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Introduction

This is the report from the Iu SWG meeting held on July 2nd – 4th, 2001 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #22 in Sophia Antipolis, France (July 2nd – 6th 2001). The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by the Iu SWG chairman Alexander Vesely of Siemens. The report is structured according to the meeting agenda. The order does not necessarily correspond to the order the items were handled.

Note: 

In general it has been agreed, that all CR’s, that were approved with modifications will be sent on the reflector as early as possible, should be reviewed by the delegates so that those CRs can be then – in the optimal case – just formally approved at the next meeting.

Discussions during next meeting on that CRs shall not re-discuss issues already solved/agreed upon unless new concerns are raised.

During e-mail discussion attention has to be paid for the ‘isolated impact’ statement that might replace the ‘backwards compatibility statement’ wording used so far, according to agreements during closing plenary. Please indicate the tdoc number(s) in the subject of the e-mail (e.g. “[Iu - R3-012wxy/R3-012wxz])

The Iu SWG chairman will assign tdoc numbers to the revised versions, Carolyn will provide a list with new tdoc numbers and, if needed, Carolyn will assign CR numbers during next week. The CR’s sent out for discussion shall be based on an official TS-version – for some CRs “mirror” CRs have to be created. 

Note also, that it has been agreed, that documents submitted for the Iu SWG after Wednesday 12:00 GMT in the week before the meeting, will be earliest treated in the second round of document discussions.

Iu-1
TREATMENT OF INCOMING LSs

LSs on Release 1999 issues

R3-011901 (S2-011459) “Answer to liaison on Action at not supported Relocation Requirement” (To: R3)

Note: This is a re-submission of R3-011699, which was the revised and approved during e-mail discussions on the S2 reflector.

It was clarified that the cause value “Relocation Requirement not Supported” proposed by Ericsson in R3-011216 can still be utilised to inform the CN. But, according to SA2’s anser, the RNC is not mandated to release the RAB if the Relocation Requirement is not supported.

It was clarified by Alcatel (Nicolas) that the 3rd bullet relates to the relocation procedure, i.e. it concerns the target RNC after the relocation. 

The last paragraph needs further study. Contributions studying this issues are invited. Enrico Penas of Motorola was tasked to look for more information on the race condition mentioned in the LS. It turned out, that a contribution was submitted for SA2#18 on the Relocation Cancel which is in S2-011554.

It was agreed that RANAP shall specify, that the Relocation Requirement is just a recommendation. Further, it was agreed that the proposed cause value shall appear on several places in RANAP, i.e. (at least) in the RAB Assignment, the Relocation Resource Allocation and the RAB Release Request procedures. Ericsson (Anders) is willing to provide the updated CRs. The LS was noted.
LSs on Release 4 issues

R3-011892 (N4-010695) "Iu UP version negotiation" (To: R3, N3) was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.

The reasoning behind the changes was clarified. It was agreed to follow the request from CN4 and to discuss the relevant CRs

It was agreed, that Alex will draft an answer LS, informing CN4 and CN3 that RAN3 is willing to provide the relevant changes and already conditionally approved a set of CRs. The LS will be in R3-012085.
R3-011893 (N4-010696) “Liaison Statement reply to RAN3 on on Highlighting Requirements to RAN3 for SRNS relocation with TrFO” (To: RAN3, SA CC: CN, RAN) was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

The reason for ceasing TrFO without direct connection on Iu during Relocation to a target RNC not within the anchor-MSC-area was explained. It was reported, that CN1 and CN4 already had intensive discussions on codec negotiation on the E-i/f and that they could not conclude on a respective solution for the E-i/f. 

The LS was noted.

R3-011696 (S2-011578) “Response to LS R3-010988 (Answer LS on Highlighting Requirements to RAN3 for SRNS relocation with TrFO)” from SA2 (TO: RAN3) was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson

Note: This was not treated during last meeting. This LS was discussed together with the N4-LS on the same issue in R3-011893. The LS was noted.

R3-011902 (S2-011568) “RAB negotiation and re-negotiation” (Contact Ericsson, Motorola) (To: R3 CC: R1, R2, S4) was presented by Sania Erwin of Motorola.

R3-011431 (R2-010977) “ Response to LS (R3-011030) on on RAB negotiation and re-negotiation ” from RAN2 (TO RAN3) (Contact: Ericsson) was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

Note: this LS was not treated last meeting due to missing S2 LS in R3-011902.

R3-011689 (N1-010814) “ Response to LS–UTRAN Initiated RAB Renegotiation / Reconfiguration (R3-010305)” from CN1 TO RAN3 (CC:SA2)  was presented by Sania Erwin of Motorola.

Note: this LS was not treated last meeting due to missing S2 LS in R3-011902.

R3-011895 (R1-010672) “Response to LS on RAB negotiation and re-negotiation”  (To R3 CC: S2, R2) was presented by Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel.

Discussion on R3-011431, R3-011689, R3-011895 and R3-011902:

It was clarified that the SM (Session Management) on NAS level currently does not foresee to give the UE the possibility to indicate alternative values, however, the CN may select alternative values. The current specification of SM does not efficiently support negotiation of session QoS-parameters.

It was clarified, that there is no intention to specify the re-/negotiation of additional RAB parameters in a service dependent way.

Up to now it is not clear whether the inter-dependency of SDU error ratio and Residual Bit Error Ratio, as reported by RAN1 will put requirements on our protocols.

There was quite long debate, whether the lack of benefit of re-/negotiating SDU Error Ratio and Residual Bit Error Rate for AM RLC could have impact on RANAP, e.g. in terms of specifying some restrictions in RANAP. It was clarified, that the CN will have no knowledge of RLC mode in any case.

It was understood that SA2 asks to study the role these parameters would play for codec applications in the context of an.
There was agreement among all companies about the benefit of having additional RAB parameters with regard to efficient radio resource utilisation at least for some cases, as described in the relevant LSs.

It has been agreed, after a show of hands, that additional negotiable/renegotiable RAB parameters will no longer be discussed for Rel-4. 

Sania Erwin asked for agreement on adding addional re-/negotiatable RAB-parameter.  

It was agreed to have an e-mail discussion on issues regarding the addition of negotiable/renegotiable RAB parameters, i.e. SDU Error Ratio, Residual Bit Error Ratio, and Transfer Delay IE 3 for Rel-5. Sania Erwin of Motorola will initiate the discussions. Issues have to be raised until August 15. It was agreed, that if during e-mail discussion that will last until August 15th no new issues are raised or if no issues will be identified for the end-to-end QoS (re)-negotiation scheme SA2 tasked us to study, those 3 additional parameter will be included in Rel-5, and consequently discussions on the actual implementation will be started during next meeting, otherwise additional discussion papers on the raised issues will have to show up.

Further, it was agreed, that Philippe of Nortel will draft an LS to CN1 in response to the LS received in R3-011689, to inform them, that RANAP Rel-4 not only foresees RAB negotiation during call setup but also negotiation/re-negotiation later on during the call. This LS will be in R3-012095. The LS was not reviewed by the Iu SWG.

R3-011825 (S2-011580) “Liaison Statement on improvements for the PS handover/relocation realtime support” (To R3, CC: GERAN) was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.

The content of the LS was discussed and it was agreed, that CRs to clarify, that the codepoint ‘realtime’ of the Relocation Requirement IE is meaningless for the RNC, will have to be discussed next meeting. Anders will prepare the CRs.

The LS was noted.

LSs on Release 5 issues

R3-011891 (GP-011371) “Liaison statement on header removal context relocation” (To: R2,R3) was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.

It was clarified, that transfer of header-removal contexts can only occur between GERAN BSCs. Further it was reported, that header-removal causes already long debates within GERAN and there will be a joint meeting on that issue (among others) at 1st – 3rd August in Helsinki with RAN, GERAN, SA2.

It was agreed, that Jari Isokangas of Nokia will draft the answer LS, which will be in R3-012096 (not yet reviewed by the Iu SWG.). Question 1 will be answered positively with the comment, that those context should be better transferred via Iur-g, as it does it in a more performant way. The Answer to Question 2 is as follows: “There is today already a container (<container IE>)in the Relocation Commit, but it does not include any transparent field, that could be used for this purpose. Within the Forward SRNS Context already some contexts are passed through, but, similarly there are no IEs forseen for such use.” Question 3 will be answered positibely as well with the comment, that the contents for header removal and header compression are different and that concerns were raised on the length of the transparent information to be transferred.

R3-011694 (S2-011577) “Response to GERAN LS on Optimised Voice support” from SA2 (To: GERAN, CC: R2,R3)

This document was not treated during the Iu SWG.
R3-011693 (S2-011422) “TS 23.236“Intra Domain Connection of RAN Nodes to Multiple CN Nodes””

This LS was not treated during the Iu SWG.

Iu-2
CORRECTIONS FOR R99 (INCLUDING ‘MIRROR CRs’ FOR REL4 SPECs) 

Iu-2.0
R99, Iu General Aspects (25.401)

Iu-2.1
R99, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

- R3-012022 (R3-012023) CR019r1(CR020r1) “Intersystem Change clarifications“ was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.

Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel would likes to have clarifications on the wording ‘ps connections’ maybe with reference to 23.060 (if possible). 

Richard Townend of BT commented, that the note below 5.6.x is confusing. ChengHock Ng of NEC asked for a seperate CR regarding the Note in 5.6.x, as this is new functionality. Richard reported, that this is not new functionality in RAN3 (at least for Iurb). Nicolas commented that the network controlled cell reselection is not clearly covered in the CR. This needs to be clarified offline. He also asked for some text describing the difference between ‘handover’ scenarios with resource pre-reservation and those without in that CR.

The CR needs more enhancements and was not approved at this time.

Iu-2.2
R99, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

R3-011970, CR, “Clarification of "RFCI n Indicator" “ was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson.

It was clarified, that the value range is just 0..62, as 63 is left for extensions. 

The need for the CR was clarified, as the current version might be interpreted, that the indicator could point to an RFCI number.

Richard asked whether it is clear how the receiving node will have to behave, if there are less RFCI indicators than originally initiated ? Martin clarified, that this is covered with the wording ‘barred’ in the proposed text. The conclusion was that in ‘or not’ shall be removed from the proposed changes.

Further, it has been agreed, that all the RFCIs shall be indicated.

The CR was approved with the modifications described above. The modified CR and the Rel-4 CR will be in R3-012087(R3-012088). The final CRs were not reviewed by the Iu SWG.

R3-012059(R3-012060), CR, “Corrections on primitives used for GTP-U based Transport Layer“ was presented by SoYoung Lee of LG Electronics.

The CR was not approved as the PDCP sequ.no is already part of the IuUPpayload and don’t need to be explicitely transferred via the SAP.

-- R3-012051(R3-012052), CR, “General Corrections on Iu User Plane“ was presented by SoYoung Lee of LG Electronics.

Editorial changes should be really obvious ones, so it was felt, that category ‘F’ is justified. 

The CRs were approved with the modifications that the catagory of the CR should be F, page feeds between non successive chapters are needed, Figure 10 should title “Unsuccessful initialisation of Iu UP: 1) NINIT negative acknowledgementor 2)  NINIT  expiries of timer TINIT“, Figure 16 should title “Unsuccessful Time Alignment: 1) N TA negative acknowledgements
or 2) NTA expiries of timer TTA ”. The revised versions will be in R3-012083(R3-012083). The final CRs were not reviewed by the Iu SWG.

Iu-2.3
R99, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

R3-011929, CR, “Order of elements in bitstrings“ was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

It was reported, that similar changes were made for Iur/b protocols. It was recognised, that the bitstring definition is already given in Iu UP and a ref to 25.415 is already made in 25.413.

The CR was approved with the modifications that no ASN.1 changes are necessary, that explanation of the bitstring is not required due to ref [6] and therefore the semantics now just contain “ Indicates the versions of the selected UP mode that are supported by the CN” and that the CR cover sheet needs to be updated. The modified CR and the Rel-4 CR will be in R3-012089(R3-012090) The final CRs were not reviewed by the Iu SWG

R3-011930, CR, “NAS Syncronisation Indicator also at RAB Establishment“ was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

Chenghock asked, why to change Rel-99 RANAP to support Rel-4 feature ? It was clarified, that it is not intended to revise a decision made in RAN3#13 and that there are some scenarios, where the NSI is needed, e.g. if Rel-4 NAS level utilises Rel-99 RAN. So it was agreed, that the support of forwarding the NSI is not removed from the RAB setup procedure. The relevant history can be seen in R3-012020.

The conditional presence statement will be subject of discussions during relevant sessions/adhocs. (Note: during adhoc the presence was agreed to be set to optional, the procedural text was felt to be sufficient)

The CR was approved with the modification that information given within R3-012020 shall be included in the reason for change section. The modified CR and the Rel-4 CR will be in R3-012099(R3-012100) The final CRs were not reviewed by the Iu SWG

- R3-012020, CR, "NAS Synchronisation Indicator in RAB Assignment" was withdrawn, as it aims on the same subject as R3-011930.

- R3-011947, D “Proposed how to review the RANAP and SABP with regards to the conditional statement of the IEs“ was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC.

It was clarified, that if the procedural text was updated, the behaviour of the node could remain the same, with the exception that, as the error checking was shifted to the logical level this would result in reporting another cause value.

Richard ask, which criteria we intend to use when judging conditions case by case. At least a kind of idea should be stated.

The document was further discussed together with R3-012021.

---R3-012021, D, “Considerations about conditionally present IEs in RANAP“ was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.

It has been clarified, that (as RANAP states) the principle not to specify the CN behaviour is broken in some places, e.g. for Relocation Preparation procedure.

It was agreed to start discussion based on following principles:

· the specified statement in 9.1.2.1 is the starting point of the discussion. (unless a better alternative can be found).

· conditions should be based rather on the content of a message than on e.g. the receivers state

· the number of behavioural changes should be minimised and therefore avoided if possible

· it has to be checked whether conditional as well as optional (‘new’ and ‘old’ ones) presence descriptions are appropriately described within in the procedural text. some additional information in the tabular format (semantics) could be stated, but the question is, how conflicting statements in the semantics and the procedural text should be treated (Iur/b SWG will have to be informed). (e.g. C-ifPS for Relocation Requirement IE within RAB Paremeters IE). the (‘old’) optional presence descriptions should be checked as well.

· it has to be checked, whether behaviour, if an IE is not included, has to be described.

· standard wording of a condition shall be ‘shall ... if ...’

If conditions are detected, that do not fit to the rules, individual CRs are invited to clarify.

Discussion on R3-012021 and R3-011947 was closed with agreement on starting points as stated above.

R3-012078, CR, “Draft CR that serves as report on sessions hold during RAN3#22 on changes to RANAP on conditional presence statements”

It has been agreed, that if one or more company(ies) find another issue (apart from the problem that in some error cases a different cause value will be sent compared to the one that would have been sent before the change of the respective presence statements to ‘optional’), the CR will be re-discussed next meeting.

Discussion on the condition ‘if no other group in RAB Ass’:

It was discussed, whether there will be a problem in the future, if one new, important IE-group will be added with presence set to ‘o’ and criticality set to ‘reject’. Later on it has been clarified, that in that case, as the presence will not be checked for optional elements, no action based on faulty presence is possible. Action according to the specified criticality for an optional element will just be applied if the content of the IE is not understood.

There was agreement among the delegates that where ever this condition is mentioned, RANAP is felt to be specified ambiguously.

There were discussions, whether to report an logical error if no IE group was received by the RNC. It has been agreed, that on Wednesday morning there will be a decision about this issue, as Ericsson, NEC and Alcatel indicated the need to check with their implementation. On Wednesday, it has been decided, that an error report (i.e. sending ERROR INDICATION with an appropriate cause value) is desired for this case. However, Chenghock had no time to check with its implementation department.

On the change of the presence of IEs with this presence statement to ‘optional’, Alcatel, NEC and Ericsson again indicated the need to check with their implementation. On Wednesday it has been agreed, that the the presence of all IEs with this condition will be changed ‘optional’. Again, NEC had so far no time to check with implementation departement.

Discussion on who to proceed with drafting and discussing:

It was agreed, that an adhoc will be held on Wednesday morning. The outcome is outlined in R3-012078 and will be distributed. Note, that ‘comments’ are attached to certain text parts.

Delegates of Motorola, Nokia, BT and Siemens were willing to draft CRs on RANAP in a ‘private’ evening session during this meeting. It has been agreed, that an e-mail discussion will be started based on the afterwards starting latest at 11th July . Due date of the e-mail discussion will be at 15th August. It was agreed, to send information, if 11th July cannot be met.

Further, it was explained, that “[RANAP – conditions - <procedure name>]” should be indicated as subject in the e-mail.

Companies are asked to indicate concerns during e-mail discussions. If there are any, then discussion papers shall be available for the next meeting. It was agreed, that if no concerns are raised during e-mail discussion period, then the  technical content of the CR is approved.

The relevant CRs will be in  R3-012102(R3-012103).

- R3-011948, D, “Data Forwarding related IEs in RELOCATION COMMAND message“ was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC

This document was discussed in the context of the LS in R3-011901. It was clarified, that the proposal is to include the forward addresses for every RAB within RABs Subject To Data Forwarding IE in RELOCATION COMMAND. It was clarified, that in case of inter-SGSN relocation, there are currently 2 decisions points for the RABs that shall be subject for data forwarding, the serving SGSN and the SRNC. 

The opinion of several companies is that the Relocation Requirement IE specifies the requirement on the error ratio during forwarding of data, and is therefore needed. This was not shared by other companies, that stated, that the RNC has enough information whether to start forwarding of data or not, based on QoS profile(s) of the relevant RAB(s). There was common understanding that the current state of specification(s) is still ambiguous on that matter.

The proposals were not approved at the moment. Offline discussions are invited.

- R3-012041 (R3-012042), CR, "Inter-system Change and inter-system Handover clarifications" were withdrawn due to impact to already not approved wording within the document.

-- R3-012008(R3-012009), CR, “Chosen Integrity Protection Algorithm IE over MAP/E interface“ was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.

It was clarified, that it is intended, to use this value only over the MAP-E interface and that this IE is mandatory within the SECURITY MODE COMPLETE message.

The chairman clarified, that up to his knowledge the mode (A or Iu) towards the AN determines the protocol on the E-i/f. Therefore, according to the statements in the CR cover sheet, it was not seen the need to approve the CR.

The CRs were not approved. Olivier was tasked to check this at home and maybe come back on that issue.

-- R3-012057(R3-012058), CR, “Clarification of between N-PDU and PDCP PDU“ was presented by SoYoung Lee of LG Electronics.

This CR needs to be resubmitted to be in line with the relevant (and not approved part) of the CR to 25.410 on inter-system change (see discussion on R3-012022). Further, Chenghock asked for a clear discussion paper on that issue for the RANAP and the 25.410 CR.

The CR was not approved at the moment.
-- R3-012027, CR, “Old BSS to New BSS IE optional in UMTS to GSM handover “ was presented by Enrico Penas of Motorola.
It was stated, that this seems to be a new type of condition (applying the distinction made within R3-012021 – the condition is optional, if the condition is met). With regard to the assigned criticality (ignore) this seems to be on the safe side.

It was agreed, that the RNC shall not be mandated to send the old to new BSS container in Relocation Required in case of HO to GSM. Procedural text should include some statements on the required behaviour.

The CR could be backwards compatible if the CN ignores this IE in the intra UMTS case and continue with the procedure. The behaviour of the sending node (SRNC) will be changed in a not-backwards compatible way.

The content of the CR was approved with modifications as stated above, a revision is needed. The revision and the Rel-4 CR will be in R3-012082 (R3-012091).

-- R3-012026, CR, “ Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE clarification “ was presented by Enrico Penas of Motorola.

It was agreed, that the condition text (or/and the relevant procedural text) shall read: “Shall be present for intra UMTS Handovers if ciphering is active for PS(CS) RABs”.

It will have to be clarified, whether cipher/integrity information are present in the RANAP container present only for hard handover ? Otherwise, additional description should be considered.

It was checked, that stage TS 33.102 states within chapter 6.6.5 that “... signalling radio bearers are ciphered by the CK of the service domain for which the most recent security mode negotiation took place”, but it is clearly stated, that each radio bearer has to be ciphered with the relevant domain specific CK.

It was agreed, as more study and clarifications are needed, to not approve the CR. A revised CR is expected for next meeting.

-- R3-012024, CR “RAB modification failure clarification“ was presented by Enrico Penas of Motorola.

It was clarified, that within RANAP it is specified, for the RAB modify case, “ If the RNC decides to establish a new transport bearer, then the switch over to this new transport bearer shall be done immediately after transport bearer establishment and initialisation of the user plane mode.”, so the old connection on Iu shall not be released before the new one was established.

It further was clarified, that RANAP already supports the desired behaviour (RNC can report the RAB to be released in case the re-establishment has failed.)

It has to be checked whether a specific cause could be specified ‘RAB released due to unsuccessful re-establishment of radio resources ... ’.

The CR was not approved.

-- R3-012046, D “Coding of no_data“ was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.

Following questions were discussed:

· How does a Rel99 RNC treat the request from the CN to initialise SIDs and no_data RFCs ? Is the RNC allowed to puncture out requested no_data, SID RFCs ?

· There could be the need that the RNC shall send no_data all 20ms. If this is the case, this would be a subject to be described within the specifications in RAN3s responsibility. But this should be avoided if possible to avoid service-related impacts on RNCs behaviour.

· How are, in the TrFO case, the no_data capab. of UEs negotiated. There is a need to trace back LS-traffic history.

· Related to the statement, that the SDU parameters IE “... starts with Rab Subflow combination number 1. This was introduced in the very recent CR nb 245. However, in TS25.415, it the RFCI field is given (0..62).  The Rab Subflow Combination 0 should be coded.” it was clarified, that the coding of the UP has nothing to do with RANAP coding.

It has been agreed to study the issues raised and to not approve the proposals for now.

-- R3-012045, CR “ASN.1 definitions in CN_INVOKE_TRACE“ was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.

It was clarified, that the definition within the tabular and the ASN.1 seems to be a direct copy of the definitions within BSSMAP definitions. It was stated that the Trace Reference should be of fixed length (as stated in the cover sheet) if it is intended to align BSSMAP with RANAP.

Further, it would have to be clarified whether UMTS specifications treating the trace stuff are aligned with GSM as well.

There was agreement, that a failure exists in RANAP definition of both mentioned IEs.

Before agreement on this CR, implementation issues have to be checked, other possibilities have to be studied and relevant UMTS specifications needs to be consulted.

The CR was not approved.

-- R3-012043, CR, “Causes for Security Mode Reject“ was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.

Nicolas raised concerns about the backwards compatibility and expressed the opinion to leave the cause value has it is now. He suggested to introduce another optional field that could contain additional information.

Chenhock commented,  that there needs to be a rule, not to change cause values. He was tasked bring the issue up in the closing plenary, unless a rule does exist already.

The CR was not approved. Further contribution were invited.

Iu-2.4
R99, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-2.5
R99, SABP (25.419)

Iu-3
CORRECTIONS FOR REL-4 ONLY

Iu-3.1
Rel-4, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

R3-011928 CR009r4 “Iu connection principles enhancement, CS domain“ was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

Richard clarified, that during drafting the initial version of 25.410 “Iu interface” was ment to be synonymous to the abstract capability of both nodes to adress each other.

The definition of ‘Default node’ R3-011931 could lead to the necessity to re-discuss the paragraph. (Finally, this was not the case.)

Regarding the restriction of this architectural enhancement to intra-PLMN scenarios, it was proposed to send an LS to SA2 to point out, the way RAN3 introduces the feature works across PLMN boundaries (the introduced identifier has global significance) and to ask SA2 on the reason behind their restriction of this feature to intra-PLMN HO.

After discussing the relevant CRs and the discussion paper in R3-012047 it was agreed, that Philippe Godin of Nortel will draft an answer LS to SA2. The LS will be in R3-012081.
The CR was approved under the condition that discussion in 1931 do not effect this CR (, i.e. ref [6] for default CN.) and with the modifications discussed as follows:

- the WI code shall be ‘TrFO’

- the 2nd paragraph below Figure 4.1 should now read to

“There shall not be more than one Iu interface (Iu-CS) towards the CS domain and one Iu interface (Iu-PS) towards the PS-domain from any one RNC. Each RNC shall not have more than one Iu interface (Iu-CS) towards its default CN node within the CS domain, but may also have further Iu interfaces (Iu-CS) towards other CN nodes within the CS domain. (See [6] for definition of Default CN node.) These further Iu interfaces (Iu-CS) shall only be used as a result of SRNS relocation in the case the anchor CN node directly connects to the target RNC. There may be multiple Iu interfaces (Iu-BC) from an RNC towards the Broadcast domain.”

- the 2nd bullet in 4.1.2 shall start with “For the PS and CS domains ...”
The modified CR will be in R3-012080.
R3-012080, CR009r5 “Iu connection principles enhancement, CS domain“ was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

The CR was approved with the modification, that the WI code was agreed to be ‘TrFO’. The revised document will be in  R3-012097.

- R3-012017 CR021r1 “Iu UP version selection“ was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.

The CR was approved with modifications. that instead of the proposed changes “A set of appropriate U-plan version(s) is indicated within RANAP. The final U-plane version is selected during the Iu UP initiation procedure among the indicated version(s).” should be added at the end of the paragraph. The revised CR will be in R3-012092.

-- R3-012047 D “ Multiple Iu connectivity“ was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.

The document was discussed together with the related LSs and CRs.

It was agreed, that the obviously contradicting statements within TS 23.009 “ ... a global title based on the Global RNC-Id may optionally be used for the addressing of the Iu interface messages.” and TS 23.153 “ ... In this case SCCP Global Title addressing shall be used to signal directly from the Anchor MSC to the drift RNC.” should be clarified in the responsible WGs and that no LS will be sent from RAN3.

The content of the document was noted.

Iu-3.2
Rel-4, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

- R3-012018 CR062r1 “Iu UP version handling (Rel 4)" was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.

Chapter 8 may need to be updated due to the fact, that behavioural change mandates to change the version. The text within the first bullet in 8.1.4 might stem from a  CR implementation failure. On the changes in PDU Type section Ericsson raised concerns to strike out the version statement. This can be discussed on e-mail.

It was clarified, that if the RNC doesn’t support the requested version, it will reject the RAB request. There is no UP version negotiation on RANAP level any more (this was removed during RAN3#13).

The CR was approved with the modifications that in section 6.4.3 the change shall rather state ‘CN’ than ‘MSC-Server’, within 6.6.3.25 the begin of the chapter shall read to “Description: This field indicates the Iu UP Mode Versions supported by the RNC for the related  RAB. Up to 16 Iu UP Mode versions can be simultaneously indicatedavailable.” and the condition that Ericsson might have an issue on the PDU Type section (which should be discussed on e-mail). The revised documents will be in R3-012101.

Iu-3.3
Rel-4, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

R3-011931 CR244r4 “N-to-M relation between CN and UTRAN“ was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

It was clarified, that there is only one default cs CN node per RNC in Rel4.

It was agreed, that, although an area code could be used to identify the CN-node, the new Global CN-Id IE will be introduced, as the related Rel-5 WI (‘Iu-flex’) will most likely require the definition of such an identifier.

It was agreed, that new conditions should be checkable by an abstract syntax checker (conditions based on content). The proposed conditions are actually not according to this principle, so they shall be changed to optional.

The CR was approved with the modifications that the WI code shall state ‘TrFO’, the definition of Default CN node shall read to “An RNC has one single permanent default CN node per CN domain. It always initiates the Initial UE Message procedure towards its default CN node.”, the general section of the Initial UE Message procedure (section 8.22.1) shall read to “The purpose of ... and to transfer the initial NAS-PDU to the default CN node. ...” and the presence statement of the Global CN-Id IE shall be set to optional in any message. The modified CR will be in R3-012079.

R3-012079 CR244r4 “N-to-M relation between CN and UTRAN“ was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

There were discussions on the Reset procedure in case the RNC receives a corrupted Global CN-Id IE. It was clarified, that this represents a transfer syntax error, which clearly terminates the procedure, the case, where the Global CN-Id contains not allowed values (not BCD coded digits) will be treated on logical level, which shall terminate the procedure.

The CR was approved with the modifications. that the statement on GT is removed from the cover page, that the added sentence in section 8.25.3.2 shall read to “A specific RNC shall send this message only towards its default CN node of the concerned domain(s).” The revised CR will be in R3-012098.

- R3-012019 CR297r1 “Clarification on User Plane Version Indication“ was presented by Alexander Vesely of Siemens.

It was agreed, that the changes applicable also for Rel-99 should be outlined in a separate CR, i.e. the changes on User Plane Information IE.

The CR was approved with modifications regarding the User Plane Information IE. The modified CR will be in R3-012093. This CR was not yet reviewed by the Iu SWG.

-- R3-012007 CR302r3 “Release 4 additions in Iu to support new positioning methods“ was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.

The CR was approved with modifications,

· that the paragraph below Figure X in section 8.x.3 shall read to “If the RNC was not able to transfer the requested dedicated assistance data to the UE, or if the RNC is not able to provide the requested deciphering keys, the RNC shall send ASSISTANCE DATA TRANSFER FAILURE message including Cause IE to the CN. The Cause IE shall indicate the appropriate cause value to CN, e.g. "Dedicated Assistance data Not Available" or "Deciphering Keys Not Available".” (this will require changes in section for the Cause Value IE definition), 

· the ifDirect Condition text is changed to “This IE shall be present if the Event IE is set to ‘Direct’,

· the if DedAssGPS Condition text is changed to “ This IE shall be present if the Assistance Data Request IE is set to ‘Dedicated Assistance Data for Assisted GPS’.”

and with the exception that clarifications are needed for 

· the text outlined above in section 8.x.3 on the wording of the cause value “Deciphering Keys Not Available”

· the presence for the Positioning Priority IE and the Client type IE within the Request Type IE, which may be also applicable if the Event IE set to ‘Change of service area’ 

The revised CR will be in R3-012086 was not reviewed by the Iu SWG.

---R3-012133, D, “Negotiable/Renegotiable Radio Access Bearer Parameters – Justification for SDU Error Ratio, Residual Bit Error Ratio, and Transfer Delay was presented by Sania Erwin of Motorola.

It was agreed to treat this document as an input to the commenting phase of discussion on LSs in R3-011431, R3-011689, R3-011895 and R3-011902. The document was noted.
Iu-3.4
Rel-4, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-3.5
Rel-4, SABP (25.419)

Iu-3.6
Rel-4 TRs

Iu-3.6.1
CRs on TR 25.851 (RAB QoS Renegotiation)

Iu-3.6.2
CRs on TR 25.936 (PS domain HO for real time services)

Iu-3.6.3
CRs on TR 25.946 (RAB QoS negotiation)

Iu-3.6.4
CRs on TR 25.953 (TrFO/TFO)

Iu-4
REL 5, Iu RELATED WORK ITEMS AGREED BY TSG RAN

Iu-4.1
RAB support enhancements (TR 25.852, R2 leading)

Iu-4.2
Non Access Stratum Node Selector Function (“Iu flex”, TR 25.875)

Iu-4.3
others

Iu-5
OUTGOING LSs

R3-012076, LS, “Second Answer LS on Missing LCS QoS, Priority, Request type, Assistance data, Client type, Stop reporting type parameters over Iu interface RANAP 25.413“ (to CN4 CC: SA2) was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.

The LS was approved with the exeption, that the cause values mentioned will be updated according to discussion on the related CR. The final LS will be in R3-012094.

R3-011827, LS, “Proposed LS to S2 on Stop Direct Report” (to SA2, CC: R2, SA1, CN1) was not reviewed by the Iu SWG.
Annex: Documents of Iu SWG during RAN3#22
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Cat
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R3-011431 (R2-010977)
Iu-1
noted
Response to LS (R3-011030) on on RAB negotiation and re-negotiation
R2
LS in                    (To R3)





R3-011689 (N1-010814)
Iu-1
noted
Response to LS–UTRAN Initiated RAB Renegotiation / Reconfiguration (R3-010305)” from CN1 TO RAN3 (CC:SA2)
N1
LS in                    (To R3 CC:S2)





R3-011693 (S2-011422)
Iu-1
not yet treated
TS 23.236 “Intra Domain Connection of RAN Nodes to Multiple CN Nodes
S2
LS ? in





R3-011694 (S2-011577)
Iu-1
not yet treated
Response to GERAN LS on Optimised Voice support” from SA2
S2
LS in                   (To: GERAN CC: R2,R3)





R3-011696 (S2-011578)
Iu-1
noted
Response to LS R3-010988 (Answer LS on Highlighting Requirements to RAN3 for SRNS relocation with TrFO)
S2
LS in                    (To R3)





R3-011825 (S2-011580)
Iu-1
noted
Liaison Statement on improvements for the PS handover/relocation realtime support
S2
LS in                    (To: R3 CC: GERAN)





R3-011827
Iu-5
not yet treated
Proposed LS to S2 on Stop Direct Report

LS out                  (To SA2, CC: R2, CN1, SA1)





R3-011895 (R1-010672)
Iu-1
noted
Response to LS on RAB negotiation and re-negotiation
R1
LS in                   (To: R3 CC: S2, R2)





R3-011891 (GP-011371)
Iu-1
answer in 2096
Liaison statement on header removal context relocation
GERAN
LS in                   (To: R2, R3)





R3-011892 (N4-010695)
Iu-1
answer in 2085
Iu UP version negotiation
N4
LS in                   (To: R3, N3)





R3-011893 (N4-010696)
Iu-1
noted
Liaison Statement reply to RAN3 on on Highlighting Requirements to RAN3 for SRNS relocation with TrFO
N4
LS in                    (To: R3 CC: CN, RAN)





R3-011901 (S2-011459)
Iu-1
noted
Answer to liaison on Action at not supported Relocation Requirement
S2
LS in                     (to R3)





R3-011902 (S2-011568)
Iu-1
noted
“RAB negotiation and re-negotiation” (Contact Ericsson, Motorola) (To: R3 CC: R1, R2, S4)
S2
LS in                   (To: R3 CC:R1,R2,S4)





R3-012022
Iu-2.1
not approved
Intersystem Change clarifications
Siemens
CR019r1
25.410
3.4.0



R3-012023
Iu-2.1
not approved
Intersystem Change clarifications
Siemens
CR020r1
25.410
4.1.0



R3-011970
Iu-2.2
revised to 2087/2088
Clarification of "RFCI n Indicator"
Ericsson
CR
25.415
3.7.0



R3-012051
Iu-2.2
revised to 2083
General Corrections on Iu User Plane

LG Electronics
CR
25.415
3.7.0



R3-012052
Iu-2.2
revised to 2084
General Corrections on Iu User Plane

LG Electronics
CR
25.415
4.1.0



R3-012059
Iu-2.2
not approved
Corrections on primitives used for GTP-U based Transport Layer

LG Electronics
CR
25.415
3.7.0



R3-012060
Iu-2.2
not approved
Corrections on primitives used for GTP-U based Transport Layer

LG Electronics
CR
25.415
4.1.0



R3-011929
Iu-2.3
revised to 2089/2090
Order of elements in bitstrings
Ericsson
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-011930
Iu-2.3
revised to 2099/2100
NAS Syncronisation Indicator also at RAB Establishment
Ericsson
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-011947
Iu-2.3
noted
Proposed how to review the RANAP and SABP with regards to the conditional statement of the IEs
NEC
D
25.413
3.6.0



R3-011948
Iu-2.3
not approved
Data Forwarding related IEs in RELOCATION COMMAND message
NEC
D
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012008
Iu-2.3
not approved
Chosen Integrity Protection Algorithm IE over MAP/E interface
Nokia
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012009
Iu-2.3
not approved
Chosen Integrity Protection Algorithm IE over MAP/E interface
Nokia
CR
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012020
Iu-2.3
withdrawn
NAS Synchronisation Indicator in RAB Assignment
Siemens
CR
25.413
4.1.0
TrFO


R3-012021
Iu-2.3
discussed
Considerations about conditionally present IEs in RANAP
Siemens
D
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012024
Iu-2.3
not approved
RAB modification failure clarification
Motorola
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012026
Iu-2.3
not approved
Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE clarification
Motorola
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012027
Iu-2.3
revised to 2091/2092
Old BSS to New BSS  IE optional in UMTS to GSM handover
Motorola
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012041
Iu-2.3
withdrawn 
Inter-system Change and inter-system Handover clarifications
Siemens
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012042
Iu-2.3
withdrawn 
Inter-system Change and inter-system Handover clarifications
Siemens
CR
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012043
Iu-2.3
not approved
Causes for Security Mode Reject
Nortel
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012045
Iu-2.3
not approved
ASN.1 definitions in CN_INVOKE_TRACE
Nortel
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012046
Iu-2.3
not approved
Coding of no_data
Nortel
D
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012057
Iu-2.3
not approved
Clarification of between N-PDU and PDCP PDU
LG Electronics
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012058
Iu-2.3
not approved
Clarification of between N-PDU and PDCP PDU
LG Electronics
CR
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012059
Iu-2.2
not approved
Corrections on primitives used for GTP-U based Transport Layer

LG Electronics
CR
25.415
3.7.0



R3-012060
Iu-2.2
not approved
Corrections on primitives used for GTP-U based Transport Layer

LG Electronics
CR
25.415
4.1.0



R3-011928
Iu-3.1
revised to 2080
Iu connection principles enhancement, CS domain


Ericsson
CR009r4
25.410
4.1.0



R3-012017
Iu-3.1
revised to 2092
Iu UP version selection

Siemens
CR021r1
25.410
4.1.0
TrFO


R3-012047
Iu-3.1
noted
Multiple Iu connectivity
Nortel
D
25.410
4.1.0
TrFO


R3-012018
Iu-3.2
revised to 2101
Iu UP version handling (Rel 4)
Siemens
CR062r1
25.415
4.1.0
TrFO


R3-011931
Iu-3.3
revised to 2079
N-to-M relation between CN and UTRAN
Ericsson
CR244r4
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012007
Iu-3.3
revised to 2086
Release 4 additions in Iu to support new positioning methods
Ericsson, Nokia
CR302r3
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012019
Iu-3.3
revised to 2093
Clarification on User Plane Version Indication
Siemens
CR297r1
25.413
4.1.0
TrFO


R3-012063
Iu-2.5
not treated
“SABP General Corrections” ()
LG Electronics
CR
25.419
3.5.0



R3-012064
Iu-2.5
not treated
“SABP General Corrections” ()
LG Electronics
CR
25.419
4.1.0



R3-012076
Iu-5
revised to 2094
Second Answer LS on Missing LCS QoS, Priority, Request type, Assistance data, Client type, Stop reporting type parameters over Iu interface RANAP 25.413“ (to CN4 CC: SA2) was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Nortel
LS out                      (to: N4 CC: S2)





R3-012078
Iu-2.3
discussed
Draft CR that serves as report on sessions hold during RAN3#22 on changes to RANAP on conditional presence statements
Iu SWG
CR
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012079
Iu-3.3
revised to 2098
N-to-M relation between CN and UTRAN
Ericsson
CR244r5
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012080
Iu-3.1
revised to 2097 (rev of 1928)
Iu connection principles enhancement, CS domain


Ericsson
CR009r5
25.410
4.1.0



R3-012081
Iu-5
plenary
LS on direct SCCP connection for Relocation (Philippe)
Nortel






R3-012082
Iu-2.3
e-mail (R99 rev of 2027)
Old BSS to New BSS  IE optional in UMTS to GSM handover
Motorola
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012083
Iu-2.2
e-mail (rev of 2051)
General Corrections on Iu User Plane

LG Electronics
CR
25.415
3.7.0



R3-012084
Iu-2.2
e-mail rev of 2052
General Corrections on Iu User Plane

LG Electronics
CR
25.415
4.1.0



R3-012085
Iu-5
plenary
answer LS to Iu UP version negotiation
RAN3
LS out                   (to CN4, CN3)





R3-012086
Iu-3.3
plenary (rev. of 2007)
Release 4 additions in Iu to support new positioning methods
Ericsson, Nokia
CR302r4
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012087
Iu-2.2
e-mail (rev. of 1970)
Clarification of "RFCI n Indicator"
Ericsson
CR
25.415
3.7.0



R3-012088
Iu-2.2
e-mail (R4 rev of 1970)
Clarification of "RFCI n Indicator"
Ericsson
CR
25.415
4.1.0



R3-012089
Iu-2.3
e-mail (rev. of 1929)
Order of elements in bitstrings
Ericsson
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012090
Iu-2.3
e-mail (R4 rev of 1929)
Order of elements in bitstrings
Ericsson
CR
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012091
Iu-2.3
e-mail (R4 rev of 2027)
Old BSS to New BSS  IE optional in UMTS to GSM handover
Motorola
CR
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012092
Iu-2.2
e-mail (rev of 2017)
Iu UP version selection

Siemens
CR021r2
25.410
4.1.0
TrFO


R3-012093
Iu-3.3
e-mail (rev of 2019)
Clarification on User Plane Version Indication
Siemens
CR297r2
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012094
Iu-5
plenary (rev of 2076)
Second Answer LS on Missing LCS QoS, Priority, Request type, Assistance data, Client type, Stop reporting type parameters over Iu interface RANAP 25.413“ (to CN4 CC: SA2) was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
Nortel/RAN3
LS out                      (to: N4 CC: S2)





R3-012095
Iu-5
plenary
LS to CN1 on re-negotiation /negotiation capabilities of RANAP in Rel-4 (comment to R3-011689)
Nortel/RAN3
LS out





R3-012096
Iu-5
plenary
Answer LS to R3-011891 on header removal
Nokia/RAN3






R3-012097
Iu-3.1
e-mail (rev of 2080)
Iu connection principles enhancement, CS domain


Ericsson
CR009r6
25.410
4.1.0



R3-012098
Iu-3.3
e-mail (rev of 2079)
N-to-M relation between CN and UTRAN
Ericsson
CR244r6
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012099
Iu-2.3
e-mail (rev of 1930)
NAS Syncronisation Indicator also at RAB Establishment
Ericsson
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012100
Iu-2.3
e-mail (R4 revision of 1930)
NAS Syncronisation Indicator also at RAB Establishment
Ericsson
CR
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012101
Iu-2.2
e-mail (rev of 2018)
Iu UP version handling (Rel 4)
Siemens
CR062r2
25.415
4.1.0



R3-012102
Iu-2.3
e-mail
Alignment of Conditional Presence with RAN3 Specification Principles
Motorola, BT, Nokia, Siemens
CR
25.413
3.6.0



R3-012103
Iu-2.3
e-mail
Alignment of Conditional Presence with RAN3 Specification Principles
Motorola, BT, Nokia, Siemens
CR
25.413
4.1.0



R3-012104
PI 9.1
for plenary
Summary of Iu SWG
Chairman
R





R3-012127 (last number!!)










R3-012133
Iu-3.3
noted
-Negotiable/Renegotiable Radio Access Bearer Parameters – Justification for SDU Error Ratio, Residual Bit Error Ratio, and Transfer Delay
Motorola
D





R3-012134
Iu-3.3
not treated
CR to 2133
Motorola
CR
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