TSG-RAN Working Group 3 #33



R3-022355
Sophia, FRANCE, November 11-15, 2002

Agenda Item:
Pl10.9.1 

Source: 
Nortel Networks

Title: 
Report on e-mail discussion on “LS answer to R3-022182 to SA2 on requirement to support IMS signalling in UTRAN”

Document for:
Report

1
Background

At the last RAN3 meeting #32 in Xi’an (China), It was agreed to have two email discussions:

· one email discussion on the enhanced RAN3 requirements lead by AWS,

· one separate email discussion on the answer liaison to SA2 to provide comments on the foreseen solution to the requirements. 

It was recognized also at last meeting that we had indirectly received the requirements from SA2 via the LS from RAN2. These requirements were made available in a pure copy of RAN2 document (tdoc R3-022279). They can therefore be taken into account for the liaison reply to SA2.

Later on (02.10.02)

The agreement was to have two separate discussions in order to make sure that we can reply to S2 even if we fail to agree on the enhancements to the requirements before our next meeting. 
On the other hand if we manage to reach an agreement on the enhanced requirements before the next meeting then this should also be taken into account in the reply to S2. 
 

Therefore, since the indicated deadline for the first email discussion was said as 05.11.02, Nortel triggered the second email discussion on 05.11.02 with a document attaching a draft liaison to SA2 taking into account both requirements.

2
Description

Nortel did not receive any comment until 08.11.02.

The comment was from Siemens, embedded in the text of the liaison:

Siemens agrees with the need of a new attribute :

“The outcome of this analysis showed that both SA2 requirements and RAN3 requirements calls for a new QoS to enhance the interactive traffic class in order to meet the demands of SIP signalling in terms of limited delay. A flag or a new additional attribute indicating an expected transfer delay or expected delivery time were recognized as able to fulfil the identified requirements”
About the preference between a flag and an attribute Siemens said they agree an attribute allows to give a range of values but they still wonder about the benefit.

“what is really the benefit of a range in that case ? Pro’s for the priority solution are that the affected node just needs to have the indication that the signalling packets need to be forwarded as soon as they received”
Nortel answered on 08.11.02 :

I agree with you that both a flag or an attribute can fulfill the need for the requirement "priority".
However, there is another requirement which is "delay". The benefit of having a range of values available with an attribute is to give an indication related to this dlay, and by so doing to allow optimisation of management of radio resources (implementation dependant) when trying to meet this second requirement.
There was no other comment provided on this thread. 

Nortel provided the resulting draft liaison together with this report on 08.1102.
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