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Introduction

This document represents the results of an informal conference call on SAE stage 3 issues held on 28th June 2007. 
The conference call did not have any mandate to agree on CRs or Tdocs. It was just a discussion of topics and issues to help progress the SAE work in CT1.
Participants
	Name
	Organisation

	Robert Zaus
	Nokia Siemens Networks

	Shinichiro Aikawa
	Fujitsu

	Ban Al-Bakri
	Motorola

	Chen-Ho Chin
	Samsung

	Peter Dawes
	Vodafone

	Valerio Frascolla
	Comneon

	Gerardo Giaretta
	Qualcomm

	Yuichiro Hamano
	Fujitsu

	Christian Herrero
	Ericsson

	Noriyuki Iwasawa
	NEC

	Yang Lu

	Vodafone

	P-J Mueller
	Huawei

	Milan Patel
	Nortel

	Akimichi Tanabe
	NTT DoCoMo


Discussion
1) Robert Zaus (Nokia Siemens Networks) presented C1-070xxx-piggy-back v2.zip, "Piggybacked transport of NAS signalling messages". 
The document tries to study in a systematic way which MM procedures are possible candidates for piggy-backed transport in S1AP/RRC messages. It proposes to send an LS to RAN2 and RAN3 asking them to provide the necessary NAS containers in the relevant messages. 

Question by Chen (Samsung) whether the use of the term PS signalling connection is justified and how this is related to the terms IDLE state / ACTIVE state. – Response by Robert that ACTIVE state was reached only at the end of the attach procedure and some other term was needed e.g. to describe conditions when common procedures like authentication or identity request were possible. Stage 2, TS 23.401, v 1.0.0, also showed a message flow for tracking area update where no bearer was established during the whole procedure, i.e. the ACTIVE state was never reached. Apparently in the context of SAE "always on" means that a bearer can be re-established so fast that the user experience is as if the bearer had never been released.

P-J (Huawei) questioned whether it would not be better to choose a new name.

Question by P-J concerning the reason for the different focus of this contribution and of the discussion in RAN2 which concentrates on the service request procedure (see document 3). – Response by Robert that the service request procedure is the most important one, as it is crucial for the "always on" user experience. TS 23.401, however, shows piggy-backed NAS message transport also for the attach procedure. The intention of the contribution was to systematically consider all procedures and identify the possible candidates.
Comment by P-J that perhaps for attach request such an optimization was not needed. 

Akimichi Tanabe (NTT DoCoMo) confirmed that service request was most important, but attach request should also be optimized, because the default bearer was needed for IMS registration and the total time for this registration should be minimized. 
Chen concurred that IDLE to ACTIVE transition was most important; optimization could be achieved by means of piggy-backing or other means like stripping down the contents of the NAS message (as studied in document 3). Attach may be less important. What were the criteria to decide whether a certain procedure should be optimized? 
Conclusion was that SA2 should be asked which procedures should be optimized (based on which criteria?).
Akimichi Tanabe commented that RAN groups should also be involved, as they might have to interwork the various NAS procedures. 

Comment by P-J that with the transparent NAS container approach the AS would only need to provide the transport. 

Chen expressed some concerns about the container approach, because the space available in the RRC messages might not be sufficient for larger NAS containers. 

P-J: RRC message plus NAS information should fit in one radio frame. RAN2 needs to be asked to define the requirements, i.e. the available space in the specific RRC messages.

Robert commented that also in the case when the combined RRC message plus NAS info did not fit in one radio frame and needed to be segmented, it might be possible to save one radio frame compared to the case when RRC message and NAS message were sent as separate messages. But there was a trade-off with the complexity added by the piggy-backing. Secondly, NAS messages had a tendency to grow from release to release; therefore, CT1 should not absolutely try to squeeze the relevant NAS messages into RRC messages, if RAN2 could offer only a few octets per message. CT1 should base the final decision about optimization on the answer from SA2 (which procedures to be optimized) and the actual transport capabilities indicated by RAN2, but consider also its own requirements (like creating a protocol that can evolve in future releases).
Conclusion that CT1 should send an LS from the next meeting to SA2, RAN2 and RAN3.

2) Akimichi Tanabe (NTT DoCoMo) presented C1-Service Request(DCM).ppt, "Piggyback of RRC request and Service Request". 
RAN2 is currently studying ways to combine the RRC connection request and the NAS service request in one procedure instead of two sequential procedures in order to speed up the idle to active transition (see also LS included in slide 2 of the presentation). A problem with this combined procedure is the limited space available in a RACH message. The paper presented by NTT DoCoMo proposes to study the NAS service request message and identify which information elements are needed and which could be replaced by equivalent RRC information. 

P-J: (slide 4) which NAS specific information would remain for the "service request" part? – Tanabe-san: NAS protocol header and PDP context status.
Comment from Yang Lu (Vodafone) that the LS from RAN 2 to SA2 and SA3 is only "cc: CT1" and does not require any action from CT1. – Tanabe-san: Nevertheless, CT1 could contribute to the discussion on the message length. 

Comment from Yang and Ban Al-Bakri (Motorola) that CT1 should wait for the answer from SA2 and SA3 before taking any action, since the proposal seemed to take the position of entailing the inter-layer interaction at the eNB which is effectively one of the questions asked by RAN2 in the LS sent to SA2 and SA3. 
Chen commented that the proposal studied by RAN2 and outlined in slide 4 was not piggybacking. Ban noted that it did not follow the "NAS container" approach, because some NAS relevant information was outside the container. 
Robert commented on slide 4 that the PDP context status was used to synchronize between UE and SGSN which PDP contexts were active, but not to indicate for which PDP contexts the SGSN should assign a bearer. This should not be mixed up with the new Uplink data status IE. Furthermore, on slide 5 the authentication procedure (step 4) is usually not performed, as this would increase the idle – active transition time. This needs to be taken into account for security considerations.
Further comment that during this week, SA2 and RAN2 are having their meetings and will probably send additional LSs on the matter.

3) Gerardo Giaretta (Qualcomm) presented C1-07xxxx-Interworking_section v3.zip, "CR 24.801: New skeleton for section 8.3". 
The paper identifies the procedures that need to be specified by CT1 for the interworking with non-3GPP access networks and proposes a corresponding modification of the skeleton of TR 24.801.

P-J commented that the Ww reference point belonged to the IEEE 802.11 standard and was not under CT1's control. He doubted that the reference point would be applicable to other non-3GPP access technologies like WiMAX. – Gerardo: agrees that CT1 does not specify the Ww reference point, but in some places TS 24.234 refers to certain 802.11 procedures.
Yang: According to section 3, S2a reference point, the "PMIPv6 option is out of scope". Who is dealing with this option? – Gerardo: These issues will be described by CT4 in their TR. 
It needs to be clarified whether this statement applies also to the text already agreed for subclause 8.3 of TR 24.801 about the PMIPv6 usage for the untrusted non-3GPP network access.
Robert: TS 24.234 also referred to the Wa and Wd reference point, as the WLAN UE performed authentication procedures towards the 3GPP AAA Server. This might also be relevant for the discussion of the S2b reference point.
As the procedures for access authentication and tunnel management were more or less independent from the mobility management, an alternative to the proposed structure would be to have the sections about authorization for trusted access and authorization and for tunnel management for untrusted access in one chapter and the sections for mobility management for trusted access and for client based mobility in another chapter. I.e. the division on the first level would rather be according to functions than according to reference points. – Gerardo: would like to see a concrete proposal. Essential point is to keep mobility for the S2c reference point clearly separated from the mobility for the S2a reference point.
P-J expressed a preference for the alternative proposed by Robert, as this would be more in line with the current structure of TS 24.234. 

Comment that for the S2a reference point, the foreign agent (FA) may also be implemented in the S-GW instead of the PDN-GW. Therefore, in the titles of the new subclauses proposed for S2a it would be better to refer to "FA procedures" instead of "PDN GW procedures".  (Comment does not apply for S2c as there is no FA in DSMIPv6.).
4) Ban Al-Bakri (Motorola) presented C1-07xxxx-restructuring of the TR.zip, "Proposal for Restructuring the TR 24.801," which was made available only shortly before the conference call.
The paper proposes a restructuring of TR 24.801 to have a more systematic partitioning of the individual sections in 3GPP access and non-3GPP access related subsections and in that way also to provide a more detailed structure also for the non-3GPP access parts. CT4 have also restructured their document, where it was found required.
P-J commented that the Qualcomm proposal served the same purpose to give more details for the non-3GPP access, but it was more compatible with the current structure. He also doubted that the term "session management" was applicable to non-3GPP access technologies. Overall, he expressed a preference for the current structure.
Gerardo concurred that "session management" was a 3GPP specific term and added also some doubt about the use of the term "bearer control" for the non-3GPP access. Ban commented that in the contribution it was mentioned that, if a chapter is not applicable, it should be explicitly stated. Ban also added that the bearer control may be applicable for the non-3GPP access. 
Robert tried to explain the rationale for the current structure of the TR and also expressed a preference for it.

Ban proposed to continue the discussion on the proposal offline and agree on a new structure which could then be used as a basis for input to the next meeting. – P-J and Robert clarified that the conference call did not have a mandate to agree on a new structure; therefore, contributions to the Vienna meeting should be based on the current TR structure. 

It was concluded to continue the discussion on the restructuring of the TR offline.
AOB
Date for the next conference call: 7th August 2007, 8:00 – 10:00 UTC+2
