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Meeting's Highlights:

The meeting was held in Stockholm Sweden (
1. 
Opening of the meeting

The chairman opened the TSG-RAN WG3 IP Transport in UTRAN #3 meeting at 9:00 on 31 January 2001. The hosts welcomed all delegates to Sweden.

2. 
Approval of the Agenda

R3-010400
“TSG-RAN WG3 IP AdHoc Agenda, Meeting #3” was presented by the 


Vice Chairman, Jean-Marie. (Nortel Networks).
Discussion:
The rapporteur will be Jean-Marie and the Secretary will be Carolyn Taylor. This was agreed. Motorola withdrew R3-010413 because it's a duplication of R3-010415.

Decision:
This was agreed.

3. Contributions for IP Transport in UTRAN Technical Report (25.933)

R3-010401
"Solution Selection Criteria" (MWIF)
Discussion:
MWIF believes that one standard solution should be agreed upon in 3GPP.

Decision: 
This could be used as a checklist to make sure nothing is missed. This has been noted.

R3-010402
"Requirements on L2&L1 Independence" (Nokia)
Discussion:
The proposal is to add the following two paragraphs into the section 5.8 of the technical report.

1. The functionality of the higher layers shall be independent of the Layer2 and Layer1 technologies. The higher layers refer both to the higher protocol layers of the Transport Network Layer and to all Radio Network Layer.

2. The Layer2 and Layer1 shall guarantee that the higher layers can fulfill the QoS requirements. Therefore the number of Layer2 and/or Layer1 alternatives may become limited.

The second paragraph should be modified for clarification. This modification has been agreed.

Decision: 
It was agreed to include this in the technical report with modifications.

R3-010403
"M3UA and SUA in Rel4 IP" (Nokia)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010404
"M3UA and SUA in Rel4 IP" (Nokia)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010405
"IP Transport Work Item" (Editor)
Discussion:
The new header 6.9.3.4 IPv4/IPv6 interworking should be moved under 6.9.3.3.

In section 5.5 Coexistence of the two transport options it was proposed to change "is required" with "shall be required" in the second bullet. The proposal was agreed.

Decision: 
This was agreed with modifications as version 0.4.2.

R3-010406
"QoS approaches" (Alcatel)
Discussion:
The proposal to add the text to the agreement section in chapter 7.2 QoS differentiation of the technical report was agreed with modifications.

Decision: 
This was agreed to be included in the technical report with modifications.

R3-010407
"Flow classification" (Alcatel)
Discussion:
It is proposed to add text from chapter 3 into sub-section 7.2 of the technical report. This was agreed with modifications.

Decision: 
This was agreed to be included in the technical report with modifications.

R3-010408
"L2 considerations" (Alcatel)
Discussion:
Ted (Motorola) is in agreement with this contribution.

Decision: 
This will be merged with the other contributions on this topic in tdoc R3-010425.

R3-010409
"Security" (Alcatel)
Discussion:
There was a question about what should be mandated for security.  Brendan (Vodafone) asked if we could send the technical report to SA3 as a liaison statement for review. Jean-Marie (Nortel) stated that RAN3 can look at the threats concerning UTRAN but the overall aspects of security should be done in SA3.

It was proposed to add chapter 2 and chapter 3 of this document to section 6.12 of the technical report with a minor modification to 3.2, SCTP Security features. It was agreed with modifications to be put in the security section.

The ad hoc recommended that RAN3 send the technical report to SA3 to review the security section of the report. This will be discussed in the next RAN3 meeting. Alcatel will draft the liaison statement for the next RAN3 meeting.
Decision: 
This was agreed to be included in the technical report with modifications.

R3-010410
"Interworking between IP and ATM transport options" (Alcatel)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010411
"Synchronization" (Alcatel)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010412
"IP versions" (Alcatel)
Discussion:
Ericsson had some problems with section 2, IP version discussion second paragraph. Ericsson didn't understand what was being explained in the statement, "it is sensible to deploy new IP networks in the future with IPv6 only, if new equipment has to be purchased to build it. Nevertheless there is no reason why the standard shall forbid using IPv4 equipment, when they are available". No agreement could be made concerning this paragraph.

It is proposed that section 2 is added to section 6.9.3.5 of the technical report. This was agreed with modifications.

Decision: 
This was agreed to be included in the study area of the technical report with modifications.

R3-010413
"Layer 1/2 independence" (Motorola)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010414
"Coexistence between R4 and R99 Iur Control Plane using SUA protocol" (Motorola)
Discussion:
It is proposed to add the text from this contribution to section 6.10 of the technical report, in a new subsection 6.10.1 called Coexistence between Rel4 and R99 Iur Control Plane using SUA protocol.

Decision: 
This have been agreed to be included in the technical report with modifications.

R3-010415
"Specification of L2/L1" (Motorola)
Discussion:
This is proposing something different then the other contributions concerning L1/L2 independence. This contribution is stating that at least one solution should be fully documented but not mandatory.

There was a question about what is the goal of RAN3 concerning this issue. It was stated that the goal is to ensure interoperability between UTRAN nodes.

The main objective of RAN3 is to define interworking. Nortel asked if it is suggesting not mandating any L1 interworking. Alcatel asked if it is RAN3 objective to fill in the gap or to define something different.

The following agreements were made:

· Specify one or a set of layer 2.5 below IP.

· Ppp mux ML, MC and header compression (mux, ML, MC, compression etc can depend on the rate).

· Specifying the framing is open and contributions are needed. Linked to whether or not interworking of NE offering the same rate requires or not transport equipment. If ensuring interworking between equipment with the same rate cannot be achieved without any intermediate transport equipment, then Nortel would like to reopen the debate on specifying one or a set of L2.5.

· Not mandating one particular "rate" but as release 1999 having a list or rate.

New contributions are welcomed. Alcatel has agreed to review all contributions on this issue and write a new contribution taking into account the agreements.

Decision: 
This will be merged with the other contributions on this topic in tdoc R3-010425.

R3-010416
"IP-ATM Interworking options" (Siemens)
Discussion:
It was proposed to include section 2 and section 3 of this document into section 6.10.

It was agreed not to have section 2.2.2, Radio Network Layer IWU, in the technical report. It was stated that the rapporteur should merge this contribution to the current technical report in section 6.10.2. RAN3 will review the rapporteur proposal at the next meeting.

Decision: 
It was agreed that the rapporteur would merge the modified contribution in the current technical report.

R3-010417
"QoS differentiation at IP layer" (Nortel Networks)
Discussion:
It was proposed to capture the statement in this contribution and include it in the agreement section of the QoS section 7.2 of the technical report. This was agreed with modifications.

Decision: 
It was agreed to include this in the technical report with modifications.

R3-010418
"Layer1 & layer2 independence" (Nortel Networks)
Decision: 
This will be merged with the other contributions on this topic in tdoc R3-010425.

R3-010419
"IP version" (Nortel Networks)
Discussion:
There was a question about this contribution.  David (Ericsson) stated that the argument in section 3 seems to imply that the only time an operator would like to use IPv6 is when an operator is building a IP network from scratch.  Phillipe (Nortel) stated it was just a scenario. David (Ericsson) had a question about bullet 1, addressing space: however, it was recognized in 6.9.3.6 that UTRAN is a “closed” network which means that on either Iu, Iur, Iub interfaces, there will be scarce potential issues of running out of addresses. David (Ericsson) stated that Ericsson main proposal for the use of IPv6 is for interworking. David (Ericsson) stated that just because you have to use interworking on Iu doesn't mean that it should be used in Iub/Iur.

In section 4, Use cases for IPv4

David (Ericsson) stated that he has some issues with the bullets in this section.

Phillipe (Nortel) stated that this contribution was only presented to show that the operators should make the decision of what should be standard.

Brenden (Vodafone) asked what the terminal group or the application group have decided. David (Ericsson) stated that the terminal group have decided to use IPv6.

Phillipe (Nortel) stated that the operators should make a decision. Sami (Nokia) asked what is the Nortel decision. Nortel stated they want operators to state whether they want it standardize or open.

Sami (Nokia) stated that a decision should be made at the next RAN3 meeting.

In conclusion, the decision of which IP version should be used is deferred. At the next RAN3 meeting it should be decided which of the 6 options is preferred:

· IPv4 only,

· IPv6 only,

· IPv6 mandatory IPv4 optional,

· IPv4 mandatory IPv6 optional,

· IPv4 and IPv6 Dual Stack: In all Nodes or in RNC only,

· No statement on the IP version.

Decision: 
It was recommended that the operators put together a joint contribution on this issue. Brendan (Vodafone) would like an email discussion presented on the IP version. Brendan (Vodafone) will be the moderator of the email discussion.
R3-010420
"Interworking between UTRAN ATM interfaces and UTRAN IP in-terfaces" (Ericsson)
Discussion:
It was proposed to add the text in section 2.1 to the technical report in section 6.10.1, the General section of backward compatibility with R99/Coexistance with ATM nodes. Modifications need to be made to the first bullet in section 2.1. This has been agreed with modifications.

It was proposed to add the text in section 2.2 to the technical report in section 6.10.3, ATM/IP Interworking Solution Proposal. This was agreed with modifications. The rapporteur needs to modify the figure 1 in section 2.2.

Decision: 
It was agreed to include this contribution in the technical report with modifications.

R3-010421
"Usage of UDP Lite for IP UTRAN" (Ericsson)
Discussion:
Jerome (Alcatel) asked what is the progress of this work within IETF Working Group. David (Ericsson) didn't know the stage of the draft. Cisco stated that it's not a draft at the moment. David (Ericsson) stated that it's not currently a draft. David (Ericsson) doesn't have a schedule of when the draft will be completed. Alcatel asked about the header compression. It was stated that it's IPv4 and IPv6 compatible. Further investigation is needed for header compression.

It was proposed to include this in the study area in section 6.2.6. The last sentence in 2.1 should be modified. This was agreed with modifications.

It was proposed to add the following statement to sections 7.13 and 7.14 (Iu/Iur/Iub User Plane Protocol Stacks) of the technical report [1]: "UDP Lite only shall be used in layer 4 for IP UTRAN hosts". This was not agreed.

Decision: 
It was agreed to have section 2 included in 6.2.6 of the technical report.

R3-010422
"IP UTRAN Layer 2 considerations" (Ericsson)
Decision: 
This will be merged with the other contributions on this topic in tdoc R3-010425.

R3-010423
"Usage of GTP-U for the Iu interface user plane" (Ericsson)
Discussion:
It was proposed that section 2 be added to the technical report [1] in a new section 6.14, IuCS/IuPS user plane protocol stacks.  Telia asked why is it proposed that the IuCS interface over IP transport, there is a need for a protocol above UDP. Ericsson stated it's because of the sequence number. It was stated that it's not a requirement of having a sequence number in the technical report. In section 5.3 it would need to be updated since it states that sequence number is not required. It was concluded not to introduce any new requirements. RAN3 should use the requirements they have already put into the technical report and align the study area based on those requirements.

There was a question concerning section 2.1.2 Iu CS bullet 2: It provides an efficient solution since a solution can be defined that exactly meet the requirements. What does this suggest? David (Ericsson) stated that it only says that RAN3 define the protocol and can define what is needed. It was agreed to remove bullet 2. Bullet 1 should be removed also. The last sentence from bullet 1 should be added to the new bullet 2. It was agreed to include this in section 6.13 of the technical report.

Jean-Marie (Nortel) asked whether anyone had an objection to adding section 2 to the technical report. There were no objections and it was agreed with modifications.

Someone needs to talk to SA2 about this contribution to so they can give their perspective. This have been agreed to be included in the technical report with modifications.
Decision: 
This was agreed to be included in the technical report with modifications.

R3-010424
"Requirements on Iub/Iur frame protocols" (Siemens)
Discussion:
The only thing RAN3 can do is to find out what RAN2 is doing.

Decision: 
This has been noted. RAN3 will wait for the CRs from RAN2 before changing anything in the technical report.

R3-010425
"Layer2 considerations" (Alcatel)
Discussion:
It is proposed to add chapter 2 of this document to the study area of the technical report in the 'Layer 1 and Layer 2 independence' section. This has been agreed.

It is proposed to add the text in chapter 3 of this document to the agreement section in chapter '7.5 Layer 1 and Layer 2 independence' of the technical report. This has been agreed with the working assumption that PPPmux is mandatory. PPPmux have been agreed as a working assumption. Siemens have objected to having PPPmux. Siemens need to bring a contribution next meeting to support their position of not having PPPmux included.

Decision: 
This was agreed to be included in the technical report with the working assumption that PPPmux is mandatory.
R3-010426
"Simplified IP based Iur Control Plane protocol stack" (Motorola)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010427
"IP based Iub Control Plane protocol stack" (Motorola)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010428
"Framework for IP based Iub/Iur User Plane transport protocol stacks" (Motorola)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010429
"Coexistence of R99 and R4 transport options" (Motorola)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010430
"Coexistence of R99 and R4 transport options" (Motorola)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010431
"IP based Iub/Iur User Plane transport protocol stacks" (Motorola)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.

R3-010432
"Issues on the choice of reference L2.5" (Siemens)
Discussion:
It was proposed this contribution is postponed to allow time for companies to check on what would be the impacts of removing PPPmux. This contribution was submitted to the ad hoc meeting late and companies need more time to review this contribution and do an analysis on what could be the impacts.

Decision: 
This was noted.

4. Closing

Jean-Marie (Nortel) asked the group what are their thoughts about the CRs being completed by the next meeting. No one commented. Jean-Marie (Nortel) stated that the rapporteur would do the analysis.

Jean-Marie (Nortel) thanked the group and Telia for hosting the meeting.
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