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1. opening of the meeting

Enrico (rapporteur) welcomed everyone to the meeting.

1.1 Rapporteur and secretary selection/approval

Secretary: Carolyn Taylor (MCC)

Rapporteur: Enrico Penas (Motorola)

1.2 Approval of the agenda

R3-012145
"Draft agenda of WG3 adhoc meeting #4" (Nokia/Motorola)
Decision: 
This was agreed.
2. technical report tr25.933

R3-012156
Editorial” (Ericsson)
Decision: 
This was withdrawn.
2.1 Report from the rapporteur of the TR25.933

R3-012141
"TR25.933" (Alcatel)
Discussion:
In the updated minutes RAN3 meeting #22, the wording in the technical report should reflect the change on L1/L2 in the agreements section. The word "single" is missing. It should be noted that the reference to the IP work item should be changed. Published TR's cannot reference a tdoc number.
Decision: 
This was not treated because it needed modifications.

3. Radio network layer signalling bearers

3.1 Requirements

3.2 Study Area

R3-012162
“Introduction of the Iupc interface in the IP transport WI” (Motorola)
Discussion:
The proposal is to add the following section 6.7.4 PCAP Signalling to the TR 25.933:

The Iupc signalling transport protocol stack is structured the same as the Iur and Iu interfaces control plane, i.e. they are SCCP users. Therefore, the transport solution chosen for the Iur and Iu signalling interface shall also be applied to the Iupc interface.

Decision: 
The proposal was agreed.

R3-012170
“RNL Signalling Bearer Analysis” (Motorola)
Discussion:
The proposal to include the following text of a new section (6.7.4) within the study area of the IP Tranport TR, TR 25.933.

In section 6.7.4 remove the word "clear" and change "a" to "any" in the following sentence, "Advantage (SUA, M3UA, neither) indication if either SUA or M3UA or neither had any advantage over the other technology".

In section 6.7.4 in the first paragrah the follwing sentence should be added, "Based on contributions R3-012155 and R3-012163, this section captures an analysis study effort done during the IP Adhoc #4 that attempted to do a comparison in the major areas between choices of SCCP/M3UA vs SUA as RNL Signalling Bearer options for RANAP and RNSAP."

In section 6.7.4 the following changes were made, "The areas in black were items that were treated during the analysis effort which were also areas that were covered in contributions presented at the IP Adhoc #4 session.  It was also argued that this list of areas was incomplete. Consensus was not achieved."

The IP ad hoc rapporteur asked since there is no consensus on this issue than maybe we should raise this to RAN3 plenary and decide if we should have a vote on this technical issue in TSG RAN. It was agreed in the ad hoc meeting #4 that we are in a deadlock. The second step is to raise this at the RAN3 plenary and ask at the plenary what are our options for having something specified for RNL bearer.

Decision: 
This proposal was agreed with modifications.

3.3 Agreements

R3-012155 “Signalling Bearer Adaptation” (Ericsson)

Discussion:
This contribution proposed to include the following text and a figure in chapter 7.6 Radio Network Signalling Bearer of [1].

Philppe (Nortel) asked for clarification on section 2.1,  "SCCP/M3UA allows a unified signalling transport for all users i.e. MTP as well as SCCP users. SUA alone does not provide this capability and M3UA is still needed for MTP users". Ericsson stated that you also have users on the network. Alberto (Motorola) stated that it's only a benefit in the Core network.

Sami (Nokia) asked for clarification on section 4.1, concerning the text, "keeping all functionality from SCCP/M3UA in SUA implementation, SUA can not be smaller than M3UA implementation".

Decision: 
The proposal was not agreed.

R3-012163 “Radio Network Signalling Bearer for RANAP and RNSAP in Rel5 IP transport option (Nokia/Cisco/Motorola)

Discussion:
The first proposal is to add a new reference into the section 6.7.2 of [1] where the SUA has been introduced:

[50] 3GPP TR29.903 (Rel5), Feasibility Study on SS7 Signalling Transport In The Core Network With SCCP-User Adaptation Layer (SUA) 

The second proposal is to include the following text and a figure in chapter 7.6 Radio Network Signalling Bearer of [1].

The signalling bearer for RANAP and for RNSAP in Rel5 IP transport option is SUA/SCTP/IP on top of Datalink and Physical layers.

The third proposal is to include the following text and a figure in chapter 7.6 of [1] to cover the interworking of Rel5 IP option with earlier releases of UTRAN.

The interworking of Rel5 IP transport option with the earlier UTRAN releases is to be provided through a dual stack implementation as depicted in the figure listed in the contribution.

There were questions for clarification by Ericsson concerning section 2.1: Protocol stack implementations: - In terms of lines of code it has been estimated that SUA is about 2/3 of the size of M3UA. This estimation does not include the SCCP protocol that is needed for M3UA. Consequently the SCCP/M3UA represents a considerably larger implementation than SUA. Ericsson doesn't think this is really true. Ericsson believes that the complexity and the size are not the same.

Ericsson had a concern about the figure in section 2.3:  Interworking with earlier UTRAN releases.

John (Nokia) stated that the mapping of point codes to IP addressing has not been standardised. Babul asked how does that make it more complex. John (Nokia) stated without something being standardised that means to remove complexity. 

The rapporteur decided to comlie a list of areas to evaluate.

Areas

1. 1.Routing Efficiency

2. Addressing Flexibity

3. Standaralisation Maturity

4. Protocol Complexity

5. Management Complexity

6. Interworking

7. Backward Compatibity

8. Testing Maturity

Areas not covered in either contribution on RNL signalling transport

9. Operational cost

10. Iub Applicability

11. Scaliabity

Open issues

Advanages (SAU, M3UA, neither)

1. SAU - one step mapping (as oppose to two step maping in M3UA), national boundary.

2. SUA - SUA does not mandate the use of point codes.

3. M3UA has gone thur the final call but was requested to go thur the final call again. SUA will be complete on 8/24/01 and will go through the final call.

4. SUA - M3UA has other obligations in its support that SUA is not needed.

5. SUA - If M3UA is already there, managmement is more compex, in all other cases simplier (e.g DNS, ENUM server address mangement and not needed management of SCCP and M3UA layer) with SUA.

6. Neither - Requirements of sigtran on M3UA and SUA is to interwork with SS7 cleanly.

7. M3UA - SUA alsone not backward compatible with M3UA. It leads to additional SG and increased network complexity however SCCP/M3UA and SUA are peers thru use of SG, as defined in IETF SUA draft.

8. M3UA - Neither candidate is RFC (preventing any multi-vendor implementation from existing) M3UA has done interoperability testing and issues found in earlier version, SUA has not done inter-operability testing.

Weighting (1 Low, 2 medium, 3 high most affecting)

1. 2 medium

2. 3 high

3. 0

4. 2 medium

5. 1 low

6. 0

7. 3 high

8. 1 low

Weighted Total (SUA=8, M3UA =4)

Informal vote

There was an informal vote on the following topic: The question was if the ad hoc group would like to add network complexity to the compiled list. The vote ruled against adding network complexity to the list.

Ericsson wanted in noted in the minutes that they were not in agreement with the way the table was formulated. Ericsson was not in agreement with the advantages and weight of the Management Complexity. Ericsson was also not in agreement with some other issues.

Decision: 
Proposal 1 was agreeed. Proposal 2 and 3 was not agreed.

4. Iu interface user plane protocols

4.1 Requirements

4.2 Study Area

4.3 Agreements

R3-012167
“Choice of RTP for Iu-CS (Nortel)
Discussion:
It is proposed to capture the decision matrix (section 3) in the study area.
It is also proposed [2] to capture the following statement in the agreement section 7.14 of the TR25.933:
RTP protocol shall be used on Iu-CS interface resulting in the following stack: The suport of RTCP [2] is optional (RNC and MGW may ignore RTCP packets).
[2] RFC1889 (Standards Track) RTP: A Transport Protocol for Real-Time applications.
Decision: 
The proposal to capture the decision matrix (section 3) in the study area was not agreed. The second proposal was agreed with modifications to be included in the agreement section 7.14 of the TR25.933.

R3-012164
“User Plane protocol stack for IP based Iu-CS interface” (Nokia)
Discussion:
In this contribution some text and figures are proposed to be included in the Agreements section of the Technical Report [1, chapter 7.14].
Decision: 
This was noted.

R3-012165
“Iu-PS interface” (Nokia)
Discussion:
Based on the conclusion in the section 3, the already established GTP-U is considered the preferred protocol for the Iu-PS interface. Text revisioning is proposed to be as listed below in point A) and point B).
In section 6.13.1.3, the title should change to, "GTP header for the Iu-PS user plane".
The following text revision is proposed to be included in section 7.14 of the Technical Report [1]:
Iu-cs/Iu-ps user plane protocol stacks
The protocol stack for the Rel5 Iu-PS User plane is GTP-U/UDP/IP.
It was agreed to add the missing stack above GTP-U to the figure.
In the conclusion section 3, the sentence should change to, "In conclusion to the detail investigations referred at the end of the chapter 2 above, the already standardized and implemented GTP protocol header seems the best alternative for the Iu-PS user plane. "
Decision: 
The first and second proposed was agreed with modificaitons.

R3-012169
"Iu-cs interface user plane" (Alcatel)
Decision: 
This was noted.

5. Header compression

5.1 Requirements

R3-012159
"CUDP and CNTCP” (Cisco)
Decision: 
This was noted as it was similar to what was in other contributions.

5.2 Study Area

5.3 Agreements

R3-012168
“Choice of Compression” (Nortel)
Discussion:
this contribution was used, as the base since all the contributions in this section was similar.

It is proposed to capture from this contribution section 3 and 4 and include it in section 6.4.1.3 of the TR25.933. It is proposed to complement the agreement section 7.5 in the following way:
UTRAN NEs having interfaces connected via slow bandwidth links like E1/T1/J1 shall also support IP Header Compression [3] and the PPP extensions ML/MC-PPP.

The following modifications are needed in section 3.1, "Use of Differential Coding" text:
In the following sentence: "The second one uses differential coding: each compressed packet does not send the fields that have constant first order differences." The word "uses" should be removed.
The following paragraph from contribution R3-012166 should be included in this contribution:

"The IPHC over PPP as defined in [3] describes an option for negotiating the use of IPHC on IP packets in PPP links. The Header Compression itself is based on the IPHC but [3] allows the negotiation of its use over PPP control protocol. To ensure multivendor operability of the interface, the use of negotiations is encouraged."

The new section will be section 5 Use of Negotiation.
The second proposal should be modified as follows: 

"UTRAN NEs having interfaces connected via slow bandwidth PPP links like E1/T1/J1 shall also support IP Header Compression [3] (for interworking purposes) and the PPP extensions ML/MC-PPP. Negotiation of header compression [3] shall be performed via [4]."

Decision: 
Both proposals were agreed with modifications.

R3-012161
“IP Header Compression for UTRAN” (Lucent)
Discussion:
It was stated that this proposal was similar to the Nortel contribution, R3-012168.

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012152
“Header Compression for IP UTRAN specification” (Ericsson)
Discussion:
It was stated that this proposal was similar to the Nortel contribution, R3-012168.

Decision:
This was noted.

R3-012166
“Rel5 IP option: Header Compression (Nokia)
Discussion:
It was stated that this proposal was similar to the Nortel contribution, R3-012168.

Decision:
This was noted.

6. backwards compatibility with rel99/rel4, Co-existence of ATM and IP nodes

6.1 Requirements

6.2 Study Area

R3-012157 “Interworking between IP and ATM transport option” (Siemens)

Discussion:
The proposal to add section 2 of this document into section 6.10.5 of [1] was agreed. It was also agreed to include the appendix in the technical report.

Decision: 
The prosal was agreed and it was also agreed to include the appendix.

6.3 Agreements

R3-012150 “Use of RSVP for IP/ATM interworking between UTRAN nodes” (Motorola)

Discussion:
Questions and comments

Ericsson stated that the 3rd bullet in section in 3.1.2IP UTRAN Node initiated RL Setup procedure under advantages is not true because it's not a simple router. Ericsson asked how is this method cheaper or simplier. It was agreed to remove bullet 3.

Decision: 
Proposal 1 was agreed. Proposal 2 was not agreed to include the text in section 5.5. Propsal 3 was agreed with modifications. Proposal 4 was not agreed.

R3-012153
“SIP4UTRAN” (Ericsson)
Discussion:
Sami (Nokia) doesn't think interworking should be standarised. Sami (Nokia) is concerned with the way interworking is being introduced. The operators were asked if they are ready to handle multiple inteworking and multiple boxes. Sami (Nokia) stated that there are 3 defferent soultions and maybe RAN3 whould only standaise the common factor that is shown in all 3 contributions. This factor is that a REL5 IP node should be able to interwork with any ATM UTRAN node.
Daniel (IC4IC) stated that we should select one of the solutions. Nortel also supported Ericsson. Alberto (Motorola) supported Nokia.

In TR25.933 section 5.5, there was a question concerning the following statement, "An interworking solution shall be included in the specification. But the delegates in the ad hoc meeting couldn't agree to what the statement meant. 


The proposal to include Section 2 in the Study area of [1] under a new sub-section 6.10.6 was agreed with modifications. 

The proposal to put the following statement in the agreements section under 7.9 Backwards compatibility with R99/Coexistence with ATM nodes, "SIP shall be used as an IP ALCAP for setting up IP bearers between an IP UTRAN node (or MSC) and an TNL InterWorking Function as described in 6.10.6." was not agreed.

Decision: 
The first proposal was agreed with modifications. The second proposal was not agreed.

7. other areas of tr25.933

Areas were treated in the order of delivery of the contributions.

7.1 QOS Differentiation

R3-01216
 “QoS in IP UTRAN” (Lucent)

Decision:
This was not treated.
R3-02151
“QoS Requirement for IP UTRAN” (Ericsson)

Decision:
This was not treated.
7.2 User Plane Proposed Solutions

R3-012158 “PPP over AAL5 and PPP over AAL2” (Cisco)

Decision:
This was not treated.
7.3 Transport Bearer Identification

R3-012146
“Use of UDP port number and IP address as transport bearer identier” (Motorola)
Decision:
This was not treated.

R3-012154
“Format for Transport Layer Bearers” (Ericsson)
Decision:
This was not treated.

7.4 L1 Aspects of IP Transport

R3-012149
“L1 Aspects of IP Transport” (Motorola)
Decision:
This was not treated.

7.5 Ipv6 vs Ipv4

R3-012147
“IPv4 Transition to IPv6 in IP UTRAN – The dual stack approach- text for the study area” (Motorola)
Decision:
This was not treated.
R3-012148
“Ipv6 agreement according to TSG RAN decision” (Motorola)
Decision:
This was not treated.
8. any other business

9. closing of the meeting

10. List of technical documents for IP ad hoc meeting #4
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		R3-012145		Draft agenda of WG3 adhoc meeting #4		Nokia/Motorola		1		Ap		25.933		YES
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		R3-012151		QoS requirement for IP UTRAN		Ericsson		7		Ap		25.933		No
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		R3-012156		Editorial		Ericsson		2		Ap		25.933		Withdrawn

		R3-012157		Interworking between IP and ATM transport option		Siemens		6.2		Ap		25.933		YES

		R3-012158		PPP/AAL5 and PPP/AAL2		Cisco		7		Ap		25.933		No

		R3-012159		CUDP and CNTCP		Cisco		5.1		D		25.933		Withdrawn

		R3-012160		QoS Specification for IP UTRAN		Lucent		0		D		25.933		No

		R3-012161		Header Compression for IP UTRAN		Lucent		0		D		25.933		YES

		R3-012162		Introduction of the Iupc interface in the IP transport WI		Motorola		3.2		Ap		25.933		YES

		R3-012163		Radio Network Signalling Bearer for RANAP and RNSAP in Rel5 IP transport option		Nokia		3.3		Ap		25.933		YES

		R3-012164		User Plane protocol stack for IP based Iu-CS interface		Nokia		4.3		Ap		25.933		YES

		R3-012165		Rel5 IP option: Iu-PS interface		Nokia		4.3		Ap		25.933		YES

		R3-012166		Rel5 IP option: Header Compression		Nokia		5.3		Ap		25.933		YES

		R3-012167		Choice of rtp for iu-cs		Nortel		4.2		Ap		25.933		YES

		R3-012168		Choice of compression		Nortel		5.2		Ap		25.933		YES

		R3-012169		Iu-cs interface user plane		Alcatel		0		D		25.933		YES

		R3-012170		RNL Signalling Bearer Analysis		Motorola		0		Ap		25.933		YES






_1060386208.doc

ATTENDEES LIST



Meeting :
3GPPRAN3-IP #4



3GPPRAN3-IP #4



Helsinki, 23 - 24 August 2 001



PLEASE CHECK YOUR COORDINATES, CROSS YOUR ATTENDANCE , GIVE IT BACK TO THE MCC SECRETARY


Name
Organization
Status, partner
Ctry
Phone
Email 



represented





Member of 3GPP (ETSI)


Mr. Daniel Feldman
IAEI
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)

Mr. Enrico Penas
MOTOROLA A/S
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)

Mr. Bablul Miah
LUCENT
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Ms Kath Gratland
Roke Manor  Research
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Joern Krause
Siemens
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Ms. Khadija Daoud
France Telecom
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Thomas Ulrich
Siemens
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Jochen Metzler
Siemens
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Colin Alexander
Wintegra Inc.
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Hakan Persson
Telia
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Ms. Sara Porrini
Siemens ICN
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Antonio Tata
Ericsson
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Niilo Musikka
Ericsson
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Martin Stuempert
Ericsson
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


MrJohn Loughney
Nokia
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Ms Woonhee Hwang
Nokia
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Jari Isokangas
Nokia
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Sami Kerri
Nokia
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Jorma Rkotti
Siemens
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Bredan McWilliams
Vodafone Group
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Frencesco Casalino
Telecom Italia
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Mr. Abdelhakim Mendjeli
FUJITSU Europe Telecom R & D C
3GPPMEMBER (ETSI)


Member of 3GPP (T1)


Ms. Tmima Koren
Cisco Systems Inc.
3GPPMEMBER (T1)

Mr. Donglin Shen
AT&T Wireless Services, Inc.
3GPPMEMBER (T1)

Member of 3GPP (TTC)

Mr. Toru Domon


Fujitsu Limited


3GPPMEMBER (TTC)


Mr. Takayuki Yoshimura

J-Phone Communications

3GPPMEMBER (TTC)


Mr. Chenghock Ng

NEC



3GPPMEMBER (TTC)


Member of 3GPP (TTA)

Mr. Seong Hun Kim

Samsung



3GPPMEMBER (TTA)


21/08/2001
Page:
1
/
1





