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Introduction

The ad hoc meeting was established to discuss two issues from the RAN3 Iu SWG. The topics were Relocation Queuing and Partial Relocation. This document is a summary of the consensus as recorded by the chairman of the meeting. It should provide the basis for future work in this area.

Relocation Queuing

The main issue for discussion was whether the facility to queue Relocation procedures would be desirable in a number of scenarios, and it was also hoped to identify (at a very high level) the functional requirements. The main conclusions were:

· Queuing would be a useful facility, and could be more satisfactory than a reject-retry solution, as it interacts better with priority mechanisms. Some concern was expressed about the suspension of other procedures during the queuing.

· It should be controllable, so the operator can configure his network never to use it, or to use it only in some situations.

· In addition to queuing in the target RNC, it was suggested that it may not be possible to stop the CN also queuing relocation requests. In some cases this was felt to be useful, as resource allocation in the CN is also required at relocation, maybe including transcoding resources.

· The Source RNC would be responsible for defining whether a particular request was queue-able. (details of the control mechanism require further study – e.g. is it transparent RNC-RNC or in the RANAP message? This links to the bullet point above. It was noted that the “queuing allowed” for a RAB was different to the “relocation queuing allowed”, as the latter should be transparent to the user, but should depend on the situation in the SRNC and on the radio interface.

· With respect to queuing in the Target RNC, it was agreed that the CN would need to be aware of this (at least for Directed Retry, so this may need to be revisited when DR is discussed at more length).

· With respect to queuing in the Target RNC, it was agreed that the Source RNC would not need to be explicitly made aware of this.

Partial Relocation

The main issue for discussion was whether it should be possible to drop some bearers in the relocation procedure, for example if only a subset of the bearers can be supported after the relocation.

Two main scenarios were discussed, UMTS-GSM and UMTS-UMTS.

UMTS-GSM

· A need for some “downgrading” function was identified. However, the precise mechanism, or indeed whether the responsibility lay in UTRAN or in the BSS needed detailed study/discussion. 

· An email discussion was proposed on this, to achieve some clear views before the joint meeting.

UMTS-UMTS

· In some scenarios it was felt that a combined mechanism would not work (in some common channel states).

· In all scenarios a reject-retry mechanism would work if sufficiently detailed information could be included in the reject message to allow the SRNC to modify the set of bearers, such that the relocation would be successful. This would appear to need no new procedures/messages. (author’s note - the link to the service layers needs study).

Recommendations

1. A relocation queuing mechanism is required (control mechanism and indication). It should be based on the principle that the Source RNC sets the “relocation queuing allowed” parameters.

2. No relocation queuing indication is required in the CN-Source RNC direction. 

3. Relocation queuing indication (Target – CN) should be developed, but may require review after directed retry discussions.

4. An urgent email discussion needs to be initiated on the issues of bearer re-negotiation in the UMTS-GSM handover scenario (BT is willing to act as Rapporteur for this).

5. Bearer re-negotiation needs to be considered when discussing the contents of relocation failure messages.

The group seeks guidance from the Iu SWG and RAN3 on how best to wrap up the email discussion before the joint meeting (as there is no physical meeting time in between).

