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Introduction

This is the report from the Iu SWG meeting held on April 3rd – 4th, 2001 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #20 in Beijing, China (April 2nd – 6th, 2001). The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by the Iu SWG convenor Alexander Vesely of Siemens. The report is structured according to the meeting agenda. The order does not necessarily correspond to the order the items were handled.

Note: In general it has been agreed, that all CR’s, that were approved with the modifications, that they shall be based on an official TS-version (some CR’s have no CR numbers, some “Mirror” - Rel-4 CRs shall have category “A” instead of “F”) will be sent on the reflector as early as possible, should be reviewed by the delegates so that they can be then formally approved at the next meeting. (Carolyn will provide a list with new tdoc numbers and CR numbers during next week.)

Iu-1
TREATMENT OF INCOMING LSs

R3-011247 "Geographic Shape restriction in LCS (UTRAN and GERAN LCS stage 2)" from SA2 (CC: RAN3) was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.

Yann Sehedic from Nortel Networks clarified that two possibilities exists to implement the requirement that the RNC shall comply to national specific shape restrictions defined for a specific LSC client, either explicit signalling in Location Reporting Control or via O&M. The LS was noted.

R3-011249 "Missing LCS QoS, Priority, Request type, Assistance data, Client type, Stop reporting type parameters over Iu interface RANAP 25.413 (LOCATION REPORTING CONTROL and LOCATION REPORT messages)." from SA2 (TO: RAN3) was presented by Anders. The “Conclusion” chapter was reviewed only.

Yann mentioned, that the issue on further study (LCS assistance data type) was discussed last meeting and that the ciphering keys listed in the requested Rel-4 parameter list are rather de-ciphering keys. It was clarified, that the conclusion chapter contains parameters that shall be supported from Rel-99 on, and some parameters to be supported from Rel-4 on. Further it was clarified by Phillip Godin of Nortel Networks that the direct report shall be able to be stopped as depending on the requested it could take some time for the RNC to process the location measurement.

It was agreed that Phillip Godin of Nortel Networks writes a reply . THE ANSWER LS IN R3-01269. SA2 should be informed that we agree on the implementation parameters indicated within the “Conclusion” chapter and that we have already been starting to discuss on the “LCS assistance data type” parameter. 

Iu-2
CORRECTIONS FOR R99 (INCLUDING ‘MIRROR CRs’ FOR REL4 SPECs) 

Iu-2.1
R99, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

Iu-2.1.1
Editorial CRs   

Iu-2.1.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

R3-011209 "RANAP message in Connection Refusal" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011210).

The CR’s were approved with the modifications, that both shall be based on the official TS-versions, contain CR number and the Rel-4 CR shall have category A.

Iu-2.2
R99, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

Iu-2.2.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-2.2.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

R3-011218 CR052r1 " In-sequence delivery requirement" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011219).

Phillip asked whether the frame numbering in the support mode shouldn’t guarantee in-sequence delivery. Martin clarifies, that the frame number in the IuUP is sometimes time based and can therefore not always be used to guarantee in-sequence delivery.  He also stated. that currently, re-ordering of frames is not part of the IuUP. And furthermore this would not work for services using the transparent mode. Jari Isokangas of Nokia explained, that AAL2 implicitly provides in-sequence delivery. In GTP-U in-sequence delivery can be explicitly requested.

It has been discussed, that the support of another transport protocol stack in the future (e.g. IP) may raise the issue of in-sequence delivery requirement again. In that case some functionality would have to be introduced on the RNL layer. But this ffs. for Rel-5.

The CR’s  were approved with the modifications, that both shall be based on the official TS-versions and the Rel-4 CR shall contain a CR number and shall have category A.

Iu-2.3
R99, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

Iu-2.3.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-2.3.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

R3-011153 CR on "Core Network Domain Indicator in Overload Messages" was provided by Siemens and has been withdrawn.

R3-011228 CR on "TRELOCalloc_usage" was presented by Enrico Penas of Motorola. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011229.)

Enrico clarifies, that Motorola requires the timer behaviour to be described, as this was not clear enough. Anders clarifies that the basic approach of RANAP specification was always to keep the CN behaviour description to a minimum. Although Chenghock Ng of NEC clarifies, that the principle has been broken in many places, it was decided not to include the sentence in 8.7.2

The CR’s  were approved with the modifications that the proposed sentence in section 8.7.2 will be not included and that the proposed changes in section 8.7.4 will be modified to “If the CN decides to not continue the Relocation Resource Allocation procedure (eg due to TRELOCALLOC expiry) before the Relocation Resource Allocation procedure is completed, the CN shall stop timer TRELOCalloc (if timer TRELOCalloc  has not already expired) and the CN shall ... “ and, that both shall be based on the official TS-versions and have CR numbers and the Rel-4 CR shall have category A. The new versions are in R3-011272 and R3-011273.

R3-011272 CR on "TRELOCalloc_usage" was presented by Enrico Penas of Motorola. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011273.) (These are the new versions or R3-011228 and R3-011229).

The CR’s  were approved with the modifications that both shall be based on the official TS-versions and have CR numbers.
R3-011211 CR on "Stop of direct location report" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011212).

This CR was treated after the presentation of the relevant incoming LS’s (R3-011247 and R3-011249). 

Martin commented, that the new enumerated item in the ASN.1 part shall be a named number. Further it was clarified that the RNC will be able, according to this CR, to distinguish between the stop request of a direct location report service and a stop request of location report service upon change of service area.

The CR’s were approved with the modifications, that in the ASN.1 part the new enumeration item after the ellipsis shall be a named number type (with the assigned value 3) and both shall be based on the official TS-versions and have CR numbers.

Further it was agreed in the LS Philip prepares in response to R3-011249 SA2 shall be informed about the fact that we included a new Event type in an existing IE instead of defining a new IE, as SA2 asked us to do.

R3-011213 CR on "CN Domain Indicator in ERROR INDICATION" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011214).

It was clarified, that the condition shall apply for UL and DL direction.

The CR’s  were approved with the modifications, that both shall be based on the official TS-versions and the Rel-4 CR shall have category A.

R3-011216 CR on "No cause value for not supported Relocation Requirement" was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011217).

It could not be agreed upon whether the Relocation Requirement should be such a strong requirement for the RNC, that it shall reject a RAB Assignment Request if it cannot support lossless relocation. Further it was clarified, that our decisions should be based on SA2 statements. Therefore it was decided to postpone this CR to the next meeting.

A LS to SA2 will be drafted (the content of the not yet received LS in S2-010801 was checked) by Anders, informing them about the possibility in the RANAP protocol to indicate the “lossless” requirement in the RAB parameters. SA2 should give their view about the fact that we would release the RAB if the RNC has not the PDCP option to relocate lossless. SA2 will also be informed about the actual coding of the Relocation Requirement IE in R99 and R4. The LS is in R3-011278.

R3-011253 CR on "Relocation Resource Allocation in case of Cell/URA Update" was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011254).

The proposed changes will be modified to ”The target RNC may accept a RAB only if the radio bearer(s) for the RAB either exist(s) already, and can be used for the RAB by the target RNC, or does not exist before the relocation but can be established in order to support the RAB in the target RNC.”

The CR’s  were approved with the modifications described above and, that both shall be based on the official TS-versions, have CR numbers and the Rel-4 CR shall have category A.

R3-011275 CR on "Relocation Resource Allocation in case of Cell/URA Update" was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011276)(These are the new versions of R3-011253/R3-011254).

It was commented, that the formulation proposed was “in the target RNC“ instead of “by the target RNC”. The revisions are in R3-011282 (R3-011283) 

R3-011282 CR on "Relocation Resource Allocation in case of Cell/URA Update" was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011283)(These are the new versions of R3-011275/R3-011276).

The CR’s  were approved with the modification that both shall be based on the official TS-versions.

R3-011222 Discussion paper on “Handling of DTAP messages in relocation (discussion before CR)” was presented by Phillip Godin of Nortel.

Chenghock clarified, that “DTAP” is not a UMTS term, it should be “Direct Transfer”. Anders comments, that if the  relocation is done due to an Cell/URA-Update, than there is no way to send the NAS messages to the UE but via the Iur. Chenghock re-collects RAN3#7 meeting minutes R3-99b40 and there this explicit case was explained and mentioned.

Further it was clarified that, although a Direct Transfer Information IE, as present in the RELOCATION INFORMATION message is missing in the SRNS CONTEXT TRANSFER message, it is not necessary to include this IE, as the relaying of buffered NAS messages through the CN might take too much time and the NAS protocol instances would most likely perform local actions before.

The suggested proposals were not approved.

R3-011270 a discussion paper on “Handling of DT information in SRNS relocation”: was presented by Phillip Godin of Nortel Networks. A proposed LS was distributed in R3-011271, which was not treated.

It was clarified, that the introduction of this feature is quite late for Rel’99 and that there is no use to introduce that. This is just useful for hard handover situations, where the CN has the possibility to stop sending NAS messages as is it already done required for handover/relocation in the cs domain during the handover/relocation execution phase.

Even, if right before the relocation execution phase some NAS messages were queued within the RNC and not sent to the UE before the handover command is sent to the UE, it is firstly assumed, that relaying the NAS messages with the SRNS Context Transfer procedure will probably take much time and secondly, we assume, that it is clear, that the NAS protocol entity is able to recover from situations, were messages are lost. It was further decided not to send any LS.

The proposals were not approved by the group.

R3-011230 CR on TR 25.931 “Correction to RAB Release Procedures” was presented by Christoph Demarez of Lucent. It has been decided to treat this plenary issue within the Iu SWG. Furthermore it has to be checked, whether this results into possible RANAP CRs.

Richard Townend of BT stated, that current version of 25.931 does not contradict RANAP, but there could be a problem the way RANAP is currently described. An issue could be during a ps service, where the NSAPI is directly mapped on the RAB-Id. Christoph pointed at TS 23.060, chapter 9.2.5.1.1 where it is clearly described, that the RBs have to be released prior to the successful reporting of the RANAP procedure. It was clarified, that we need to know whether there is a problem, if we do not so as described in 23.060. Anders commented, that this could be an implementations issue, when the RNC is prepared to receive a new RAB Assignment Request (containing the same RAB Id).

Based on the working assumption, that it is allowed to behave differently to what is stated in 23.060, Christoph will prepare a CR on RANAP containing the statement “When the RNC reports the successful outcome of the RAB Assignment (Release) procedure, it shall be prepared to receive a RAB Assignment Request on the same RAB-Id.” in section 8.2.2. Further, a revision of R3-011230 was still be needed to depict the actually proposed changes. It was left to the editor how to link the new proposed change for RANAP with the figures in the TR.

R3-011266 CR on TR 25.931 “Correction to RAB Release Procedures” was presented by Christoph Demarez of Lucent. (This is a revision of R3-011230).

The notes in chapter 7.7.1/step 16 and chapter 7.7.2/step 13 should read as: “Note: This message may be sent any time after step 1 when the RNC is prepared to receive a new establishment request of a RAB identified by the same RAB ID.” Further, the CN box should be ticked. And a Rel-4 CR will be prepared by Christoph. With these modifications the CR was approved.
R3-011265 CR on 25.513 “Correction to RAB Release Procedures description” was presented by Christoph Demarez of Lucent. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is missing).

Richard report from 24.007: at least the correct behaviour for the UE would be not to use the NSAPI or the SI before the RBs have been released.

The CR was approved with modifications that the CN box should be ticked, the linked CRs (on 25.931 and RANAP)should be stated and a Rel-4 CR should be provided.

Iu-2.4
R99, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-2.4.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-2.4.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

Iu-2.5
R99, SABP (25.419)

Iu-2.5.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-2.5.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

R3-011204 CR on "Correction to the SABP(25.419)" was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. 

It was clarified, that all Specifications will be produced for Rel-4 as well, although for some TSs no Rel-4 CR have been produced. Carolyn should be informed to sent a V400 out for 25.419.

Apart from editorials the following modifications have been agreed upon:

section 8.2.2: The paragraph before the last paragraph, the 2nd proposed sentence will be modified to “If the value is set to “0”, the RNC shall broadcast the message until the CN requests otherwise.”

section 8.5.2: the 2nd sentence should read as: “The message shall contain the Old Serial Number IE along with the  Service Area List IE containg the service areas the status query is intended for.”

section 9.2.10: The first sentence will be modified to “ ... in the Service Area IE of the requesting message for broadcast over the radio interface.”

section 8.6.2: the text will be kept in SABP, although neither in SABP nor in 23.041 any protocol means are available nor  any stage 2 description of the “operational state of Service Areas” is given (open item).

It was clarified, that in SABP each message will be identified by its serial number and the Id of the Service Area it shall be broadcasted to.

The following open items were identified:

Basing on questions from S.H. Kim of Samsung Electronics, it was seen, that in section 8.2.2 the conditions for the successful outcome of the WRITE/REPLACE procedure is still open. 

Also the setting of the value “Number or Broadcasts” in the Number of Broadcasts Completed List IE if the  Number of Broadcast Request IE was set to “0” in the Request message is unclear, given the case the Response must be sent immediately.

According to section 8.3.2, it was clarified, that the SABP currently does not provide a means for a “global KILL” Request. (. This could be subject to further protocol enhancements.

There was the understanding in the IuSWG, that the Message Status Query does not necessarily have to contain the original SA-list, so re-formulations in section 9.2.6 could be necessary.

A LS to T2 will be drafted by Brendan Mc Williams of Vodafone informing them about the issues we have identified and the suggestions on our protocol that may be valid for their 23.041 as well. A LS will be drafted, which final, approved version is in R3-011288.

The CR  was approved with the modifications we agreed upon and, that it shall be based on the official TS-versions, have CR numbers. Another CR for Rel-4 will be needed and will be made available. The new version of the CR is within R3-011280(R3-011281).

R3-011280 CR on “Corrections to the SABP” was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC. (The mirror CR for Rel-4 is in R3-011281).

The CR’s were approved with the modifications, that in section 8.5.2, the end of the 2nd sentence below figure 7 shall read “... containing the service area identifiers the status query is intended for.”, in section 9.2.9 the semantics description should be enhance by “ “0” indicates that the message be broadcasted until CN requests otherwise”, both CR’s should base on official TS versions and contain CR numbers.

Iu-3
CORRECTIONS FOR REL-4 ONLY

General Discussion on that issue: Wait for LS from SA2 & CN4 about their views. But all Rel-4 stuff was presented and discussed.

Iu-3.1
Rel-4, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

Iu-3.1.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-3.1.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

R3-011220 CR009 "Iu connection principles enhancement, CS domain" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson.

It was clarified, that these changes will be backwards compatible, as these changes do neither affect the message coding nor mobility management. It was further clarified, that it is not the task of a stage 3 specification to describe the circumstances (intra- or inter-PLMN handover) under which the proposed principles may apply (“intra-PLMN handover”). 

The proposed changes were not approved for this time, as an answer on the LS sent in R3-010988 was not received yet.

Iu-3.2
Rel-4, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

Iu-3.2.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-3.2.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

Iu-3.3
Rel-4, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

Iu-3.3.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-3.3.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

R3-011221 CR244 "N-to-M relation between CN and UTRAN" was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson. 

It was commented by Chenghock  that the Global CN-Id definition should contain a reference to 23.003, that the OVERLOAD might have to be sent to all CN nodes it might be attached to (this is for ffs.) and that the Global CN Id IE should be mentioned in 8.25.3.1.

CRs to 25.401 describing the Global CN-Id and 25.410 mentioning the default CN node in the proposed text should be provided as well.

The proposed changes were not approved for this time, as an answer on the LS sent in R3-010988 was not received yet.

Iu-3.4
Rel-4, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-3.4.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-3.4.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

Iu-3.5
Rel-4, SABP (25.419)

Iu-3.5.1
Editorial CRs   
Iu-3.5.2
Corrective / Modification CRs 

Iu-3.6
Rel-4 TRs

Iu-3.6.1
CRs on TR 25.851 (RAB QoS Renegotiation)

R3-011223 Discussion paper “RAB negotiation mechanisms for linked parameters” was presented by Phillip Godin of Nortel.

It was clarified, that the CN will have enough information to establish its charging basements on the selected values.

Further it was commented by the convenor, that the described Re-/Negotiation mechanism are examples or possible RNC implementations, although the editor tried to reduce the set of possible strategies based on the traffic class and that there might be the danger to get some service specific information into the RANAP protocol which is against our design fundamentals. Furthermore, there is currently no interrelation between the RAB Assignment/Relocation Ressource Allocation procedure and the RAB Modify Request procedure is mandated regarding the RAB parameters indicated to be re-/negotiable.

As we are lacking of any answer from SA2, RAN1 and RAN2 on the LS sent in R3-011103, this document was just noted.

Iu-3.6.2
CRs on TR 25.936 (PS domain HO for real time services)

Iu-3.6.3
CRs on TR 25.946 (RAB QoS negotiation)

Iu-3.6.4
CRs on TR 25.953 (TrFO/TFO)

Iu-4
REL 5, Iu RELATED WORK ITEMS AGREED BY TSG RAN

Iu-4.1
RAB support enhancements (TR 25.852, R2 leading)

Iu-4.2
others

Iu-5
OUTGOING LSs

R3-011269 "Anwer LS on Missing LCS QoS, Priority, Request type, Assistance data, Client type, Stop reporting type parameters over Iu interface RANAP 25.413 (LOCATION REPORTING CONTROL and LOCATION REPORT messages)." to SA2 (CC: RAN2, SA1, SA, RAN) was presented by Phillip Godin of Nortel Networks. This is a response to LS in R3-011249.

Martin commented, that we haven’t agreed on the actual implementation. So instead of stating explicitly the RANAP message which shall transport the requested parameters, it is just said that these new parameters is either sent “from RNC to CN” or “from CN to RNC”. Further the information should be given, that we started already to discuss the “LCS assistance data” issue. The proposed LS was approved with these modifications, the revision will be in R3-011284. Further, it has been agreed to have an agenda item next meeting to invite contributions on that.

R3-011284 "Anwer LS on Missing LCS QoS, Priority, Request type, Assistance data, Client type, Stop reporting type parameters over Iu interface RANAP 25.413 (LOCATION REPORTING CONTROL and LOCATION REPORT messages)." to SA2 (CC: RAN2, SA1, SA, RAN) was presented by Phillip Godin of Nortel Networks. This is a revision of R3-011269.

This document was approved as proposed.

R3-011278 “LS on Action at not supported Relocation Requirement” to SA2 was presented by Anders Molander of Ericsson.
It was clarified, that the proposed text in principle contains also the possibility to lead SA2 to the decision,  that the RNC can behave implementation-specific on that matter.

This document was approved as proposed.

R3-011268 “Alignment of 25.419 SABP with 23.041” was presented by Brendan Mc Williams of Vodafone. 

It was commented, that 23.419 should be 25.419 (global change needed). The Quotation from the Write/Replace Procedure should reflect content of the approved CR. The chapter on the “message statues query” procedure should rather be on “Service Area List”, as the ambiguities we found out were on the definition of this IE. A revision is needed to be looked at, which will be in R3-011288.

R3-011288 “ Alignment of 25.419 SABP with 23.041” was presented by Brendan Mc Williams of Vodafone. This is a revision of R3-011268.
This was approved as proposed.
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