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1. Introduction

Obviously, the specification of R99 RANAP has been stable enough since long time ago. However, still many pure clarifications (i.e. which are not essential correction of the errors that may cause the system significantly “freezing”) were proposed and agreed in past TSG-RAN meetings. In the last TSG-RAN#16 meeting, it was agreed that these kind of clarification CRs should not be  approved for R99 anymore. Instead, if such kind of clarifications are needed, those can be included in Rel4 onward for the purpose of enhancement.

There should not be any problem to follow this rule. However, still some proposals, which may be seen as pure clarification and perhaps correction of essential error, will be input to the meeting and then a new kind of may occur due to the different understanding between delegates. The intention of clarification proposed CR would be to avoid different interpretation between multi-venders and therefore the system may not work if no specification to identify which interpretation is correct.

This contribution intents to propose to have a RANAP reviewing and if needed, provide a big clarification CR to be incorporated in Rel4 onwards. Also, if essential error is detected, it can be discussed whether to incorporate it in R99 in case by case.

The following chapter show some examples which may need some clarification. Other procedure may have the same situation so those are not excluded in this contribution.

2. Procedures need to have clarification (procedures in R99)

2.1 Mandating of IMSI in Relocation procedure if two domains are involved

This was proposed in R3-021758. The conclusion of the discussion was that if we are going to agree the proposed changed, other procedure may need also the same approach. 

Proposal in R3-021758: 

· mandating the presence of the IMSI in the RELOCATION REQUEST message to the exception of emergency calls on CS side,

· therefore treat the non receipt of IMSI by target RNC as an abnormal case (when two domains are involved) and return RELOCATION FAILUE message.

2.2 Indicating the RAB to be released if intersystem handover to other system (e.g. GSM)

In 23.009 chapter 8.1.1.2, it is stated that if intersystem handover from UMTS to GSM with multiple circuits connections, the MSC-A shall select one bearer and after the a response is received from MSC-B, the MSC-A sends RELOCATION COMMAND, which indicate the bearers not to handover as bearers to be released, to RNC. Also in RRC, when there is a inter-RAT handover, it has been specified that only one RAB can be performed(see chapter 8.3.7.3 in 25.331, Reception of a HANDOVER FROM UTRAN COMMAND message by the UE).

However, there is no description in RANAP to specify what to do if no RAB(s) is(are) included in the “RAB to be released list” of RELOCATION COMMAND message. There are several ways to handle this situation in RNC, either

1. reject the Relocation and initiate a Iu Connection Release Request to the MSC, also in this case, RRC: HANDOVER FROM UTRAN COMMAND message will not be sent to the UE since the RNC does not know which RAB to be handover, or,

2. RNC choose one of the RABs and handover it to GSM and handle this as normal handling, and also initiate the RAB Release Request procedure to the MSC indicating the RABs which the RNC has chose to be released, or,
3. RNC doing nothing and wait for timer expiry in some nodes.

Proposal:

It is proposed to select the 1st alternative because normally, the MSC is mandated to indicate the RABs to be released in RELOCATION COMMAND, if there is no such RAB information, it should be handled as abnormal condition.

2.3 Contents of IEs should be same when two domains are involved in Relocation

It has been clarified in CR463r2 that e.g. the source RNC shall include the same Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE in the RELOCATION REQUIRED message towards two domains, what shall the target RNC do if the contents of the Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE is not the same is left for implementation specific. During this discussion in RAN3#29 Iu-SWG, it was also pointed out that the Source RNC shall also include the same Cause IE in the message. Finally it was decided that this can be discussed for the future meeting.

In Relocation Preparation procedure, the RELOCATION REQUIRED message, in case the two domains are involved in the SRNS Relocation Preparation procedure, those contents of IEs which should be the same are:


Relocation Type IE


Cause IE


Source ID IE


Target ID IE


Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE

Among these IE, only the Cause IE and Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE shall be transparently to the CN and the Target RNC shall receive the same contents from two domains. It is proposed to specify so that the procedure text in chapter 8.6.5 reads “The source RNC shall also include the same Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container IE and Cause IE in the RELOCATION REQUIRED message towards the two domains.”
Regarding the Relocation Type IE, Source ID IE and Target ID IE, since the PS domain and the CS domain are independent and have different Iu connection, it is not possible for PS domain and CS domain to check respectively if the contents of these IE are same or not. Therefore, if this need to be clarified, it is proposed to include the following description: “In case two CN domains are involved in the SRNS Relocation Preparation procedure, the Source RNC shall include the same Relocation Type IE, Source ID IE and Target ID IE in the RELOCATION REQUIRED message.”
Regarding the Relocation Resource Allocation procedure, the RELOCATION REQUEST message, in case the two domains are involved in the SRNS Relocation Resource Allocation procedure, those contents of IEs which should be the same are:

Permanent NAS UE Identity IE,

Cause IE,

Source RNC To Target RNC Transparent Container IE

Among these IE, only Cause IE and Source RNC To Target RNC Transparent Container IE shall be the same for both domains as the reason described above. Regarding the Permanent NAS UE Identity IE, since the PS domain and the CS domain are independent and have different Iu connection, it is not possible for PS domain and CS domain to ensure the same contents of the Permanent NAS UE Identity IE. However, it is obvious that it should be the same otherwise the target RNC will handle it as relocation of different UE. Therefore, there is nothing to specifically describe for this IE.

Proposal :

· It is proposed to add a description to say that the same Cause IE shall be included in RELOCATION REQUIRED message in chapter 8.6.5.

· If needed, describe that the Relocation Type IE, Source ID IE and Target ID IE shall be the same in the RELOCATION REQUIRED message
3. Procedures need to have clarification (procedures in Rel4)

3.1 RAB Negotiation in RAB Assignment

In Chapter 8.2.2 of RAB Assignment procedure, the text with regards to the RAB negotiation shall  be aligned with the same one in Relocation Resource Allocation procedure. Therefore it becomes:

 If any alternative RAB parameter values have been used when establishing or modifying a RAB, these RAB parameter values shall be included in the RAB ASSIGNMENT RESPONSE message within the Assigned RAB Parameter Values IE.

3.3 LCS Related for Rel4

In Chapter 9.2.1.16 Request Type, there are Positioning Priority IE which has the values of “High Priority”, “Normal Priority” and Response time IE which has the values “Low Delay”, “Delay Tolerant”. These values are not explained and therefore not clear what are the meaning. For example, how much high will be “High Priority”? 

However, the definition of these values are defined in 22.071. Should it be shown in semantic description of the Positioning Priority IE and Response time IE so that it refer to 22.017?

Proposal: 

It is proposed to add a reference 22.017 in RANAP and add the new reference No. in semantic description of Positioning Priority IE and Response time IE.

3.4 Last Known Service Area

The Last Known Service Area IE was introduced in Rel4 in TSG-RAN#15 after a long discussion in RAN3. The semantic description of Age of SAI IE in Last Known Service Area IE in chapter 9.2.3.22 is shown as below.

9.2.3.22
Last Known Service Area

This information element is used for indicating the last known Service Area and the elapsed time since the UE was known to be in this Service Area. The last known Service Area is reported when the current Service Area is unknown to the RNC.
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	Last Known Service Area
	
	
	
	

	>SAI
	M
	
	9.2.3.9
	

	>Age of SAI
	M
	
	INTEGER (0..32767)
	The value represents the elapsed time in minutes since the reported last known SAI was stored by the RNC.

Value “0” shall not be used.

Value “32767” indicates that the age of SAI is at least 32767 minutes old.


Let assume the age of the Last Known Service Area is 30 seconds, how to set the value in Age of SAI IE? It is understood that it should be “1”. However, the description of “32767” is [Value “32767” indicates that the age of SAI is at least 32767 minutes old], should it be said to [at least 32766 minutes old] instead of [at least 32767 minutes old]?

Anyway, this is not so critical but may be good to clarified.

4. Procedures need to have clarification (procedures in Rel5)

4.1 TEI:CRRM for Rel5

The New BSS to Old BSS Information IE has been introduced in the TEI:CRRM for Rel5 and it was introduced in RELOCATION ACKNOWLEDGE message and RELOCATION FAILURE message. This IE refer to [11], according to the current 25.413, [11] is 3GPP TS 08.08: "Mobile services Switching Centre - Base Station System (MSC-BSS) interface; Layer 3 specification". However, there is no such New BSS to Old BSS Information IE in this TS 08.08. It is therefore thought that the New BSS to Old BSS Information IE should refer to TS48.008 instead of TS08.08. Unfortunately, the latest version of Rel5 48.008 does not include the New BSS to Old BSS Information IE.

Proposal:

It is proposed to clarify if the New BSS to Old BSS Information IE will be introduced in 48.008. If not, then this New BSS to Old BSS Information IE shall be removed from RANAP.

4.2 Iu flexibility for Rel5

In the Overload procedure of chapter 8.25.3.1, it says 

“If the NNSF is active, the CN shall include the Global CN-ID IE within the OVERLOAD message, and the RNC should apply signalling traffic reduction mechanisms to the indicated CN node only.”
A question would be to ask, if the NNSF is active, what will the RNC do if the Global CN-ID IE is not included in the OVERLOAD message?

Should we also define the default CN node for the Overload procedure so that the RNC apply signalling traffic reduction mechanisms to the indicated domain when Global CN-ID IE is not present?

If nothing to be clarified in this area, a default way for the RNC to know the CN node who sent the OVERLOAD message but without Global CN-ID IE, is seeing the information of OPC(Origination Point Code) of the SCCP message. This way was not preferable according to the discussion of “N to M relation between CN and UTRAN” release 4 feature.

Proposal: 

It is proposed to discuss this topic and find a solution.

5. Proposal

It has been proposed in this contributions to

1. have a review of the whole RANAP and if some clarifications need to be done, if needed, provide a big clarification CR in the Rel4 onwards or/and Rel5 only , if essential errors are found, decide whether to include in R99 or not, and 

2. reviews and clarify some procedures which are shown in chapter 2, 3, 4 of this contributions.
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