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Introduction

This is the report from the Iu SWG meeting held on April 9th –11th 2002 during TSG RAN WG3 meeting #28 in Kobe, Japan (April 8th – 12th 2002). The meeting was chaired and the report prepared by the Iu SWG chairman Alex 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.

Iu-0
Agenda

R3-020903 “Agenda Iu SWG, meeting #28“ was agreed.

Iu-1
TREATMENT OF INCOMING LSs

LSs on Release 4 issues

none
Iu-2
CORRECTIONS FOR R99 (INCLUDING ‘MIRROR CRs’ FOR REL4 and REL5 Spec’s) 

Iu-2.1
R99, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

R3-020943 (R3-020944, R3-020945), CR, “RNL-TNL coordination rules” was presented by Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel.  

Nicolas clarified, that the wording “there shall be no interaction” refers to the fact that the RNL neither needs to wait for the completion nor for the result of the TNL procedure.

This CR was discussed with the RANAP CR.

Finally, this CR was not approved, as no company was strongly in favour to describe this behaviour in the overall Iu specification and the RANAP signalling specification.

R3-021068, CR “Correction of TNL Release” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
It was clarified, that we had similar discussions in Makuhari, due to a similar issue on Iub (cell maintenance) where we decided not to align Iub and Iu principles, as discussed in R3-013433. This paper is due to discussions on Iub due to a RESET sent from the CN.

It was commented that the CR now reads as if the UTRAN is not allowed to release an AAL2 connection in abnormal cases.

Sami Kekki of Nokia clarified, that the requirement to sent the Q2630-Release from the CN doesn’t require a full implementation of the Q.2630 protocol in the CN, as the minimum implementation in the CN would foresee the support of sending the Release message already.

The idea behind this CR is agreed in principle, the actual wording of the CR needs to changed (or checked, whether a change is needed at all). Offline drafting Philippe with Martin. The revision will be in R3-021108.

R3-021108, CR “Correction of TNL Release” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel. This is a revision of R3-021068.
The CR was agreed in principle.

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

R3-021070, CR, “Correction of Initialisation procedure” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
It was clarified and acknowledged that the RNC should be kept service unaware.

Further, it shall be checked, why the first rate to be used needs to be indicated as part of the UP Initialisation.

Up to now, no solution for this issue is available and therefore it needs further to be studied. An e-mail discussion will be initiated by Philipp if no solution/answer will be found during this meeting.

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

R3-020946 (R3-020947, R3-020948), CR, “RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP” was presented by Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel.
The Rel99 CR should be based on the current version (3.9.0), this may hold for the Rel-4 and 5 CR as well.

On the impact analysis, it was clarified that there is no impact from a protocol point of view (i.e. message coding), but only on an functional point of view.

It is most likely, that the Relocation Resource Allocation Procedure needs to have similar changes. This needs to be checked.

discussion see revised documents. 

In the first changed paragraph (and possibly in subsequent ones) every occurrence of “Iu UP transport bearer” should be changed to “transport bearer”. The Rel-5 CR(R3-020948) should be discussed separately under AI Iu-4.1 due to possible relations with Rel-5 related discussions.

The revisions will be in R3-021109 (R3-021110, R3-021111).

R3-021109 (R3-021110, R3-021111), CR, “RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP” was presented by Nicolas Drevon of Alcatel. This are revision of R3-020946 (R3-020947, R3-020948).

These revisions were not yet reviewed by the Iu SWG.

R3-020979, D, “Security issue” was presented by Chenghock Ng of NEC.
This document was discussed together with R3-020998ff.

R3-020998 (R3-020999, R3-021000), CR, “Erroneous Security Mode Control procedure” was presented by Ericsson.
It has been clarified by Anders, that the SECURITY MODE.COMMAND message from the other domain may include algorithms in a different order, but the algorithm currently used must be included. However, Philippe stated, that the statement in TS 33.102 is even stronger.

Anders clarified, that his RAN2 colleagues confirmed the view presented in the current CR.

According to Nortel and Ericsson, the CNs will be co-ordinated by O&M.

It was further clarified, that the RNC will do the mapping between UE and CN preferences, as it receives the UE capabilities via RRC signalling and the CN preferences via Iu signalling. This ensures that a per link/UE encryption is possible.

It was further detected, that RANAP no longer contains the possibility to indicate the ‘preference list of algorithms, although the message encoding doesn’t restrict this. Currently, no explanatory text exist in the RANAP specification, this was removed some meetings ago.

The intention of indicating algorithms from the CN was to have the possibility for the home domain to e.g. indicate that no encryption is not allowed. Therefore it was suggested by Phillipe that algorithms- and key issues should be separated in different CRs.

It was clarified by Sudeep Palat of Lucent, that in case of Emergency call without  SIM, calls without integrity protection are allowed (this is the only reason why the respective IEs in RANAP are optional), but in all other cases integrity protection is mandatory.

On the algorithms to be contained in the CMC from the second domain, discussion with RAN2 encryption experts will be set-up to select one solution.

The first solution would be the one described in the CR. The advantage of that sol is in case of long living PS connections.

The second solution would be to reject Security Mode Command, as soon as the lists are different.

The “reason for change” field in the coversheet should rather reflect the LS from R2 to S3 than the stage 2 description in 33.102 to be the trigger for the CR.

Referring to the issue of CN domain co-ordination raised by Chenghock several times there is the need to wait for the outcome of adhoc discussion with RAN2. Nevertheless, Chenghock would like to have clarification in a stage 2 specification about CN coordination.

Philippe will provide the RAN2 LS for information in R3-021119.

During the adhoc with RAN2 the following was agreed:

· ordering of list of algorithms needs to be re-introduced.

· “note” in the CR cover page on CN coordination is sufficient, no LS to SA3

· CR in ok principle

The mandate to have new keys in the SECURITY MODE COMMAND message is doubted by Philippe. Philippe’s argument is that implementations so far could treat a SECURITY MODE COMMAND message with old keys as a valid message.

Key management related changes will be contained in the CR but needs to be elaborated further.

With regards to the algorithm handling, the CRs were agreed in principle, the “key”-issue need e-mail discussion.

R3-021025, D, “Presence of SDU Format Information Parameter” was presented by Mani Iyer of Motorola.
This was presented shortly for information.

R3-021026 (R3-021027, R3-021028), CR, “SDU Format Information Presence” was presented by Mani Iyer of Motorola.
The basic intention of the CR was agreed.

Split sentence above 1st change in RAB Assignment procedure text.

Three cases have to be distinguished: RAB set-up, RAB modify with and RAB modify without User Plane Mode IE present.

it was clarified, that the SDU Format Information Parameter IE needs to be contained in the RAB parameter, even if just e.g. priority was changed and SDU Format Information leaves unchanged. Further drafting is needed. The revisions will be in R3-021112 (R3-021114, R3-021114).

R3-021112 (R3-021113, R3-021114), CR, “SDU Format Information Presence” was presented by Motorola. These are revisions of R3-021026 (R3-021027, R3-021028).

Beginning with section 8.2.2, it was commented, that the current text “...  only when any previously set value is requested to be modified “ needs to point at the RAB Parameter IE that is requested to be modified.

In the 3rd modified paragraph, the SDU Format Info shall be only present if the condition support mode and <conversational or streaming> is fulfilled. The same hold for the added paragraph in section 8.7.2, and is also valid for the 4th modified paragraph in section 8.2.2, which was re-arranged and now reads to:

If the RAB Parameters IE is present for a RAB modification, the SDU Format Information Parameter IE in the RAB Parameters IE shall be only present if the Traffic Class IE is set to either ‘Conversational’ or ‘Streaming’ and if

· either the User Plane mode is currently ‘support mode for pre-defined SDU sizes’ and the User Plane Mode IE is not contained in the RAB ASSIGNMENT REQUEST message 

· or if the User Plane Mode IE optionally contained within the RAB ASSIGNMENT REQUEST message is set to ‘support mode for pre-defined SDU sizes’.

Whether the statement “It shall always be present for rate controllable RABs.” in the semantics of the SDU Format Information IE shall be kept needs to be checked.

The CRs were agreed in principle

R3-021101, D “Extension container indication for different releases” was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.
The proposals were approved. It was decided to report the decision to the plenary and recommend it also for NBAP, RNSAP and PCAP.

R3-021029 (R3-021030, R3-021031), CR, “EXTENSION INDICATION” was presented by Olivier Guyot of Nokia.
The proposed CRs according to the discussion paper in R3-021101. This needs to be reviewed offline and finally approved next meeting.

R3-021050, CR “Correction of Target RNC-ID” was presented by Philippe of Nortel.
The CR should be based on the latest RANAP version (V3.9.0).

“[no] impact” should be stated in the cover page, as this CR just aligns ASN.1 and tabular format.

The CR was agreed in principle.

R3-021051, CR “Correction of RNC Iu Coordinated relocation” was presented by Philippe of Nortel.
It was agreed that the Target RNC To Source RNC Transparent Container IE need to have the same content if it is sent via two CN domains. 

According to the procedural text for the Relocation Preparation procedure, this hold for the Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE as well.

It needs to be checked whether and how the inclusion of the Cell Load Information IEs in Rel-5 impacts the wording in a possible Rel-5 CR.

Anders Molander of Ericsson raised the question whether there should be a checking at all at the respective RNCs, and if, how the RNC should react.

The relation to the assigned criticality of both containers needs to be studied.

As it seems, that there can no final agreement be reached during this meeting, this issue needs further study.

The removal of the last paragraph as indicated in the proposed CR was agreed.

Philippe will start e-mail discussion on the open issues with an initial wording proposal.

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

Iu-2.5
R99, SABP (25.419)

Iu-3
CORRECTIONS FOR REL-4 ONLY (INCLUDING ‘MIRROR CRs’ FOR REL5 Spec’s)
Iu-3.1
Rel-4, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

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

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

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

R3-020993 (R3-020994), CR “Location Related Data procedure missing” was presented by Anders Molander Ericsson.
The CRs were agreed in principle.

Iu-3.5
Rel-4, SABP (25.419)

Iu-4
Open Issues from Rel-5 WIs

Iu-4.1
IP UTRAN: Iu-cs UP Initialisation

R3-021001, D “Exchange of IP addresses on Iu-cs” was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson.
It was clarified, that in Rel-5 UTRAN is considered as a closed environment, therefore the security issue that the MGW would open the port might not be that critical in Rel-5. Philippe clarified, that in his opinion, SA3 already clarified the issue to be non-existing with the endorsement of the Rel-5 closed environment definition. Martin argued, that the security situation most likely will change in later releases.

On the ALCAP approach, Sami asked whether it could be seen as a benefit to use exactly the same protocol for the Iu-cs and the respective interworking option. This was confirmed by Martin. It was recognised, that the Ericsson ALCAP proposal for Iu-cs is very close to the one of Nokia for the interworking.

Sami clarified that there exists a cookie mechanism in SCTP to overcome with security threats in case of an IP ALCAP protocol similar to those in option 1 of this paper.

Philipps asked ‘how would be the intruder’ as UTRAN is assumed to be a closed environment. Martin clarified, that the security problem isn’t that big in the initial phase of IP transport. but this may not be the case in later releases.

R3-021054, D “Iu-cs versus Iu-ps principles” was presented by Alex Vesely of Siemens.
Motorola, Nortel, Nokia would not accept IP ALCAP in all interfaces as outcome of discussions on that paper. Further it was felt a bit strange that in such a late stage ALCAP is proposed for a pure IP-IP interface on Iu-cs.

R3-021077 D “IP Security on Iu-CS interface” was presented by Philippe Godin of Nortel.
This document was discussed together with all the other documents under this agenda item.

Philippe clarified that the he would prefer to have the same address in the RAB Assignment Response message as sent to the MGW in the initiating IP packet.

It was clarified, that the delay-figure of 180ms for GSM is the one for the end to end transfer delay rather then for the call set-up. 

( The additional delay for the call-setup was decided to be ruled out as a selection criteria for the final solution.

Babul Miah of Lucent inquired whether the IP ALCAP and UP Init solution differs with respect to security ? Philippe didn’t see any difference, whereas Thomas Ulrich of Siemens clarified (as stated by Sami already) that an underlying SCTP or even a secure IP tunnel could perform the task of securing any message. In principle, Siemens will not confirm a solution where a port will have to accept incoming messages from an ‘unknown’ address. Philippe argued, that if the MGW sends back the INIT ACK to this infamous ‘intruder’, he one will not have to the capability to complete the RANAP Assignment procedure.

Sami would conclude not to go any further on security discussions, as security solutions would have to be provided anyhow.

( Security was decided to be ruled out as a selection criteria for the final solution.

Robert asked whether the MGW’s normal behaviour would be to extract the source address from the incoming INIT frame. Philippe confirms, that this would be a new behaviour for the MGW. Sami clarified, that in Rel-4, when the MGW / Server split was introduced on the Nb interface the IPBCP (IP bearer control protocol, an ITU-T ‘product’) was introduced. Sami suggests to look rather for IP (ietf) protocols if an IP ALCAP solution was chosen on Iu-cs.

On inquiry of Mani Kochupillai of Hutchison, the charging issue of solution 3 was confirmed to be existent. Babul stated, that the charging issue is possibly out of scope for our specification group.

Further it was clarified, that solution 1 was the only one considered ever since during IP transport WI discussions.

On the capacity issue of solution 3, there was no confirmation whether this issue stems from the fact that the Iu UP init fails quite often. It was clarified, that UP version mismatch cases were ruled out during considerations on that issue

On the RNL-TNL functional split it was clarified, that as the exchange of transport addresses on Iu-cs is performed on TNL, solution 1 doesn’t contradict to the functional split, it only changes the way how transport addresses are exchanged on an interface without ALCAP.

On the proposal to send a LS to CN4, CN3 - Brendan confirmed, that this should be done. as well as by all other companies. Philippe will draft the LS, based on R3-021077. LS will be in R3-021117.

R3-021079 D “TLA exchange in IP based Iu-CS” was presented by Sami Kekki of Nokia.
Franscesco Casalino of Telecom Italia requested where the 25ms additional delay comes from. Sami clarified, that this value was given by Nokia experts.

Further it was clarified, that the RNC shall send e.g. a RAB Release Request if the UP init fails.

Iu-4.2
others

R3-021002, LS out “Proposed LS on support of IPv6” was presented by Ericsson.
Drafting on the LS content resulted in the following text proposal:

“The specifications for the Iu interface have been updated for rel5. 

RAN3 has noted that 23.060 v520 still mandates IPv4. S2 is asked to consider alignment between RAN3 specifications and 23.060. <full quotation of Iu specs>.

<Very polite reminder on an already sent LS.>”

Further, in the action to S2, it should be mentioned, that the outlined chapter to be modified might be just an example, and other chapters, specifications could be affected.

As TS 29.060 specifies the GTP protocol and the transport bearer to be used, the exception for the application of GTP on Iu should be specified from Rel-5 onwards, as this is currently not aligned. Further the solution to send 2 addresses needs to be implemented on Gn interface as well. CN4 needs to be informed. This will be included in the proposed LS to SA2.

The revision of the LS will be R3-021115.

R3-021003, D “Report of email discussion "IPv4/IPv6 interworking"” was presented by Martin Israelsson of Ericsson.
The proposal was agreed, i.e. the tabular format of the concerned messages will contain 2 new optional address fields. The specification text is open (not yet provided). Motorola likes to have a clarification on dual stack use in 25.41x. In E/// and Siemens opinion the current spec text is sufficient.

It was clarified, that the protocol option to include 2 addresses in the concerned msgs doesn’t mandate a Rel-5 node to be dual stack capable.

An initial CR proposal will be provided by Alcatel/Ericsson. An early start of discussions on the e-mail reflector would be beneficial.

whether other specs are affected is up to further contributions.

CN4 should be informed about our approach to include 2 addresses in the RelocReqAck and RelocCmd messages, as this will affect the Gn interface (TS 29.060). This will be included in the revised LS in R3-021115.

Iu-5 
CORRECTIONS FOR REL-5 ONLY (no related RAN3-WI)  

Iu-5.1
Rel-5, Iu General Aspects (25.410)

Iu-5.2
Rel-5, Iu User-plane protocols (25.415)

Iu-5.3
Rel-5, Iu signalling (RANAP) (25.413)

R3-021055, CR “Extension container for Last Known Service Area IE” was presented by Alex Vesely of Siemens.
The CR should be done for Rel-4 as well, as the Last Known Service Area IE was introduced from Rel-4 on. The consequences if not approved box content needs to be finalised. The CR was agreed in principle.

Iu-5.4
Rel-5, RANAP on E interface (29.108)

Iu-5.5
Rel-5, SABP (25.419)

Iu-6
Release 6 issues

Iu-7
OUTGOING LSs

R3-021115, LS out “Proposed LS on support of IPv6” was presented by Ericsson. This is a revision of R3-021002.
the first sentence was reworded to

To support handover and data forwarding during handovers between an IPv4-only RNC and an IPv6-capable RNC, the IPv6-capable RNC should be an IPv4/IPv6 dual stack RNC. 

The LS will be revised to R4-031116.

R3-021116, LS out “Proposed LS on support of IPv6” was presented by Ericsson. This is a revision of R3-021115.
This revision hasn’t been reviewed by the Iu SWG.

R3-021117, LS out “Liaison Statement on exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5”.

It was agreed to inform CN3 as well.

The first paragraph should clarify, that this issue “arises only in case the support mode is used”.

The first figure should not indicate IP/UDP as parameters within the Iu UP messages, as this is misleading.

The action CN4 was reworded to:

ACTION: 
RAN3 kindly asks CN4 group to investigate if they foresee any blocking issue with any of the three solutions presented in the Annex A with regards to the specifications under CN4’s responsibility.

In order to meet the deadline for completing this issue during RAN3#29, RAN3 would be grateful if CN4 to provide the answer asap.

In Annex A, Solution 1, first sentence, the text in the brackets should read to “source IP address  and source UdP port of the IP packet header” to clarify the method used

The figure for solution 2 should split the bidirectional arrow into two arrows and a clarification will be added at the end of the chapter: “The IP ALCAP would need to be different from the ALCAP protocol currently used for the ATM transport option (Q.2630).”

In solution 3, a sentence is added after the 1st one : ”... In this solution, it is mandated to first perform the UTRAN part, then send the RAB Ass Response and third complete the Iu UP initialisation. Thus Therefore, the receipt by...” and the figure should be modified in a way that the RAB Assignment Response message is sent after the radio bearer setup. (The agreement on that fact is worth to be captured in this report.)

This LS probably needs to be sent on the CN4 reflector prior to our/their next meeting to get an answer or at least indications from CN4. Alex will take care of that and start an e-mail discussion on the issue as well.

The final version was not reviewed by the Iu SWG.

Annex: Iu SWG documents in RAN3#28

	Tdoc_Num
	Status
	AI
	Title
	Source
	Doc_Type
	Eff.Spec
	Spec.Vers
	Cat
	Cat.Info

	R3-020903
	agreed
	Iu-0
	Draft agenda Iu SWG, meeting#28
	Chairman
	A
	
	
	
	

	R3-020943
	not approved
	Iu-2.1
	RNL-TNL coordination rules
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.410
	3.9.0
	
	

	R3-020944
	not approved
	Iu-2.1
	RNL-TNL coordination rules
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.410
	4.4.0
	
	

	R3-020945
	not approved
	Iu-2.1
	RNL-TNL coordination rules
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.410
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-021068
	revised to R3-021108
	Iu-2.1
	Correction of TNL Release
	Nortel Networks
	Ap
	25.410
	-
	
	

	R3-021108
	revision of  R3-021068 agreed in principle
	Iu-2.1
	Correction of TNL Release
	Nortel Networks
	CR
	25.410
	-
	
	

	R3-021070
	e-mail discussion
	Iu-2.2
	Correction of Initialisation procedure
	Nortel Networks
	Ap
	25.415
	-
	
	

	R3-020946
	revised to   R3-021109
	Iu-2.3
	RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.413
	3.9.0
	
	

	R3-020947
	revised to   R3-021110
	Iu-2.3
	RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.413
	4.4.0
	
	

	R3-020948
	revised to   R3-021111
	Iu-2.3
	RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.413
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-020979
	noted
	Iu-2.3
	Security issue
	NEC
	D
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-020998
	partially agreed        e-mail discussion
	Iu-2.3
	Erroneous Security Mode Control procedure
	Ericsson
	Ap
	25.413
	3.9.0
	
	

	R3-020999
	partially agreed        e-mail discussion
	Iu-2.3
	Erroneous Security Mode Control procedure
	Ericsson
	Ap
	25.413
	4.4.0
	
	

	R3-021000
	partially agreed        e-mail discussion
	Iu-2.3
	Erroneous Security Mode Control procedure
	Ericsson
	Ap
	25.413
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-021025
	noted
	Iu-2.3
	Presence of SDU Format Information Parameter
	Motorola
	D
	25.413
	3.9.0
	
	

	R3-021026
	revised to   R3-021112
	Iu-2.3
	SDU Format Information Presence
	Motorola
	CR
	25.413
	3.9.0
	
	

	R3-021027
	revised to   R3-021113
	Iu-2.3
	SDU Format Information Presence
	Motorola
	CR
	25.413
	4.4.0
	
	

	R3-021028
	revised to   R3-021114
	Iu-2.3
	SDU Format Information Presence
	Motorola
	Ap
	25.413
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-021029
	t.b. reviewed
	Iu-2.3
	“EXTENSION INDICATION” PROPOSAL
	Rapporteur
	Ap
	25.413
	3.9.0
	
	

	R3-021030
	t.b. reviewed
	Iu-2.3
	“EXTENSION INDICATION” PROPOSAL
	Rapporteur
	Ap
	25.413
	4.4.0
	
	

	R3-021031
	t.b. reviewed
	Iu-2.3
	“EXTENSION INDICATION” PROPOSAL
	Rapporteur
	Ap
	25.413
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-021050
	agreed in principle
	Iu-2.3
	Correction of Target RNC-ID
	Nortel Networks
	Ap
	25.413
	-
	
	

	R3-021051
	e-mail discussion
	Iu-2.3
	Correction of RNC Iu Coordinated relocation
	Nortel Networks
	Ap
	25.413
	-
	
	

	R3-021101
	agreed
	Iu-2.3
	Extension container indication for different releases
	Nokia
	D
	
	
	
	

	R3-021109
	revision of  R3-020946 not yet treated
	Iu-2.3
	RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.413
	3.9.0
	
	

	R3-021110
	revision of  R3-020947 not yet treated
	Iu-2.3
	RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.413
	4.4.0
	
	

	R3-021111
	revision of  R3-020948 not yet treated
	Iu-2.3
	RNL-TNL coordination in RANAP
	Alcatel
	CR
	25.413
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-021112
	revision of  R3-021026 agreed in principle
	Iu-2.3
	SDU Format Information Presence
	Motorola
	CR
	25.413
	3.9.0
	
	

	R3-021113
	revision of  R3-021027 agreed in principle
	Iu-2.3
	SDU Format Information Presence
	Motorola
	CR
	25.413
	4.4.0
	
	

	R3-021114
	revision of  R3-021028 agreed in principle
	Iu-2.3
	SDU Format Information Presence
	Motorola
	Ap
	25.413
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-020993
	agreed in principle
	Iu-3.5
	Location Related Data procedure missing
	Ericsson
	Ap
	29.108
	4.1.0
	
	

	R3-020994
	agreed in principle
	Iu-3.5
	Location Related Data procedure missing
	Ericsson
	Ap
	29.108
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-021001
	discussed
	Iu-4.1
	Exchange of IP addresses on Iu-cs
	Ericsson
	D
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-021054
	discussed
	Iu-4.1
	Iu-cs versus Iu-ps principles
	Siemens
	D
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-021077
	discussed
	Iu-4.1
	IP Security on Iu-CS
	Nortel Networks
	Ap
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-021079
	discussed
	Iu-4.1
	TLA exchange in IP based Iu-CS
	Nokia
	D
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-021002
	revised to   R3-021115
	Iu-4.2
	Proposed LS on support of IPv6 on Iu
	Ericsson
	D
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-021003
	revised to   R3-021115
	Iu-4.2
	Report of email discussion "IPv4/IPv6 interworking"
	Ericsson
	D
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-021055
	agreed in principle
	Iu-5.3
	Extension container for Last Known Service Area IE
	Siemens
	Ap
	25.413
	5.0.0
	
	

	R3-021115
	revision of  R3-021003 revised to   R3-021116
	Iu-7
	Proposed LS on support of IPv6 on Iu
	Ericsson
	LS out
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-021116
	not yet treated
	Iu-7
	Proposed LS on support of IPv6 on Iu
	Ericsson
	LS out
	-
	-
	
	

	R3-021117
	revision needed
	Iu-7
	Liaison Statement on exchange of addresses on Iu-CS using IP Transport Option in Release 5
	Nortel
	LS out
	
	
	
	

	R3-021135
	
	PI-9.1
	Summary of Iu SWG
	chairman
	R
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