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Abstract

This contribution lists questions pending resolution before 44.060 can be completed. It incorporates comments and answers from the RLC/MAC teleconference held 20 Mar 01. The comments and answers appear as changes to the original document (GAHW-010116). An "A" precedes such changes
These questions are in addition to the 44.060 assignment list.
Recommendation

Add questions and responsible organizations to the 44.060 assignment list.

The following questions need to be answered before we can complete 44.060:

1.
In Iu mode, can mobiles establish TBFs using one-phase access? If yes, how? Will ARI be used?
A.
Yes, there should be two types of one-phase access: the existing method (no ARI) and a new method (ARI). ARI should be mandatory in the mobile station. Until the network allocates an ARI, the mobile station could use the existing one-phase method or the existing two-phase method. How do we distinguish mobile-station access in Iu mode and A/Gb mode? Nokia will submit a contribution to the next TSG-GERAN meeting.
2.
When the MS wants to connect to the network in Iu mode, what parameters need to be exchanged between the upper layer and RLC/MAC when initiating a packet access (see 7.1 and 7.2.1)? At the RLC/MAC drafting session, the MAC SAP was identified as one of the parameters.
A.
Layers will be configured at radio-bearer set up and many parameters will be provided at that time. We can specify other parameters when the procedures firm up.
3.
Are the RBid and the G-RNTI required during contention resolution? Should random G-RNTI be introduced and how does the network differentiate a random G-RNTI from random TLLI?
A.
We don't know yet, but we might need RBid and G-RNTI.
4.
Should there be a separate TBF establishment cause for GRA update? The current assumption is that a TBF establishment cause of Mobility Management will be used.
A.
The MM cause is wrong, but we don't yet know what cause to use.
5.
Will an RRC cell-change-order procedure exist within RRC or will there just be an RR cell-change-order procedure within RR?
A.
RRC and RR will both use this message, and perhaps, other common messages, since only one of RRC or RR is active at any time. This question applies more to RR and RRC rather than RLC/MAC. The question and answer will be moved to the RRC document.
6.
What specifications for SDU discard need to be added to 44.060?
A.
Nokia will submit a proposal to the next TSG-GERAN meeting.
7.
How is TBF established on a DPSCH?
A.
A CR was adopted at the last GERAN Ad Hoc meeting.
8.
How do we support multiple TBFs to the same MS, e.g., PACCH for multislot MSs?
A.
Alcatel will submit a concept paper to the next TSG-GERAN meeting. The concept will be based on the following assumptions (any comments are captured below each assumption):

•
The feature applies to Iu mode, and possibly, A/Gb mode.

Before we proceed (or do not proceed) with specifying multiple TBFs for A/Gb mode, we need to assess the extra work involved. Also, how will additional TBFs affect Gb message size?
•
The feature is mandatory for release-5 mobile stations operating in Iu mode.

•
The feature is optional for release-5 mobile stations operating in A/Gb mode.

•
A TBF may use any PDTCH allocated to the mobile station. This improves radio-resource efficiency.

This assumption may be revised. The teleconference discussed three suggestions:

1.
Any TBF could use radio resources allocated to the MS.

2.
Each TBF is allocated a dedicated set of resources, but if a TBF for which a block is granted has no data to send, the MS could use that data block to transmit data for another TBF.

3.
A TBF could support the transfer of several PDP contexts having similar QoS requirements. This is a similar concept to PFC.


Pending further analysis, the teleconference did not select any of the above suggestions.
•
PACCH use may be based on Nokia's proposal to the last GERAN Ad Hoc meeting.

We need to assess the benefits of the Nokia proposal with regard to additional complexity and need. Ericsson expressed some reservations.
•
A/Gb-mode flow control may be enhanced to support per-PFC flow control instead of per-MS flow control.
9.
How is integrity protection and ciphering handled?
A.
Some present RLC/MAC restrictions may affect integrity protection: there is no control-block segmentation in the uplink; control-block segmentation in downlink only supports a total of 40 octets. We need to figure out for which messages this will be a problem. Alcatel and Nokia will look at this topic.

We could enhance segmentation. See question 13. To reduce the size of MAC messages, we could migrate some functions to RRC.

For RLC/MAC control messages, some working assumptions follow:

•
Uplink and downlink resource-allocation messages shall be integrity protected.

•
Any compromise needed to reduce the impact on protocols must consider the severity of integrity fraud.
.1
Integrity protection in UTRAN uses RRC sequence numbers; how is this done in GERAN for RLC/MAC control blocks?
A.
When a TBF has been established, an RLC/MAC sequence number would increment for each new block or message. The RLC/MAC RTI (Radio Transaction Identifier) may be a possibility for this function.
.2
Which RLC/MAC control blocks are integrity protected and which aren’t? This needs to be confirmed with SA3.
A.
We have sent a preliminary list to SA3. SA3 stated that uplink and downlink must be treated equally.
.3
Is the list of integrity-protected RLC/MAC control messages complete? If not, who will compete the list? If so, is there a problem? If there is a problem, we can propose to SA3 alternative solutions, e.g., Nokia's proposal to have a variable size MAC-I. We can evaluate the possible loss of security and the additional standardisation work. In our liaison statement to SA3, we said that we were studying the implications of integrity protection (i.e., message size and frequency of use). Are we actually studying these implications?

10.
How is paging handled?

11.
What is the impact of using RLC/MAC as the control-plane layer 2, e.g., suspend/resume, stop/continue, and reset.
A.
The February GERAN Ad Hoc meeting identified some impacts; no additional information is presently available.
12.
What is the impact on the broadcast messages?
A.
The impact has not been assessed because requirements have not been specified.
13.
Is an enhancement of segmentation needed in Release 5? Both uplink and downlink?

