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1 Opening of the meeting

Mr. Frank Müller (Ericsson, Work Item Rapporteur) is acting as chairman and Mr. Guillaume Sébire (Nokia) as secretary, for this fifth and last 3GPP TSG GERAN Adhoc on Release 2000 and Beyond hosted by AT&T in Seattle (Bellevue), WA, USA.

Note: Only the GERAN AdHoc-agreed documents will be forwarded to 3GPP TSG GERAN by the Chairman and Secretary to the 3GPP TSG GERAN reflector (mailto:3GPP_TSG_GERAN_TDOC@LIST.ETSI.FR).

2 Approval of the Agenda, Organization and Objective of the meeting

GAHW-010156
preliminary  Meeting Report (rev 5)

The agenda was approved.

3 Approval of the last report

GAHW-010157
Meeting Report from TSG GERAN AdHoc #4

The report was noted.

4 Letters from other groups

GAHW-010197
Response to LS (GAHW-010109, R3-010890 and S2-010383) on Optimised speech and header removal support in GERAN

The document was postponed.

5 GERAN project status report

GAHW-010158
GERAN Project Plan 50.099

The document was presented with the corresponding slideset (GAHW-010214).

A few updates will be be made: GAHW-010219.

Main GERAN issues to be handled in this AdHoc:

· Review RRC - Drafting

· Same RLC/MAC - Drafting

· Security

· Optimized Speech TR

· Iu mode of operation

· Coding of RRC – Recommendation needed

· Legacy TRXs'

· Outstanding Physical Layer issues.

Next meetings:

· GERAN #5 – 28-01.VI.01: Cingular/Motorola – Chicago, US

· GERAN WG2 AdHoc#6 – 25-29.VI.01: Open – Europe

· GERAN #6 – 27-31.VIII.01: Naantali, Finland

· GERAN WG2 AdHoc #7 – 22-26.X.01: Open – (Siemens)

· GERAN #7 – 26-30.XI.01: North America  Friends of 3GPP - Cancun, Mexico

5.1 Reports from other meetings

RAN3/SA2/GERAN

GAHW-010177
Meeting Report RAN3/SA2/GERAN

The report was noted.

GAHW-010173
On the inter-RAN Iur–like interface

This paper intends to summarise the current status of the discussion about the definition of an interface between a GERAN BSC and a UTRAN RNC, with its benefits and possible issues that need to be addressed. TSG GERAN currently assumes that an inter-BSC Iur-like interface —namely the Iurg interface— will optionally exist. Some of the assumptions, benefits and open issues also apply to this GERAN internal interface.

Chairman highlighted that some changes to 43.051 (removal of ffs in the GERAN Reference architecture) have to be done, and emphasized that some outstanding issued should be handled soon.

Nokia asked whether paging issues raised in joint meeting between RAN3/GERAN/S2 are GERAN issues or a RAN3 issues. Siemens commented that RAN3 discusses Iur, and commented that Iur-g is a GERAN issue.

Alcatel asked for the open issues on several items (RRC, Iur-g, RLC/MAC, etc.) be captured in one single document. It was decided to add an appendix to 50.099 for this purpose.

A CR to stage 2 will be drafted (GAHW-010220). Nokia asked whether the name "Iur-g" should be used inter-RAN. Alcatel commented that as long as nothing is changed, Iur-g should be used.

GAHW-010174
Area concepts for GERAN R5

The new area concepts will allow the connection of one physical GERAN R5 cell to both the 2G and 3G CN. This implies the following:

· GERAN cells will be addressed with two cell identities UC_id (RAN_id+C_id)and CGI (LAI+CI). It is FFS if the CI and C-id can be the same. It is FFS if is necessary to have two RAN internal cell identities (CI, CI-id) or if only one is sufficient.

· BSSs in GERAN must have RNC-Id associated with them.

· The LAI + CI will be broadcasted in GERAN cells as today. For at the moment no reason to broadcast the UC_id in the GERAN R5 cells is perceived. Multi capable cells will only appear once on the neighboring cell list as they GSM cells do today [2].

· The UC-Id will be composed of the RNC-Id + C_Id. The UC_id used in GERAN and UTRAN need to be allocated from the same number series.

· GERAN R5 cells need to support the possibility of having  2 LAI, 2 RAC, multiple GRAs as well as 2 NMO associated with it. However the exact impact on broadcast channel are FFS.

· The Service Area Identity will be adopted by GERAN R5 when operating in Iu mode.

· The same BSIC will be used regardless if the MS operates in Iu or A/Gb mode.
Several issues are remaining on TMSI, PTMSI allocation between different CN; impacts on GERAN broadcast channels; Contention resolution.

Alcatel commented that some feedback from SA2 is expected for TSG GERAN#5 on IMSI, TMSI, PTMSI. There were some questions for clarification.

GAHW-010175
Working assumption for mode selection

This document proposes changes to 43.051 to introduce the working assumptions for Iu vs A/Gb mode selection following the agreements reached during the joint RAN3/SA2/GERAN session.

There were some detailed discussion about the mode change A/Gb – Iu. However, it was questioned whether there is a mode change within a cell (in case network control is turned off). It was commented that it should be allowed to change mode without changing cell. This will be reflected in 43.051. The document will be revised: GAHW-010221.

Alcatel commented that the Iu support of the MS will be indicated in the classmark info (i.e. not only implicit indication as stated in the CR). This will be added to the CR.

GAHW-010176
Support for voice optimisation for the IM CN Subsystem in the GERAN
Similar version of this document (proper TR layout, editorial corrections) was presented: GAHW-010213.

The document was noted. Other contributions related to the TR will be discussed later: GAHW-010198 and GAHW-010199.

SA3/GERAN

GAHW-010164
Output paper SA3/GERAN

Nokia asked for confirmation that integrity protection is not applied when going from RRC-Idle State to  RRC-Connected state.

Nokia asked what the benefit is of having integrity protection of subsequent Immediate Assignments when considering initial Immediate Assignment cannot be integrity protected. Alcatel replied that SA3 opinion is that the security hole should be minimized, and emphasized that the case is similar to GSM today. There is a security hole while contention resolution is not solved. When solved, ciphering is performed. Nokia commented that in practice there is no subsequent Immediate Assignments today in GSM for CS call. Alcatel also added that the view from the joint meeting is that subsequent security procedures will apply in case integrity protection cannot apply from the very start. The integrity is checked later. When ARI is available, integrity protection can be applied from the beginning.

There were some questions for clarification on a shorter MAC-I for RRC messages. Alcatel replied that this could apply e.g. to Handover Command in order to avoid further segmentation from one FACCH block to 2 FACCH blocks.

There were some questions for clarification.

It was clarified that Packet UL Ack/Nack is optionally protected (i.e. protected only when resource allocation is performed: fixed allocation).

There were some  discussion around security mode command: the initial one cannot be ciphered, but it can be integrity protected.

The document will be revised (GAHW-010222) and submitted to SA3 next week.

5.2 Project time and work schedule

-

6 Technical Discussions

6.1 GERAN

6.1.1 General Aspects

Flexible Layer 1 Concept

GAHW-010170
FLOC for GERAN
This document presents a configurable physical layer that is capable of supporting near term services such as wideband AMR and future services which are unknown at this point. With a configurable physical layer large changes on equipment are avoided for each new service. In addition the configurable physical layer can support e.g. VoIP with similar solution as for UMTS, which would further align GERAN with UTRAN.

The proposed concept has been compared to the optimized coding for AMR, and the conclusion is that a configurable physical layer could provide speech with good performance.

Although the main focus in this contribution has been voice on a dedicated channel, there is no reason to limit the concept to this. The configurable physical layer should also be supported on shared channels and with multi-modulation.

Ericsson emphasized that the proposal is mainly targetted to dedicated channels, but that it should be supported on shared channels.

Replacement of traffic channels (TCH, O-TCH and E-TCH). Applicable for replacement to PDTCH also.

If applicable for replacing PDTCH: traffic segregation suggested.

Alcatel asked for clarification on the performance degradation shown in the paper. Ericsson commented that the simulation is based on Ericsson internal coding used even though there is no agreement yet. However it was highlighted that the various proposals so far perform almost equally.

Alcatel asked how the proposal works with legacy TRXs. Ericsson replied this depends on each  vendor. Siemens disagreed.

Siemens asked for clarification on the muxing function.

Nokia asked how this concept would provide GMSK AMR with this concept, w/o changing the AMR channel coding. Ericsson commented that a change would be made. Alcatel commented that existing channel coding should not be changed. I.e. is the proposal only relevant for 8PSK HR Narrow Band. Ericsson commented that existing channel coding are not proposed to be changed. AMR bits would be included in a transport format. Alcatel concluded it would imply a new channel coding e.g. additional puncturing.

Siemens asked how to specify the Rx performance requirements assuming the solution is generic.

Nokia commented that the specification would be facilitated, but would lead to testing problem.

AT&T commented that a blind format detection was specified in UTRAN (i.e. to avoid TFCI detection), and asked whether it was considered here. Ericsson commented it could probably be applicable.

Motorola asked what the clear advantage of this is, assuming the proposal implies a considerable increase of MS complexity. Existing coding have to be supported and new FLOC also.

Alcatel commented that the proposal AMR7.95 transported over a FR 8PSK, else for each speech codecs, the number of channel coding is doubled. Ericsson disagreed. Alcatel commented that existing channel coding cannot be reproduced.

Motorola asked how to know whether FLOC is used or not. Ericsson answered that this would be done at call set-up.

AT&T asked whether the unequal error detection is actually more important than the unequal error protection. Studies have shown that UEP in CDMA only gives 0-0.5dB improvement compared to EEP. It was asked whether it would be the same for GSM and if e.g. EGPRS could then be used as speech bearer. Ericsson replied that normally the UEP in GSM improves the performance in speech more than this. Ericsson commented that the strong advantage of the proposal provides a RAN independent way of handling UEP.

AT&T asked whether any higher layer changes are impacted, how IP header compression is impacted, and also Rel5 would have no hardware changes (ref. To 1999 agreement). Chairman replied that WB AMR requires hardware change.

Nortel asked for clarification on how to define the performance requirements. 

Cingular commented that the intention for having the proposal in Rel5 is too optimistic.

Chairman (Ericsson) commented that the proposal is beneficial for VoIP, and highlighted there is still some way to go for header removal. Nokia asked for clarification how the proposal is beneficial for VoIP.

Ericsson clarified that the impact on MOS is still to be evaluated, and performance will be shown including compressed RTP/UDP/IP headers.

AT&T commented that the proposal is not realistic for Rel5.

Alcatel underlined that two requirements exist today and that are not fullfilled by this proposal:

· Support for legacy TRXs

· Offer similar (same) performance for VoIP

Chairman commented that there is no solution for legacy TRXs yet.

Alcatel asked whether the proposal is intended for removal of header removal. Alcatel emphasized that not only new bits have to be added for the TFCI but also compressed header has to be included, therefore the same layer 1 performance will not be achieved for all existing speech codecs.

Some concerns were raised relating to the Rel5 schedule.

Lucent commented that the problem is shifted to operators (vendors) who have to design how the scheme works.

AT&T asked for clarification whether the proposal is similar to rate matching scheme i.e. an algorithm defined to realize each rate by puncturing.

The document was noted.

VoIP

GAHW-010197
Response to LS (GAHW-010109, R3-010890 and S2-010383) on Optimised speech and header removal support in GERAN

See §4.

GAHW-010213
Updated TR: Support for voice optimisation for the IM CN Subsystem in the GERAN

Already presented: see GAHW-010176.

The document was noted.

GAHW-010198
Editorial changes to Chapters 1-6 of  'Optimized Voice TR'
It was clarified that the assumption is that solution should be designed that works without transcoding in IMS. It should be stated clearly that header removal will not be deployed in UTRAN.

AT&T suggested FLOC be included in the TR.

It is required from TSG GERAN viewpoint to have SIP compression (e.g. for performance with IMS).

Alcatel commented that the purpose of optimized voice is to reuse existing channel coding scheme to avoid L1 degradation.

Chapter 4 should be entitled overall description of voice in the IMS domain.

The document will be revised: GAHW-010223.

GAHW-010199
Clarifications and editorial changes to chapter 7 of "TR Support for voice optimisation for the IM CN Subsystem in the GERAN”
Siemens commented on §7.5.1 and 7.5.2 that it is not mandatory to transfer all information necessary for PDCP in order to start using header removal in GERAN. The context could be transported via the CN.

The discussion was postponed.

GAHW-010201
Proposed working assumptions for optimised voice support
This document proposes that some decisions for working assumptions are taken and recorded in the TR Support for voice optimisation for the IM CN Subsystem in the GERAN.

Nokia commented that RRC signalling would not be used for indicating whether the use of header removal is possible or not, and it was proposed to indicate header removal in QoS parameters in PDP context activation.

Ericsson asked whether header regeneration in the MS should be specified or vendor specific. Nokia commented it was agreed not to specify it.

6.1.1.1 Stage 2

-

6.1.2 Architecture Aspects

Legacy Transceivers

GAHW-010163
On the support of legacy TRXs in GERAN Iu mode

This was already presented in the joint RAN3/SA2/GERAN.

This contribution shows that the support of GSM legacy transceivers is not just a matter of introducing codec specific frame formats to the Iu user plane. Especially, if the transceiver within a network or even within a BTS have different capabilities, there will be some additional problems caused by the usage of the Iu interface protocols.

There were some questions for clarification.

When CN talks with UTRAN, any QoS can be provided by UTRAN. This is however not the case for GERAN (e.g. due to 8PSK not necessarily supported in the GERAN). The proposal intends to inform from the very start what the GERAN supports (on a per call basis).

Nokia replied that a GERAN specific IE can be included on the Iu interface to indicate (per call basis) what is supported. Nokia added that the active codec set should be informed as well.

It was highlighted that no conclusion can be reached now. The discussion will be raised again in TSG GERAN#5.

GAHW-010167
Legacy Transceivers and Codecs in GERAN
This contribution discusses how the legacy transceiver requirement for GERAN can be best applied to the different modes of operation supported by the standard. In order to have a system that is consistent and future oriented we propose the following:

· A Rel-5 MS supports the FR speech codec in A/Gb mode.

· A Rel-5 MS is only required to support the EFR and AMR NB speech codecs in Iu mode.

· When operating over the A interface, the network must support FR to accommodate legacy (pre Rel-5) MS.

· When operating over the Iu interface, the network must support either EFR or AMR. If AMR is supported, EFR is not required. If EFR is supported, AMR is not required.
AT&T commented that the first requirement should also include AMR. Nokia replied that this would need changes to Rel98. AMR is not mandatory over the A interface.

There were some questions for clarification on the support of EFR/AMR on network side.

Nokia repeated that it is not acceptable to mandate both EFR and AMR NB in the MS.

Motorola commented that AMR NB only could be set as mandatory in the MS (and network) for Iu. Ericsson and Nokia agreed.

6.1.3 Protocol Aspects

Iu Mode

GAHW-010165
Service mode overview
This contribution proposes a solution for indication of Iu mode only in a cell.

Alcatel asked whether the proposal is to barr a cell for a service (considering Iu mode as a service), in order to avoid PLMN reselection. Alcatel asked for the rational for such a proposal.

Ericsson commented that some mechanism is needed to avoid A/Gb MS to come into an Iu only cell. As long as a CCCH is present in a cell, A mode service is supported in the cell.

Chairman asked whether Iu mode only is requested from operators.

Cingular asked what the benefits of the proposal are.

Ericsson commented that if Iu only cells is desired, then there should exist a mechanism to avoid old MS coming into the cell. Similar problem would occur for Iu only MS coming into an A/Gb cell only.

Cingular commented that Iu only mode is unlikely at the moment. AT&T emphasized that an Iu only mode is not necessary for Rel5.

Nokia commented that if a problem is highlighted here, it should be resolved in Rel5. Alcatel commented that if there is no deployment scenario envisaged for Iu only mode, it should not be covered here. Ericsson commented that there would then be some problem with A/Gb-Iu MS in the future, therefore the problem should be solved in Rel5.

The document was noted.

SIP

GAHW-010181
SIP compression
This document was already presented in the Joint RAN3/SA2/GERAN meeting.

The radio resource is considered to be a scarce resource. To ensure efficient use of the radio resource especially in the GERAN access network it is proposed to agreed to the following numbered  independent proposals:

· The option 1 in the chapter 4 is selected as a working assumption.

· It is agreed that a mandatory compression algorithm shall be defined if compression is defined as mandatory.

· It is agreed as a working assumption that compression/decompression takes in place in the UE and P-CSCF.

Nokia asked whether the scenarios presented are sufficient for TSG GERAN.

Alcatel commented that SA2 would decide where the location of the compression is performed. Ericsson agreed that the items in the paper are not for discussion within TSG GERAN, but mainly within SA2 and IETF.

Chairman commented that GERAN chairman should report to SA that SIP compression is required, and was agreed in TSG GERAN#4.

Nokia commented that this should also be reflected in GERAN document (e.g. 50.099). Chairman commented that SIP compression should be mentioned in the TR for optimized voice.

Alcatel commented that SA2 will do the work on SIP compression, as IETF will not have time to do it by December 2001. Chairman replied that this will be discussed in SA2 meeting.

Nokia commented that SIP compression is needed to have Rel5 working. Chairman argued that SIP compression is not required for having Rel5 Iu working. The problem is with the IMS.

Nokia commented that GERAN needs SIP compression for Rel5 wherever it is handled (SA2; IETF). Chairman commented that TSG GERAN already informed SA2.

Paging

GAHW-010188
GERAN Iu Mode Paging Principles
This document is intended to capture the signalling flows agreed in TSG GERAN#4 for use as a baseline for further discussion during the GERAN Adhoc#5.

Motorola asked why paging is needed in RRC Cell Shared State. Nokia commented that the scenarios presented in the document are based on the agreements reached during the Biarritz meeting. Nokia also stated that if paging is coming from PS domain than paging over the air interface may not be needed while in RRC Cell Shared State. But if paging is coming from CS domain than paging is required.

Motorola commented that the network can start by making the resource assignment, and then send data. Ericsson agreed. 

Alcatel asked whether figure 4 represents a CN initiated or GERAN initiated case. It was clarified that it is CN initiated. Alcatel commented that resources should first be established (DL TBF, dedicated channel), and then if it is GERAN initiated, data would be sent, or if it is CN initiated, a paging message would be sent. Nokia replied that this is illustrated in figure 6, when there already is a TBF.

Siemens commented that the MS has to initiate the direct transfer. Ericsson clarified that resources have to be allocated first, and then the UL direct transfer is sent.

Alcatel commented that if resource are allocated and then direct paging message sent (CN initiated), there would be 2 messages for making the same thing (see fig1, 3 and 4). There was some detailed discussions.

Figure 4 and 5 are problematic (the first message is contentious). 

Siemens disagreed that DL resources need to be allocated.

Alcatel suggested that all scenarios be first listed, and then signalling flows be represented.

There was some discussion around the identity used for paging. Today the CN domain where the paging comes from can be derived from (P)TMSI. Alcatel asked whether it is intended to do the same thing if a G-RNTI is allocated: i.e. indicate the CN domain, and hence whether new messages are proposed to be used.

Alcatel commented that if CN domain is CS: Channel Request sent, SDCCH allocated. If CN domain is PS: Packet Channel Request sent. Ericsson commented that for RT service (PS domain), SDCCH would be equally useful. Nokia commented that dedicated resources can still be allocated. So the SDCCH allocation, could be seen regarding whether dedicated or shared resources are allocated, i.e. is not related to the CN domain, but to the kind of service that is needed.

Chairman suggested that the scenarios be listed, and work be made on them. More work is needed (additional paging scenarios, and solve the issue with RRC Cell Shared State).

Alcatel asked for clarification on figure 8 why, when receiving a paging on CCCH, the response is sent on PCCCH. Nokia agreed this should not be the case.

Alcatel agreed that figures 4,5 and 6 are correct, assuming the intention is to combine paging response and cell update (to know the MS location). If this is not the case, resources should be allocated first, but this would lead to new paging message.

Ericsson asked for clarification on the difference between figures 9 and 10. If a page is from PS domain, packet notification can be used.

GAHW-010161
CR 44.060 Paging Procedures for Iu Mode (Rel 5)
This contribution proposes text for §6 of 44.060 to cover paging in Iu mode, based on GP-010679.

Alcatel clarified that the issue 3 is solved, the MS in Iu mode shall camp on PCCCH if available.

Concerning issue 1, more detailed work is needed. No segregation of resources is done between Iu and A/Gb modes. Ericsson commented that if an MS supports both Iu-cs and Iu-ps they should be able to be supported simultaneously.

Alcatel commented that Network Mode of Operation 1 and 2 may have different semantic depending on A/Gb mode or Iu mode. 23.060 changes should be drafted (NMO). Alcatel also commented that it is not correct to send paging message on PACCH when MAC-Dedicated/MAC-DTM is considered.

Ericsson added that it is not clear that the message should be sent on PCCCH when the MS is in MAC-Idle State (see earlier discussion). Alcatel commented that a TBF may also be established following a page response.

It was suggested that a single paging request should be applicable to A/Gb and Iu MSs.

Several misalignments with the curernt agreements were highlighted, due to the fact that the document was not updated since TSG GERAN#4.

Handover and Cell Reselection

GAHW-010184
Handovers and Cell Reselections between GERAN Iu mode, GERAN A/Gb mode and UTRAN

This contribution shows the possible transitions between GERAN Iu mode (GERAN RRC states), GERAN A/Gb mode (GERAN RR states) and UTRAN (UTRAN RRC states).

Siemens asked whether the signalling flows are for information. Nokia clarified that the proposed signalling flows should be agreed in order to reach a baseline for CR drafting. In RAN3, regarding RT handover, it was agreed that CRs to 23.060 should be company driven in SA2.

Ericsson commented a case is missing for handover GERAN Iu to GERAN Iu.

Alcatel commented that for handover to UTRAN, handover to UTRAN command and handover to UTRAN complete need to be reflected.

Chairman proposed that an updated version be drafted (incl. Iur-g, internal GERAN handover, corrected signalling flows, and handover to UTRAN) so as to reach a baseline for discussion in TSG GERAN#5. LS to CN4 and SA2 would then be drafted. Nokia commented that 23.009 and 43.051 would be impacted. 

The document will be revised: GAHW-010224.

GAHW-010207
GERAN RRC connection mobility procedures (Rel 5)
This contribution intends to be a draft of the stage 3 on the RRC connection mobility procedures and messages for GERAN in Iu mode.

Nokia asked for clarification on the reset of RLC entities in the u-plane. Alcatel commented tht it is only done if the RLC reset indicator is included. Nokia asked whether it is applicable in GERAN considering there is no user plane in Iur-g. If there is no serving BSS relocation, there is the choice to reset or not the RLC entities.

Chairman asked for comments on the outstanding issues highlighted in the document. It was commented that periodical cell/GRA update need probably not necessarily be done in GERAN but the means for controlling the update timers are needed.

Identities

GAHW-010180
On the use of G-RNTI and ARI
This contribution shows the possible transitions between GERAN Iu mode (GERAN RRC states), GERAN A/Gb mode (GERAN RR states) and UTRAN (UTRAN RRC states).

Nokia commented that there is no Packet Channel Request on RACH. The 8-bit message on RACH is Channel Request. Optionally, the 11-bit EGPRS Packet Channel Request may be supported on RACH. There is no room in Channel Request for inclusion of SRBid or ARI. Alcatel emphasized that EGPRS Packet Channel Request is optional, so a solution is needed for the Channel Request.

Alcatel asked for clarification on §2.1, how the RBid could be signalled in the Packet Resource Request assuming no RB are established at all (RRC Idle State). Resources are desired to send an RRC Connection Request.

Nokia asked whether predefined configurations for SRBs is a common agreement, and underlined that there are two possible alternatives for SRB configuration: either configure the SRB at RRC Connection Setup or preferably use predefined configuration. Ericsson emphasized that a predefined configuration is needed for RRC Connection at least.

Alcatel commented that random bits should be increased and a dedicated cause be included for RRC signalling, rather than including SRBid (§2.1) in Packet Resource Request. 

Nokia commented that in RRC Idle Mode, the first thing the MS will do is RRC Connection Request. Therefore the SRBid need not be indicated in the Packet Resource Request for this very case, as it will be implicit. The Iu mode of the MS can be indicated with either Siemens proposal (or Nokia proposal for SDCCH allocation via CCCH).

Alcatel commented that a two-phase access need not be mandated to be used systematically (§3.2). Ericsson commented that it is better to know to which RB allocate some resources. Ericsson commented that if the URB uses RLC ack mode, one-phase access could be used (i.e. as is today). Further work is needed.

Nokia commented that the document misses the request for dedicated control channel allocation. Ericsson replied the document addresses the PRACH case and RACH with EGPRS Packet Channel Request.

Chairman asked why the introduction of GERAN impact 25.331 (UTRAN RRC). Ericsson commented that 25.331 is used as a starting point.

GAHW-010160
Contention Resolution during TBF Establishment and RRC Connection Setup
This contribution shows the possible transitions between GERAN Iu mode (GERAN RRC states), GERAN A/Gb mode (GERAN RR states) and UTRAN (UTRAN RRC states).

Ericsson asked for clarification on the used of random GCRI. Siemens commented that Random GRNTI would be derived in a similar way as is done today for TLLI (based on PTMSI). Ericsson asked whether the GCRI is the same as GRNTI. Siemens clarified that RBid is also included in GCRI. Siemens clarified also that RNCid need not be included in GRNTI, so the amount of bits is enough.

Alcatel commented that there is no serving BSS id, e.g. for use by drift BSS to send cell update to serving BSS, so there is a missing point in the proposal. The MS is known in his serving BSS, but not in the drift BSS.

Nokia commented that the earlier proposal made in Biarritz is acceptable (table 1 in the paper), and questioned the need for including the RBid in GCRI. The purpose of contention resolution is to know the MS, not the RB or RLC instance. Nokia emphasized that Siemens proposal does not solve the SDCCH case, and suggested their proposal be kept for this case (SDCCH allocation via CCCH, GAHW-010193).

GAHW-010193
Initial Access in GERAN
This contribution was already presented in TSG GERAN#4. Additionally, it acknoweldges and describes the problem that was highlighted in TSG GERAN#4.

Nokia emphasized that the proposal remains valid for the SDCCH case. Nokia highlighted that there should be good reasons to remove SDCCH. SDCCH being used for direct&retry, until there is no other solution for direct&retry, SDCCH should remain.

More work is needed how to use SDCCH in GERAN Iu mode, and what the architecture impact of using SDCCH is.

GAHW-010166
Mapping of RRC Signalling onto Logical Channels
This contribution proposes solution for mapping of SRBs onto logical channels.

Nokia asked whether the main advantage of the FACCH shared proposal is to avoid TBF establishment for SRBs when resources are already allocated. Ericsson confirmed. Nokia commented that EGPRS coding schemes cannot be used on FACCH shared (Ericsson agreed, and underlined that CS1 only should be used), and highlighted that the SRBid must be included in the RLC/MAC blocks. It was highlighted that the minimum requirement for RLC instances running in parallel is 4 (one per SRB). Ericsson commented that high priority SRB must be able to send data instead of low priority SRB. The RLC instance for the low priority SRB should not be reset. It should be kept alive.

Alcatel asked for clarification on the RLC mode used for SRB4. Alcatel asked why SDCCH would not be used (case 1) to carry SRB3 and SRB4 data. Ericsson commented it is questionable to use low priority SRB on SDCCH. Alcatel disagreed and highlighted that SRBs may be multiplexed on any available logical channel. Ericsson replied that priorities between SRBs have to be taken into account. Alcatel disagreed and highlighted that the channels should not be understood as having different priorities. Priority mechanisms should be defined between SRB, and SRB should be able to use any logical channel established.

Alcatel commented that there should be more than 4 SRBs in GERAN, considering there are more logical channels available in GERAN than in UTRAN.

Nokia asked why it is proposed to allow for using any (M)CS for SRBs. Ericsson replied that if a TBF is used, then any (M)CS could be used. Limitations come on FACCH/SACCH/SDCCH/PACCH that are using CS1. Alcatel emphasized that in GPRS today, MM signalling may be sent by LLC and in a transparent manner to RLC (i.e. any (M)CS can be used). Nokia expressed some concerns using any (M)CS for NAS messages, and commented that operators should provide their requirement. Alcatel commented that RR related messages should be protected with the highest protection (CS1).

Siemens commented that RBids are one-to-one mapped to NSAPI, and therefore are visible to the CN, i.e. the number of SRBs may not be extended (in PS domain at the moment): RB0 to RB3 are reserved for SRBs, and cannot be used for NSAPI for RBs.

Alcatel commented that while the RRC and NAS messages and RRC procedures are not clear, we should not restrict the mapping of SRBs on logical channels.

Ericsson commented that the logical channels are relevant for RRC messages. Then it is easy to find out which SRBs should be used. The priorities between SRB3 and SRB4 on the same logical channels is important, and must be taken into account. For SRB1 and SRB2, the RLC mode to use is important.

Nortel highlighted that case 7 is not relevant because it is considering TCH on DPSCH and PDTCH on DPSCH, and a SPSCH. Ericsson replied it is still relevant, since it is on different timeslots.

Alcatel asked why it is proposed to use URB for FACCH shared. Ericsson replied it is not intended to use FACCH-shared for URB.

Nokia commented that the need of FACCH-shared is not clear.

The document was noted.

GAHW-010171
Delivery of NAS messages

This paper was already presented in TSG GERAN#4 and a few updates have been made.

Alcatel commented that the logical channel should not be replaced by SRB. The logical channel should be indicated along with SRB. At least a preliminary possible logical channel should be indicated, even though no agreement is reached yet.

The outstanding issues related to coding and error handling (due to coding, future extension) remain. Concerning the last of the highlighted open issues (RRC Status message handled as in UTRAN), it was agreed as a working assumption to use the same procedure as in UTRAN.

GAHW-010172
Security Mode Control

This paper was already presented in TSG GERAN#4 and a few updates have been made.

It is agreed that integrity protection can apply on CCCH (not on BCCH).

It was agreed that the numbering of SRB in GERAN should follow that of GERAN.

It was agreed to use SRB0 as in UTRAN.

Alcatel commented that the use of "MS RAC" in §10.3.3.42 is misleading and should be renamed. Nokia added that MS classmark and MS RAC already exists.

Nokia asked whether the proposal is aligned with the working assumption on ciphering, especially the use of Extended TDMA Frame number vs HFN for RLC transparent mode. Nokia commented that HFN may be 20 or 24 bits depending on whether GPRS or EGPRS is used, i.e. not only 20 bits as highlighted in the paper.

Ericsson commented that the open issues are:

· For MAC case: HFN or Extended TDMA Frame Number

· RLC Unack case: EGPRS only is considered, although GPRS should be considered.

The document was noted.

GAHW-010185
Radio Bearer Control Procedures

This paper was already presented in TSG GERAN#4 and a few updates have been made according to the comments received earlier.

Alcatel highlighted that an RRC message should include the description of a SPSCH (for RB using SPSCH), according to an earlier proposal. Nokia asked whether that proposal was accepted.

The document was noted.

GAHW-010212
Signalling Connection Release Procedures in GERAN R5

This document was already presented in TSG GERAN#4. The latest agreements have been included.

It was commented that the SRBs should be defined clearly (alignment with UTRAN) in GERAN Stage 2 description.

GAHW-010186
CR 44.018 GERAN RRC Part 1

Noted. It will be handled in Drafting session.

GAHW-010187
CR 44.018 GERAN RRC Part 2

Noted. It will be handled in Drafting session.

Summary from the RRC Drafting Session:

· Agreement on SRB definition

· Walkthrough 44.018 CRs

· Agreement on the way forward for next meetings

It was highlighted that more work than first thought will be needed for Iu mode, especially concerning the adaptation of A/Gb procedures (IA) in Iu mode.

The slideset was made available: GAHW-010226. Definition of SRBs will be included in 43.051: GAHW-010227.

Stage 2

GAHW-010189
CR 43.051: Ciphering of signalling radio bearers
This contribution proposes aligment and correction of Signaling Radio Bearer ciphering with UTRAN principles.

It was argued that "This change should be completed by the BSS within five seconds after receiving the security mode command from the VLR/SGSN." should not be included in stage 2. Further, Ericsson questioned the figure 5s shown here and whether it is applicable to GERAN. Nokia agreed that this sentence should be removed, but the 5s figure should be checked carefully.

Alcatel questioned the need for having the proposed change which is cut&paste from 33.102, considering a reference is already made to 33.102. Ericsson replied it is useful to have the change here. It was also agreed that similar text be included for integrity protection.

Alcatel commented that the parameters enabling the identification of a Radio Bearer should not be ciphered. It was agreed to include a note clarifying this.

The document will be revised: GAHW-010225.

Iu mode

GAHW-010209
Iu mode service support
This contribution proposes modifications to SI and PSI messages as well as the introduction of the CELL_BAR_QUALIFY_Iu information element within the SI3 message and the PSI3 message (i.e. similar to the way CELL_BAR_QUALIFY_2 is currently supported).  This allows the GERAN to set system information to indicate modes of operation on a per cell basis.  A logic is proposed for determining cell availability for selection and re-selection as well as the service modes supported in the cell as viewed from an R5 MS perspective.

AT&T asked how much work is needed for the proposal, and whether it is required to include it in Rel5. Ericsson clarified that the proposal is needed for Rel5 MS to work in Iu only cell.

Alcatel asked for clarification on GPRS Indicator – Iu mode. Alcatel emphasized that there is hardly any room in SI3/SI13.

Ericsson asked whether Rel5 should allow to have an Iu only cell, and how to solve the problems with A/Gb MS. Alcatel commented that having Iu only cells make sense.

Nokia asked why there is no "Iu only" box in the determination tree shown in §5. Ericsson replied that A/Gb MS can be barred from the very beginning of the tree (BCCH).

Chairman commented that an analysis of the available room in (P)SI messages is needed.

Nortel asked whether the Iu mode support could be tied to frequency bands. Chairman, Nokia clarified that there should not be such restriction and it should be applicable to any frequency band as available in Rel5.

Nortel asked how emergency calls are handled in Iu mode only. A/Gb MS even though a cell is barred can camp on this cell and should be able to make an emergency call via CS. Ericsson replied that this was addressed already in COMPACT, and emphasized that the support of emergency call for A/Gb MS in Iu only cell, would imply that there cannot be Iu only cell (A need to be supported; the CN should support it, etc.) Alcatel commented that A/Gb MS could camp on a cell for limited service (like emergency call). 

Some further work is needed, Iu only cell is desired, but cell-barring might not be the solution.

RLC/MAC

GAHW-010159
Updates to 44.060 § 4
This contribution proposes changes to 44.060 section 4.

Chairman expressed some concerns showing A protocol stack in 44.060. Alcatel (WG2 Chair) expressed similar concerns. Alcatel commented that A control and user planes should not be addressed here, and underlined that this § is only related to the air interface. Also, the primitives should not be included in 44.060.

Ericsson agreed, and the primitives shown here should only be RLC/MAC related. Lucent argued that the primitives shown are RLC/MAC related. Ericsson commented further that no change to A/Gb should be done when making modifications due to Iu. Only new text for Iu should be incldued, as was agreed in the RLC/MAC drafting session (in Hilversum). Also the details in the UMTS spec referred to in the document might not be applicale to GERAN. Alcatel commented that a clear visibility of what applies to what (Iu, Gb) should be given in 44.060.

GAHW-010161
CR 44.060 Paging Procedures for Iu Mode (Rel 5)
Noted. It will be handled in Drafting session.

GAHW-010179
Section 5.5 of 04.60
This document consists of proposed changes to section 5.5 of 04.60 that are required to make it GERAN compatible. It was partly presented in TSG GERAN#4, and new additions have been made according to GAHW-010209.

Chairman commented that only agreed solutions should be included in the CR.

Alcatel asked for clarification on the indication of Iu-ps only, Iu-cs only, etc. The indication of Iu mode parameters does not indicate the support of GPRS. Alcatel added that the supported interfaces should be indicated. Alcatel commented that not only an SI13bis is needed (as was proposed in GERAN AH#4), but also new PSI message(s) are needed (PSI1bis). Ericsson did not agree with the need for new PSI messages.

Alcatel emphasized that first the concept should be agreed.

Alcatel commented that the new IE that need to be broadcast for Iu support should be first identified. Then the coding into (P)SI messages can be studied.

GAHW-010191
CR 44.060 GERAN RLC MAC Section 8 et al
This document was already submitted (but not presented due to lack of time) to TSG GERAN #4.

There were some questions for clarification. It was mentioned that dedicated allocation is not only applicable to uplink TBFs, but also to downlink TBFs. 

It was commented that RBid is not a QoS parameter. Nokia replied this needs to be corrected, but the intention was to reflect the peer of PFI.

It was seen that dedicated allocation applies for TBF on DPSCH only. In this case SACCH is also available, and measurements should be sent on SACCH. Nokia agreed and replied that this is similar to DTM today. Control to the radio link maintenance is up to the RRC. RLC/MAC functions limited to e.g. ARQ.

The CR was noted and will be handled in Drafting session.

Alcatel commented that a concept paper for dedicated MAC allocation is needed.

GAHW-010192
CR 44.060 RLC SDU discard
This CR was already presented in TSG GERAN#4.

Alcatel commented that implementation details (e.g. transmission buffer, segmentation queue) should not be reflected. Nokia replied that a clear behaviour of the discard function should be given.

It was commented that RLC SDU Discard is activated by RRC at RB setup and is transparent to the receiver. Alcatel asked whether there is need for RLC SDU Discard in the MS. If yes, a clear description is needed in 04.60 for the MS, how the timer is handled etc.

Alcatel commented that it should be supported in UL (meant for alignment with UTRAN). AT&T commented that UL RLC SDU Discard is not required.

Alcatel commented that the initial timer value used by the discard function will be provided by RRC.

Alcatel further emphasized that only procedures that have impact on air interface should be standardized, RLC SDU Discard should not be included in 04.60. There is no need for specification if it is not included in the MS. Motorola agreed with Alcatel that there is a need for support RLC SDU Discard in both MS and network.

Ericsson proposed to have it mandatory in the MS.

Chairman clarified that for Rel5 if RLC SDU Discard is in DL only  there is no need for a CR. If applicable to both UL (and DL) the text needs to be enhanced.

GAHW-010215
RLC/MAC Proposal for FACCH, SACCH and SDCCH
This paper gives an RLC/MAC proposal for FACCH, SACCH and SDCCH that fullfills the following requirement to keep the physical layer  of SACCH, FACCH and SDCCH unchanged.

Alcatel commented that the proposal implies stealing speech frames for acknowledgement. There should be possibility to ack by piggy-backing the data w/o need for stealing as is done in the proposal. As few speech frames as possible should be stolen. The impact of using ack as in the proposal should be clearly evaluated. 

Alcatel further commented that SMS should not use SRB, but URB. Nokia replied that the same approach as is done today is used. Alcatel replied it is acceptable if SMS is a NAS message. Having a URB would mean that PDP context, etc would need to be done.

Alcatel asked whether there is a pre-emption mechanism for SAPI3. Nokia replied a pre-emption mechanism exists only for SAPI0 and on SACCH. SAPI0 is using unack mode, and measurement reports are sent using SAPI0.

Ericsson asked for clarification on SAPs, and emphasized that there are no new SAPs from Physical layer viewpoint. Nokia agreed and underlined that they are new from the MAC perpsective. Ericsson commented that new SAPs are needed for PDTCH realization over DPSCH.

Alcatel highlighted that it is agreed to use DTM messages, therefore sending Packet Resource Request on FACCH should  not be allowed. Nokia replied that the intent here is to show that it is possible, and that some possible enhancements are possible for DTM that are highlighted in the DTM TR, therefore this possiblity should be analyzed.

GAHW-010202
Length of RLC/MAC control messages (Rel5)
This document was already presented in TSG GERAN#4. This contribution assesses the length of the following RLC/MAC control messages in typical configurations according to version 4.0.0 of the RLC/MAC protocol. Packet Uplink and Downlink Assignment are analyzed. The current encoding of the PACKET DOWNLINK ASSIGNMENT and PACKET UPLINK ASSIGNMENT do not seem to lead to impossible fitting of the MAC-I field. However, there are many cases where the appending of the MAC-I field will require extra segmentation compared to today’s implementations. This will require more signalling bandwidth, delay the TBF set-up completion and possibly lead to further repetitions of the assignment.

GAHW-010216
Integrity protection RLC/MAC (for information)
This document was already presented in the joint TSG GERAN/SA3 meeting. 

Alcatel commented that Packet DL Ack/Nack needs to be analyzed as it is possible to request resources with it. This was a general agreement. It was decided also to define clearly what is integrity protected in the message.

Alcatel underlined that it is not possible to use ARI on CCCH. Nokia agreed, and emphasized that this does not change the need for integrity protection for the Immediate Assignment (DL part).

It was agreed to update GAHW-010164 (revised to GAHW-010222) by including the Packet DL Ack/Nack message.

GAHW-010178
Simulation results for delayed TBF release
This document was already presented in the joint TSG GERAN/SA3 meeting.

There were some questions for clarification.

GAHW-010162
RLC/MAC Support for multiple TBFs

This document is updated from the one presented in TSG GERAN#4. It addresses the issue of supporting multiple simultaneous TBFs for one MS over the Iu interface.

Chairman asked whether the calculation for the number of TBFs that can fit in a message took into account integrity protection. Siemens replied it was not taken into account.

Alcatel commented that a better understanding for multiple TBFs is brought with this document, and asked whether another approach was considered, like RB multiplexing on a single TBF, which would avoid extra signalling. Nokia replied they had such a proposal one year ago but it was rejected.

Nokia commented that rather than defining how many max TBFs can be supported, the minimum requirement for the number of TBFs should be defined. Standard-wise, 1 TBF should be the minimum requirement, for URB.

Alcatel highlighted a few misleading information regarding the PDCH.

§5.1.1 Packet Resource Request could be sent  to request the establishment of multiple TBFs rather than using packet downlink ack/nack.

Alcatel expressed some concerns on polling handling. The network shall select which TBF to ack, not the MS.

Ericsson asked for clarification on the number of TBFs that can be reconfigured with Packet Timeslot Reconfigure, and suggested that all the TBFs of an MS be reconfigurable at once. It was decided to analyze more carefully the Packet Timeslot Reconfigure considering integrity protection and avoid any extra segmentation mechanism.

Alcatel asked for clarification on scheduling constraint. PACCH should be mapped by the network, it should not be up to the MS to decide upon this.

It was stressed that maximum requirements should also be defined. Nokia replied that minimum requirements must also be defined regarding scheduling and USF allocation, and that for USF per MS, scheduling constraint 1 should be the minimum requirement (no QoS handling in the MS).

Alcatel emphasized that RB multiplexing onto one TBF should still be considered and compared (complexity-wise) with multiple TBF approach.

GAHW-010205
Description of MAC functions (Rel 5)
This document was already presented in TSG GERAN#4.

There were some editorial comments.

This document was revised to GAHW-010229 and agreed.

Chairman asked on the way forward for RLC/MAC. What is missing (sections in 44.060 still unanalyzed) should first be identified.

GAHW-010206
Simulation results for a modified RLC (Rel5)
This contribution tries to highlight a serious issue which results from the decision made at the last TSG GERAN Ad-hoc for R4 and beyond meeting not to use LAPDm in GERAN Iu mode for the transfer of signalling messages (except on BCCH and CCCH). A solution to this issue is proposed and a simulation environment is defined in order to determine the appropriate values of the parameters introduced in this solution.

Ericsson asked what the impact would be with solution "0" (not to change anything). For a given message (time critical or not). There were various questions for clarification.

Nokia clarified that acceptable speech quality should be the requirement to fulfill.

It was commented that if 2 frames are muted in a row it is very hard for the speech codec to recover.

It was suggested that timer be appended to SRB rather than to the message itself. This howvever would likely lead to an increase of the number of SRBs. Also it was argued that this timer should be transparent to SRB. Ericsson questioned the usefulness for the whole proposal considering time critical messages are not sent often. Alcatel replied that SIP is time critical, and solutions are needed for sending long messages.

The document was noted.

GAHW-010228
Ciphering Issues
This document was already presented in the joint TSG GERAN/SA3.

Nokia clarified that one outcome from the joint meeting was that RLC/MAC control messages that are integrity protected should be ciphered (the non-broadcast part).

Concerning Iur-g, serving-BSS relocation should be forced to avoid security problems. Alcatel proposed to have this as a working assumption.

Alcatel further proposed to reflect the working assumptions from the meeting in 43.051.

Ericsson asked for clarification on HFN.

Alcatel clarified that how to use Extended TDMA frame number vs HFN should be clarified.

Nokia clarifed that the original working assumption from SA3 was to use extended TDMA frame number (TDMA Frame number + 6bits): see 2g00-075. Nokia asked Nortel what their opinion is, as Nortel later proposed the use of HFN instead of extended TDMA Frame number.

It was asked that Nokia inputs a paper addressing and solving the ciphering and integrity protection issues (Iur-g, ffs for input parameters, etc).

GAHW-010230
Summary RLC/MAC Drafting Session
Noted.

GAHW-010208
Clarification on the PDU lifetime IE
Noted. It will be handled in Drafting session.

VoIP

GAHW-010182
Input for TR: Support for voice optimisation for the IM CN Subsystem in the GERAN
The purpose of this contribution is to bring new content to the TR that was created by Tdoc GAHW-0100155 in the TSGs GERAN/RAN3/SA3 joint meeting in Helsinki. The proposed technical directions are included in the body of the TR as revisions.

Ericsson asked for clarification how header removal parameters (UDP port numbers, IP address, RTP fields) should be signalled.

Nokia commented that a generic solution is to use RRC. When activating the RB, the parameters should be sent, not when activating the RAB. Ericsson agreed that the parameters should not be sent when activating the RAB, but expressed some concerns regarding the logic of the proposal. Nokia commented that there is a working assumption on how to transfer header removal parameters, and this working assumption can be re-visited if required.

Alcatel asked for clarification how the proposal can be extended for the cases when not only the active codec set is supported by the BSS, but also considering that some TRXs may not support AMR at all. Nokia answered that the prposal using RTCP could be expanded to cover the issue, however Nokia has not studied that. Nokia further clarified that it is up to RR management algorithm to ensure that a certain active codec set is valid within a group of cells. Changing the active codec set on fly is similar to changing other speech codecs from RRC signalling viewpoint. Alcatel failed to understand how this solves the negotiation of codec type at SIP level, and recalled that RTCP packets should not be sent over the air. Nokia invited Alcatel to check the document more carefully, since in Nokia's document it is clearly stated that RTCP packets are not send over the air interface. They are generated from GERAN side in uplink.

Ericsson asked for clarification on the status of RTCP work in IETF, and commented that it is dangerous to rely on the work done in another working group not under GERAN control. Nokia replied those issues (header removal and RTCP details) are not related, that IETF specifies how RTCP looks like.

Chairman commented that the solution must be compliant with legacy TRXs and should as well be future proof. Ericsson sees problem with the solution with RTCP function which is moving SIP functionality to RTCP, and this is not a clean solution. Nokia replied that the frame type for RTP is not a clean solution, however, the RTCP item makes sense. Alcatel asked whether it is proposed to have multiple codec types, and whether the selection of the codec type is done by sending the RTCP packet to the other end. AT&T commented that it should be analyzed whether the RTCP solution is technically possible.

Nortel expressed strong concern on the proposal to have a default codec set for AMR, as this has never been the case so far (TFO, TrFO, etc). Nortel agreed that AMR will be the solution in the long-term but other codec types should be supported. Nokia commented that a default codec set would solve the problem, but this is likely not the way to go, and also agreed with the latter comment.

Alcatel commented that the document proposes solution for informing the other end of an Active Codec Set change, but the issue for codec type negotiation is still open.

Motorola expressed concern on sending over the air RTCP packets. Nokia replied the solution does not propose this and invited Motorola to check the document again.

Chairman suggested that the possible solutions be included in the TR for presentation in SA2. The decision on the solution is up to SA2.

The discussion was postponed to drafting session.

AT&T warned not to put technically wrong solutions in the TR.

GAHW-010183
On Header Removal and Handover
This contribution was already presented in TSG GERAN#4, and a few clarifications have been introduced.

Ericsson asked whether the proposal requires a synchronized network which is a significant constraint. Alcatel agreed. Nokia commented that the level of synchronization would be with an NTP protocol. Ericsson commented that between different vendors, PLMN, RAT, there would be need for synchronization. Nokia clarified that there is need for PDCP level synchronization, not air interface, and this could be done in various ways, for example using NTP.

Chairman commented that a solution should be made for any network, i.e. should not constrain a particular network. 

Motorola asked whether the container is meant for informing the compression algorithm used to UTRAN. Nokia clarified it is only to include parameters (time stamp, etc.).

Alcatel commented that RTP sequence number and time stamp are seen as an issue now in the proposal, although Nokia earlier stated it was not, and therefore asked whether it really is an issue or not. Nokia replies that they still do not see any issue with the slip of these parameters. Nokia emphasized that the solution proposed here is applicable in case those parameters are an issue, as claimed by other companies.

AT&T commented that an application should be tolerant to a slip in these parameters. Chairman expressed some concerns that this would imply a control of even arbitrary internet applications in order to make them tolerant to glitches. AT&T agreed. Chairman commented that first requirements should be set, and discussion be brought up to SA2 for decision.

Chairman commented that a reference to current proposals be made in the TR, underlining it is assumed that RTP sequence numbers can be offset during handovers, and suggested to ask SA2 about this assumption.

Alcatel commented that possible solution could exist introducing e.g. the parameters in handover GERAN/UTRAN complete.

GAHW-010203
Knowledge of RAN capabilities for SIP-level codec negotiation (Rel5)
This contribution was already presented in TSG GERAN#4. It proposes a solution for solving the issue on the possibility to negotiate a codec type at SIP level that is not supported by the BSS serving the Mobile Station.

Nokia asked for clarification on resolution of the problem when activating the channel which may be on a different TRX. Alcatel replied that both SIP clients would agree on a list of codecs, and Nokia proposal came into the picture to use PDP context. The final SDP must include one codec per media flow. Nokia replied that there were quite much concerns with this solution as it would not work with TrFO, and would therefore not be acceptable.

AT&T commented that two issues are handled:

· 1st part of the network, e.g. AMR is supported in an area. NW provides its capabilites to the MS. AT&T agrees with it. Nokia questioned how this would solve the problem architecture-wise.

· 2nd part of the network, e.g. AMR is not supported.

Alcatel solution is good with the 1st part, but regarding the 2nd part, another problem is brought up which is congestion and which the solution does not overcome, and mid-call negotiation is needed. Concerning this latter problem, it is up to the operator to dimension the network properly.

Chairman replied that availability of codecs and TRXs should not be mixed here.

An operator would include AMR in an area and would be supported in all cells in the area and broadcast the channel coding supported. Nokia strongly disagreed with the broadcast of channel coding. Ericsson emphasized the issue here is channel coding, not speech coding. AT&T agreed, and agreed that broadcast of supported channel coding should not be the way to go, but another solution would be RRC signalling and in some cases  even SIP level re-negotiation.

There were some detailed discussion.

AT&T emphasized that the intention is to minimize the mid-call speech codec negotiation. 

Nokia replied that there is no need, with the final SDP solution, to send via RRC what is supported.

Alcatel commented that if the MS supports FR and AMR, but GERAN only FR, if the MS sends SIP invite with AMR, the problem occurs. If the MS had taken the capability of the GERAN from the beginning there would be no problem.

Motorola suggested to avoid SIP negotiation during the call as much as possible. At call set-up, the network would inform the MS what is supported. The initial SIP would include the capabilities of the MS. The network would save the MS capabilities, negotiation would later be made between BSSs when handover occurs. Alcatel disagreed and emphasized that the SIP client need to be informed on the codecs used.

Cingular emphasized that a codec negotiation mechanism is needed. Nokia agreed, but there are two things: negotiation MS/GERAN and especially GERAN/CN.

Alcatel agreed with Nokia that Active Codec Set handling is really an issue.

REL4 Issues

GAHW-010204
New MS behaviour in case of unsuccessful cell re-selection (Rel4)
This contribution was already presented in TSG GERAN#4. 

Nokia asked for clarification whether any timer is associated with BSSGP Radio Status.

Chairman asked for the CR be represented in TSG GERAN#5, where experts are present. The CR was noted.

GAHW-010208
Clarification on the PDU lifetime IE
This contribution was already presented in TSG GERAN#4. 

Chairman asked for the CR be represented in TSG GERAN#5, where experts are present. The CR was noted.

RRC Coding

No documents were contributed on this topic. No conclusion.

6.1.4 Radio Aspects

FPC

GAHW-010194
Slow Associated Control Channel & Fast Power Control
This proposal intends at enhancing the performance of the FPC scheme presented in GAHW-010015. A simple solution is proposed so as to: 

· suppress all losses (0.4dB gain even appears)

· reuse the same interleaver

· optimise the mapping of the FPC signalling

· keep the stealing flags as they are (all ones to signal CS1 coding)

The proposed solution consists in shortening the 40 bits FIRE code into a simple detection code without any correction capability (16 bits CRC of CS2). Dummy bits are then inserted within the coded shortened SACCH block. The whole block is then interleaved, and finally the dummy bits are replaced by the FPC signalling bits.
Chairman asked whether FPC is applicable to speech only, or whether there is a need to restrict it to speech. Ericsson replied that it is intended for DPSCH, regardless of the traffic occuring there. This is a general agreement.

Ericsson asked the impact of using 18 bit CRC instead of 16 bit CRC in order to lower the probability for undetected error. Nokia replied that the loss in performance, if any, would not be significant. Ericsson highlighted that the proposal removes the last reason not to use FPC, and therefore FPC with the given proposal should be introduced, even though a few details can still be refined. Lucent supported this view.

Chairman suggested a CR to be drafted for TSG GERAN#5. It was agreed that Nokia will verify the performance of 18bit CRC and if it is acceptable then a CR will be drafted.

GAHW-010210
CR 43.051 for enhanced power control
This document introduces EPC procedures.

Chairman commented that FPC for ECSD should be reflected in 43.051 (with the associated E-IACCH channel). Ericsson agreed it should be included in 43.051 but is not the purpose of this CR. Chairman asked for the relation between FPC and EPC, when to use which. Ericsson replied that FPC is 20ms and should be used instead of EPC, therefore EPC is applicable to DPSCH when there is no E-TCH.

The name EPCCH will be reconsidered. Tbd in table 3 will be removed, to reflect the number of availble stealing bits, 8, which is in-line with the 16-bit CRC used.

The document was revised to GAHW-010232, agreed and sourced by the GERAN AdHoc.

A second CR to 43.051 will be drafted, GAHW-010233, to reflect FPC.

GAHW-010211
Overview of specifications affected by the intoduction of enhanced power control
This document analyzes the impacted specifications due to EPC.

Chairman commented that MS testing group (WG4) should be informed of the introduction of EPC.

Nokia asked when the CRs would be available. Nokia and Ericsson commented they would be involved in the CR drafting. Nokia will produce a CR to 45.003 to TSG GERAN#5.

GAHW-010170
FLOC for GERAN
See general aspects.

Nokia expressed some concern how network planning can be made by an operator, as no real performance can be specified. Ericsson: no mandatory service in the standard

Nokia commented that the puncturing rate is likely too low to demonstrate that the loss is negligible. Ericsson replied more inputs will be provided.

AT&T clarified that an original planning is made according to 05.05, therefore 05.05 performance cannot be neglected. Nokia replied this is especially the case for downlink.

Siemens asked whether the SID first and onset frames interleaved with the traffic channel, are input with separate Traffic Format. Ericsson replied that neither onset nor SID first are applicable with FLOC.

Lucent asked whether the performances shown include errors in detecting the TFCI. Ericsson replied that the error rate for TFCI was not included.

Siemens asked for analysis of speech quality degradation with the scheme. Ericsson commented that within a bit class, there cannot be UEP. What is shown is average BER over the Class 1B bits. Ericsson acknowledged the impact on speech quality (MOS tests) has to be evaluated.

Cingular commented that it is hard to agree any way forward at the moment and further work is needed in several companies.

Nokia asked how link adaptation would be working with FLOC, considering the channel coding depends upon the source (esp. compressed IP header). Nokia further emphasized that the worst case header size should be analyzed. Nokia also stressed that FLOC would allow the transmission of AMR 12.2 in any channel conditions, which is likely not possible.

There were detailed discussion for understanding the proposal and its impacts.

8PSK NB AMR

GAHW-010169
Draft CR to 45.003 for NB-AMR on O-TCH/AHS
The CR was noted.

GAHW-010217
Testing of AMR NB on 8PSK HR channels
This document gives the results from the subjective listening tests performed for AMR-NB codec on 8-PSK half-rate channels.

Ericsson commented that the results are similar to what they have, and therefore a conclusion in TSG GERAN#5 is fine. Siemens added that a closure in TSG GERAN#5 is possible.

GAHW-010218
Draft CR 05.03 Channel coding for 8PSK HR Channels
The CR was noted.

45.005

GAHW-010195
Simulation results on the reduction of AMR requirements in 45.005
This contribution proposes that the difference in performance between a certain number of propagation condictions is sufficiently small to permit the specification of a single value. 

Ericsson asked for clarification on the proposal. It was clarified that some values are proposed that need not be tested.

Nokia commented that no value is removed and therefore network planning is not impacted.

AT&T asked why the values are so close. Nokia replied that at 1800MHz and 50km/h, there is a decorrelation between the bursts with and without FH, therefore the values are close.

Lucent and Ericsson agreed with the proposal made in the document.

Comsys asked whether frequency offset was taken into account.

Legacy transceivers

Chairman suggested an output paper underlining the drawback implied when following the requirements from Uppsala meeting.

Alcatel commented that either compromise solutions are defined so that requirements can be revised.

Chairman asked operators to reconsider the requirements made earlier in Uppsala. Cingular commented that having a single codec in Iu mode cannot be agreed yet.

Ericsson commented that if not all AMR modes are supported from one cell to another, similar problem remain, which is not a legacy TRX problem but a channel codec problem.

Nortel commented that it is operator dependent, and a clear view is needed what a legacy TRX is and what the starting point is.

Nokia pointed out that the 3G CN (CS or IMS) only require AMR as a mandatory speech codec.

It was discussed to mandate one mode of AMR on network side to the full set.

Alcatel pointed out that a solution that allows for codec negotiation should be studied, so that it would work for any case.

The problems mandating something else than AMR should be analyzed.

Cingular suggested to reconsider the move of codec negotitation to the BSS, which might easen up things.

Chairman proposed that a list of the issues causes by inhomogeneous RAN should be drafted.

6.2 GERAN Feasibility Study

GAHW-010168
Enhanced interference diversity in GERAN
This contribution proposes a method of improving interference diversity in GERAN. MAIO hopping provides system capacity gains in the range of 10-60% with a fairly small standard and product impact. The method is very robust since it will not cause any degradation in any systems. 

Siemens asked for clarification which MAIO assignment was used for comparison with the proposal, and if it was a random MAIO assignment, much better assignment method could be used which would reduce the gain provided by the proposal. Ericsson commented that random MAIO was used.

Siemees asked for clarification on what the impact would be of using the same hopping sequence number (HSN) over the network. Ericsson commented that with MAIO hopping, the same HSN could be used throughout the network. Siemens questioned the need for keeping the HSN assigned.

Lucent asked whether power control was used in the simulations. Ericsson commented that power control was used. At higher load, cochannel interference would dominate and power control would need to be constrained thus the gain would be less. Ericsson commented that most of the gains are in UL.

Motorola asked for clarification on synchronization highlighted in the document, and if it implies frame synchronization between BTS. Ericsson clarified that having a synchronized network is not mandated. The simulations shown are assuming a synchronized network, except with adjacent channel.

GAHW-010196
Enhanced Frequency Hopping for Deployments With Limited Spectrum
This contribution proposes an enhancement to the GSM frequency hopping algorithm. By constraining the hop sequence to reduce the rate at which frequencies are repeated, frequency diversity is increased. Simulation results show that the proposed algorithm yields significant capacity gains, the magnitude of which are a function of channel correlation times and the number of frequencies over which users can hop.

Chairman asked whether different proposals are available dating from proposals for GSM.

Ericsson commented that higher than 90% satisfied users should be used.

Nokia asked whether other frequency band than 900MHz were considered, where limited spectrum are more relevant, and how the proposal would behave. Lucent replied that in other frequency bands, some parameters would be impacted.

Chairman, Nokia asked whether the proposal implies that MS using the new hopping mechanism have to be segregated from legacy MSs. Lucent agreed and emphasized that it is the same with MAIO hopping.

7 Conclusion

7.1 Preparation of the result to the coming TSG meeting

GAHW-010223
TR on optimized voice

This contribution is the TR as was updated during offline session.

There were some editorial comments to align the structure for solution description (pros&cons, details, working assumption, etc).

Chairman commented that it should not be stated that "SIP compression shall be used", but instead, "may be used", i.e. it may be switched on or off.

AT&T commented that an LS to SA2 be sent, and suggested another joint meeting. The LS will be available in GAHW-010236, contain the TR and suggest possible meeting dates.

Ericsson commented that instead of "shall be used" it should be "is required".

The document was revised to GAHW-010235, agreed and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc.

GAHW-010220
CR 43.051 for Iur-g between UTRAN and GERAN

There was some editorial comments.

It was decided that Nortel brings another CR to TSG GERAN#5 for correcting Rel4 references.

The CR was agreed.

GAHW-010221
Working assumption for mode selection

There was some editorial comments.

It was decided that Nortel brings another CR to TSG GERAN#5 for correcting editorial corrections.

The CR was agreed.

GAHW-010231
CR 43.051 on Security Issues

There was some editorial comments.

It was decided that Nortel brings another CR to TSG GERAN#5 for correcting editorial corrections.

The CR was agreed.

GAHW-010219
GERAN project plan: 50.099
This document is the latest version of 50.099. It contains an alignment of the completion dates, removal of physical layer muxing and quarter rate work items as well as an update of the CRs status (stage 2, stage 3). Additionally, it includes an update to annex 3 listing the open issues.

It was asked to provide the document highlighting the changes compared to the original version, GAHW-010158: GAHW-010237. GAHW-010237 does not contain the list of open issues.

GAHW-010222
Working assumptions and open issues

Ericsson asked for clarifcation on note 1 (implementation dependent). It was decided to remove "is implementation dependent".

This document was revised to GAHW-010238, agreed and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc#5. It will be sent to SA3.

GAHW-010224
Handovers and Cell Reselections between GERAN Iu mode, GERAN A/Gb mode and UTRAN

Chairman asked for clarification be given in specification that RNC id and BSC id are identical, therefore RNC id can be used in  place of BSC id.

Nokia asked for clarification why Cell FACH was removed in Inter-RAT Handover between GERAN Iu-mode and UTRAN. Ericsson clarified that this procedure does not exist to/from cell FACH, i.e. no handover to cell FACH.

Nortel asked for clarification why "In case of network controlled cell reselection, RB parameters (PDCP, RLC, MAC, and PHY in case of CRS to UTRAN) for the new system can be sent to the MS through the old system." was removed. Ericsson replied that in network control cell reselction there is no reservation of radio resources in the new cell. Nokia argued that this is the case in A/Gb mode, but probably not in Iu mode. Ericsson replied that this does not exist in UTRAN. It was decided to keep the sentence and add an ffs. 

There were some editorial comments.

The document was revised to GAHW-010239, agreed and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc#5.

GAHW-010225
CR 43.051: Ciphering of signalling radio bearers
The document was revised to GAHW-010240 (Correct source), agreed and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc#5.

GAHW-010227
CR 43.051: Definition of Signalling Radio Bearers
The document was agreed.

GAHW-010230
Outcome from 44.060 Drafting Session

The document was agreed, revised to GAHW-010241 sourced GERAN AdHoc#5.

GAHW-010231
CR 43.051 on Security Issues

The document was agreed.

GAHW-010232
CR 43.051 on Enhanced Power Control

Nokia commented that for figures 13 and 14: "When EPC is used, the EPCCH is mapped on stealing bits of the SACCH bursts." should be chaned to "When EPC is used, the EPCCH is mapped on the SACCH bursts.

The CR was revised to GAHW-010242, agreed and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc#5.

GAHW-010233
CR 43.051 on Fast Power Control

This CR introduces ECSD FPC in 43.051 for consistency.

There were various editorial comments.

The CR was revised to GAHW-010243, agreed and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc#5.

7.2 Letters to other groups

GAHW-010236
Proposed LS to SA2 on Optimized voice

There were some editorial comments.

Chairman commented that RAN2 should also be participating. Nortel commented that not only working assumptions should be suggested for analysis, but first the open issues and then possible solutions.

The TR should also be attached to the LS.

The LS will be revised to GAHW-010244, agreed and sourced TSG GERAN AdHoc#5.

GAHW-010245
Proposed LS to SA3 on GERAN Security Issues

This is the LS written based on GAHW-0101238.

7.3 Future Meetings

Next meetings:

· GERAN #5 – 28-01.VI.01: Cingular/Motorola – Chicago, US

· GERAN WG2 AdHoc#6 – 25-29.VI.01: Open – Europe

· GERAN #6 – 27-31.VIII.01: Naantali, Finland

· GERAN WG2 AdHoc #7 – 22-26.X.01: Siemens – Open

· GERAN #7 – 26-30.XI.01: North American Friends of 3GPP - Cancun, Mexico

8 Closing the meeting

Chairman underlined the good progress made in this AdHoc and thanked the participants. Frank Müller and Guillaume Sébire also thanked again the participants for the presents received for this last AdHoc meeting marking the end of Frank's chairmanship and Guillaume's secretaryship. The meeting was closed.
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