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1 Opening of the meeting

Mr. Frank Müller (Ericsson, Work Item Rapporteur) is acting as chairman and Mr. Guillaume Sébire (Nokia) as secretary, for this third 3GPP TSG GERAN Adhoc on Release 2000 and Beyond hosted by Lucent Technologies in Orlando, Florida. Mr. Jan Oudelaar (Lucent Technologies) welcomed the participants and gave further details on accommodation and week schedule. 

Note: Only the GERAN AdHoc-agreed documents will be forwarded to 3GPP TSG GERAN by the Chairman and Secretary to the 3GPP TSG GERAN reflector (mailto:3GPP_TSG_GERAN@LIST.ETSI.FR).

2 Approval of the Agenda, Organization and Objective of the meeting

GAHW-000170
preliminary  Meeting Report (rev 5)

The agenda was approved.

3 Approval of the last report

GAHW-000171
Meeting Report from TSG GERAN AdHoc #2

The report was noted.

4 Letters from other groups

GAHW-000203
LS on Changes required to TS 25.323 - PDCP Specification (R2-2316)
The LS was postponed to 6.1.3.

Nokia asked for provision of 25.844 and questioned why TCP/IP header removal seems to be proposed. Ericsson agreed that TCP/IP Header Removal had not been considered for GERAN. Nokia emphasized that header removal proposed for GERAN R4/5 is only for RTP/UDP/IP for optimized voice bearer. 3GPP TR 25.844 v1.0.0 was provided in GAHW-000211.

GAHW-000204
Proposed LS on default configurations

Chairman asked why the LS was sent to TSG GERAN.

Vodafone clarified this is used for GSM to UMTS handover, but should not be dealt with in this meeting. Nokia commented that the LS might have been of TSG GERAN interest (possible impact on AMR configurations) but that this would probably be  no more applicable. 

GAHW-000208
LS on the possible introduction of an UTRAN-GERAN “Iur-like” signalling interface

The LS was postponed to 6.1.2. Alcatel suggested that the benefits seen in introducing the Iur-g signalling plane between RNC and BSC should be listed.

GAHW-000209
LS on GERAN Architectural Working Assumptions – REPLY

The LS was postponed to 6.1.2.

Nokia asked for clarification on the question asked in the LS. Vodafone replied that the LS asks for clarification of the services available on the A interface and not available on the Iu-cs interface.

5 GERAN project status report

GAHW-000172
Project schedule 50.099
The document was noted.

GAHW-000210
GERAN Status - slides
Rapporteur underlined that LS procedures are not working as efficiently as expected. Chairman emphasized that all companies should inform their respective delegates in the other TSG's, so that LS are well received in the TSG's and proper work is done.

Chairman proposed that rather than sending LS, TSG GERAN should send technical reports and a proper delegate to present it in SA2 especially (due to the workload of this TSG) but also in TSG RAN.

Chairman also underlined that although some current work is being done in TSG GERAN on e.g. optimized voice (header removal, and so-called "OS2") other TSG's should also work on this issue.

Nokia do not see what TRs could bring compared to what is addressed in GERAN Stage 2 description. Chairman replied that Stage 2 is under TSG GERAN scope, but that some issues that are not within the GERAN scope (not in stage 2) should therefore be delegated to other TSG's. Nortel further emphasized that a TR is to list all possible solutions with various scopes. Nokia commented that TSG GERAN should not initiate a TR that will be after all filled in by SA2.

It was a general opinion that a delegate from TSG GERAN should be sent to SA2.

The chairman suggested that this meeting should:

· Review the output from the drafting sessions on RRC and RLC/MAC

· Identify open issues regarding optimized speech

· Improve GERAN Stage 2

· Agree on some milestones on stage 3 of RLC/MAC, RRC and Physical Layer

The chairman mentioned that there is an SA meeting happening at the same time as this ad-hoc meeting, where an input on timeplan from TSG GERAN Ad-hoc will be presented. The SA meeting should come up with an agreed baseline for R4, R5 and R6 timeplan.

Several parallel sessions will be handled in this meeting:

· Timeplan – Frank Müller (Ericsson)

· RRC – Shkumbin Hamiti (Nokia)

· RLC/MAC – Al Sacuta (Lucent)

· 8PSK Speech – Frank Müller (Ericsson)

· NACC – Ingemar Backlund (Ericsson)

Next meetings:

· GERAN #3 – 15-19.I.01: The North American Friends of 3GPP – Boston, US

· GERAN AdHoc #4 – 12-16.II.01: ETSI – Sofia Antipolis

· GERAN #4 – 2-6.IV.01: Nortel – France?

· GERAN AdHoc #5 – 7-11.V.01: Open – US

· GERAN #5 – 28-01.VI.01: SBC/Motorola – Chicago

· GERAN AdHoc#6 – 25-29.VI.01: Open – Europe

· GERAN #6 – 27-31.VIII.01: Open
· GERAN AdHoc #7 – 22-26.X.01: Open – US

· GERAN #7 – 26-30.XI.01: Open
5.1 Reports from other meetings

RRC Drafting Meeting

GAHW-000146
Meeting Report from Drafting meeting on RRC
The document was noted. Chairman mentioned that the drafting group discussed whether a new document was required or a CR on 44.018 should be drafted. It was decided to start the CR and see how it goes. A discussion on terminology was then triggered. A paper on transitions between RR and RRC states has been prepared by Ericsson. Companies have taken RRC messages imported from 3GPP TS 25.331 under their responsibility to start and align the syntax to GERAN requirements.

Two CRs (44.018 and 43.051) were output from the meeting: GAHW-000150 and GAHW-000151.

GAHW-000150
CR 44.018
Nokia emphasized that A/Gb and Iu modes need to be clearly defined and agreed in TSG GERAN. Nokia pointed out that it has been slightly updated following the RRC drafting session where inputs from the editor were expected.

Chairman asked whether the AdHoc agrees that 44.018 is the correct spec for the changes. Nobody objected. Therefore the CR will be presented to TSG GERAN sourced by the AdHoc: GAHW-000257.

GAHW-000151
CR 43.051
This document reflects the changes agreed during the RRC drafting session. Ericsson commented that the CR to 44.018 and the proposed CR to 43.051 should be aligned. Nokia replied that this will be done when the CR on stage 2 is agreed. Ericsson then asked whether the state diagram should be in the CR or not. Vodafone clarified that the annex C in 43.051 is only a placeholder for possible stage 3 text. The intention is later to remove the annex C once the CR to 44.018 includes this text, to avoid any duplication and possible misalignment. Alcatel suggested that a high-level description should be given in 43.051 (i.e. RRC states and small description) and will provide a CR to 43.051 for this. This will be done so that Annex C.2 can be moved completely to the CR on 44.018.

Nokia will update the CR on 44.018 with the agreement reached in GAHW-000151.

The CR was agreed and therefore will be presented to TSG GERAN sourced by the Ad-Hoc: GAHW-000256.

RLC/MAC Drafting Meeting

GAHW-000127
Meeting Summary from RLC/MAC Drafting meeting
The chairman of the RLC/MAC drafting meeting had a walk-through the document and presented the assignments and questions raised in the report. Nokia commented that the terms "RR Control" and "RRC Control" should be replaced to avoid any possible confusion and misinterpretation.

Alcatel replied that the issue comes from the following: on one hand, the GERAN must be able to multiplex MS's operating in Gb and Iu mode on the same timeslot, so clearly there must be a common handling by MAC; on the other hand, MS's will either operate MAC according to Gb mode procedures or Iu procedures. Therefore, it is proposed for example to show in 43.051 two MAC on the MS side and one MAC on the GERAN side. There was no comment.

Chairman asked whether the AdHoc agrees that 44.060 is the correct spec for the changes. Nobody objected.

GAHW-000126
Output document from RLC/MAC Drafting Meeting
This document includes in 04.60 changes, placeholders & explanations for changes, for GERAN RLC/MAC.

The document was noted and agreed, revised to GAHW-000258 sourced GERAN AdHoc.

Chairman thanked the participants to the drafting sessions for the work and progress made.

LCS Status

Margaret Livingston (Nokia, LCS Rapporteur) gave a report of the LCS AdHoc meeting that was held in parallel to this ad-hoc on R4 and beyond meeting
. Details can be found in GAHW-000237 and GAHW-000236.

The TSG GERAN LCS Ad-Hoc group meeting began Tuesday, December 12, 2000 at the Peabody Hotel, Orlando, Florida.  There were 24 contributions discussed and reviewed.   Modifications to the LCS Stage 2 were approved and changes will be incorporated in the next revision.   Discussions continue on defining the protocol layering to support LCS for the A/Gb mode.  The group is also waiting on a response from TSG 3GPP SA 3 in order to advance on the GPRS LCS ciphering issues between the SMLC and the MS.   It was agreed to co-locate the next GERAN LCS meeting with the proposed TSG 3GPP LCS Workshop meeting. This meeting will take place the week of January 9-12, 2001. Issues with LCS Bearer Solutions in R98/R99 were discussed at length; the group agreed the GERAN LCS ad-hoc group should address these issues.

Nortel asked for clarification on the transport used for protocol layering: SS7 or IP Transport. The Rapporteur replied this is still open.

Ericsson asked when LCS would be finalized for PS domain. The Rapporteur replied it is expected for completion at TSG GERAN#3. However, ciphering would delay the completion until March. Therefore, the current plan is to have stage 3 completed by April for A/Gb mode and June for Iu mode.

5.2 Projects time and work schedule

GAHW-000161
Proposal for a modified work plan for GERAN

On the last TSG GERAN #2 meeting it was identified that the current workplan for GERAN is a mixture of specification-based and feature-based building blocks. This makes it more difficult to identify, which features are in time, which are delayed or not completed. Further this is not in line with the overall work plan in other TSG's (see 50.099). Additionally GERAN works on features, which are currently not part of the GERAN work plan. Therefore a restructuring of the work plan is proposed to rather list features as building blocks.

Ericsson commented that QR should be included in the document. Nokia asked for clarification on "optimized voice in the All-IP domain", because in the RAN there is basically no visibility of the All-IP domain. Some reformulation is needed and AT&T suggested this may just be a wording issue. They proposed to change it to “Support of optimised voice on the Iu-ps interface”. They also commented that some dates are missing for some blocks of “GERAN support for IP multimedia”. Alcatel asked why Iur-g is shown as part of the radio interface feature. Bellsouth asked whether the work item on “Voice over GERAN PS and CS concept” should be part of “GERAN support for IP multimedia”. There were various other comments for clarification.

The discussion was postponed to the evening session. The intention is that the GERAN AdHoc agrees on the workplan and that the work items are redefined accordingly by the Rapporteur for TSG GERAN #3.

GAHW-000162
Overall work plan presented to SA

The document was noted. There is an ongoing SA meeting where the overall plan is being discussed.

6 Technical Discussions

6.1 GERAN

6.1.1 General Aspects

Quarter Rate

GAHW-000141
Specification of HR and QR 8-PSK channels for narrowband AMR in GERAN Release 4 and 5
It was suggested in TSG GERAN #2 that in order to ensure timely completion of the 'June 2001 functional package' the introduction of quarter rate channels would be postponed. This paper discusses the importance of keeping together the standardization of different 8-PSK channel modes for narrowband AMR. Based on the performance estimations that have been shown, 8-PSK speech channels for narrowband AMR should be considered as one concept and consequently half rate and quarter rate channels should be specified in the same schedule.

Ericsson commented that there are various performance enhancement techniques that have been left out from the June 2001 "package", and that QR should be considered as one of those. Further the channel coding for HR is not directly applicable to QR. Nokia commented that the channel coding is not directly related to QR discussion, and is a detail for further work. Ericsson also commented that QR may not only require intracell handover, but new mechanisms, that are also likely to jeopardize the June 2001 schedule.

Mannesmann asked for clarification on the status of HR and QR standardisation.

Lucent commented that TSG GERAN#2 decided QR was not seen as having a high priority, and was therefore left out the June package. If QR happens to be ready by June, it will be included, but if not it will simply not be included. Lucent argued there are a lot of outstanding issues wrt QR, e.g. FACCH realisation, QR data channels, etc.

Bellsouth commented that an offline session in TSG GERAN#2 brought an output paper reflecting that QR, repeated MCS, and enhanced MAC multiplexing would be left out of the June package, but this document was noted at the end of the meeting, not approved, as is reflected in the official meeting report.

TTPCOM commented that voice traffic will still be the most important traffic, and QR would provide clear benefits, and therefore could be kept in the June package.

Motorola, Alcatel, Nortel, Telia, Siemens viewed that QR could be handled later. Vodafone commented the June deadline must be met, and that QR is not necessary for Rel4 to work, but that if QR is ready by June, it should be included. AT&T commented that they are “QR neutral”. Telia and E-Plus agreed to have it postponed after June.

The discussion was postponed to evening session.

NACC

GAHW-000154
NACC – Concept document
This document is the description of the implementation of the GERAN work task "Enhanced Cell Reselection" belonging to the building block named ‘Gb Enhancements’. The document also outlines the changes and additions to the current specifications. It has been presented since TSG GERAN #1. In response to the latest Alcatel comments, two enhancements have been proposed: send the SysInfo as non-distributed messages and introduce a container for flexibility and simplicity reasons.

Nokia expressed some concerns on testing features that are mandatory for the MS but optional for the network and therefore probably not implemented. Nokia therefore proposed that NACC be either mandatory for both MS and network, or optional for both. Alcatel replied this should not be made mandatory for the network.

Nortel asked for clarification whether the current NACC works at all between vendors (between different BSC's). Ericsson replied this might not work between BSC's from different vendors.

GAHW-000158
Review of the NACC concept document and related CRs
This document contains a thorough review of all documents relating to the introduction of the Network Assisted Cell Change into R4 specifications.

It was commented that if an MS is allowed to perform an immediate access before attempting to receive all system information messages, it may not have the BA list information for neighbour cell measurements for up to 10 seconds. This would mean that the MS may not be able to perform cell re-selection for up to 10 seconds. Additionally, this would disturb the MS operation in the new cell very much since the present requirement to attempt at least one reception of all missing PSI/SI messages while in the old cell more or less guarantees that most of the SI/PSI messages will be received since they are encoded in CS-1. The MS then does not have to interrupt its TBF too much in the new cell. The Ericsson proposal to introduce a marker to allow immediate access in a new cell while having only received the critical SI/PSI messages was therefore rejected by Alcatel.

The document was postponed for discussion during the evening session on NACC.

6.1.1.1 43.051: Stage 2

GAHW-000185
CR 43.051 "Editorial corrections of sections 2 and 3"
The CR contains only editorial correction.

It was questioned whether HSCSD spec is 23.034 or 43.034.

The CR was agreed, revised to GAHW-000219, sourced GERAN AdHoc#3.

6.1.2 Architecture Aspects

Handover

GAHW-000160 
Hard Handover and BSC Relocation for GERAN
This document was already presented at TSG GERAN#2.

This paper proposes an enhancement to the existing Combined Hard-HO procedure as it is described in TS 23.060, with the aim to shorten the transmission gap especially for delay-sensitive and loss-insensitive services (e.g. real-time services as VoIP). This proposal would avoid the GGSN-bicasting as it is contained in TR 25.936. It is basically proposed to introduce BSC duplication functionality for real time services, since there is no user plane on Iur-g. The proposal is compliant with Header Compression.

Nortel expressed concerns with the proposals relatively to the guidelines in RAN3. RAN3 requires a general applicability of the solution, and a unique solution supporting intersystem operation GERAN/UTRAN and UTRAN/GERAN, and intrasystem operation within UTRAN and within GERAN. Nortel emphasized it is under RAN3 control, not GERAN, and several items in the document are still under discussion in other TSG's.

Chairman underlined that the discussion should be very limited in GERAN (only GERAN specific items) as it is being handled in RAN3. Only the GERAN specific issues should be coming to TSG GERAN, and LS sent to RAN3 when needed. Nokia supported Nortel's and Chairman's view.

Chairman suggested an update of the TR be provided to TSG GERAN if available and studies be performed to analyze whether there are still GERAN specific issues. TR 25.936 should be stable by January 2001. Chairman proposed the drafting of an LS that identifies what is currently missing in the TR and should be studied. Further the LS should inform RAN3 about the time constraint and status of GERAN. Alcatel suggested that the only issue might be that in GERAN, there can be an Iur-like interface with signalling plane only, though in UTRAN, either there is Iur with both signalling and control planes, or there is no Iur at all. This would allow GERAN to re-use messages defined for handover in UTRAN (RELOCATION COMMIT) without the possibility to forward directly the MAC PDUs on Iur-g. It was agreed by Siemens and other companies. The LS will be available in GAHW-000220.

GAHW-000208
LS on the possible introduction of an UTRAN-GERAN “Iur-like” signalling interface

Nokia pointed out that there is already a description of the RNSAP messages planned to be used for GERAN in 43.051. Nokia commented that there would be advantages like the possibility for cell update UTRAN/GERAN. Vodafone commented that there are other benefits like the ability to have a common Radio Registration Area, made up by cells from GERAN and UTRAN. Ericsson was worried about possible disadvantages, like the need for common identifiers.  More work is needed; therefore the LS was noted.

GAHW-000209
LS on GERAN Architectural Working Assumptions – REPLY

Nokia asked for clarification on the question raised in the LS. Vodafone clarified that the LS addresses the services available on the A interface and not available on the Iu-cs interface.

There was some discussion around what specific enhancements there would be.

Iu-cs

GAHW-000181
Possible Impacts to Iu-cs for GERAN compatibility
This paper proposes that in order to support Iu-cs, GERAN should use the solutions currently being developed within UMTS as its preferred mechanisms to leverage this work and ensure common CN and services. These include work items for "IP Transport in UTRAN", Emergency support, Wideband AMR format, security (encryption & integrity), SoLSA and CN service load sharing and call redirect. Possible changes due to introduction of Iu-cs in GERAN are listed (legacy transceiver support and control, quarter rate support, radio access technology indicator, coding of MS capabilities and location services).

Nokia asked for clarification on the QR statement that it requires a separate AMR codec. Nokia clarified that no new codecs are introduced by QR, but QR may however need a subset of the available codecs, but this can be done with the current signalling. There is no visibility on the transcoder side that QR would be used.

Some further clarification was asked about "Once IP is introduced, there is ongoing risk of data loss over Iu-cs itself. This is a slight degradation compared to the current Gb performance".

Bellsouth commented that the document is obsolete in term of legacy transceivers and current CN work status. Indeed it is now possible to support FR/HR/EFR. There was some detailed discussion on negotiation between UE and MSC of the speech codec types supported by the UE. Vodafone asked for clarification about what happens if the BSC does not support AMR. Siemens commented that it is not a matter of what the MS supports, but what the transceiver supports. Bellsouth commented that the BSC knows whether the BTS supports the codecs or not. Ericsson clarified that the problem comes from the fact that the negotiation takes place between the UE and the MSC only, not involving RAN elements. Nokia commented that with A interface the BSC decides upon what codec to use in the list of codecs provided by the MSC (after the MS has informed the MSC what it supports), and this would be likely applicable with Iu-cs. Bellsouth replied that with Iu-cs, the RAB assignment does not include multiple choices but only one type of speech codec, i.e. the BSC has no choice. Nokia commented that then handover would occur to move the MS to a cell that supports that specific codec (direct & retry) like is done today. Nokia acknowledged that it would be beneficial to have a negotiation technique between BSC and MSC to agree on the speech codec to use, but that this is not required.

Nortel asked for clarification on CN service and load redirect.

There was some discussion around SoLSA. It is a GSM only feature, i.e. it does not exist in UMTS. Vodafone asked whether it could be supported for GERAN only, even with Iu-cs. Chairman replied that this would then impact the CN inevitably.

Bellsouth asked whether there is any need for compatibility of the legacy TRX with the Iu-cs. The Uppsala agreement on legacy TRX regards Iu-ps only.

Chairman commented that the arguments that motivate the support of legacy TRX with Iu-ps apply also for the support of legacy TRX with Iu-cs. Operators' opinion was asked on this item. Alcatel commented the problem is same as with Iu-ps, and applies similarly to Iu-cs. Additionally, if the negotiation due to the MSC not knowing the MS location at cell level is supported because of WB AMR codecs, we could re-use that for FR/EFR/HR. E-plus comment this is required for migration issues plus the fact that the MS will now be either in A/Gb mode or Iu mode. The question on legacy TRX for Iu-cs is therefore irrelevant. However it was discussed that an LS should be written at TSG GERAN#3 to ask RAN3 about the negotiation of codec type for Wideband AMR and Narrowband AMR, as well as for GSM HR, FR, EFR between UE and 3G-MSC taking into account the capabilities of the Node B.

The document was noted.

Single Cell

GAHW-000182 
Single Cell Concept
This contribution proposes that for GERAN cells that support both 2G/3G interfaces towards the core network, 2 cell identities be used to denote the cell. If the core network were separated, 2 location areas and routing areas are required to be associated with the cell. The existing CGI remains unchanged when using services towards the 2G network. C-Id similar to UTRAN is also used to identify the cell within the radio access network when using 3G services. This implies that the GERAN cell must support the possibility to broadcast:

· 2G/3G Location Areas

· 2G/3G Routing Areas

· CGI (existing)

· C-Id (new)

Alcatel asked what the solution brings as it is proposed to broadcast 2 cell id's. Ericsson replied this is needed. Siemens asked whether both cell id's have to be broadcast in the neighbour cell list. Ericsson do not think this is required. Nokia commented there is already a solution for a single routing area cause in GERAN Rel'99. Nortel asked for clarification what a 3G cell means. Ericsson replied that it is a cell that is connected through Iu only. Vodafone asked Ericsson to check if the SAC needs to be broadcast as well. Bellsouth asked whether there could be a one-to-one mapping between C-Id and CI. Ericsson see that it would be difficult and it imposes restrictions on the operator. E-Plus commented this is a good approach to have separate cell identities since it would otherwise pose problems for handover from one cell id to the same.

Chairman concluded it is a good starting point and it was noted. Companies were invited to think it further for the next TSG GERAN meeting.

43.051 Architecture

GAHW-000186
CR 43.051 "Corrections of section on GERAN architecture"
This CR aligns with the status of current discussions.

Nokia expressed a concern showing only Iu in the reference architecture because the protocols are different between GERAN and UTRAN.

Ericsson and Siemens expressed some concerns showing an Iur-g that connects between a BSC and an RNC as it is not agreed yet. Alcatel supported this view. Nokia commented that Iur-g interface must exist by June 2001 (inter BSS's) and is needed between RNC and BSS, and commented there is no reason why Iur and Iur-g would be different (apart of the u-plane / c-plane discussion).

Vodafone clarified this CR is trying to align the stage 2 specification with the timeplan. Now work on Iur-g between BSC and RNC is part of the timeplan. Alcatel commented that the decision whether to have it or not should come from TSG SA WG2. Chairman then asked whether there is any operator that wants the Iur-g as a MUST. Vodafone insisted it is a MUST.

Vodafone commented that RAN3 do not see any problem having this Iur-g between BSC and RNC.

It was proposed that an analysis be made by January 2001 (TSG GERAN#2).

The CR was revised to GAHW-000222, agreed and sourced GERAN AdHoc#3. The connection between BSS and RNC was set ffs. There were some editorial comments on the transport layer options for the A interface and figure 6.

6.1.3 Protocol Aspects

Header removal

GAHW-000177
RTP/UDP/IP header removal in GERAN
This paper analyses the need of signalling prior to using header removal over the air interface, and proposes a way of conveying the necessary information. The contribution is proposing to include the TFT – provided by the MS in the Secondary PDP Context Activate message that was sent to the SGSN – in the RAB Assignment Request from SGSN to BSC. This is then used by the BSC to obtain the source and destination IP address, the source and destination UDP port numbers for header removal/regeneration. The Secondary PDP Context Activate is sent by the MS to establish a RAB for optimised voice. The primary PDP context had been activated to establish a RAB for SIP signalling.

Chairman asked whether the same procedure could be used in case new fields are needed. And whether there is any other use in the RAB assignment of the TFT field besides header removal. Nokia suggested it could be used e.g. for codec type negotiation. Ericsson replied the same procedure is reusable if new parameters are needed, but would require changes to the secondary PDP context and to the radio interface. Therefore another solution would be preferable. On the second question, Ericsson replied the TFT field cannot be used for anything else.

Nokia asked whether new messages are needed over Iu. Ericsson replied no new messages are needed, but only new Information Elements. There were other comments for clarification.

Chairman asked what the status is now on header removal, and whether other companies are working on it, because a decision should be reached soon. Siemens, Nokia replied some work is on going but no contribution could be sent to this meeting.

Alcatel asked for clarification on the info carried in the TFT field.

It was stressed that although a definition of header removal was agreed earlier, there is yet no common understanding and various proposals are still holding. Chairman emphasized that header removal should be carefully handled in SA2, i.e. one single view should be in SA2.

Nokia clarified also that IETF is defining header compression and rejected one year ago any idea of IP header stripping/removal that is a radio related mechanism only to be specified in TSG GERAN and TSG RAN. Nokia also commented that a conclusion on header removal should be reached at TSG GERAN#3 in January.

GAHW-000203
LS on Changes required to TS 25.323 - PDCP Specification (R2-2316)
It was decided that a RAN2 delegate should be coming to TSG GERAN AdHoc #4 to discuss header adaptation issues.

Alcatel commented an answer should be drafted even if there is still one open question. Nokia agreed that an answer to the LS can be drafted in the meeting because answers to the questions are available (no, maybe, no). The draft LS will be available in GAHW-000224.

SPSCH/DPSCH

GAHW-000142
PDTCH only on Dedicated resources
This document analyzes different approaches when having PDTCH only on dedicated resources:

· PDTCH only, on DPSCH

· PDTCH in exclusive allocation, on SPSCH

It is proposed to keep PDTCH on DPSCH. Also, it is proposed to have DPSCH handled by RRC and SPSCH by MAC.

Alcatel posed several questions related to which layer 2 is planned to be used since the paper shows it would use PACCH and SACCH. It was asked also whether they plan to change the table of Annex C.3 since they are proposing that DPSCH allocation be handled only by RRC which is not the case today. Similarly, it is proposed that MAC be in MAC-DEDICATED state for PDTCH on DPSCH combination, which is not the case today.

GAHW-000190
Support of streaming services
Related to 142.

During the last months and meetings, the concept of “PDTCH on DPSCH” has repeatedly appeared as desirable for R4, although —at least to the author of this paper— the exact market requirements for such a feature are so far unknown. This document intends to analyze the service requirements for the streaming services and whether the “PDTCH on DPSCH” concept is therefore needed.

PDTCH on SPSCH with exclusive allocations shows most of the drawbacks of the other two solutions with no clear benefit. Vodafone would encourage that either one of the other two solutions is chosen:

· PDTCH on DPSCH, due to the minimal changes to implement it

· PDTCH on SPSCH (fixed and dynamic allocation), due to the flexibility in resource allocation

Chairman asked whether the proposed choice is for June deadline. Vodafone agreed.

Alcatel commented that if RT handover for SPSCH were defined it would be equally applicable to Iu-cs, Iu-ps. Now, the PDTCH on SPSCH solution requires introduction of handover procedures, which is a big impact.

Nokia commented that the question is rather whether RT handover would be needed for asymmetrical services and standardized for Rel4, or a loss of bandwidth would be acceptable for Rel4.

Vodafone asked whether it is possible not to have RT handover for June package. NACC will be available but will not perform well enough. Vodafone commented RT handover could however not be included for Rel4. Ericsson commented there would be a conflict having handover at MAC and RRC in case the MS has a SPSCH and DPSCH.

Alcatel commented there is a conflict in protocols while SACCH and PACCH are available. At present, SACCH uses LAPDm and PACCH uses RLC/MAC.

AT&T commented that the UL resources are not the biggest concern and therefore the PDTCH on DPSCH proposal is acceptable for Rel4. Alcatel commented that the QoS attributes would not be met if fixed/dynamic allocation were used (sending of RLC/MAC acknowledgements by other MSs on the allocated SPSCH is not compatible with the required SDU error ratio, apart from 10-1 possibly), which was objected by Vodafone because the DL resources might not be completely occupied by the stream. Siemens commented that fixed allocation in UL SPSCH would anyway require some bit of DL resources.

Chairman commented that the discussion should be brought up again in TSG GERAN#3.

RRC

GAHW-000132
Definition of RRC functions
This contribution attempts to clarify RRC functions following the RRC drafting session. A few issues are raised:

· Does the signalling that moves an MS to RRC-GRA_PCH state trigger the abnormal release of all dedicated and shared physical subchannels, if allocated to the MS? Vodafone clarified that when all the allocated resources are released, the network includes an indication of which RRC state the MS has to go to: either CELL_SHARED or GRA_PCH.

· Issue of which layer 2 protocol to use. Do we want to use LAPDm for TCH on DPSCH and RLC/MAC for other combinations? In particular, for PDTCH on DPSCH, since PACCH carries RLC/MAC and SACCH carries LAPDm procedures in Rel99, we might think of having SACCH carrying RLC/MAC procedures (for measurement reporting only … but then there is the issue of SMS transfer).

· Supporting PDTCH on DPSCH requires defining handover procedures for PDTCH channels. Could we re-use such procedures on SPSCH?

There were various comments for clarification on the use of SACCH/PACCH. Nokia commented the use of logical channels is independent from the LAPDm vs. RLC/MAC discussion. SACCH/PACCH are channels were messages are sent only. RLC/MAC and LAPDm are protocols that provide retransmission mechanism and that are under discussion for conveying layer 3 signalling. E.g. using RLC/MAC does not necessarily mean PACKET MEASUREMENT REPORT would be used for measurement reporting for handover.

It was commented that the MAC modes relation with the PDTCH and PSCH should be changed.

More discussion will occur on the issue of resource allocation RRC vs. MAC with respects to DPSCH and SPSCH.

There were various comments. Nokia and Ericsson asked especially why the reference to SACCH procedures is proposed to be deleted. Alcatel answered that it is because such procedures will depend on which layer 2 is used and on the MAC state. Furthermore, such a reference is unclear and if it refers only to measurement reporting then this should be clarified.

The document was noted and it will be revised following discussions and agreements reached during the evening session.

GAHW-000144
Working assumptions for GERAN R4/R5 Radio Access Capabilities
It is proposed that GERAN R4/R5 adopt a way of handling MS Capabilities that is similar to UTRAN. The capabilities are separated into GERAN Radio Access Capabilities and CN Capabilities. The CN Capabilities are identical for GERAN and UTRAN while the Radio Access Capabilities are a mixture of Existing R99 GSM/GPRS, GERAN unique capabilities and UMTS capabilities.

The GERAN Radio Access Capabilities are still TBD and operators and vendors are encouraged to contribute with specific requirements. It is ffs how to handle GERAN <-> UTRAN handover/cell re-selection for exchange of MS Radio Access Capabilities.
Nokia asked for clarification on the TBD for GERAN Radio Access Capabilities. It should be the current MS RAC as defined in 24.008 with additions specific to GERAN Rel4 and beyond. Ericsson agreed.

Nokia asked for clarification on the Classmark 3 procedure with the 3G MSC.

Vodafone asked whether it is proposed to change the way the classmarks are handled. Ericsson replied there is no change to today's procedure.

Motorola commented that an MS can do the RRC Setup only if GERAN capable. It cannot do a RRC setup if the network does not know the MS is "GERAN" capable. Nokia agreed and mentioned that the MS must know whether the cell support Iu mode or not. I.e. there is need to broadcast that the cell supports Iu, otherwise the MS cannot make an RRC Connection Establishment. Alcatel expressed also the same view.

Vodafone commented that an SDCCH, FACCH or TBF could be used for making the RRC connection establishment.

The document was noted.

GAHW-000152
Analysis of GERAN RR Functionality
This document was already presented in TSG GERAN#2, and updated in the RRC drafting meeting. Revisions are highlighted in the meeting report.

Alcatel provided a set of comments to the document in GAHW-000226.

Both documents were noted.

GAHW-000176
Options for logical channels for RRC and MAC control messages in GERAN
This document proposes a solution where it is possible to transmit RLC/MAC control messages specified in 04.60 messages on PCCCH, PACCH, PTCCH or CCCH according to the specification. For new RRC messages inherited from 25.331, the paper proposes to use a new defined PACCH-like channel, PACCH’ and FACCH, SDCCH, CCCH or SACCH depending on the size and type of the message. Existent RR messages from 04.18 are proposed to be transmitted on SACCH, CCCH, SDCCH and FACCH as specified. However, 04.18 messages may also be sent on PACCH’, if shared resources are already allocated.

Nokia asked what PACCH' with MS means. Ericsson means it is associated to an MS not to a TBF.

Lucent asked whether a TFI has to be allocated for having PACCH'.

Nokia asked for clarification whether PACCH' would occur on SPSCH or DPSCH or both. Ericsson replied it would occur on both. There were various comments for clarifications. There was some confusion due to the terminology PACCH'. Alcatel mentioned that PACCH so far has been used to carry RLC/MAC control messages and not L3 messages. Additionally, being associated to one MS comes down to establishing a TBF.

Ericsson replied that PACCH' would be beneficial only when a TBF is already established. Lucent asked then why PACCH' is different from PACCH, and whether legacy TRX can support it (whether LAPDm can use PACCH' or not).

Nokia asked whether Ericsson could explain the message sequence flow when using PACCH’. Ericsson answered they do not see the problem. Nokia replied that PACCH’ would need to be associated to a channel.

There were some comments related to the support of signalling radio bearers in GERAN, and how this would relate to the PACCH'. If there is a different bearer for signalling, there is a specific RLC/MAC header, like the BSN, TFI.

Lucent asked what channel coding would be used for PACCH’. The answer was CS-1. Alcatel commented that in GPRS today, higher layer messages can be sent using any channel coding since they are carried via LLC, therefore this proposal is a downgrading in terms of the service offered to higher layers.

Lucent asked what the difference is between PACCH and PACCH’ when a TBF is established. It was answered that any physical channel can be used by PACCH’.

Alcatel argued that TBF establishment is not required for each RRC message transfer when using PDTCH, if SRBs are predefined at RRC connection establishment and are mapped on allocated physical channels at further physical channel establishment.

Alcatel mentioned that in UTRAN there is only one SRB that uses UM and not two as presented in the paper.

Siemens questioned the need for a new logical channel when PDTCH can be used. Ericsson repeated the PACCH' would avoid any TBF establishments.

Vodafone asked for clarification whether SIP signalling is allowed on PACCH'. Ericsson replied SIP is considered as user data. Vodafone further asked for clarification on how to handle QoS when having PACCH' that can occur in various TBFs.

The document was noted.

GAHW-000191
CR to 43.051 for RRC Functions
This document proposes editorial correction to the RRC functions in 43.051.

This document will be merged with the CR from Alcatel GAHW-000132.

GAHW-000196
RB Re-Configuration onto DPSCH
This contribution proposes to re-configure the default signaling radio bearers (SRB) and optionally user plane radio bearers (URB) onto the DPSCH with TFI assigned per RB for the duration of DPSCH allocation. So that explicit TBF establishment procedure can be avoided when there is RRC signaling message or user data to send over the same DPSCH. It is also proposed to extend a TBF on SPSCH's.

Alcatel asked for clarification on having several TFI's per TBF. Lucent clarified that when a TFI is used on a DPSCH and extension of the TBF is wished on a SPSCH, then if the TFI value is not available on the SPSCH, a different TFI could be used, or the TFI on the DPSCH be reassigned to a unique value on both DPSCH and SPSCH.

Alcatel commented that it should also be possible to remap SRBs on SPSCH(s) to avoid TBF establishments. Lucent replied there would then be a need to reserve 4 TFI values, and this would be an issue. Alcatel asked whether one TFI could also be used for all the SRBs. Ericsson replied this would not be possible without enhanced MAC multiplexing.

The document was noted.

GAHW-000197
Control Channels and Radio Bearers for GERAN Signaling
This contribution examines the GERAN signaling requirements and options to support the signaling messages. It proposes a set of signaling radio bearers for RRC messages. The emphasis is on signaling over dedicated control channel and the use of signaling radio bearers over PDTCH. The proposal assumes current functional split between RRC and MAC.

Alcatel expressed some concerns having in parallel two layer 2 protocols running (LAPDm and RLC/MAC) for the same RRC connection and to transfer messages that are originated by the same upper layer protocol entity. Lucent replied their preference is to use only RLC/MAC. Ericsson commented that both Lucent's and their proposal are close, and that one only retransmission protocol should be used.

There were various comments for clarification.

Nokia commented on the split between 25.331 and 44.018. New procedures imported from UTRAN should reside in 44.018.

Alcatel mentioned that layer 3 procedures should be decorrelated from the layer 2 mechanisms used to transport those layer 3 messages.

Siemens commented that integrity protection should be addressed. New messages introduced in 44.018 would be integrity protected. Critical messages will not be integrity protected.

It is concluded that this document is a good starting point to decide upon which layer 2 to use for RRC and NAS messages.

LAPDm

GAHW-000207
Use of LAPDm in GERAN

This contribution attempts to look at which layer 2 protocol should be used for GERAN in Iu mode.

Ericsson expressed some concerns having ciphering at MAC when LAPDm (ack) is used. Ciphering should be done on top of retransmissions, and this would be problematic in connection with LAPDm.

Lucent commented LAPDm could be used on DPSCH, but not on SPSCH especially in the DL: how to use USF for instance. Ericsson commented this is possible to do by having new messages with a payload type set to "11" as has been proposed by Ericsson and Lucent earlier.

There were also some comments on SMS. If LAPDm is not used and since LLC does not exist in Iu mode, how would that be transported. Ericsson suggested that SRB3 with RLC/MAC could be used for SMS.

It was suggested that all open issues be compiled into one document.

Security

GAHW-000206
Ciphering coverage in GERAN
This contribution attempts to look at what ciphering should cover in GERAN. The aim is to trigger a discussion on such coverage and how it should be achieved.
The following questions are raised:

· Do we really want RLC/MAC control blocks to be ciphered now? If yes, which ones should be ciphered (a list should be drafted).

· Assuming LAPDm procedures can be used to carry RRC and NAS signalling messages, how does GERAN perform the ciphering for LAPDm messages?

· Shouldn’t we be removing the possibility to have RLP sent directly to the physical layer in GERAN and mandate that RLC be used in transparent mode so that MAC can perform ciphering for such a bearer?

Nokia commented that RLC/MAC Control messages should not be ciphered, and that the working assumption should be revised.

It is also questionable whether LAPDm messages are ciphered. Ericsson commented that those messages could instead be integrity protected. Siemens suggested that ciphering could be done by LAPDm. Alcatel replied this poses the issue of layer 1 header ciphering plus Abis link ciphering.

In case of RLP, ciphering would be done at MAC (RLC is transparent) in Iu mode. When A interface is used RLP frames are ciphered at the physical layer. Alcatel replied it would be problematic to remove a feature (ciphering at layer 1) that already exists.

The security issue will be brought up again in TSG GERAN#3.

RRC Drafting

The meeting time allowed for going through the following documents: 128, 129, 153, 183, 184, and 218. Those documents were discussed and it was agreed that companies should revise the documents based on the comments and contribute them to the TSG GERAN#3.

RRC drafting group met for another drafting session aiming at further discussions around open issues.

There was a principal agreement on usage of Signalling Radio Bearers. Also options for DLC layer were discussed but no decision could be reached. The decision on DLC is expected in TGS GERAN#3.

GAHW-000183
RRC connection Management
Postponed to RRC discussion

GAHW-000184
Relation between GERAN RRC and GSM/GPRS RR states
Postponed to RRC discussion

GAHW-000128
GERAN RRC: Delivery of non-access stratum messages
Postponed to RRC discussion.

GAHW-000129
GERAN RRC: Security mode control
Postponed to RRC discussion

GAHW-000153
Radio bearer control procedures
Postponed to RRC discussion.

GAHW-000218
GERAN RRC: signalling connection release

Postponed to RRC discussion.

GAHW-000227
Requirements for Signalling Radio Bearers Design for GERAN R4 (Iu Mode)
Postponed to drafting session.

NACC

GAHW-000215
Report from NACC Ad-Hoc Review

This is an output document from the NACC evening session that lists some open issues and required modifications.

Nokia clarified that PSI Status is not mandatory for Rel99. There were some comments for clarification.

Nortel asked why the reselection to a UTRAN Cell is not part of this concept. Nortel expressed some concerns on blind detection and synchronization of the MS. The last point is the interaction with the NC2 mode.

Chairman clarified that the work item description does not include any function towards UTRAN, but this could be an enhancement for R5. Vodafone emphasized that NACC for inter BSC was not considered.

Nokia commented that if a network is compliant with R4 it should support NACC. Nokia emphasized it is a serious concern that MS are deployed with a full range of mandatory features without real possibility to test them in a network. NACC should be mandatory in the network for R4 or either optional for both MS and network. Alcatel acknowledged that issue and answered that test cases could be included in 11.10 for NACC even though it is optional for the network. Motorola commented that too many mandatory features are put on the MS. Alcatel replied it is not meaningful to make a feature mandatory in the network, as an operator is to require what features to include in the network to their infrastructure supplier(s). There is no testing specification for protocol operation for the network, contrarily to the MS (11.10).

Siemens, AT&T and Vodafone supported that and Vodafone commented that it does not make sense to make a feature mandatory for the network, as it is possible not to implement it. Nokia replied that this would then apply to MS as well.

Siemens commented that Nokia should show a proper legal way to make a feature mandatory in the network.

It was agreed that the assumption (optional for the network, mandatory for the MS) is kept, with a note that Nokia expressed serious concern on MS testing.

The report was revised to GAHW-000230 after Alcatel asked to correct a few typos/errors in the paper. 

The aim is to have the concept paper agreed by the GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-000155
NACC – CR 03.64
This CR introduces NACC in 03.64 that is aimed to shorten the cell re-selection outage time in packet transfer mode and to introduce a possibility to terminate ongoing packet transfer before the cell change is performed.

Alcatel commented that NACC abbreviation should be introduced. It was replied it is not needed.

Nortel asked whether it is compatible with DTM, and asked for clarification whether NACC should be used in NC2 mode. Nokia commented that NACC is not applicable to DTM. Vodafone agreed and proposed a clarification be introduced.

Vodafone asked whether it is 43.064 or 03.64 that should be updated.

It was commented that 43.064 would be available once a CR to 03.64 targeted for Rel4 is made and agreed.

Chairman asked whether this feature could be applicable to Iu mode and where then to reflect this.

Alcatel replied that the algorithm for cell reselection is unchanged in Iu mode and the mechanism could be easily applicable to Iu mode.

GAHW-000156
NACC – CR 04.60
This CR introduces NACC in 04.60 that is aimed to shorten the cell re-selection outage time in packet transfer mode and to introduce a possibility to terminate ongoing packet transfer before the cell change is performed.

Comments were provided by Alcatel in GAHW-000159. The document was presented for information as it will be updated following the agreements reached during this meeting.

GAHW-000157
NACC – CR 24.008
Nokia commented that CCN Support bit is not needed. As it is now it shows NACC is optional in the MS.

Vodafone and Nokia indicated that the single presence of some R4 fields would implicitly indicate the support of NACC (that is a mandatory feature).

Alcatel commented that a Revision Level 2 field could indicate that the MS is R4 and beyond.

This will be brought up at TSG GERAN#3 WG2.

The document was noted. 

GAHW-000159
Review of NACC – CR 04.60

The document was presented with GAHW-000156.

Both documents were noted.

TBF issues

GAHW-000136
Delayed TBF Release Concept
This document was already presented in TSG GERAN #2. It justifies the introduction of delayed TBF release. It was presented along with GAHW-000135. It is proposed that the countdown procedure be changed so that even after CV is below 15 more blocks can be sent during the ongoing TBF. It is further proposed that when a block having CV=0 has been sent, the TBF is not released but a timer is started. During this time out period physical resources can be allocated to other MSs / TBFs. However, TFI and possibly USF are kept reserved.

Vodafone asked for clarification on which items have been changed compared to the earlier version presented in TSG GERAN#2. 

Nokia clarified that the USF=FREE value is not necessary for the delayed TBF release to work, and that this feature should be included for the June package. Vodafone asked for the CR to be presented here for information and later in TSG GERAN#3 for approval.

There were some editorial comments.

Alcatel commented that the timer to last up to 60 seconds is probably not the right way to do (higher granularity would be better), and asked for clarification why there is some discrepancy between the study in the concept paper and the proposed CR. Nokia replied that some high timer values should not be precluded. Alcatel asked how the new timer interact with already existing timers (e.g. T3192, T3193) for similar procedures that exist in DL. Further Alcatel underlined that the real enhancement is for the UL. Nokia answered they would investigate this for the next TSG GERAN meeting.

Lucent asked for clarification on the simulation assumptions, expressed various concerns and commented they cannot support the proposal at this stage. Ericsson agreed with Lucent that no agreement could be reached at the moment. Some clarification was asked.

Vodafone commented that more granularity for the timer is desired as commented by Alcatel and that the issues pointed in Lucent’s paper need to be addressed. AT&T commented the proposal provides clear benefits and should be supported by GERAN but there are several open issues that need to be resolved. AT&T asked for clarification on the concept paper. First, what is the polling mechanism used? Nokia answered it is currently based on a single polling scheme. AT&T then asked why USF FREE cannot be used. Nokia answered that there would be an issue to identify the MS.

Alcatel asked why the setting of the timers was included in EGPRS message contents. Nokia answered it is probably an error.

Chairman commented that the open issues should first be clarified, but do not dispute the presentation of the CR. Chairman asked whether a work item should be created for March for Gb mode. Vodafone commented that the proposal should be supported in Gb mode.

Chairman asked whether the feature is proposed to be mandatory or optional. Nokia answered that it is proposed to be optional for both MS and network.

There was other various comments for clarification.

GAHW-000135
CR 04.60 Delayed TBF release
This CR presented for approval introduces delayed TBF release concept. It is targeted for completion by March 2001.

The CR was noted.

GAHW-000134
Attempt to progress discussion on two proposed TBF-related features
In the last few meetings, a couple of TBF-related features have been discussed on a fairly high level. In order to bring these items to a faster closure, argumentation needs to be more focused and specific. This paper is an attempt to bring the discussion in that direction and thus help stabilizing the functional content of the upcoming release.

Nokia commented some further work is needed for the polling. Vodafone encouraged other companies to provide more inputs and results on the different issues raised. Further Vodafone commented that delayed TBF and fast access should be considered independent.

This document was discussed together with GAHW-000205.

GAHW-000205
Uplink TFI unicity on a PDCH
The open question is whether the network should be allowed to assign the same TFI for TBFs coming from different MS's on the same PDCH. It is argued that the network knows which USF has been scheduled and therefore can identify an uplink flow since the originator is supposedly known.

There was detailed discussion. The paper shows the impacts on RLC/MAC protocol behaviour if this is allowed.

It was agreed that a change to stage 2 would be made to reflect a working assumption that a TFI is unique on assigned PDCH's. Alcatel was allocated GAHW-000233 to make such a change. Chairman clarified that companies that do not agree with this working assumption may contribute at TSG GERAN#3 in Boston.

RLC/MAC

GAHW-000199
GERAN Sequence Diagrams
The document was noted. It was handled in the drafting session on RLC/MAC.

GAHW-000130
Definition of MAC functions
This contribution attempts to re-define the MAC functions following the discussions held during the RLC/MAC drafting session. What has been done has been to remove the MAC modes as currently defined in 43.051, show additional functions when offering a TBF for an RLC entity in Transparent / Non-transparent mode and align the list of functions with Annex C of 43.051. The concept of a MAC control entity and a MAC common control entity is introduced.

Nokia commented that introducing the MAC control entity and common control entity is mainly an implementation-related function.

Ericsson agreed that such figure should not be included as they show a way to realize things.

Alcatel, Lucent commented that the intention is not to constrain a given implementation but to clarify a protocol description. Vodafone supported that comment and underlined that some clarification of the functions of MAC is needed; they pointed that a model can be proposed, but only when it is a full description of the functions and not only an example.

Nokia had several detailed comments.

There were some comments related to the proposed figure in stage 2, and that such proposal would involve big changes in 04.60. Some discussion occurred on whether to consider OS2 as understood today as a physical layer multiplexing, and/or as a MAC layer multiplexing. Ericsson commented that the issue with MAC layer multiplexing is that MAC has to identify in the speech flow whether there is speech or not. This would imply additional complexity. Alcatel commented that this complexity vs. the primitives, buffering at physical layer is comparable. Indeed, if it is only controlled by the physical layer, then primitives must be exchanged at each DTX period start/end, which delays the procedure and introduces signalling on terrestrial links if the MAC layer is not collocated with the physical layer. Ericsson commented that the assumption so far was not that MAC would do identification in the speech blocks. Ericsson commented that a small buffer can be implemented at the physical layer, but primitives would still exist between the physical layer and the PCU.

It was underlined by Ericsson that the priority switching function is implementation-related item only.

Alcatel commented that OS2 should not only be considered as a physical layer multiplexing, which would constrain its implementation.

Ericsson argued that MAC functions are independent from the RLC entity above. It is explained that this splitting of additional MAC functions depending on the mode of the RLC entity above comes from the proposal made by Alcatel during the drafting session on which everybody agreed. The CR on 43.051 is actually aligning on the draft CR on 04.60 for that part. It was then presented why this makes sense and Ericsson agreed.

Ericsson would like to avoid introducing having too many FFS in 43.051. Everybody agreed.

Lucent expressed their strong support to the contribution.

Vodafone withdrew their CR that was introducing the concept of MAC control entity. They agreed the MAC model is needed and does not constrain the implementation.

Nokia expressed the following comments at first reading:

· in section 6.6.2, the clarification regarding the mapping realised by the physical layer while the configuration is realised by the MAC layer is actually more confusing than anything else. Alcatel answered that this is just a clarification since it is already clear in TS 04.04;

· the sentence “measurement reporting on GSM/EDGE and other systems” is for them ambiguous. Alcatel answered that this is copy-pasted from the RRC section. Nokia further explained that MAC should not have knowledge of the neighbouring environment by itself and that it should remain an RRC function. MAC is only responsible for the scheduling and formatting of messages when carried on PBCCH;

· no value is seen in introducing the priority switching function since it is not standardised. Alcatel answered that there are plenty of functions that are not standardised, like scheduling of USFs and that are however obvious MAC functions;

· the titles of sections 6.6.2.1 and 6.6.2.2 are said to be confusing. Alcatel answered that they are aligned on stage 3 text;

· in section 6.6.2.2, Nokia asked what the impact of this multiplexing/demultiplexing function will be on the radio interface. Alcatel replied this MAC function was already defined before to allow multiplexing several RBs on the same logical channel(s). Therefore it does not add anything;

· Figure 12 is said to be misleading, even as an example;

· It is argued that the priority switching function should not be there, if there are no procedures in the standard related to it;

· Last, they ask what the effect will be on 04.60. Alcatel answered that this CR is actually aligning with the current draft stage 3 text, which will only describe procedures. The stage 2 shall capture the model, the functions and the services.

Ericsson replied that so far the formerly-called OS2 multiplexing was referred to as physical layer multiplexing. Alcatel however commented that section 5.2.1 allows for physical and/or MAC layer multiplexing and that the bit in the fourth paragraph that was mandating physical layer multiplexing was removed to prevent explicit implementation. Ericsson replied that this was done only for RLP multiplexing.

Further discussions were left to the evening session and the CR was noted.

GAHW-000189
CR 43.051 "Definition of MAC model"

This CR introduces a MAC control entity and a MAC traffic entity. It is withdrawn as this is addressed in GAHW-000130.

GAHW-000178
RLC/MAC proposal using TCH/E-TCH channel coding
This contribution presents a proposal to an RLC/MAC protocol that is suitable for acknowledged/unacknowledged operation on an ECSD-based RAB.


The document was handled together with GAHW-000179 that proposes changes to 43.051.

Nokia questioned the need for having 8 bits as BSN, knowing there is only 7 bits in GPRS. Ericsson replied the roundtrip delay is higher than in GPRS because of the interleaving. Nokia asked for checking how sequence numbering is done in the RLP protocol.

Alcatel asked whether it is proposed to reuse the RLC/MAC protocol as much as possible, or whether it is a new RLC/MAC proposal. Alcatel commented that the possible modifications to the RLC/MAC behaviour should be clearly analyzed. For example, given that there is no RRBP field in the proposed RLC/MAC header, the requesting entity cannot know when to expect a response to a poll.

Chairman summarized that the impacts on RLC/MAC and the connection with the RLP should be studied carefully before incorporating such proposal into the stage 2 text. 

GAHW-000179
RLC/MAC for ECSD Channels, CR to stage 2
See GAHW-000178.

GAHW-000180
RLC with limited retransmissions for streaming service class
This document was already presented several times. It proposes a similar mechanism to the RLC SDU discard in UTRAN, i.e. transmitter driven.

Lucent commented another proposal is available in GAHW-000225 (receiver driven mechanism).

Nokia commented they see no value for having limited retransmissions, unless clear benefits of having it are proven. AT&T commented that limited retransmissions are required for the June package. AT&T asked for clarification on the Lucent proposal in term of required signalling.

Alcatel asked for the difference between the SDU discard from Ericsson and Lucent. UTRAN solution is transmitter driven, as is Ericsson proposal, while Lucent proposal is receiver driven. Alcatel asked why UTRAN took the transmitter-driven solution if the actual SDU discard mechanism is receiver-driven. Given that, if GERAN aligns on UTRAN QoS, why would the same reasons as what drove the decision process in UTRAN not apply? The answer from Lucent was that the physical layer constraints are different in GERAN and the mechanism is different.

Chairman commented that limited retransmissions should be included if there is a gain for it. It was proposed to go through Lucent’s results to continue the discussion.

GAHW-000225
Performance Comparison between Limited and Unlimited Retransmission RLC for Streaming
Nokia asked for clarification on the simulation assumptions, RTD, polling period and MCS used. It was clarified that the UL is rather empty so polling is possible. The RTD is set to 80 msec – instead of 120 msec that was used for Rel’99 - bearing in mind better processing power is expected for Release 4. Lucent answered also that MCS-9 was for them the most meaningful coding scheme to study.

Nokia asked whether any transport protocol has been simulated. Lucent replied no transport protocol was simulated. Nokia asked what transport protocol Lucent were expecting for streaming services. Lucent replied they expect UDP; however Nokia pointed out that HTTP should also be considered.

Nokia asked for more information on the traffic model that was used. Lucent clarified that the SDU size is two MCS9 blocks. Nokia asked for a realistic traffic model to be used in the simulations. Lucent answered that this should not have any impact on the results. Nokia insisted that the gain would probably be different. Specifically, if a certain throughput is required by a bearer and sufficient C/I is available, then the lowest possible MCS can be used and then limited retransmissions are probably useless. E.g. if 20kbps are required, MCS5 should be used instead of MCS9.

Motorola asked for clarification on the simulations.

AT&T asked for clear simulation guidelines to be fulfilled in terms of:

· PDPC PDU size

· RTD

· MCS

The conclusion by the chairman is that further simulations are required. It is asked whether the location of the SDU discard function would change the results. Ericsson claimed it would not but Lucent commented that the signalling required to move the window in the transmitter-driven scheme will reduce the throughput. Therefore it is concluded that further simulation results will be provided in Boston for decision at TSG GERAN#3.

GAHW-000194
ARI Based Access for Short TBFs
This document presents an ARI based access for short TBFs that show that if suitable ARI management procedures are defined, this approach does provide significant advantages over the access procedures already specified in R’99.

Nokia commented that this does not solve the problem of load of PCCCH. If TFI is kept, but USF released, there would still be high number of TBF establishments. Lucent commented that it allows for having a one phase instead of a two-phase and reduces the load. Vodafone commented it does not reduce the load on PCCCH, since two-phase access uses PDTCH in the ‘second phase’. Lucent rephrased that it reduces the load of radio resources used. Vodafone further highlighted this does not work on CCCH due to the available code points on the RACH.

Vodafone asked how the ARI management changes are expected. More clarification was asked on the management of the ARI (release) especially at cell change. Lucent clarified that cell update can be used if controlled by the MS.

Ericsson commented it is strange to have a short TBFs setup with ARI of 5 bits. Without this, a bigger ARI could fit. And delayed TBF release can be used instead of having short TBF setup.

The document was noted.

GAHW-000223
Proposal of GERAN Data Link Control Signaling in Dedicated MAC Mode
A DLC/MAC PDU format is proposed for the GERAN in dedicated MAC-mode to support both control protocols over the FACCH and PACCH channels. As a result, the new format makes it possible for PACCH to carry FACCH/SACCH message, as well as for SACCH/FACCH to convey PACCH message. Correspondingly, the GERAN protocol architecture is refined.

Alcatel commented that LAPDm on top of MAC has a strong impact on implementation. It means that LAPDm is moved from BTS to PCU, and requires the BTS to differentiate on the same Abis different frames (TRAU and signalling). Lucent commented the GERAN Rel4 is a new development. Alcatel replied that it is intended to minimize the impact on legacy trx (and existent equipment in general). Ericsson commented that if LAPDm is moved above MAC, there is a new LAPDm, and what exists today cannot be used.

Lucent commented that handover messages need to be supported for PDTCH on DPSCH, and the motivation is to reuse whatever is already in LAPDm. It is not proposed to make all RRC messages be carried over LAPDm.

Ericsson commented that LAPDm messages could be carried over PACCH.

Vodafone commented that time is needed to discuss this issue to see which layer 2 is needed, being this independent of the layer 3, if possible.

It was decided a parallel session be set for discussion on LAPDm/RRC Drafting.

The document was noted.

CR 43.051 protocols

GAHW-000188
CR 43.051 "Changes to clause 6"
This document contains only editorial corrections to section 6.

Alcatel proposed the statement on integrity protection ffs be revised to “Design details for integrity protection are ffs”.

The document was revised to GAHW-000235 agreed and sourced GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-000131
Definition of the MAC control entity
This contribution changes MAC modes into MAC states following the discussions held during the RLC/MAC drafting session and proposes several other changes. Alcatel mentioned it probably needs to be re-drafted if there is common agreement that, when a PDTCH on DPSCH is realised then MAC is in MAC DEDICATED state. Ericsson, Nokia and Siemens agreed.

The CR will be revised for further discussion in the subgroup.

The document was noted.

Multiplexing – OS2

GAHW-000201
Effect of Acknowledged Data Flows on OS2 Best Effort Data Performance
This paper provides an initial discussion of the performance of acknowledged data flows, such as TCP, whilst being multiplexed with a higher priority conversation stream, the situation occurring in GERAN R4 Operational Scenario 2. Poor performance could indicate that bandwidth must be allocated for data Acknowledgements during speech bursts, which would greatly increase the complexity of standardizing and implementing OS2.

This document was presented along with GAHW-000202.

Nokia commented the document highlights an important issue, which is that in order to allow TCP to work acknowledgements need to be sent on time. Nokia commented that the SID_FRAME rate is less than shown in the document.

GAHW-000202
Loosely Coupled Speech Models for Conversation Modeling
This paper proposes a loosely coupled speech model that represents a reasonable model for bi-directional conversational speech, for use in analyzing OS2 performance.

Some questions were raised on the simulation assumptions. Siemens replied that optimistic numbers were selected for preliminary simulations, and underlined that with non-optimistic numbers the results would get worse.

AT&T commented the most likely scenario should also be evaluated. I.e. multislot scenario DL and single slot scenario UL. Chairman replied that the radio requirements list single slot MS too.

Siemens asked then whether there would be a significant change in the radio requirements scenarios, and asked whether single slot is proposed to be removed from the radio requirements. 

AT&T commented that agreed simulation assumptions should be used.

GAHW-000143
"OS2" and DTM
This document proposes that:

· OS2 be considered as a physical layer multiplexing and/or MAC layer multiplexing

· if one slot only is available in UL, HR configuration as in DTM Rel'99 shall be used: DPSCH/H + SPSCH/H in exclusive allocation, on the same timeslot.

· if more than one slot is available in UL (DPSCH/F + SPSCH), FR speech with OS2 can be used on DPSCH/F, and acknowledgements are routed through the SPSCH only.

Ericsson commented that making the MAC layer analyzing the speech flow would make it more complicated. Alcatel replied that the standard should allow for having a priority switching function at MAC. Alcatel would like to see clarified that OS2 should be made at the physical layer and/or at the MAC layer.

Vodafone commented that ‘multislot OS2’ would not work if done only at the physical layer and asked for clarification on how OS2 complicates the MS and the network.

Ericsson commented that interpreting speech frames in the MAC layer would mean moving the physical layer functionality to the PCU, and would therefore complicate the network dramatically. AT&T asked whether the PCU concern is shared by other vendors.

Alcatel commented that the BSN orders would be messed up if BSN1 was scheduled to be sent during a silent period on PDTCH but has to be stored when the physical layer receives it from the PCU. Then if BSN2 comes and is scheduled to be sent on the SPSCH, it may be received before BSN1.

Ericsson commented that OS2 and DTM should not be combined. Lucent asked for clarification what would happen with SIP signalling. Ericsson asked for clarification on what the requirement is for OS2.  If the requirement is to convey SIP, then DTM provides already the possibility, and therefore questioned the need for OS2.

Chairman commented that some requirements were set already and TSG GERAN should avoid spending much time rediscussing those.

GAHW-000228
Multiplexing of optimized speech and data

In order to evaluate this mechanism for SIP signaling, AT&T encourages compression algorithms to be explored by companies in GERAN to either demonstrate its feasibility or lack of. If these studies show feasibility, AT&T believes the functionality should be supported, and further, the multiplexing of background data comes ‘for free’ and should also be supported. In case the above studies would show lack of feasibility, AT&T encourages further study of the dynamic switching between FR and HR voice to accommodate the SIP signaling on one TS. Further, to explore the usefulness of background data multiplexing, AT&T also encourages simulations to be presented to quantify the TCP problem for a likely MS scenario (multislot DL, single slot UL).

Siemens commented that further simulations will be brought to TSG GERAN#3, and pointed out that if FR is used and speech frame stealing occurs, the quality for the user is not controllable, whereas if DTM approach is used then a guaranteed HR speech is provided.

Chairman asked whether a switching between FR and HR imply SIP signalling. Nortel clarified that if the type of codec is not changed, SIP is likely not needed, but this implies that the same codec is used for both FR and HR. This would imply that only 7.4 codec is available. Ericsson commented that with legacy TRX a complete handover is needed.

Ericsson promised to show results on having multislot DL and single slot UL, with the assumption made in the conference paper.

Siemens commented also that some manufacturer might have some problems to have AMR. Ericsson commented there is no requirement to have OS2 with legacy TRX, even though there is requirement for SIP with legacy TRX.

Vodafone commented that if SIP has more priority than speech then blanking speech frames should be done i.e. it would be a FACCH approach, not a DTX approach.

Lucent commented that SIP could occur on the same slot as speech or on a separate slot. Vodafone replied there is only FACCH approach (with any of the defined coding schemes) or another channel. Lucent replied SIP can be sent using (E)GPRS.

Nokia asked whether it was already asked in an LS to SA2 whether SIP compression should be considered. Chairman commented that SIP compression should not take place in GERAN but in IETF. Nokia replied that SIP compression should be brought up in SA2.

Vodafone summarized that in view of the different papers presented, single slot OS2 may not work. Multislot OS2 or DTM-help OS2 would help but it would not be acceptable to have a RB span over a DPSCH and a SPSCH. Ericsson commented that there is a problem if a TBF spans over a DPSCH and a SPSCH in case the MAC is in charge of priority switching: complexity of interaction between the PCU and physical layer.

Siemens asked for more time looking at the problems in PCU and physical layer.

GAHW-000133
Support for mapping of one TBF on dedicated and shared physical subchannels simultaneously
In the discussion of RRC state models and 04.18/04.60 functionality split it has sometimes been assumed that one TBF is always mapped on either dedicated OR shared physical subchannels but not on both simultaneously. This limitation is contrary to AT&T's understanding of other discussions in the GERAN group during the past year, and the limitation would significantly limit the use of multiplexing speech and non-real-time data onto a dedicated physical subchannel (formerly known as OS2).

Nokia commented that a SIP RB is needed with speech RB. Nokia commented a message carrying SIP would be 350bytes in average and with compression, at most 30%, 40% smaller, and therefore questioned what would be the delta in spectral efficiency to allow for sending some background RB in the DTX as well.

Nokia commented that if such Multislot class and one TS in UL, then there is need for extension to 3 RB on the dedicated RB. Vodafone commented that some earlier comments showed that no gain is seen from OS2 in spectral efficiency. Vodafone added that blanking speech for SIP could be acceptable but not blanking speech for best effort data.

GAHW-000193
System Capacity Results for Optimized Speech With Frequency Hopped Full Rate Channels
This paper studies the air interface voice capacities of GERAN deployments with cyclic and random frequency hopping.

Nokia and Ericsson commented the simulation method is the right one, and has been used for a long time.

Nokia asked for clarification on the simulation assumptions. It was clarified that the C/I samples experience Rayleigh fading in the system simulator as well.

Siemens expressed some worries on the conclusions in the paper.

Lucent commented that introducing the techniques would require changes in specs.

Ericsson commented that at 3% FER, it is Blocking limited, not interference limited.

Ericsson commented that it is also possible to have 1/1 reuse  pattern.

6.1.4 Radio Aspects

Power Control

GAHW-000139
Performance of Alternative Fast power control schemes
This document analyzes the performance of FPC schemes with and without frequency hopping.

Alcatel asked for clarification on the results.

AMR7.4 codec operating point is about 5dB, and the signalling performance is same for both ECSD and this.

Alcatel asked what is the logical channel that limits performance in C/I planning: FACCH, SACCH or TCH? If it is SACCH, then there is an issue with the SACCH degradation of 1.1 dB as shown in the results. Nokia shares this view that any SACCH degradation is a concern. Ericsson replied that they have seen less degradation in SACCH performance.

Ericsson asked how many frequencies are used in the FH. Nokia commented that random FH is used and the channels are decorrelated, and would check the number of frequencies. 

Ericsson asked whether the proposal is applicable to 8PSK full rate only with speed higher than 50km/h.

Ericsson and Nokia replied that it is not fair yet to reach a conclusion while the FH assumptions are not clear.

GAHW-000169
FPC for speech in GERAN

This document contains an evaluation of different fast power control alternatives for GERAN speech.

It is shown that gains can be obtained by reducing the power control interval below the normal SACCH period, i.e., 480 ms. Most of the gain is obtained already by going to an update interval of 120 ms, while reducing the interval further gives small additional gains. If the presented gains are considered large enough, a solution based on signalling over the SACCH with 120 ms update interval is suggested, which can be used together with the new 8PSK full-rate and half-rate voice bearers as well as on the present GMSK full-rate and half-rate voice bearers.

Nortel asked for clarification on the results at 120ms with and without quantization. Siemens asked for clarification on the results. Nokia commented that 20ms is sometimes the only way to get gains, and disagreed with the conclusions that lower than 120ms FPC provides very small additional gains. Ericsson asked what kind of simulations is needed to make a choice, and emphasized that a choice is soon needed.

Alcatel asked whether it is acceptable to have till 2.9dB SACCH degradation, and whether there is enough redundancy in the coding to make the command protected enough. Alcatel further asked whether it is acceptable to have 1dB SACCH degradation – case for 120 msec update rate – especially when using AMR codecs at low C/I operating points.

Nokia commented that inband signalling with DTX works, as is shown in current simulations and in earlier simulations shown for ECSD. Ericsson asked whether ECSD has DTX. Nokia commented that there is. Ericsson asked how that would work in ECSD if there were DTX.

Nokia also commented the cell sizes in Ericsson simulations are 3 times higher than in Nokia simulations, so drawing any conclusion is difficult as results are not comparable. Nokia asked whether 5.9 AMR FR was used and whether Ericsson expects more gain when going to 8PSK. Ericsson commented there is hardly any difference between HR GMSK and HR 8PSK. 

Chairman asked what requirements are coming from the operators for using FPC. Alcatel commented that the gains shown are for 90% satisfied users and questionned whether this was realistic to use such a figure. Ericsson replied that 90% satisfied users was used because it was asked from operators. Telia answered that a more realistic figure would be 98% satisfied users, which is even often too low. AT&T indicated later that they would like to see at least 95% satisfied users.

Siemens asked for some more clarification on the discrepancy between the results of the two proposals.

Nokia asked for clarification on what is meant by signalling error when comparing the two schemes (missed quality report and misdetection). Ericsson commented it is missed quality report for the DL power control.

Chairman summarized that:

SACCH based (Ericsson)
Inband signalling (Nokia)

GMSK and 8PSK
8PSK only

Gain from 480 to 120ms
Gain from 480 to 120ms

Additional gain with higher rate, up to 20ms

Degradation of the SACCH performance
-

-
Additional bits to be reserved for signalling

Nokia commented that both schemes could be used:

Inband for 8PSK as it is already existing and mandatory.

SACCH based for GMSK.

AT&T commented that FPC is required for June package, and that a compromised proposal would be acceptable as suggested by Nokia.

Alcatel asked whether SACCH degradation is acceptable that would lead to a degradation of e.g. handovers. Bellsouth commented that the SACCH degradation should be compared to the SACCH error rate. Alcatel commented that the SACCH is delimiting the C/I planning. Therefore it is suggested that the simulations should also consider the capacity loss to counter-balance the SACCH degradation due to SACCH based FPC.

Chairman commented that a scheme should be decided ASAP (if inband signalling is needed) because it impacts the design of channel coding. It was accepted by all parties that FPC should be available for both GMSK and 8PSK. A decision must be reached in TSG GERAN#3.

It was suggested that a meeting between Ericsson and Nokia occur.

Siemens commented the simulation assumptions should be aligned between the companies in order to make a decision. Siemens also emphasized that the gains must justify the changes to the specifications.

Stealing

GAHW-000137
Stealing Bit Combinations for Physical Layer Multiplexing on GMSK Dedicated Physical SubCHannels
This contribution has evaluated whether the existing stealing bits should be changed or not. On full rate channels it appears that although optimised stealing bit combinations improve the performance, it may be enough to keep the existing stealing bit combinations. However on half rate channels it is necessary to optimise the stealing bit combinations. For the sake of the performance, it is therefore suggested to optimize the stealing bit combinations.

Ericsson commented the changes are not really necessary. Nokia commented that the optimization of the stealing bits would improve the performance, and Ericsson agreed. Nokia asked whether it is acceptable to Ericsson and Lucent to have such optimization as it is not a big amount of work. Lucent agreed that an optimization is desirable. The optimization regards both FR and HR GMSK, when on DPSCH. The only reason to change the SB is when there is speech alone (OS2 configuration).

Ericsson commented a general agreement is needed on the physical layer muxing concept before any CR is proposed, but also and beforehand an agreement whether OS2 is used or not.
GAHW-000166
CR to 43.051: Stealing Bits

This CR proposes the removal of ffs for Stealing Bits.

The proposed change was accepted bearing in mind the amount of SB might be changed with FPC later.

The document was revised to GAHW-000239, sourced TSG GERAN.

Physical Layer Multiplexing

GAHW-000192
GERAN Voice and Data Multiplexing on Dedicated Physical Subchannel
This joint proposal was already presented in TSG GERAN#2.

Nortel commented that an alternative proposal to "FORCE_SILENCE" marker is available in GAHW-000221. It is acknowledged that this concept works, but the complexity of the receiver is highly increased. A problem is highlighted that double decoding is required.

Lucent commented that receiver procedures are not specified.

Ericsson commented that if OS2 is desired and with a full range of coding schemes (?). Nokia emphasized the complexity increase is the price to pay to have efficient introduction of SIP and OS2.

GAHW-000165
Physical Layer Multiplexing Concept

This document was already presented in TSG GERAN#2.

This report describes the physical layer multiplexing of optimized voice and data on the same physical sub-channel. The description is divided intro two main parts: transmitter behavior and receiver implementation. The reason for this is that the transmitter behavior should be standardized, but the receiver implementation is up to each vendor.

Nokia, Ericsson and Lucent agreed that OS2 is not applicable to QR. The only way is to use FACCH.

GAHW-000221
Layer 1 scheme for speech and data multiplexing

An extension of the FACCH mechanism is proposed for speech and data multiplexing over one time slot. This scheme is compatible with the requirements and is an extension of the simple FACCH mechanism. It supports both GMSK and 8PSK speech. Performance results indicates that this alternative proposal shows at least the same level of efficiency as existing proposals for MCS1, MCS2 and also stealing bits while its implementation is simpler. Therefore, it is proposed this scheme be further evaluated and compared to the existing proposal.

Nokia commented that there are disadvantages in such a solution:

1.Limits the inter-flow multiplexing (e.g. when there is need to switch the modulation, there is a loss of 2 times 4 half bursts)

2.Degrades the performance of low coded MCS's (Nortel will provide results for the next meeting)

3.Do not work in HR (unless there is an increase of stealing bits)
There were detailed comments.

Bellsouth asked whether the scheme works for HR, due to the stealing bits performance.

Vodafone asked what scenarios are analyzed: whether only SIP and voice are muxed, or whether SIP, Background data and voice are muxed.

Ericsson, Nokia and Nortel recognized that FACCH approach is the easiest approach. Lucent also commented that the current joint solution is compliant with legacy TRX, and support of SIP with FACCH using CS1.

Bellsouth commented that FACCH solution requires only one speech frame to be stolen, while markers approach imply more speech frames to be stolen. Lucent replied the impact on speech frame stealing with markers is overall less when using higher data rates than when using CS1. Chairman commented that the discussion is again around the requirements for SIP.

Vodafone asked for the relation between DTX and blanking speech by SIP.

Nokia also pointed out that to use higher data rates, link adaptation mechanisms must be working. This is directly related to the question whether the RLC protocol is working in OS2 configuration (Link quality measurement reporting is using the same procedure as acknowledgement polling. If measurements are received late, they are useless).

It was clarified that the joint proposal can work without any requirement for double decoding. The requirements in 05.05 would be without double decoding.

Chairman commented that no decision can be reached in this meeting, and further asked when the open issues in the joint proposal would be solved. Chairman asked what the SIP requirements are today, and how the discussion is on going in SA2. Chairman commented also that TSG GERAN should have a solution before SA2 gives a status.

Motorola commented that the number of stealing bits should not be increased compared to today.

GAHW-000175
Implications of different solution for physical layer multiplexing for optimized speech on application layer performance
The document was noted.

Receiver Performance

GAHW-000173
Discussion paper on implementing receiver performance requirements for new AMR and WB-AMR speech channels in 45.005
This document was presented along with GAHW-000174 and GAHW-000234.

Specifying 8-PSK modulated AMR and WB-AMR speech channels in the same as for AMR today will result in a huge number of numbers in the specification to be simulated, specified and verified. It is clearly desirable to find alternative ways of specifying to reduce the effort without excluding essential information. 
Some possibilities have been presented in this paper, but it is not obvious which way to go. The choice of method depends on how the specified values are used at deployment. Comments from operators are appreciated.

It was commented that the decision on what cases to specify should occur in April.

Nokia commented it would not be possible to define the same value for both BTS and MS. Of course, MCS5 and 8PSK modulated AMR would likely behave the same way, but this does not justify having the same specified values for BTS and MS. Ericsson commented that some cases could be taken separately.

Telia agreed this is a good way to proceed with. AT&T did not agree to reduce the number of codecs tested.

GAHW-000174
CR to 45.005: Introduction of requirements for AMR HR 8-PSK modulated speech channels
The CR was noted.

GAHW-000234
CR to 45.005: Introduction of requirements for AMR HR 8-PSK modulated speech channels
The CR was noted.

Channel Coding

GAHW-000140
Channel Coding for 8PSK Associated Control Channels
This contribution evaluates different polynomials and different interleaving for the channel coding of the 8PSK associated control channels. From the link level results, it appears that FACCH/F and FACCH/H should use P1 (G4 G4 G5 G5 G6 G7) rather than P2 and P3 for optimal results. Concerning the interleaving of the 8PSK associated control channels, two different ordering parameters were studied. The difference between both is negligible. Therefore there is no preference from a link level point of view. However from a complexity point of view, the interleaver should be as close as possible to the one, which is going to be designed for speech.

Ericsson noted the proposal is based on bit interleaving, while Ericsson proposal is made on symbol interleaving. This should follow the way interleaving is done with speech, and the same bit/symbol interleaving should be used. This document was discussed along with GAHW-000167.

The document was noted.

GAHW-000167
Coding and Interleaving Proposal for O-FACCH/F and O-FACCH/H

This document proposes that the memory m=6 convolutional code constructed with polynomials from 05.03 shall be used for coding of O-FACCH/F and O-FACCH/H. Following interleaving of 8PSK speech we propose that O-FACCH/F is interleaved according to TCH/FS but with the interleaving done over symbols instead of bits and that O-FACCH/H is interleaved according to TCH/HS but with the interleaving done over symbols instead of bits. Simulation results are included in the document to show the feasibility of the 8PSK modulated fast associated control channels.

Chairman commented that some agreement has first to be reached on whether bit or symbol interleaving is used, and that should follow what is done for speech.

Nortel commented that the WB AMR solution of Nokia should be taken as a working assumption. Nokia commented that the symbol interleaver was fixed by S4. Nortel commented that the symbol interleaver was proposed from Nokia, and that it is GERAN task to approve or improve the proposal.

Chairman and Ericsson commented that 8PSK narrowband and wideband should have the same interleaving. This would also allow for having the same FACCH.

Lucent asked whether bit swapping was used. Ericsson commented a premapping of the bits in the symbol was used.

Chairman asked whether a working assumption on symbol interleaving could be made. The difference in performance between bit interleaving and symbol interleaving is small (tenth of dB). Lucent commented that for 8PSK so far bit interleaving was used, and that the symbol interleaving vs. bit interleaving should be evaluated more carefully. Chairman emphasized that latest in TSG GERAN#3 a decision should be made.

Nokia agreed with the working assumption for symbol interleaving. However, Nokia underlined that if good reasons (gains) are shown to justify bit interleaving, Nokia would contact Nortel and Ericsson.

Nokia further mentioned that bit vs. symbol will be evaluated, and then evaluate what polynomials are best, in order to reach an agreement and provide a common CR to 05.03.

The document was noted.

GAHW-000163
8PSK HR Voice Bearer Simulations

This document analyzes the difference in performance between non-recursive codes and recursive codes. It is shown that the performance of recursive systematic codes is slightly better than the performance of non-recursive codes and should therefore be used for 8-PSK HR speech. Mapping the class 1A bits on the strong bits of the 8-PSK symbols will not give any significant improvement for a coding scheme with a good relationship between class 1A and class 1B protection.  An in-band coding scheme and interleaving/mapping scheme aligned with the WB coding scheme as proposed by Nokia in SA4 (S4-000614) will likely give similar performance to what can be achieved with more complex schemes.

Nokia agreed with the conclusion that Recursive Systematic Code is better for 8PSK HR speech. Nortel is currently running simulations.

GAHW-000212
Recursive Systematic vs. Non-systematic encoding for 8PSK HR optimized voice bearer

This document shows that the performance of recursive systematic code is better than non-recursive code.

The document is in line with GAHW-000163.

GAHW-000164
8PSK HR Voice Bearer Selection

Several channel coding schemes for an 8-PSK HR AMR radio bearer have been proposed. The different proposals have a high degree of commonality but despite the commonality there are significant differences in the reported performance. It is proposed that in order for an 8-PSK HR scheme to be considered, the performance has to be documented in a listening test where the 8-PSK HR scheme is compared to TCH/AFS and TCH/AHS using the TU3 IFH channel without receiver impairments. In addition FER and RBER 1B statistics should be provided for a more extensive set of channel conditions including receiver impairments. A full description of the coding schemes for all modes should also be provided. It is as well proposed that a plan including a time schedule for an 8-PSK HR selection be drafted and agreed upon at the TSG GERAN AdHoc #3.

Nokia commented that in WB AMR some error patterns were used, and asked Nortel whether some more C/I ranges could be provided. Simulation campaign will be performed by Nokia, Nortel, Ericsson and Siemens, probably Motorola.

Nortel commented that if no subjective testing are performed, some common targets for FER and residual BER should be agreed upon.

It was decided to have an offline session on this.

WB AMR

GAHW-000213
CR 05.03 AMR Wideband on GMSK TCH

The document was presented for information and was noted. 

It will be presented in TSG GERAN#3 for approval.

GAHW-000214
CR 05.09 AMR Wideband on GMSK TCH

The document was presented for information and was noted. 

It will be presented in TSG GERAN#3 for approval.

GAHW-000229
CR 05.09 AMR Wideband on 8PSK TCH

The document was presented for information and was noted. Further details will be introduced later, especially concerning FPC.

Chairman asked for clarification on the number of codec modes. Nokia clarified 8PSK has 9 codec modes. Nortel commented that it was asked to remove the highest codec mode, that was only to comply with ITU requirements, not a 3GPP requirement.

Bellsouth asked whether the channel coding reflected here was the one agreed in S4 or not. Nokia commented that some bit swapping might have been done. But it is the same as what was used for 8PSK.

Ericsson asked whether the 8PSK markers should be defined.

The document was noted.

CR Physical Layer

GAHW-000138
CR 05.02 HR and QR channels
This CR presented for information introduces AMR HR and QR 8PSK modulated speech channels and associated control channels.

Chairman commented that regarding QR, the remaining issues on QR should be solved first. Chairman asked for the changes on HR and QR be separated. Nokia mentioned that although HR and QR can be taken separately, it is beneficial to keep the CR as a whole in TSG GERAN#3, and that for now they do not see any reason why they should not be presented together.

The CR was noted.

GAHW-000187
CR 43.051: Corrections of section on radio interface 
This CR proposes corrections on the section on radio interface in stage 2.

Nokia commented that table 1 addresses multiplexing alternatives on a DPSCH not a TCH. Chairman commented that release 4 terminals should not be addressed here. Lucent asked for clarification whether SIP is an interactive RAB or not. Chairman clarified it is currently the assumption from S2.

There were various comments that the table does not reflect the previous text.

Bellsouth asked whether section 5.2. applies to Iu and A/Gb as 5.1, now the description of the A/Gb mode and Iu modes text has been moved.

The document was noted and will be resubmitted to TSG GERAN#3.

6.2 GERAN Feasibility Study

-

7 Conclusion

7.1 Preparation of the result to the coming TSG meeting

GAHW-000248
Open Issues to be resolved at TSG GERAN#3
Chairman listed the open issues to be resolved at TSG GERAN#3

· Simulations for limited retransmissions

· Clarification of SIP requirements

· Simulations for OS2

· Merging the proposals of OS2.

· Decision on FPC

· Approval of Assumption on Symbol IL and common CR on 05.03 control channel coding

· Discussion and possible agreement on procedure for 05.05

· Clarification on issues for Optimized Voice

· Decision on layer 2 protocol for GERAN SRB.

· Approve working assumption on NACC and stage 2
The document was noted.
GAHW-000243
CR 43.051 Change of MAC modes into MAC states; corrections related to PDTCH on DPSCH

Alcatel clarified that the figure C2 appears correctly only when double-clicking on it.

Lucent asked for adding PDTCH to "What characterizes the different MAC states is how new radio resource allocation is performed i.e. by MAC or RRC, using PCCCH/PACCH/PDTCH or CCCH/FACCH/SDCCH"

Nortel asked for more time before agreeing on the CR.

Nokia asked for the column "control plane states" be renamed as "Current control plane states", for more clarity.

The CR was noted, agreed by Alcatel, Ericsson, Lucent, Nokia, Siemens, Vodafone, revised to GAHW-000253.

GAHW-000244
CR 43.051 Clarification of RRC Functions
Nokia asked for clarification on the transition between RR Dedicated Mode to RR Packet Transfer Mode. Alcatel replied it is applicable when SDCCH is used to assign a TBF.

Nortel asked for clarification whether the changes preclude the removal of LAPDm when talking about measurements and SACCH. Alcatel commented that SACCH is a logical channel only that is not directly linked to the layer 2 protocol that is used. Nortel asked for the approval to be postponed to TSG GERAN#3.

Nokia asked whether it is clearly understood that a handover between Iu and A/Gb mode is not from Iu-ps to A for example. Chairman commented this is already in the radio requirements document.

The CR was noted, agreed by Alcatel, Ericsson, Lucent, Nokia, Siemens, Vodafone, revised to GAHW-000254.

Agreed Documents for Internal Use

GAHW-000230
Report from NACC Ad-Hoc Review (revised from 215)

The document was noted.

Agreed Documents for TSG GERAN

GAHW-000217
Functional Features for the June package
Any feature that is not completed by June will be postponed to the December package.

Lucent commented scenario 5 is no more required.

Siemens asked whether this discussion should come up in TSG GERAN#3.

Vodafone stressed that the non-completed tasks in June will be dropped, and therefore asked the various companies to rethink what has to be done for June.

Siemens commented that TSG GERAN should concentrate on the key features.

The document was agreed, revised to GAHW-000245 and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc

GAHW-000216
NACC Concept v0.0.4
Nokia commented that in this document, PACKET PSI STATUS is now mandatory although it is optional today. Ericsson replied that the procedure is meaningless without PACKET PSI STATUS.

Nortel expressed their main concern which may reduce the interest of this feature. The inter RAT is not possible with the current scheme. Nortel commented that this is a limitation. Nortel certainly agree with the concept of this feature, a way forward is to agree to the concept paper but to note this concern. The current NACC description focuses on intra BSC issues. Chairman confirmed that the current work item only concerns intra BSC, i.e. no inter RAT is currently considered for R4. Nortel agreed with the concept document.

The document was agreed, revised to GAHW-000249 and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-000233
CR 43.051: Clarification on TFI unicity
Nokia commented that the change is acceptable as long as it is understood as a working assumption.

The document was agreed, revised to GAHW-000246 and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-000231
NACC CR 03.64
The CR was agreed, revised to GAHW-000250 and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-000241
Report on 8PSK Speech Drafting Session
This document proposes a way forward towards the selection of an 8-PSK HR coding scheme. It is the output of an offline session on 8PSK speech.

Chairman emphasized that the introduction of speech tests jeopardizing the April deadline is worrying, although the April deadline can be met for the channel coding.

The document was agreed, revised to GAHW-000251 and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-000242
CR 43.051 to clarify the MAC Functions
There were various editorial comments.

"The model presented in this section is not for implementation purposes does not mandate how to implement the MAC."

Vodafone commented that a model should not be represented as an example.

Nokia commented that "under control of the MAC entity" should be removed wherever present.

The CR was agreed, revised to GAHW-000252 and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-000232
Proposal for a modified workplan for GERAN
It will be proposed to TSG GERAN #3 together with the respective changed and new work items.

Agreed Documents for Other TSG's

GAHW-000220
LS to RAN3 on handover for RT services for the PS domain
Chairman asked whether the TR, under Nortel's rapporteurship, is on going or not.

Chairman emphasized it is important that RAN3 indicate when the TR is finalized, because the feature is due for completion for June 2001 at TSG GERAN level. This must be indicated to RAN3.

Ericsson commented that legacy TRX is an issue here also. Chairman asked whether such issue was already notified to SA2. Siemens commented it was not. Nokia commented this item is not relevant here.

Chairman commented that the LS should point out that TSG GERAN expects the TR in January, and if not possible, the LS should ask when it would be ready.

The document was agreed, revised to GAHW-000255 and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-000224
Draft LS to RAN2 on Header Removal
There were some editorial comments.

The document was agreed, revised to GAHW-000247 and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc. The LS will be sent to TSG RAN2 at the TSG GERAN#3.

7.2 Letters to other groups

7.3 Future Meetings

8 Closing the meeting

Chairman underlined the slow progress made in this AdHoc, thanked the host and closed the meeting.

ANNEX A – Meeting agenda

Agenda item
Topic
cORRELATED tdoc
HAndling

1
Opening of the meeting

mONDAY

2
Approval of the agenda,

Organisation and objective of the meeting
170


3
Approval of the last report
171


4
Letters from other groups
203 204 208 209


5
GERAN Project Status report
172 210


5.1
Reports from other meetings

· LCS status

· RRC drafting meeting

· RLC/MAC drafting meeting
146 150 151 127 126


5.2
Projects time and work schedule
161 162


6
Technical discussion



6.1
GERAN 



6.1.1
General aspects
QR

141
NACC Concept

154 158


6.1.1.1
Stage 2
CR 43.051 General

185


6.1.2
Architecture aspects
Handover

160 208 209
Iu cs

181
Single Cell

182
CR 43.051 Archiecture

186
Tuesday & wEDNESDAY

6.1.3
Protocol aspects
Header removal

177 203
SPSCH/DPSCH

142 190 

RRC

132 144 152 226 176 191 196 197 

RRC drafting

183 184 128 129 153 218 227
LapDM 

207
Security 

206
____________________________

NACC 

215 155 156 157 159
TBF issues

136 135 134 205
RLC/MAC

199 130
 178 179 180 194 225 223 

CR 43.051 protocols

188 131
MULTIPLEXING – OS2

201 202 143 228 133 

193



6.1.4
Radio aspects
Power control

139 169
Stealing

137 166
Physical layer MUX

192 165 221
Receiver perf

173 174 234

CHannel coding

140 167 163 212 164
WB

213 214 229
CR 45.051 Physical layer

138 187

tHURSDAY

6.2
GERAN feasibility study



7.
Conclusion

fRIDAY

7.1

Preparation of the result for the coming TSG meeting
248 243 244
Agreed documents for internal use

230
Agreed Documents for TSG GERAN

219 217 222 216 151 233 235 239 231 241 242
Agreed documents for other TSGs

220 224


7.2

Letters to other groups



7.3

Future meetings 



8.
Closing the meeting



ANNEX B – List of temporary documents
The table below has hyperlinks to the documents. In order to be able to use the hyperlinks, You have to copy all files into the same directory (of course unzipped).

Filename
Title 
Source
Agenda

GAHW-000115
Radio Resource management and RRC states
Siemens
Telco

GAHW-000116
Impact of Current RRC/MAC Split on MAC Design
Lucent
Telco

GAHW-000117
MAC Multiplexing
Lucent
Telco

GAHW-000118
Requirements on RRC and RLC/MAC functionnalities
Nortel
Telco

GAHW-000119
Proposed description of RRC states
Nortel
Telco

GAHW-000120
GERAN RRC states and RRC connection mobility
Ericsson, Nokia
Telco

GAHW-000121
Initial results on ONSET detection
Ericsson
Telco

GAHW-000122
GERAN MAC states
Ericsson, Nokia
Telco

GAHW-000123
Objectives and Agenda of the RLC/MAC drafting meeting
Rapporteur


GAHW-000124
Draft CR 04.60
Lucent


GAHW-000125
3GPP TS 04.60 V8.7.1
Editor?


GAHW-000126
Output Document from RLC/MAC Drafting Session
RLC/MAC Drafting Meeting


GAHW-000127
Meeting Summary from RLC/MAC drafting session
Rapporteur


GAHW-000128
GERAN RRC: Delivery of non-access stratum messages
Siemens
6.1.3

GAHW-000129
GERAN RRC: Security mode control
Siemens
6.1.3

GAHW-000130
Definition of MAC functions
Alcatel
6.1.3

GAHW-000131
Definition of the MAC control entity
Alcatel
6.1.3

GAHW-000132
Definition of RRC functions
Alcatel
6.1.3

GAHW-000133
Support for mapping of one TBF on dedicated and shared physical subchannels simultaneously
AT&T
6.1.3

GAHW-000134
Attempt to progress discussion on two proposed TBF-related features
AT&T
6.1.3

GAHW-000135
CR 04.60 Delayed TBF release
Nokia
6.1.3

GAHW-000136
Delayed TBF Release Concept
Nokia
6.1.3

GAHW-000137
Stealing Bit Combinations for Physical Layer Multiplexing on GMSK Dedicated Physical SubCHannels
Nokia
6.1.4

GAHW-000138
CR 05.02 HR and QR channels
Nokia
6.1.4

GAHW-000139
Performance of Alternative Fast power control schemes

Nokia
6.1.4

GAHW-000140
Channel Coding for 8PSK Associated Control Channels
Nokia
6.1.4

GAHW-000141
Specification of HR and QR 8-PSK channels for narrowband AMR in GERAN Release 4 and 5
Nokia
6.1.1

GAHW-000142
PDTCH only on Dedicated resources
Nokia
6.1.3

GAHW-000143
"OS2" and DTM
Nokia
6.1.3

GAHW-000144
Working assumptions for GERAN R4/R5 Radio Access Capabilities
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000145
Agenda for Drafting meeting on GERAN RRC
Rapporteur


GAHW-000146
Meeting report from Drafting meeting on GERAN RRC
Rapporteur


GAHW-000147
Draft CR to 44.018
Nokia


GAHW-000148
ANALYSIS OF GERAN RR FUNCTIONALITY
Nokia


GAHW-000149
43.051
Nokia


GAHW-000150
CR to 44.018
RRC drafting meeting


GAHW-000151
CR to 43.051
RRC drafting meeting


GAHW-000152
Analysis of GERAN RR Functionality
Nokia
6.1.3

GAHW-000153
Radio bearer control procedures
Nokia
6.1.3

GAHW-000154
NACC – Concept document
Ericsson
6.1.1

GAHW-000155
NACC – CR 03.64
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000156
NACC – CR 04.60
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000157
NACC – CR 24.008
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000158
Review of the NACC concept document and related CRs
Alcatel
6.1.1

GAHW-000159
Review of NACC – CR 04.60
Alcatel
6.1.3

GAHW-000160
Hard Handover and BSC Relocation for GERAN
Siemens
6.1.2

GAHW-000161
Proposal for a modified work plan for GERAN
Rapporteur
5.2

GAHW-000162
Overall work plan presented to SA
MCC
5.2

GAHW-000163
8PSK HR Voice Bearer Simulations
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000164
8PSK HR Voice Bearer Selection 
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000165
Physical Layer Multiplexing Concept
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000166
CR to 43.051: Stealing bits
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000167
Coding and Interleaving Proposal for O-FACCH/F and O-FACCH/H
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000168
Reserved
Ericsson


GAHW-000169
Fast Power Control for Speech in GERAN
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000170
Meeting report from GERAN Adhoc #3, Orlando
Rapporteur
2

GAHW-000171
Meeting report from GERAN Adhoc #2, Munich
Rapporteur
3

GAHW-000172
Project schedule 50.099
Rapporteur
5

GAHW-000173
Discussion paper on implementing receiver performance requirements for new AMR and WB-AMR speech channels in 45.005
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000174
CR to 45.005: Introduction of requirements for AMR HR

 8-PSK modulated speech channels
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000175
Withdrawn
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000176
Options for logical channels for RRC and MAC control 

messages in GERAN
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000177
RTP/UDP/IP header removal in GERAN
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000178
RLC/MAC proposal using TCH/E-TCH channel coding
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000179
RLC/MAC for ECSD channels, CR to stage 2
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000180
RLC with limited retransmissions for streaming service class
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000181
Possible Impacts to Iu-cs for GERAN compatibility
Ericsson
6.1.2

GAHW-000182
Single Cell Concept
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000183
RRC connection Management
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000184
Relation between GERAN RRC and GSM/GPRS RR states
Ericsson
6.1.3

GAHW-000185
CR 43.051 "Editorial corrections of sections 2 and 3"
Vodafone
6.1.1.1

GAHW-000186
CR 43.051 "Corrections of section on GERAN architecture"
Vodafone
6.1.2

GAHW-000187
CR 43.051 "Corrections of section on radio interface"
Vodafone
6.1.4

GAHW-000188
CR 43.051 "Changes to clause 6"
Vodafone
6.1.3

GAHW-000189
CR 43.051 "Definition of MAC model"

Withdrawn
Vodafone
6.1.3

GAHW-000190
Support of streaming services
Vodafone
6.1.3

GAHW-000191
CR to 43.051 for RRC Functions
Lucent technologies
6.1.3

GAHW-000192
GERAN Voice and Data Multiplexing on Dedicated Physical Subchannel
Ericsson, lucent, Nokia
6.1.4

GAHW-000193
System Capacity Results for Optimized Speech With Frequency Hopped Full Rate Channels
Lucent
6.1.3

GAHW-000194
ARI Based Access for Short TBFs
6.1.3
Lucent
6.1.3

GAHW-000195
Performance Comparison between Limited and Unlimited Retransmission RLC for
Lucent
6.1.3

GAHW-000196
RB Re-Configuration onto DPSCH
Lucent
6.1.3

GAHW-000197
Control Channels and Radio Bearers for GERAN Signaling
Lucent
6.1.3

GAHW-000198
Proposal of GERAN Data Link Control Signaling in Dedicated MAC Mode
Lucent
6.1.3

GAHW-000199
GERAN Sequence Diagrams
Lucent
6.1.3

GAHW-000200
GERAN RRC: signalling connection release
Nortel
6.1.3

GAHW-000201
Effect of Acknowledged Data Flows on OS2 Best Effort Data Performance
Siemens
6.1.3

GAHW-000202
Loosely Coupled Speech Models for Conversation Modeling
Siemens
6.1.3

GAHW-000203
LS on Changes required to TS 25.323 – PDCP Specification (R2-2316)
3GPP-R2
4

GAHW-000204
Proposed LS on default configurations
3GPP-R2
4

GAHW-000205
Uplink TFI unicity on a PDCH 
Alcatel
6.1.3

GAHW-000206
Ciphering coverage in GERAN
Alcatel
6.1.3

GAHW-000207
Use of LAPDm in GERAN
Alcatel
6.1.3

GAHW-000208
LS on the possible introduction of an UTRAN-GERAN “Iur-like” signalling interface
3GPP-R3
4

GAHW-000209
LS on GERAN Architectural Working Assumptions – REPLY
3GPP-R3
4

GAHW-000210
GERAN Status – Slides
Rapporteur
5

GAHW-000211
25.844 v1.0.0

6.13

GAHW-000212
Recursive Systematic vs. Non-systematic encoding for 8PSK HR optimized voice bearer
Siemens
6.1.4

GAHW-000213
CR 05.03 AMR Wideband on GMSK TCH
Nokia
6.1.4

GAHW-000214
CR 05.09 AMR Wideband on GMSK TCH
Nokia
6.1.4

GAHW-000215
Report from NACC AdHoc Meeting
Ericsson
6.1.2

GAHW-000216
NACC Concept v0.0.4
Ericsson


GAHW-000217
Functional features for the June package
Subgroup on time planning


GAHW-000218
Replaces 200
Nortel


GAHW-000219
Revised from 185
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000220
LS to RAN3
Drafting group


GAHW-000221
Layer 1 scheme for speech and data multiplexing
Nortel Networks
6.1.4

GAHW-000222
Revised from 186
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000223
Revised from 198
Lucent


GAHW-000224
Draft LS to RAN2 on header removal
Nokia


GAHW-000225
Revised from 195
Lucent
6.13

GAHW-000226
Comments to 152
Alcatel
6.1.3

GAHW-000227
Requirements for signalling Radio Bearer Design for GERAN R4
Nortel


GAHW-000228
Multiplexing of optimized speech and data
AT&T
6.1.3

GAHW-000229
CR 05.09 AMR Wideband on 8PSK TCH
Nokia
6.1.4

GAHW-000230
Revised from 215
NACC Drafting Group


GAHW-000231
Revised from 155
Ericsson


GAHW-000232
Revised from 161
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000233
CR to 43.051: Reflect assumption on TFI unicity
Alcatel


GAHW-000234
CR to 45.005 – Introduction of AMR Wideband and 8PSK Speech
Ericsson
6.1.4

GAHW-000235
Revised from 188
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000236
Report from LCS AdHoc (GAHL-000050): Presentation
Rapporteur


GAHW-000237
Report from LCS AdHoc
Rapporteur


GAHW-000238
Withdrawn
Ericsson


GAHW-000239
Revised from 166
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000240
Revised from 227 (227 withdrawn)
Nortel


GAHW-000241
Report from 8PSK Speech Drafting
Subgroup


GAHW-000242
Revised from 130
Subgroup


GAHW-000243
Revised from 131
Subgroup


GAHW-000244
Revised from 132
Subgroup


GAHW-000245
Revised from 217
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000246
Revised from 233
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000247
Revised from 224
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000248
Open issues to be resolved at TSG GERAN#3
Rapporteur


GAHW-000249
NACC Concept v0.0.4
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000250
Revised from 231: NACC CR 03.64
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000251
Revised from 241
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000252
Revised from 242
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000253
Revised from 243
Alcatel, Ericsson, Lucent, Nokia, 

Siemens, Vodafone 


GAHW-000254
Revised from 244
Alcatel, Ericsson, Lucent, Nokia, 

Siemens, Vodafone


GAHW-000255
Revised from 220
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000256
Revised from 151
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000257
Revised from 150
GERAN AdHoc


GAHW-000258
Revised from 126
GERAN AdHoc



RRC drafting session




RLC/MAC drafting session




Telephone conference contributions



ANNEX C – List of Participants

Participating Companies

Alcatel, Allgon, AT&T, Bellsouth, Comsys, DSPC/Intel, E-Plus, Ericsson, France Telecom, IDC, Lucent Technologies, Mannesmann, Mitsubishi, Motorola, Nokia, Nortel Networks, Qualcomm, SBC, Siemens, Telia, TTPCom, Vodafone, Voicestream

List of Participants

HERZOG, Mr. Guenther
Alcatel
Gherzog@rcs.sel.de

MUNIERE, Mr. Vincent
Alcatel
Vincent.muniere@alcatel.fr

PIETRI, Mr. Pierre-Jean
Alcatel
Pierre-jean.pietri@alcatel.fr

AHLBERG, Dr. Mikael
Allgon Systems AB
Mikael.ahlberg@allgon.se

GUARINO, Mr. Bernard
AT&T Wireless
Bernard.guarino@aws.com

OLOFSSON, Mr. Hakan
AT&T (Northstream)
Hakan.olofsson@northstream.se

OHANA, Mr. Alain
BellSouth Cellular
Alain.ohana@pcs.bls.com

SHABTAY, Mr. Ophir
Comsys Communication & Signal Processing, LTD
Ophir@comsys.co.il

PIANKA, Mr. Boaz
DSPC / Intel Cellular Communications Division
Boaz.pianka@dspis.co.il

FINKE, Mr. Gerald
E-Plus
Gerald.finke@eplus.de

BACKLUND, Mr. Ingemar
Ericsson
Ingemar.backlund@era.ericsson.se

BLADSJO, Mr. David
Ericsson
David.bladsjo@era.ericsson.se

DIACHINA, Mr. John
Ericsson
Jdiachina@ericsson.com

ERIKSSON, Mr. Stefan
Ericsson
Stefan.eriksson@era-t.ericsson.se

HEDBERG, Mr. Tomas
Ericsson
Tomas.hedberg@era.ericsson.se

JOHANSSON, Mr. Mathias
Ericsson
Mathias.p.johansson@era.ericsson.se

MUELLER, Mr. Frank
Ericsson
Frank.muller@era.ericssson.se

SAMUELSSON, Mr. Mats
Ericsson
Mats.samuelsson@era/ericsson.se

SJERLING, Mr. Klas
Ericsson
Klas.sjerling@ericsson

SORELIUS, Dr. Joakim
Ericsson
Joakim.sorelius@era.ericsson.se

TEDENVALL, Mr. Lars
Ericsson
Lars.tedenvall@era.ericsson.se

TOUBASSI, Mr. Anthony
Ericsson
anthony.toubassi@ericsson.com

VEDRINE, Mr. Arnaud
Ericsson
Arnaud.vedrine@era.ericsson.se

ZANICHELLI, Mrs. Margareta
Ericsson
Margareta.zanichelli@ecs.ericsson.se

VISOZ, Mr. Raphael
France Telecom
Rapheal.visoz@rd.francetelecom.fr

CHEESEMAN, Mr. David
InterDigital Communications Corporation
David.cheeseman@binternet.com

BALACHADRAN, Dr. Krishna
Lucent
Krishnab@lucent.com

BROWNLEY, Ms. Jane
Lucent
Jbrownley@lucent.com

GAFRICK, Mr. John
Lucent
Gafrick@lucent.com

HUO, Mr. David
Lucent
Dhuo@lucent.com

JACKSON, Ms. Lucille
Lucent
Lj@lucent.com

OUDELAAR, Mr. Jan
Lucent
Oudelaar@lucent.com

SACUTA, Mr. Al
Lucent
Asacuta@ltelusplanet.net

XIE, Hong
Lucent
Hxiez@lucent.com

DIETRICH, Mr. Olaf
Mannesmann Mobilfunk
Olaf.dietrich@d2mannesmann.de

KAR, Mr. Radivoj
Mitsubishi Electric
Rkar@compuserve.com

GONOROVSKY, Mr. Llya
Motorola
l.gonorovskky@motorola.com

HSIEH, Dr. Frank
Motorola
Frank.hsieh@motorola.com

KASTEIN, Mr. John
Motorola
John.kastein@motorola.com

MEIDAN, Dr. Reuven
Motorola
bcms23@email.mot.com

ZHAO, Mr. Yilin
Motorola
Yilin.zhao@motorola.com

BYSTED, Tommy
Nokia
Tommy.bysted@nokia.com

HAMITI, Mr. Shkumbin
Nokia
Shkumbin.hamiti@nokia.com

LIVINGSTON, Ms. Margaret
Nokia
Margaret.livingston@nokia.com

PARANTAINEN, Mr. Janne
Nokia
Janne.parantainen@nokia

PIHL, Mr. Kari
Nokia
Kari.pihl@nokia.com

RIDDINGTON, Dr. Eddie
Nokia
Eddie.riddington@nokia.com

SEBIRE, Mr. Benoist
Nokia
Benoist.sebire@nokia.com

SEBIRE, Mr. Guillaume
Nokia
Guillaume.sebire@nokia.com

VÄNTTINEN, Mr. Veijo
Nokia
Veijo.vanttinen@nokia.com

CHOUKROUN, Mr. David
Nortel Networks
Dchoukro@nortelnetworks.com

GABIN, Mr. Frédéric
Nortel Networks
Fgabin@nortelnetworks.com

MALOUCHE, Mr. Zied
Nortel Networks
Malouche@nortelnetworks.com

BURROUGHS, Mr. Kirk
Qualcomm
Kirkdc@qualcomm.com

JOLLY, Mr. Vincent
Qualcomm Europe
Vjolly@snaptrack.com

MISHRA, Mrs. Anjali
Qualcomm Europe
Amishra@qualcomm.com

BIGLER, Ms. Laurie
SBC Communication
Bigler@tri.sbc.com

EDGE, Mr. Stephen
Siemens
Stephee.edge@icn.siemens.com

FARBER, Mr. Michael
Siemens
Michael.faerber@icn.siemens.de

GARATTINI, Miss. Gloria
Siemens
Gloria.garattini@icn.siemens.it

HARTH, Dr. Arno
Siemens
Arno.harth@icn.siemens.de

ISAACS, Mr. Ken
Siemens
Kenneth.isaacs@roke.co.uk

KREUZER, Mr. Werner
Siemens
Werner.kreuzer@moh.siemens.de

KURZMANN, Mr. Bernd
Siemens
Bernd.kurzmann@siemens.at

OETTL, Mr. Martin
Siemens
Martin.oettl@icn.siemens.de

THOMAS, Mr. David
Siemens
David.thomas@roke.co.uk

TRAYNARD, Mr. Jean-Michel
Siemens
Jean-michel.traynard@icn.siemens.de

TEGTH, Mr. Ulf
Telia AB
Ulf.b.tegth@telia.se

SAUVAGE, Mr. Nicolas
TTPCom Limited
Nicolas.sauvage@ttpcom.com

ARZELIER, Mr. Claude
Vodafone
Claude.arzelier@vodafone.co.uk

CARRIZO-MARTINEZ, Mr. Jose Luis
Vodafone 
Jose-luis.carrizo@vodafone.co.uk

WILLIAMS, Mr. Michael
VoiceStream








� This status was provided on the fourth day of the meeting, i.e. not at the same time as other meeting reports were presented.
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