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1 Introduction

At the RAN3#24 meeting, Ericsson presented some contributions (Tdoc: R3-012801/2) in order to specify the DRNC behaviour at SRNC and Iur transmission failure. Since the contribution could not be agreed at the meeting, it was agreed to have an email discussion on the reflector. 

Two main issues that were addressed in the contributions and discussed on the reflector:

· Detection of the SRNC and Iur transmission failure

· DRNC actions at UE context termination

2 Detection of the SRNC and Iur transmission failure

Motorola commented that the Iur transmission failure is limited to the SCCP signalling failure which is what is stated in the 25.420. Motorola proposed to change the 25.420 instead of the 25.423 to also clarify the SCCP connection-less case.

Ericsson indicated that the trigger for the termination of the specific UE context in  common state as stated in the sub-clause X.1.2 is not necessary because the SRNC could release the common transport channel resources via RNSAP. It was proposed that the termination of the UE context is triggered only for the following cases:

Sub-clause X.1.1) "all context", i.e. all common and dedicated state contexts. This is the case as stated in 25.420 as user-out-of-service or signalling-point-inaccessible information received in the RNSAP, i.e. no connection-oriented or connection-less SCCP signalling is possible.

Sub-clause X.1.2) Specific UE context ONLY for UEs having "dedicated" resources (CELL_DCH)

No objection or response received on the above proposal.

3 DRNC actions at UE context termination
In the Sub-clause X.2 of the contribution it is stated that when termination of the UE context is required then the DRNC shall:

· Release the RRC connection,

and/or

· Force the UE to perform cell update.

No objection on the "RRC connection release". However, companies have different opinion on how the exact wording should be, some proposal:

· “RRC connection release message over FACH shall be sent to UE”.

· “RRC connection shall be released” 

· “RRC connection shall be released” plus a flow in the 25.931.

Regarding "Cell update":

Nortel and Motorola have the opinion that this in not necessary and the DRNC shall only release the RRC connection.

Ericsson has the opinion that the other implementation may choose to have different solution such as turning off the TX in the cell. Also it is not guaranteed that the DRNC succeed to release the RRC connection. The UE may perform Cell update afterwards anyway and since the DRNC has already removed the context and don't remember the UE anymore, it will just forwards the Cell update to the SRNC.

Nortel: The behaviour of the DRNC has to be well specified, so that the SRNC knows what is expected from the DRNC.

Ericsson: Same behaviour is also valid for the SRNC according to the 25.420, if the Iur tx failure has caused "user-out-of-service or signalling-point-inaccessible" i.e. the SRNC should also release the contexts and reject any cell update from the UE. One benefit of the "cell update" would be that the SRNC could choose to make an attempt to re-establish the connection if the partial SRNC failure or temporary Iur tx failure has caused the trigger.

Nortel: If cell update is forced, this may cause problem if the SRNTI has been reallocated to another UE after the SRNC restart. 

Ericsson: This problem is resolved by the RRC Integrity information in the Cell update. The SRNC will reject the Cell update. 

Conclusion: No agreement on the “cell update” case (indicated by Motorola).
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