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1
Introduction

At the last RAN3 meeting #32 in Xian (China), Lucent got the task to kick off an e-mail discussion on the handling Cell-FACH state in shared networks. This paper presents the problem, the company positions and comments made on the reflector during the email discussion.

2
Background

The issue was presented by Lucent at last meeting in Tdoc R3-02xxxx: 
Special handling is required for RRC states other than Cell-DCH for imposing access restrictions in connection with Shared networks.   The document discussed some possible solutions for handling this case.  

The following conclusion was reached at the end of the discussion: 

“Decision: Lucent will kick off the email discussion as early as possible (allow 2 weeks discussion). Any problems with the parallel handing, eventual need for new cause value.”

3
Description

Lucent kicked off the email discussion on 1.10.02. The two issues were listed, as suggested in the “decision”: 

Issue 1: How should the SRNC treat the RRC CELL/URA UPDATE REQUEST?
Three options were proposed:

1) Release the RRC connection using RRC CONNECTION RELEASE and request the release of the Iu connection.

2) Accept the Cell/URA update from the UE.  The RNC then requests the release of the Iu connection.

3) Leave it implementation dependant.

Issue 2. Should a new cause value be defined?
Can an existing cause value be reused - and if so which one - or should a new cause value be defined?

2
Summary of company positions:

Issue 1:

Supporting companies for each of the solutions:

Solution 1 (Iu release): Lucent and some support from Alcatel

Solution 3 (RRC release):  No support voiced.

Solution 4 (Leave it implementation dependant): Ericsson.

Issue 2: 

For new cause value: Lucent Technologies, Nokia, and some support from Alcatel

Against new cause value: Ericsson, Vodafone.

3
Extracts from the email discussion:

3.1. Issue 1: 

Ericsson gave their position on 15th October:

· On the Issue 1: we agree with solution 4, implementation dependant, as there is no interworking described between Iu and RRC, it's up to the RNC implementation how to interleave the events. 

Alcatel responded on 18th October

[..]

So, in my view, the solution2 is longer than solution 1 and leads to more messages on the radio. It is important to have the shortest procedure because during that time, the mobile may miss e.g. paging messages.

· I also agree that there is no very good cause value today for such purpose, and using existing cause values could make e.g. counters unaccurate.

· I also agree that the solution 3 is cleaner than solution 1 in a theoritical way: it avoids overlapped procedures.

Lucent responded on  21st October

[..]

Even in the worst case, I would think that the subsequent inter-PLMN-inter-MSC LA update (including a MAP HLR update) would take considerably longer than the one additional RRC cell update accept message to make a significant impact on the duration of "call delivery failure".

The two main arguments for solution 3 is the avoidance of the simultaneous Iu release with Iu set up over the same Iu interface for the same UE, and that the RNC should differentiate between cases where it should release the RRC connection and where it should not release the RRC connection (until after the subsequent LA update completes).  These would just simplify implementations and both solutions are probably likely to have similar end results as far as users are concerned (if implemented properly!).

Alcatel responded on 21st October

 ..I would like to say that I don't see the argument you raise about the simplest implementation in the RNC
[..]

My feeling is that this overlap is a "school case" or theoritical case. It will never happen.

Alcatel response on 22nd October:

I also agree that the solution 3 is cleaner than solution 1 in a theoritical way: it avoids overlapped procedures.

3.2. Issue 2: 

Ericsson gave their position on 15th October:

· our view is that no new cause value is needed. Reasons are twofold:
 - What more "intelligent" decision could the CN make if there is a special cause in the Iu release? What would the resulting behaviour be? 
 - The release is actually not an specific error case but a kind of "normal release" in the context of network sharing

Nokia replied to Ericsson position 15th October :

· On issue 2 to Eric's email: What would be the existing cause value used in this context? I guess typically it would be "User Inactivity", but it is clearly not appropriate.
….
It might be possible that from SGSN point of view the user is not so "inactive" that the connection has to be released, and thus since it does not think there is anything wrong otherwise, it might keep the connection.

I think that in this particular case, the release of signalling connection is unconditional. Thus it should not be up to CN to decide whether the connection is kept or not as usually.

That's why, Nokia thinks that a new cause value could be a good thing in that context. Furthermore it could also be used for statistical purposes. 

Ericsson replied to Nokia’s email on 16th October:

· we need a cause value that clearly indicates to the CN that the Iu connection shall be released. But do we really need a new one for that? Can't we use the existing "Relocation Target not Allowed"

Nokia responded on 16th October:

It would look odd to me that in Rel5 we start to use a relocation related cause value for a procedure that is not directly related to relocation (Iu release request), instead of introducing a new one that would not create any confusion or cross-procedure use.

Specifications are complex (ambiguous ;) enough, let's solve that Rel5 issue in a clear and simple manner.

Vodafone commented on 18th October:

…but I must ask whether we need a brand new cause value for a function that is going to be used only by a small number of Operators, and then probably only for a limited period in some cases …
The cause values that we have are more than sufficient to cover this scenario outlined … The only reason a new cause value should be added is for statistical reasons where the Operator will have a nice record of such dropped calls and then work to smooth over this problem

coverage area.

Alcatel commented on 21st October:

In general, a new cause value is not desirable for backwards compatibility problems. [..]

2- A new cause value should result in different behaviour by the Core Network. If not, then it should not be added.

3- why existing cause value "Release due to UTRAN Generated Reason(15)" could not be taken if there is no CN specific behaviour?

Lucent replied on 21st October:

[..]  A new cause code could help (apart from the already identified case of statistical information collection) the CN decide - either as vendor/operator option if it so chooses - to release the connection immediately or defer it (valid only for solution 3 and 4).   [..]

Inter-working with previous release shouldn't be a problem I suppose as a R99 MSC/SGSN will not transfer access restriction information.

Alcatel replied on 22nd October:

Whereas I still don't see where is the additional complexity you mention [..], I agree with the fact that there is no backwards compatibility problem to add a new cause value.  I also agree that there is no very good cause value today for such purpose, and using existing cause values could make e.g. counters unaccurate.  I would be more sceptical about the "delayed" Iu Release because the CN cannot know how long last the RRC procedure (it can vary a lot depending on the radio conditions).

4
Conclusion & Proposal

It is proposed to further discuss this topic at RAN3#32 in Plenary together with the proposed CRs in R3-022446 and R3-022447. 
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