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Introduction

This document presents the report from Iu SWG held on July 5-9 1999 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #5 in Helsinki, Finland. The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by Atte Länsisalmi. The report is in line with the agenda used in the meeting (the incoming liaison handling is reported as the last item (without a number)).

8
Iu General Aspects

8.1 General Aspects and Principles of Iu interface (25.410),  586;

Tdoc 586 "UMTS 25.410 UTRAN Iu Interface, General Aspects and Principles" was presented by the editor Richard Townend of BT. In addition to changes in the previous meeting some minor editorial changes, like in the scope section, are included. Richard noted that the U-Plane protocol part has not been modified to being independent of the CN domain.

The document was approved with the understanding that the U-Plane protocol needs to be updated. It was also noted that a name for the generic U-Plane protocol needs to be invented.

Priority of work: -729

Tdoc 729 "Set of proposals for the Iu SWG work prioritisation for release 99" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. It was clarified that this is a plan on which order to proceed, and it is not aiming to restrict input on other areas.

It was commented that in every technical area, the input provided by the companies should cover the impacts of the proposal to the whole interface, i.e. the interoperation with other procedures and the error cases should be included.

The proposed work areas from Tdoc 729 were accepted, and the following companies were assigned to provide input in them (provide own contributions, and co-ordinate contributions from other companies):

List of Contributions items for Iu SWG for R99

Proposal #
Slogan
Deadline
Comments
Responsible Companies

1
Iu Interface Characterstics
August
25.410 deadline: September
Ericsson/BT

2
Iu Specification Objectives
August

BT

3
List of Functions over Iu
August

Nokia

4
Definition of Functions o. Iu
September

Nokia

5
Function Distribution o. Iu
September

Nokia

6
Relocation/Handover
September

All

7
Protocol principles
September

Lucent

8
Error handling principles
September

Lucent

9
Use of SCCP
July

Ericsson

10
SCCP Addressing schemes
August

Ericsson

11
Freezing of Procedures list
July
25.413 deadline: December
All

12
RANAP Error handling
August

Lucent

13
Timers, O&M param.
October

NEC

14
RAB attributes/def.
September

Ericsson

15
Restructuring of Iu UP
July
25.415 deadline: September
Ericsson

16
CS Data impacts
September

input coming from CN WG3

17
Iu UP procedures final.
September

All

18
RANAP ASN.1
Ad-hoc October

All/Nokia

SCCP: -725

Tdoc 725 "Description of usage of SCCP as signalling bearer for RANAP" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson.

The contribution was approved with the following modifications:

· Section 2.4: First bullet deleted and third bullet modified to read that "The UTRAN resources allocated to the connection are released."

· Section 2.2, The release case: Exactly the same wording as in RNS initiated release should be applied for CN initiated release.

The successful and unsuccessful outcome should be modified to be more clear and generic. The contributor and the editor will modify the text so that reference is not made to any specific message. It should also be worded so that the SCCP messages indicate the successful and unsuccessful operation, and not the RANAP messages they may or may not contain. The text will be sent to the e-mail reflector as soon as it is available.

· Section 2.3: The two bullet points were removed, as well as the statement above referring to them. The last sentence of this section is removed. It was understood that we need to return to the issue of whether the Iu release procedure is always used to release the SCCP connection, or whether implicit release is possible.

It was also pointed out that the relation of the Reset to the release of SCCP connection will need to be discussed further with the definition of the Reset procedure.

Turbocharger; 650

Tdoc 650 "Turbo Charger Impacts on UTRAN" was presented by Pierre Lescuyer of Nortel Networks.

It was clarified that Nortel position has changed, and they are now proposing the routing function is to be placed in the NAS part of CN. Therefore there is no impact on UTRAN Architecture or Iu. It was agreed that with that new condition the independence can be achieved.

Pierre will draft a liaison to CN WG1 indicating that:

- We have reviewed the modified concept as presented in Tdoc 650, where TRF is in the NAS part of CN

- We agree that there is no impact on UTRAN Architecture and Iu with the new concept.

RAB Subflows: ---758 (moved to agenda item 9)

CN Distribution function -638, ----759 (moved to agenda item 10.5)

9
Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)      593;

-717, -718, -719, -724

Tdoc 593 "UMTS 25.415 UTRAN Iu Interface UTRAN CN User Plane Protocols" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. It was agreed to modify the chapter structure in 5.6 and 5.6.1 slightly by adding headings "General" in front of the text after the main headings. With this, the document was approved.

Tdoc 717 "Concept Proposal of Mode of Operation of the Iu User Plane protocol" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. Alain clarified that the mode is not proposed to be included the mode in the U-Plane protocol.

The proposal to include concept of Iu UP mode of operation with PDU types was agreed.

It was agreed as proposed to draft the liaison statement to CN WG2 and to CN WG3 (cc: SA2), to inform about this concept, and the basic structure that the U-Plane protocol is domain independent. Alain will do the drafting of this. (see also discussion for Tdocs 724 and 758)

Tdoc 718 "Introduction of mode concept in TS 25.415" was presented by Fredrick Åberg of Ericsson. He clarified that section 5.7 should refer to PDU Type 0 instead of PDU Type 1, and the figure title in figure 5 should be TM instead of SM.

The PDU Type was agreed with the understanding that only one type is used for now (see subsequent agreements in this area with Tdocs 724 and 758).

Tdoc 719 "Modelling of primitives for the Iu UP Protocol Layer" was presented by Vesa Lehtovirta of Ericsson.

The first proposal to include the new text was agreed with the following modifications:

· L2 SAP is removed from the figure 3 and 5.

· Sections 3.1.3.2 and 3.2.3.2 removed for now

· The title of sections 3.1.1 and 3.2.1 have the words "at the RNL SAP" at the end.

· The PDU names are Iu-UP-Unit-data-request and Iu-UP-Unit-data-Indication for TM and Iu-UP-data-request and Iu-UP-data-Indication for SM.

Second proposal: Vesa will write the liaison statement to CN WG2 as proposed. It asks them to define a GTP-SAP and suggests the primitives as in tables that were removed for now (sections 3.1.3.2 and 3.2.3.2)

RAB Subflows:

Tdoc 724 "Principles related to Radio Access Bearer Sub-Flows" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. Alain clarified that it is agreed by Ericsson that the individual SDU sizes should be exchanged at the initialisation, and not just the total size.

The related contribution Tdoc 758 was discussed before taking decisions.

Tdoc 758 "Concept proposal for transporting RAB Subflows" was presented by Patrick Johnson of Nortel. It was clarified that this proposal could be specified as a different PDU type in addition to what is proposed in Tdoc 724.

Discussion and decisions on Tdocs 758 and 724:

The variable length and pre defined length schemes were discussed at length.

The agreement is that we divide the Support Mode to two, the "Support Mode for variable SDU sizes", and the "Support Mode for pre-defined SDU sizes".

This will be reflected on the Liaison Statement to N2 N3 and S2 that Alain is drafting. Due to large document, and the importance of the decisions, it was agreed that the liaison will be discussed in the e-mail reflector. Ericsson will base the Liaison Statement on modified version of Tdoc 717.

the proposals in Tdoc 724 are applicable to the "Support Mode for pre-defined SDU sizes" section, and were handled as follows:

First text box:

1) Approved

2) Approved with the statement parenthesis removed

3) Approved

A note is added after these items stating "It is FFS whether the numbering of sub-flows can be based on something else than reliability classes"

Second text box:

1) Removed

2) Approved with adding 'SDU' after 'sub-flow'

3) Approved with adding 'Iu' after 'every'

Inclusion of Informative annex was accepted, with the title of table 2 modified to read "Example Allocation of RAB sub-flows combination indicator".

Tdoc 758 does not provide ready text to be included to 25.415, but it rather explains the principle. The principle had been approved to be applicable for the new section "Support Mode for variable SDU sizes", and contributions for detailed text are invited.

10
Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)  590;   

Tdoc 590 "UMTS 25.413: RANAP Signalling, v.1.0.2" was presented by Jyrki Jussila. It contains the modifications approved in the previous meeting. It was agreed with the following modifications (not all of these are in relation to recent changes):

· Transport Network Control Plane boxes are removed from all figures. The editor will make sure that the text part will include a clear description on when the U-Plane setup takes place if that is required.

· It was agreed to remove section 8.4.4.

· In section 8.14.1 "Location request" should be replaced by "Location reporting control".

· In section 9.1.1.13, the CN indicator needs to be added to the Paging message.

· It was agreed to use "RAB Assignment Response" instead of "RAB Assignment Complete".

10.1 Study Items report and decision:

10.2 List of messages

677

Tdoc 677 "List of RANAP Procedures and Messages" was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara of Nokia.

The need to include queuing as part of RAB Assignment and Relocation procedures, and not as separate elementary procedure was discussed, Kalle clarified that the difference for the Queuing for the RAB assignment to Queuing for the Relocation is that the first is applied to individual RABs, and the latter is for the whole procedure.

The general principle of limiting the number of messages was discussed at length. Many companies favoured having as small number of messages as possible, e.g. the Queuing should be a separate elementary procedure, as currently defined. There was no agreement to change the current documentation.

Queuing for Relocation (Hard Handover) was discussed, but there was no agreement that it is needed. (later it was decided that the issue can be further discussed in an AdHoc session).

The document was not approved at this time, and the chairman urged Nokia to make comments based on this contribution to the procedure descriptions to be discussed in the next agenda item.

10.3 Procedure specifications  

651, 666, (667), -721, -726, -727, --745, --746, ----750, ----751, ----763, ----764

Tdoc 651 "Multiple RAB Relocation procedure failure" was presented by Pierre Lescuyier of Nortel Networks.

The different cases were discussed for quite long. It was in particular debated whether the partial acceptance of Handover Request should be supported or not.

The contribution was not approved at this time. It was agreed to have an AdHoc session on this during the evening to continue the discussion on partial acceptance of the relocation request, and the possibility to queue handover in an AdHoc session during the evening. Richard Townend will act as the rapporteur for that discussion. See the outcome of that in Tdoc 774 and the discussion reported in the end of this report.

Tdoc 666 "RAB Assignment RANAP procedure" from Nokia was presented by Kalle Ahmavaara. It was clarified that the proposal is to replace totally the existing procedure.

It was clarified that the RAB subflows would be supported, and that the descriptions of subflows are included in the RAB description.

The timers in the procedure were discussed at length. It was commented that the defineition of these timers may be very essential for the implementation, but it was commented by many (especially Lucent and Alcatel) that defining those in the standard is not needed. It was agreed not to specify the timers at this level of detail.

Even though the contribution contains many other proposals as well, it was viewed that it is better to modify the text so that the timers are not included before continuing the discussion on the other proposals. The contribution was not approved.

Tdoc 721 "Bearer Cleared Indication RANAP Procedure" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. It was agreed that the RAB Release Request message should be used for this purpose, and not the proposed Bearer Cleared Indication. Consequently it was approved to replace the Bearer Cleared Indication message in section 8.2 with RAB Release Request message, and a possible value "RAB pre-empted" is added to the description of RAB Release Request message in section 8.2.

Tdoc 726 "Description of usage of Radio Access Bearer Assignment for modification of Iu userplane" was presented by David Comstock of Ericsson.

It was decided that the proposed text is not clear and mature enough. The proposal in the contribution was not approved.

It was agreed that further discussion in the e-mail reflector is needed. Nokia's Kalle Ahmavaara will act as a rapporteur for this e-mail discussion for clarifying the RAB Assignment procedure.

Tdoc 727 "Elementary Procedures" was by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. This contribution presents a proposal for definition of Elementary Procedure with two classes: class 1 with response, and class 2 without response message. The following was agreed:

· First proposal to include sections 2.3, and 4 in 25.413 was agreed with modifications that Bearer Cleared is removed, and the Timer column is left empty.

· The second proposal to create new elementary procedures from existing messages was approved as follows:

· Bearer Cleared is removed

· Kalle Ahmavaara's s e-mail discussion group (see above for Tdoc 726) will also extract RAB Release Request and Queuing as from RAB Assignment to separate elementary procedures.

· The editor of 25.413, Jyrki Jussila of Nokia works on separating the Iu Release Request to a separate elementary procedure.

· It was further agreed that the elementary procedures should be distinct from the other messages. The editor was tasked to find a way to document this, e.g. by looking at the editing guidelines from the support team.

Tdoc 745 "Relocation Cancel Procedure" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC.

It was agreed with the definition now reading: "When the Source RNC has decided to cancel the relocation, it sends RELOCATION CANCEL message to the CN. If the CN Receives Relocation Cancel message, the CN terminates the ongoing Relocation Preparation procedure (if any) and sends RELOCATION CANCEL ACKNOWLEDGE message to the Source RNC"

The parameters for RELOCATION CANCEL message were approved as proposed, and it was noted that the RELOCATION CANCEL ACKNOWLEDGE message does not have any parameters.

Tdoc 746 "Relocation Failure Procedure" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. It was agreed to include these messages, but not a separate elementary procedures, but as part of Relocation Preparation and Relocation Resource allocation elementary procedures:

· It was agreed to include the relocation preparation failure to new section 8.1.2.2 Unsuccessful operation. The message name was changed to Relocation Preparation Failure. The description of the operation is as in the first proposed sentence, and the accompanying figure.

· The failure for Relocation Resource allocation approved to a new section 8.1.3.2 Unsuccessful Operation. The description of the operation is as in the second proposed sentence, and the accompanying figure. The existing text is placed in new section 8.1.3.1 Successful Operation.

Tdocs 750, 751, 763 and 764 were not discussed because of running out of time. The contributors were advised to present them early for the next meeting.

10.4 Message contents  

670, -678, -720, -722, -723, --747, --748, ----754

Tdoc 747 "Parameter Radio Access Bearer ID and NAS Binding Information in RAB Assignment message" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC.

It was discussed whether the NAS Id could be used as the RAB Id was discussed. It was agreed that they should be kept separate to allow separation of the protocol layers.

It was agreed to include the proposed parameters. It was also agreed that Alain will help the editor to get the definitions of RAB Id and NAS Binding Id from 23.10.

Tdoc 670 "Message Contents for the remaining RANAP procedures" was presented by Jyrki Jussila of Nokia. A message by message review was done and the following was agreed:

· General comment that the "Bearer Id" is changed to "RAB Id"

· 3.1 RAB Release request; approved as proposed

· 3.2 Queuing; approved as proposed

· 3.3 Iu Release; approved as proposed

· 3.4 Overload; approved without any parameters (i.e. the proposed parameters removed)

· 3.5 Reset; approved as proposed

· 3.6 Common Id; approved as proposed

· 3.7 Page; approved with modifications that TMSI is changed to Temporary UE Id, Location Identifier is changed to Paging Area Id and EMLPP Priority parameter is removed.

· 3.8 CN Invoke Trace; There is a different proposal in Tdoc 754, which was discussed, but not approved. The procedure from Tdoc 670 was approved with the modification that the Bearer Id parameter is removed (no use for it has been specified in the procedure description).

· 3.9 Cipher Mode Control procedure; The possibility to Cipher only some of the RABs was discussed. Pierre will draft a liaison statement to S3, cc R2 and S2 to ask the question whether this functionality is required. A note is added is added to cipher mode command stating that ciphering per RAB is FFS. 

A general agreement was made that the NAS information should be indicated with NAS in the beginning of the parameter name.

Kalle Ahmavaara will draft a liaison statement to N1 on whether NAS information should or should not be attached to the RANAP ciphering mode messages. The Cipher response mode is removed for now, but a note is added to both cipher mode command and cipher mode response that the piggybacking NAS information is FFS. The optionality or mandatoryness of Chosen Encryption Algorithm was discussed, but it was decided to leave it optional.

· 3.10 CN Information Broadcast; Michael Roberts of Lucent commented that to turn off the broadcasting an empty bit string could be used. There are also other parameters for turning off the broadcast, and Lucent will clarify how this is done. Nortel will clarify the function of the procedure. Also recovery from error situations need to be covered in the study.

· 3.11 Direct Transfer; It was decided to call the only parameter in this message "NAS PDU". it was also discussed for length whether the downlink message should include some prioritisation information for the message transfer. It was understood that this is required from the CN to send the messages in already prioritised order. It was left for interested companies to make sure that the CN WGs address this issue.

· 3.12 Initial UE Message; Approved with modifications that "Layer 3 Information" is changed to "NAS Layer 3 Information", and Chosen Channel was removed.

· 3.13 Location report; not discussed, see Tdoc 748.

· 4, The list of parameters; They have not been reviewed in detail, but have been discussed in the presentation. They were approved as the starting point, and further contributions were asked on this area. It was clarified that if no contributions are received then these definitions will remain.

Tdoc 748 "The contents of Location Reporting Control and Location Report Message" was presented shortly by Chenghock Ng of NEC. The parameters were approved. The contributor, editor and Alain Maupin will work on the definition of Location Information and Request Type parameters based on text in 23.10. The proposals should be viewed before the end of the Iu SWG (there was no time to return to this).

Tdoc 722 "Comments to R3-99503, Message contents for the RANAP procedures" form Ericsson was discussed. Alain Maupin addressed the remaining issues from this contribution. The contribution proposed to remove the Bearer parameters from the RAB Assignment Response, because their usage has not been documented well. This was not agreed, and some usage examples were given. The companies supporting them and having the understanding on how it works were requested to provide clarifying text on this issue for 25.413.

Tdoc 678 "Parameters for Relocation Required and Relocation Request messages" was presented by Jörgen Van Parys of Alcatel. The following decisions were made:

· The cause parameter is included in both messages as proposed.

· It was agreed that the transparent field is included as mandatory parameter in both messages. No position was taken on whether the content of both should be the same or different.

· The content of the transparent field was left for further study (nothing documented in 25.413). We start a new e-mail discussion on this issue. It is co-ordinated by Jörgen Van Parys of Alcatel.

Tdoc 720 "Changes to RANAP protocol due to Mode Concept" was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. User Plane Mode parameter is proposed for RAB Assignment and Relocation Request messages. Accepted as proposed.

10.5 Other issues,   

-638, (-743), ----759

Tdocs 638 and 759 were handled together.

Tdoc 638 "CN Domain Distribution Function" was presented by Wolfgang Hultsch of Siemens

Tdoc 759 "CN domain discriminator in UTRAN" was presented very shortly by Patrick Johnson

It was agreed that the information on which logical domain the NAS message is to be transported to should be included in the Access Stratum message carrying it.

One or two SCCP connections was discussed. Nortel pointed out that they support one connection, but many other companies pointed out that they support two.

The proposed text from Tdoc 638 was agreed with the following modifications:

All occurrences of 'CN Discriminator' are replaced by 'CN domain indicator'

First paragraph: 'NAS' changed to 'AS' and 'header' removed

Second paragraph: 'is' changed to 'shall be', 'by the SRNC' added after 'provided', 'of' changed to 'for' and everything starting from 'via' is removed.

Third paragraph: 'NAS' changed to 'AS' in the proposed new text (not elsewhere), all occurrences of 'header' removed, and the word 'individual' removed.

11
Iu Data Transport + Transport network control plane (25.414);

(Including requirements on GTP-U)

-728

There was no time to address this contribution. The contributor was advised to provide the information in the form of a CR since the document is already in CR control (version 3.0.0).
12
Iu signalling transport (25.412)   ; 

Incoming Liaison Statements;

752, 767, (768)

Tdoc 752 "Proposed Liaison Statement on Identification of Multicall Bearers" from CN WG1 was presented by Atte Länsisalmi of Nokia. The requirement is that the SI and This issue is addressed in Tdoc 747, and it was agreed to present it at this time (see agenda item 10.4).

Telecom Modus and NEC with the help of Ericsson will draft a liaison back indicating that we have considered the issue, and also correcting the NAS RANAP.

Tdoc 767 "Support of Speech Services in RAN" from S4 was discussed shortly. The answering to this had been allocated to Alain Maupin during the plenary session. A copy will be made available after the U-Plane discussions.

Tdoc 768 "Error resilience in real-time packet multimedia payloads" was presented by Pierre Lescuyer of Nortel. This information is noted, and if anything arises during the Iu U-Plane discussions, we will return to the issue.

Tdoc 778 is a Liaison statement from N3 on CS Data services. It was presented by Alain Maupin of Ericsson. There is a problem with the N3 schedule. They would like to provide the Iu UP requirements, but their meeting is at the same time (end of September) when we are supposed to have the UP protocol ready. However, we could acknowledge the requirements they have given us so far. No liaison statement is sent back (no volunteer to write it) and it would not help much either. We can still return to this in the next meeting.

Report from the Ad Hoc

Tdoc 774 "proposal from Relocation Ad Hoc" was presented by the rapporteur Richard Townend of BT. 

The recommendations from the Ad Hoc group were reviewed:

1. Endorsed that the Source controlled Target queuing is allowed, but the technical details are FFS. It was also not solved whether the CN could queue Relocation.

2. Endorsed.

3. Endorsed. This indication may be needed for directed retry. Lucent is checking on that.

4. Endorsed.

5. Identifies an issue that needs to be considerd.
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