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1 Introduction

Due to the incomplete status of M3UA, it is proposed to remove the M3UA option from the R4/R99 RAN3 specifications.  The motivation behind this is an effort to clean up the R99 specifications that was mandated from RAN3 #13.  However, as the same justification may be applied to R4, this contribution proposes the same removal of M3UA from R4 as from R99.

2 Justification

RAN#13 RP-010717 mandated an urgent task to improve the quality of the R99 TSG RAN specifications and therefore investigate if any of the following apply to existing R99 TSG-RAN specifications.

· Identify incompatible features
· Identify incomplete features
· Identify the obsolete features
Of these, M3UA fits into the second category of “Identify incomplete features“.

2.1 Incomplete Specification

M3UA version is currently “draft-ietf-sigtran-m3ua-08.txt”.  The latest currently specified version is “draft-ietf-sigtran-m3ua-04.txt”, September 2000.  It was decided not to continually update TSG RAN3 specifications with the current M3UA because of the volatility of the M3UA specification.

It is obvious that from an R4 and R99 perspective that the work for M3UA is not complete and should not be specified then in the R99 and R4 TSG RAN specifications. Any implementation in the field using M3UA as currently specified in existing R4, R99 specifications is almost certainly guaranteed to be replaced with the stable form of M3UA, i.e. the version of M3UA that is RFC status.

2.2 Only TNL Document Not a Normative Standard

M3UA is also the only document that is not either an ITU standard, an IETF RFC or an ATM Forum standard.  This usage of specifying a “work in progress” document which is arguably not complete as a “standard” within the TSG RAN specifications is to be fixed and avoided as decided at the TSG RAN #13 plenary.

2.3 IETF Drafts Meant to Be Obsolete

IETF drafts are meant to be obsolete as they expire after a maximum of six months.  However, at any time before then they can be updated, replaced or obsoleted by other documents.  So the similar logic may be applied for any implementation based on an IETF draft, i.e. that implementation will be obsolete after 6 months. Following is from the header of every IETF draft:

Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maximum of six months 

and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any 

time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference material 

or to cite them other than as 'work in progress.'

This same aspect is not applied to RFCs however.  Even if an RFC is replaced by another RFC, e.g. RFC2684 replaces RFC1483, in may cases implementations based on the older RFC would work with implementations based on the newer RFC.  Following is from RFC2684:

This memo replaces RFC 1483.  It was intended to remove anachronisms,

   provide clarifications of ambiguities discovered by implementors or

   created by changes to the base standards, and advance this work

   through the IETF standards track process.  A number of editorial

   improvements were made, the RFC 2119 [10] conventions applied, and

   the current RFC boilerplate added.  The following substantive changes

   were made.  None of them is believed to obsolete implementations of

   RFC 1483:

3 Conclusion

The discussion above is in compliance with the mandate handed down by RAN #13 plenary.  

RAN #13 specified several corrective measures.  The one used and proposed by this contribution is to remove the feature of IP TNL support within Control Plane of RANAP and RNSAP and to address this in a future release, i.e. Release 5 within the IP UTRAN WI.

The conclusion then is to remove M3UA from the affected R99 and R4 TSG RAN3 specifications.  If RAN3 reaches this same conclustion, Motorola can draft the corresponding CRs for the affected specifications (TS 25.410, TS 25.412, TS 25.420, TS 25.422).

Attachment is RP-010717 “ Urgent work to be started by TSG RAN Working Groups in order to improve further the quality of TSG RAN specifications“ from RAN #13.
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As a result of discussion on the work performed by the different TSG RAN working groups, it is felt necessary to undertake a new task to even further clarify the TSG RAN specifications.



It is important that a new step is accomplished in the quality review of the current releases of the TSG RAN specifications. Currently most of the time in many of our working groups is dedicated to review the potential misinterpretation of the wording.



The discussions during TSG RAN#13 meeting have shown that it is of high urgency to review also the features currently in our specification and to review the inter-consistency of these features.



Therefore it is proposed that the TSG RAN working groups shall investigate and report to the TSG RAN plenary #14 the following:



-
Identify incompatible features: 



Two features are said to be conflicting when there are identified issues or even impossibility to use them simultaneously, at a cell level or for a given UE. This means that the features, taken separately,  work, but the combination of these features does not. The specifications already identify some combinations explicitly, for example when a combination of two features is not supported by signalling or the physical layer frame structure. Nevertheless, certain conflicts between features do exist and are not explicitly stated in the specifications, and could lead to waste of efforts in implementations, as well as interoperability issues.


· Identify incomplete features:



A feature is incomplete when either the core specification or the performance requirements are not fully specified. Regarding performance specifications, it should be noticed that they may be in a different release of the specifications than the core specifications.


· Identify the obsolete features:



A feature is obsolete when the rationale for the incorporation of the feature in the specifications is no longer valid e.g. a functionality which has become useless or which has been superseded by another feature allowing to obtain the same functionality.



For each identified feature in the above category the working group can make a proposal to RAN#14 on the needed actions. The potential different courses of action should be of the following nature:



· A set of CRs fixing the identified issues to all relevant specifications is brought to the plenary 14 together with the description of the identified feature



· or it is proposed to RAN Plenary 14 to write the CRs for RAN 15



Corrections can be the following (not exclusive)



· Corrections are made in the release 99 specifications



· For the case of incompatible features, an analysis is presented of how implementation can be done in order to ensure that the two incompatible features can be used separately at a time but not simultaneously. If necessary the CRs required to allow that shall be provided. Alternatively, one of the conflicting features may be removed



· The feature identified is removed from the relevant specifications



· The feature is made optional in release 99



· The feature is removed from release 99 but corrected in a later release.






