Accept editors proposal ( rejected yesterday ) for annex A.2, of 5 data users per voice for 80/20 and 3 users for 20/80.

· Annex A.4.2 - state that two equivalent data source models can be used. Both data models are equivalent and will be documented in the technical report annex A.4.2.1 which will be the Motorola model ( from Annex B of this contribution ) and A.4.2.2 the Alcatel data model from tdoc 2403.

· Simulation results according to the agreed models can be input to the TR when they are available - contributions invited.

· New proposals need to show that they at least meet this same conclusion by simulation and/or calculation. Contributions for CIP, MPLS and AAL2 like solutions are needed. On case by case basis will evaluate by calculation or simulation. 

R3- 002917 Comparison of IP-based Transport Alternatives for the bearer plane for Iub/Iur interfaces, Lucent


Discussion: Lucent presented only section 2.1.

Proposed to include section 2.1 in section 6.4.2 of TR

Siemens : Companies have already been invited to define the overhead per flow for their proposals. This does not match chapter 6.4 - the processing required is not part of this section.]

Motorola : There is no actual cost data just a list of steps - so no real comparison data.

Nortel : this does not seem to consider which part of the solutions are being looked at - pt-pt or wideband ? Lucent : attempting to understand the different components that are required for each solution.

Siemens : Do not think we need to address this explicitly. It would be much less conclusive than the simulation discussion.

Nortel : This is not in line with MPLS proposal presented.

Chairman : do we want to study this sort of cost ? Three companies stated that they would not support this.

Decision: 

· Not agreed to add such a section to the TR

· Further discussions on this contribution deferred to next meeting

4.5 
USER PLANE TRANSPORT SIGNALLING



R3- 002693 Transport Bearer establishment in IP-based UTRAN, Alcatel

Discussion: Presented by Alcatel.

Ericsson  : Why is it considered to comply with requirement for transport independence as it changes the functions that the RNL has to do. The RNL is having to do things it did not do in R99. Alcatel : Do you think we made a mistake with RANAP in IU-PS as this proposal is identical to that, and have the binding ID ?

Ericsson : But the functions are not there for Iub, Iur and Iu-CS.

Nokia : In R99 the transport address needs to always be there in RNL, but this does not justify extending this with further transport specific characteristics. 

Chairman : Why can't IP address, UDP port be considered as transport layer address and be carried in the existing container ? 

Ericsson : RNL will need to know if it is IP or ATM ?

Ericsson : proposal is lacking in exactly how the extensibility etc. is used to handle this i.e. backwards compatibility.

Chairman : Why would we not take the same approach for a connectionless TNL as we did for Iu-PS in R99 for consistency ?

Motorola : Agree in principle with Alcatel. With ATM and AAL2 you have a connection, with IP transport you have connectionless flows associated with UDP ports etc. - therefore requires a slightly different technique as proposed by Alcatel. You could invent an ALCAP but it would be more complex.

Ericsson : What is proposed is that e.g. RL Setup will be different dependent on the destination address. How would it work - need each RNC to understand how to reach another RNC ?

Ericsson : Want more details.

Chairman : Any objections to have this as a possible solution in the study area  section 6.5 ? Two companies oppose.

Alcatel : What is the technical reason to oppose this ? 

Nokia : RNL independence from TNL, how does RNC know about other RNC's.

Ericsson : We currently have transport layer address and binding id - paper implies that the proposed IE's used instead.

Objections were withdrawn when it was clear that it will be added to study area.

Decision: 

· Proposal agreed to be added into new sub section  6.5.1 "Solutions without ALCAP" with following modifications

· Add note to say "Special attention shall be given to the fact that any unnecessary parameter usage dependence on the TNL type shall be avoided."
R3- 002916 Messaging for setting up Layer 3 multiplexed flows in UTRAN, Lucent

Discussion: Presented by Lucent.

Sun Microsystems : Why use UDP instead of SCTP - reliable transport may be better ? Lucent : the are likely to be short messages so don’t want complex protocol - retransmission is described in revised internet draft.

Chairman : This is an ALCAP for LIPE ? Lucent : very simple ALCAP.

Nokia : No binding ID or similar - is RAB ID this ? Lucent : Yes.

Lucent : revised internet draft has further messages for changing RAB ID.

Alcatel : Set up a tunnel, and multiplex different streams - per user ? Lucent : Yes.

Sun : Why not use IETF tunnel establishment protocol  TEP or GRE ? Lucent : GRE does not allow you to multiplex. Ericsson : believe TEP has expired. 

Motorola : There already exists L2TP - why not use this ? Lucent : L2TP designed to carry PPP and is more complex than required.

Nokia : Getting rid of ALCAP was one of the motivations of the IP transport work item. Lucent : Have another proposal that requires RNSAP and NBAP changes, but presented this one as believed that no changes to RNSAP and NBAP was preferred.

Decision: 

· Proposed text accepted into new section 6.5.2 LIPE Solutions - see also 2918 below

R3- 002918 Establishment of Iur/Iub User Plane IP Transport Flows, Lucent

Discussion: Presented by Lucent.

Alternative to that proposed in 2916 that does not require an ALCAP.

Ericsson : the same proposal as Alcatel 2693 so cannot agree.

Lucent : not proposing to say that it is the only thing - proposal is LIPE specific subsection.

Ericsson : alternative 2 does not relate to LIPE.

Lucent : It is proposed that 6.5.2 is for LIPE.

Ericsson : Specific parameters needed by LIP to be included in RL Setup for alternative 2, but we just rejected this for Alcatel above, so it should go away. If LIPE parameters need to be specified then they should be included in whatever bearer control method is used.

Nokia : Have you evaluated what other information may be needed to be exchanged ? Is it assumed traffic multiplexed is homogeneous ? Lucent : Not assumed that way. This is what we have today there needs to be more work.

Ericsson : How bearer control is done could be impacted by interworking with release 99.

Ericsson : what is a flow identifier ? Lucent : not an IP address ( will be transport layer address already in messages ) and flow id is something additional.

Ericsson : Is it intended to use RL Setup as that is just in one direction today ? Lucent : It is not complete, want this text as starting point.

Decision: 

· Agreed proposed new section 6.5.2 and proposed text ( all text in contribution is new ) with the following modifications

· Modify text so that it is generic to all procedures that set up transport bearers rather than just referring to RL Set Up

4.6 
LAYER 1 AND LAYER 2 INDEPENDENCE



R3- 002894 Specification of L2/L1, Motorola

Discussion: Presented by Motorola.

Decision: 

· Proposed text accepted

4.7 
RADIO NETWORK SIGNALLING BEARER



R3- 00
2694 NBAP signalling bearer in IP transport, Alcatel
Discussion: Presented by Alcatel.

Nokia : Don't see any evaluation/comparison between existing and proposal - need the evaluation before we can accept it. Alcatel : what are the alternatives - paper explores the possibilities?

Ericsson : Support Nokia. Is something needed to provide the same capability as we have now.

Ericsson : There is no adaptation module on top of SCTP ? Contribution 2695 gives some of the requirements for the adaptation layer.

Motorola : There is no requirement for an adaptation layer in all uses of SCTP.

Nokia : What is the difference between SAAL-UNI and SCTP - needs to be documented ?

Decision: 

· Proposal accepted into new sub section 6.7.1 Iub Signalling, sub section 6.7.1.1 Proposal 1 with the following modifications 

R3- 002695 Use of SCTP associations and streams for NBAP signalling, Alcatel
Discussion: Presented by Alcatel.

Ericsson : Is this definition intended for interoperability ? Alcatel : It explains how SCTP could be used.

Nokia : Between two SCTP end points there can be only one SCTP association - are there potential restrictions to the implementation ? Alcatel : What restrictions are you thinking about ? Nokia : It was a question regarding the single association.

Motorola : It is possible to have multiple associations as long as have unique pairs of IP addresses. 

Decision: 

· Accept this text into the report in new sub section 6.7.1.3 Use of SCTP

R3- 002925 Requirements for IP UTRAN Iub signalling bearer, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Chairman : Have not yet decided if interworking is at TNL or RNL level so this is a proposal.

Alcatel : You are proposing SCTP here also for Iub ? Ericsson : Assumption is if SCTP is used, not proposed to use SCTP.

Ericsson : This is a common model used in IETF when using SCTP.

Alcatel : The Signalling Gateway is a new network element - not needed if we have the adaptation module. Ericsson it is just a function - not necessarily a node.

Decision: 

· Proposed stack diagram for Iub ( leftmost part ) accepted into new section 6.7.1 Iub Signalling, sub section 6.7.1.2 Proposal 2, with IP layer to be added.
· Text for same sub section agreed to be as follows :- 

· For an SCTP-based solution for the Iub signalling bearer, an SCTP adaptation module would be used between NBAP and the SCTP protocol.

R3- 002924 About the Iu and Iur signalling bearers in Release 4 IP option, Nokia

Discussion: Presented by Nokia.

Motorola : Diagram shows generic but text says SUA - what is the proposal ? Nokia : Not proposing SUA.

Alcatel : Should be for the study area not the agreements section. Nokia : it is intended for agreement section.

Alcatel : backwards compatibility with R99 ? Nokia : one of the considerations when selecting the adaptation module.

Decision: 

· Not put into TR for RNSAP

· Agreed to put proposed text into TR in new sub section 6.7.3 RANAP Signalling with text and diagram modified to remove Iur.

R3- 002921 Iub / Iur Signalling Protocols, Motorola

Discussion: Presented by Motorola.

Alcatel : If we have an R99 n ode with SCCP/M3UA/SCTP can a peer entity SUA/SCTP interwork ? Motorola : Yes - SUA combines services of SCCP and M3UA.

Ericsson : Can protocol peers talk to each other ? Motorola : from an SCCP user perspective they can talk to each other as peers, as far as we know there is no peer-peer M3UA communication, so no issue.

Chairman : Implication is that inter-working is between SUA and SCCP  not at layer below this ? RFC2719 sigtran framework shows the options.

Decision: 

· Agreed to put the Iur part into new section 6.7.2  RNSAP Signalling in TR as proposed

· Add bullet points from Iub section into new section 6.7.1.1 SCTP Characteristics.

4.8 
ADDRESSING


R3- 002927  Connection Identification in an IP based User Plane for R00, Siemens

Discussion: Presented by Siemens.

Motorlola : Contribution says do not need UDP at all - does it just mean an identifier  Siemens : identifier - sentence is ambiguous

Ericsson : should not use flow label - it is a network layer and should not be used to identify applications. Siemens : Flow label is still in an experimental state, but has been there for a long time, and is not yet used.

Alcatel : so the proposal is that 3GPP use this experimental field.

Siemens : Believe that the IPv6 spec is clear that intermediate routers are not allowed to change the flow label.

Chairman : Not changing it is different to not using the flow label  ?

Sun : Should take it to IETF and get their opinion or agreement that a router will not change the flow label.

Ericsson : The current IPv6 spec leaves it open for a router to change the flow label.

Nokia : Will it inter-work with earlier IP versions. Siemens : Yes - it is reliant on IPv6 only, but we have not agreed yet that this is not the case.

Chairman : This is a proposal for an IPv6 only solution for study area, we should consider it in that context. 

Siemens : Agree that it is not completely described for IPv6 solution.

Decision: 

· Not agreed  section 6.8 changes due to concerns over technical viability - need to send question to IETF to confirm the usage of flow label before we can conclude to put it into the report.

· Section 6.5 changes modified so sentence reads as follows " Signalling for IP bearer exchanges transport bearer identifiers ( e.g. IP addresses and UDP port numbers ) for each end of the bearer stream."

R3- 002911 Comparison between IPv6 and IPv4 for IP based transport in UTRAN, Siemens

Discussion: Presented by Siemens.

Already presented earlier.

Decision: 

· Section 6.8.2 title changed to 'Bearer Addressing Solutions'

· Section 2.1 included in subsection 6.8.1 with the following modifications :-

· Change 'a couple' to 'several'

· Change sentence 'public addresses for the IP based UTRAN' to 'public addresses for some UTRAN nodes'
· Last sentence modified to say " , the availability of sufficient number of IP addresses must be studied with respect to the bearer addressing scheme."

R3- 002899 IPv6 in IP UTRAN, Ericsson

Discussion: Presented by Ericsson.

Already presented earlier.

Decision: 

· Section 2.2 first paragraph agreed to be included in 6.8 before 6.8.1. modified as follows

· Clarify it is public address space in second sentence

· Section 2.2 2nd para and bullets to be added to section 6.8.1

· Modify 2nd paragraph so that it says 'may require NAT', and 

· Modify last sentence so that it reads 'Private IPv4 addressing is a commonly used solution …….'

· Section 2.1 to be added to section 6.9.3 IPv6 Aspects, with following modifications

· First para modified to say "The UTRAN can be a very large network  ….."

· Last para modified to read "In the case the network is a newly built closed intranet in the first release, it is quite easy to use IPv6 from the start, since inter-working with IPv4 nodes will not be needed in that case." …….'

· Section 2.3 added to section 6.9.3 with following modifications

·  Modify bullet 3 to say 'Under certain conditions …."

· Section 2.5 added to section 6.9.3 

· Section 2.7 added to section 6.9.3 with following modifications

· Final bullet - remove the words 'so it is of no interest for the UTRAN'

4.9 
IP TRANSPORT AND ROUTING ARCHITECTURE ASPECTS



R3- 002674 IP Transport Architecture and Routing Aspects, Alcatel

Discussion: Presented by Alcatel.

Ericsson : What is meaning of 'ultimate' in 3.3 is it lowest or highest ? Alcatel : the highest

What does 'Several layer 2…..' sentence in section 2.1 mean ? Alcatel : need to make sure that there should be a number of options for L2, not only one.

Previous paragraph in section 2.1 is also not understood. Alcatel : techniques in TNL for UTRAN should not be imposed on intermediate nodes.

Two companies expressed that they do not agree that this restriction should be imposed.

Decision: 

· Change first sentence in 3.3 to say highest instead of ultimate

· No agreement reached, ran out of time.

4.10 BACKWARD COMPATIBILITY WITH R99/COEXISTENCE WITH ATM NODES



Papers received but not treated

2902, Coexistence of R99 and R4  transport options, Motorola

2900, Requirements for interworking between release ‘99 UTRAN ATM interfaces and UTRAN IP interfaces, Ericsson

4.11 SYNCHRONISATION

No contributions received

4.12 SECURITY

Papers received but not treated in this section ( parts treated elsewhere )

2899 IPv6 in IP UTRAN, Ericsson 

4.13 IU-CS/IU-PS HARMONISATION

Papers received but not treated

2905 Usage of GTP-U on the Iu interface, Ericsson

5 
AGREEMENTS AND ASSOCIATED AGREED CONTRIBUTIONS

5.1 
EXTERNAL STANDARDISATION

No contributions received

5.2 
QOS DIFFERENTIATION

Papers received but not treated

2897, Comparison LIPE/CIP/MPLS, Nortel

5.3 
TRANSPORT NETWORK BANDWIDTH UTILISATION


Papers received but not treated



2887, Framework for IP based Iub/Iur User Plane transport protocol stacks, Motorola

2897, Comparison LIPE/CIP/MPLS, Nortel

2904 section2.3.1, IP UTRAN transport user plane protocol, Ericsson
5.4 
USER PLANE TRANSPORT SIGNALLING

Papers received but not treated



2889, Establishment of Iur/Iub User Plane IP transport flows, Motorola

5.5 
LAYER 1 AND LAYER 2 INDEPENDENCE

Papers received but not treated



2895, Specification of L2/L1, Motorola

5.6 
RADIO NETWORK SIGNALLING BEARER

Papers received but not treated



2891, Simplified IP based Iur Control Plane protocol stack, Motorola

2892, IP based Iub Control Plane protocol stack, Motorola

5.7 
ADDRESSING

No contributions received

5.8 
TRANSPORT ARCHITECTURE AND ROUTING ASPECTS

No contributions received

5.9 
BACKWARD COMPATIBILITY WITH R99/COEXISTENCE WITH ATM NODES

Papers received but not treated



2903, Coexistence of R99 and R4  transport options, Motorola

5.10 SYNCHRONISATION

No contributions received

5.11 SECURITY

No contributions received

5.12 IU-CS/IU-PS HARMONISATION

No contributions received

5.13 IUR/IUB USER PLANE PROTOCOL STACKS

Papers received but not treated



2888, IP based Iub/Iur User Plane transport protocol stacks, Motorola

5.14 IU-CS/IU-PS USER PLANE PROTOCOL STACKS

No contributions received







