3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #39
R3-031693
San Diego, USA, 17th – 21st of November 2003
Title:
Summary of RANAP review email discussion

Agenda Item:
10.6.2

Date:
15.11.2003

Source:
NOKIA (RANAP Rapporteur)

Document for:
Discussion
Introduction

At RAN#21, RAN3 was tasked to review Rel-5 parts of Iu-x protocols in order to allow only backwards compatible changes from RAN#22 onwards. All rapporteurs were therefore tasked consequently to initiate review activities on the reflector. The intention is as follows:

· To finally check that all functions/features/mechanisms/procedures introduced in Release 5 are correctly and consistently specified in RAN3 protocols, so to avoid the need for not backward compatible changes after RAN#22.

· To finally bring all needed clarifications and editorial changes, if any, because after RAN#22 only essential correction specific to Rel-5 may be approved (as well as mirror essential corrections for previous releases). Clarification and editorial stuff will then go for Rel-6.

Thus between RAN3#38 and RAN3#39, an email discussion was held to start and discuss the review of Rel-5 RANAP specification. The aim was to collect all minor clarifications/corrections within a single “review/cleanup CR”. Bigger issues, which deserve more notice, were dealt within separate CRs.

This contribution is a summary of that e-mail discussion. Thus the next chapter lists the main issues detected, the discussion about them on the RAN3 reflector and recommendations how to handle them in RAN3#39. The last chapter gives a short summary of the different versions and revisions of the Big RANAP clarification CR sent on the RAN3 reflector. The final CR, result of the email discussion can be found in R3-031694. RAN3 should review this CR once again during RAN3#39 and discuss its approval.
Summary of the discussions

Issue 1: identified CRRM issues

At RAN3#37, RAN3 sent a LS to GERAN (R3-031244) about two identified issues related to the Rel-5 CRRM Iu feature. GERAN should answer to this LS during the GERAN#17 meeting (same week as RAN3#39). Coordinated CRs against RANAP and BSSAP are needed to solve this issue during RAN3#39 and GERAN#17. An email discussion in separate thread [AI 10.6.2  RANAP review – issue 1 – CRRM] was kicked off prior to RAN3#39.

Olivier Guyot kindly kicked off this thread on 10.11.2003 with, attached in his email, one separated CR against RANAP as a draft proposal to solve this issue. No comment on the CR or the issue has been later received on the RAN3 reflector.

On 12.11.2003, Olivier Guyot submitted the proposed CR in R3-031696. RAN3 should discuss the approval of this CR during RAN3#39. Adequate changes to BSSAP are also expected for GERAN#17.

Issue 2: Position Data IE

At RAN3#37, RAN3 sent a LS to GERAN (R3-031254) about the alignment between RANAP and BSSAP of the Position Data IE in order to report the positioning method used to calculate the position estimate. Indeed RAN3 during the same meeting agreed the CR586r2 against RANAP to introduce this IE. GERAN should answer to this LS during the GERAN#17 meeting (same week as RAN3#39). During RAN3#38, Nortel raised an issue (R3-031370) about the coding of the Position Data IE in RANAP compared to its coding in BSSAP. Both this last issue and the impact of the GERAN reply LS should be handled and solved in RAN3#39. The expected email discussion in separate thread [AI 10.6.2  RANAP review – issue 2 – Position Data IE] was finally never kicked off prior to RAN3#39.
On 12.11.2003, Philippe Godin submitted one proposed CR in R3-031533. RAN3 should discuss the approval of this CR during RAN3#39.
Issue 3: Location report and less accurate estimate

At RAN3#38, Siemens raised the issue (R3-031345) of a misalignment between 25.305 and RANAP. RAN3 decided to send a LS (R3-031456) to ask RAN2 opinion. RAN2 should answer this LS during RAN2#39 (same week and location as RAN3#39). Based on their reply, RAN3 should try to handle and solve this issue during RAN3#39.

Philippe Godin kindly provided on 7.11.2003, in the new thread “[AI 10.6.2  Rel-5 RANAP Review] - Issue 3- Location Report and less accurate estimate”, one separated CR against RANAP as a draft proposal to solve this issue. No comment on the CR or the issue has been later received on the RAN3 reflector.

On 12.11.2003, Philippe Godin submitted one proposed CR in R3-031534. RAN3 should discuss the approval of this CR during RAN3#39.
Issue 4: NAS/AS issue for shared networks in connected mode

At RAN3#37, RAN3 sent a LS (R3-031252) to SA2 and CN1 about a detected NAS/AS issue for shared networks in connected mode. SA2 and CN1 should answer this LS and give their opinion of the best solution during their SA2#35 and CN1#32 meetings (27-31.10,2003). Based on SA2/CN1 answer (LS in R3-031503), the email discussion in separate thread [AI 10.6.2  RANAP review – issue 4 – NAS/AS issue for shared networks in connected mode] was never kicked off prior to RAN3#39.

Based on contributions submitted for this issue (e.g. Alcatel R3-031689, Nortel R3-031535 and Nokia-Lucent R3-031737/ R3-031738), RAN3 should try to progress this issue during RAN3#39.

Issue 5: Editorial clarification of SNA information

At RAN3#38, the CR R3-031310 was agreed in principle to be part of the big RANAP review CR. Therefore its changes are included in the Big clarification CR based on RANAP Rel-5 review in R3-031694.

Issue 6: Editorial clarification to NAS synchronisation indicator

At RAN3#38, the CR R3-031439 was agreed in principle to be part of the big RANAP review CR. Therefore its changes are included in the Big clarification CR based on RANAP Rel-5 review in R3-031694.

Issue 7: Old references

The reference [1], mentioned in the section “1 Scope”, refers to the TR 23.930: “Iu Principles”, that does only have a Rel-99 and Rel-4 latest versions that are both based on content approved in July 1999!

The reference [12] refers to the TS 12.08: “Subscriber and equipment trace”, for which the latest version is 5.1.1 (Release96) made in March 1998! This reference is used to describe the coding of the Trace Type IE in the RANAP section 9.2.1.6 and in the ASN.1 section 9.3.4.

The reference [25] refers to the TS 12.20: “Base Station System (BSS) management information”, for which the latest version is 4.2.1 (GSM Phase2) made in February 1996! This reference is used to describe the coding of the OMC ID IE in the RANAP section 9.2.1.10 and in the ASN.1 section 9.3.4.

It was proposed to discuss what to do with those old references. This was discussed in the thread [AI 10.6.2  RANAP review – issue 7 – References] prior to RAN3#39.

Martin Israelsson kindly kicked off this thread on 27.10.2003 with the following comments and proposals:

· In RANAP R99 (from version 350) the 3rd bullet in section 2 states:

“For a non-specific reference, the latest version applies.  In the case of a reference to a 3GPP document (including a GSM document), a non-specific reference implicitly refers to the latest version of that document in the same Release as the present document.”

I cannot find the CR that introduced the second sentence (red text above), and I have checked all RANAP CRs approved at TSG RAN#11. In RANAP Rel4 and Rel5 this second sentence of bullet 3 has never been present. Even though the Rel4 version was created at the March 2001 TSG RAN#11 meeting. All other protocols (SABP, RNSAP, NBAP and PCAP) in all releases already have this second sentence.

· Proposed way forward: Agree RANAP Rel4 and Rel5 CRs to align with the R99 section 2: 3rd bullet text. I can volunteer to bring the CRs for the next meeting.

· For the reference to TR 23.930 in the RANAP Rel5 version, use an semi-explicit reference (4.x.x) to the Rel4 version of TR 23.930. No change is needed in the RANAP Rel4 version.

· For the references to TS 12.08 and TS 12.20 in the RANAP Rel5 version, we should also use an explicit reference to the latest versions. For RANAP Rel4 I don’t see any need to make a similar update, but I will not object on a similar correction also for Rel4.

On 30.10.2003, Olivier Guyot agreed on Martin’s proposal and summarized the way forward:

· The reference to TR 23.930 is to be replaced by a semi-explicit reference (4.0.0) to the Rel4 version of TR 23.930. This was included in the second version of the big RANAP review CR sent on the reflector.

· Martin will provide prior to RAN3#39, Rel-4 and Rel-5 CRs against RANAP to both include the missing sentence in section 2 compared to R99 (“In the case of a reference to a 3GPP document (including a GSM document), a non-specific reference implicitly refers to the latest version of that document in the same Release as the present document.”) and replaced the current references to TS 12.08 and TS 12.20 by explicit reference to the latest versions.

On 31.10.2003, Philippe Godin agreed on most of Olivier’s proposed way forward but Philippe still has concerns for the end dealing with the 12.08 and 12.20 references:

· What are these explicit references of 1208 and 1220 that we will provide in RANAP release 4 and 5 ?  TS1208 is mentionned for Trace type . However the definition of Trace type from GSM is not applicable to UMTS, as explained in a Nortel paper at last meeting (R3-031414). Here is an excerpt: ""The latest available version of 12.08 is v 5.1.1 in Release 96, this is not applicable for the Trace concept in a UMTS network. The "3GPP TS based on TS 12.08" would be one of TSs in the 32.42x series, most probably TS 32.422"". And also: ""However, there is no way to ensure functioning in a multi-vendor environment for R99, Rel-4 and Rel-5 for the CN Invoke Trace procedure in UMTS as the meaning of the Trace Type IE is not defined in any relevant 3GPP reference""

On 7.11.2003, Olivier Guyot replied the following:

· So what is your proposed solution to cope with those GSM references 12.08 and 12.20?
Related to 12.08, we will only have a real up to date 3GPP TS in Rel-6 timeframe, so I don't see how we could replace this reference in Rel-4/5. I don't see either the point to remove it completely. That's why I liked Martin's proposal to at least clarify the real version of those references, to remove at least this ambiguity, although I also agree this does not solve the overall issue we have about multi-vendor environment for R99, Rel-4 and Rel-5 for the CN Invoke Trace procedure in UMTS. But for me this latter is a separated and different story than the RANAP Rel-5 review I try to proceed with.
No later comment was received on this issue. The proposal to replace the reference to TR 23.930 by a semi-explicit reference (4.0.0) to the Rel4 version of TR 23.930, is included in in the Big clarification CR based on RANAP Rel-5 review in R3-031694.

On 12.11.2003, Ingela Ericsson submitted Rel-4/5 CRs against RANAP according to the second Martin’s proposal in R3-031617/ R3-031618. RAN3 should discuss the approval of these CRs during RAN3#39.
Issue 8: RANAP Definitions versus TR21.905

At RAN3#34, Motorola raised the issue (R3-030226) of the alignment of the definitions specified in RAN3 specifications compared to TR 21.905. An email discussion was kicked off after the cancelled RAN3#35. As RANAP does not currently refer to the TR 21.905, only the issue 5 listed in R3-030226 is relevant to be handled in the RANAP review. This issue is as follows: the terms S-RNTI and SRNC-ID are defined in RANAP by referencing their definition in TS 25.401.  When actually trying to find these definitions in TS 25.401, the following is noted.

· S-RNTI: There is no formal definition of this term in TS 25.401 but there is a formal definition of this in TR 21.905.

· SRNC-ID: There is no formal definition of this term in either TS 25.401 or TR 21.905 (not even in RNSAP).

It was proposed to discuss whether to remove these definitions or to replace the current reference to TS 25.401 by a real definition of these terms. This was discussed in the thread [AI 10.6.2  RANAP review – issue 8 – Defintions] prior to RAN3#39.

Michael J. Diesen kindly kicked off this thread on 21.10.2003 with the following comments and proposals:

· For the first issue (S-RNTI), it is proposed to add a reference to TR 21.905 in Section 2 of RANAP and then remove the following two definitions from 25.413: S-RNTI, and Serving RNS since they are both already defined in 21.905 (although some changes may be necessary in 21.905 to bring back into complete alignment the definition of Serving RNS).

2) For the second issue (SRNC-ID), I don’t have a proposal on this but have also noticed that CRNC-ID is also used in 25.401 but not defined anywhere so both of these terms should be treated similarly in whatever decision RAN3 makes.

 3) For a third issue that I brought up offline to Olivier, the term Real Time (RT) (and Non Real Time (NRT)) in 25.413 should be renamed so that it (they) are not mistaken with the definition of Real Time in 21.905.  A proposal would be to rename this term to Real Time Bearer Services (RTBS) (and Non Real Time Bearer Services (NRTBS)) since that is what the definition in 25.413 is actually describing.

On 30.10.2003, Olivier Guyot replied with the following answer:

About your first proposal to introduce a reference to TR 21.905 in Section 2 of RANAP, I still have the main concern that this will lead us to a really big cross-check between all terminology used in RANAP and their definitions in TR 21.905, so that those definitions are inline with the use of that terminology in RANAP context. Personnaly I’m a bit reluctant to proceed with such a huge cross-check. However I also agree that because we don’t have yet any reference to TR 21.905, there are plenty of terms in RANAP (e.g. GSM, UMTS, etc.) that remain not defined or in other words, for which the reader does not have any idea where to find a suitable definition.

 About SRNC-ID and CRNC-ID, maybe we don’t need any definition as long as these abbreviations are more than obvious i.e. RNC-ID of Serving/Controlling RNC.

Finally about RT/NRT in both RANAP and RNSAP, this is one example where we will face off some difficulties with a new reference to TR 21.905. If you want to change those definitions and abbreviations to RTBS/NRTBS, this will imply again new Rel-5 not backward compatible change to RANAP and RNSAP, as the name of some IEs would need to be changed (see CR590 approved against RANAP at RAN#21).

You can notice also that RNSAP does not have either a reference to TR 21.905.

 So I don’t know yet how we can solve that definition issue.

On 30.10.2003, Michael J. Diesen kindly replied with the following main questions and points:

· About the first proposal to introduce a reference to TR 21.905 in Section 2 of RANAP, are you suggesting that there are terms deep within the RANAP specs that might conflict with the terms and definitions of 21.905?  And if so, why aren't these terms defined in Section 3 currently?  Also, if TR 21.905 was initially created to be the central respository for all 3GPP terms to ensure consistency across all 3GPP specs, shouldn't we remove these inconsistencies in one of the two specifications? 

· About SRNC-ID, as long are this definition are completely obvious, then it would be agreeable to removing its definition.

· The abbreviations for RT, NRT, (SRNC, SRNS) should be removed from the Definitions section and placed in the Abbreviations section.  This will then remove the backwards compatibility issue that you so correctly pointed out.  If that is done and my proposed changes are then implemented, there should be no conflict between the two specs anymore.
On 4.11.2003 , Olivier Guyot and Michael J. Diesen agreed on the following:

· to introduce a reference to TR 21.905 in Section 2 of RANAP and to ensure that for potential terms within RANAP specs that conflict with the terms and definitions of 21.905, either they should a correct definition there or we should have the correct definition in RANAP section 3.

· To remove SRNC-ID and S-RNTI definition in the Section 3.1 of RANAP.

· To move the abbreviations for RT, NRT, (SRNC, SRNS) from the Definitions section to the Abbreviations section. To remove the definitions about RT/NRT “Bearer Services” as RANAP only speaks about RT/NRT traffic and these are explained in sections 9.2.1.52/53. Note that these changes apply as well for RNSAP.

The changes described in these three bullets above are included in the Big clarification CR based on RANAP Rel-5 review in R3-031694.
Issue 9: The use of the term GSM

In many places, the term GSM is used in RANAP e.g. service handover, directed retry, inter-system handover. However the exact term GSM is not defined in TR21.905, unlike it is done for the term GERAN.

It was discussed whether this term should be replaced by GERAN, in which cases and if any additional separation between Iu mode of operation and A/Gb mode of operation is needed. This was discussed in the thread [AI 10.6.2  RANAP review – issue 9 – GSM/GERAN terminology] prior to RAN3#39.

Olivier Guyot kindly kicked off this thread on 30.10.2003 with the following proposals:

 As I also realised that TR21.905 does not describe either the term UMTS (there is the meaning of the abbreviation but no definition, like for GSM term), which is also widely used in RAN3 specifications (if not, in all 3GPP specs ;), I think we can close this issue and leave it as it is i.e. GSM/UMTS terms with their abbreviations defined but no formal definition.

No further comment was received on this issue, so that no change is proposed related to this issue in the Big clarification CR based on RANAP Rel-5 review in R3-031694.
Issue 10: Editorial Clarification for the presence of Data Volume Report IE

There seems to be a peculiarity in the Data Volume Report message:

In the procedure text description it is said: “At reception of DATA VOLUME REPORT REQUEST message UTRAN shall produce the DATA VOLUME REPORT message. This message shall include for each RAB successfully addressed within the RAB Data Volume Report List IE the amount of unsuccessfully transmitted DL data in the Unsuccessfully Transmitted DL Data Volume IE  since the last data volume indication to CN and may contain the Data Volume Reference IE.”

But considering the tabular format section, in the DATA VOLUME REPORT message the RAB Data Volume Report List is an optional IE. On the other hand e.g. in IU RELEASE COMPLETE message the RAB Data Volume Report List IE is mandatory.

This is in fact a tabular format misalignment, because the ASN.1 for both IU RELEASE COMPLETE and DATA VOLUME REPORT messages is as follows:

RAB-DataVolumeReportItemIEs RANAP-PROTOCOL-IES ::= {


{ ID id-RAB-DataVolumeReportItem

CRITICALITY ignore
TYPE RAB-DataVolumeReportItem


PRESENCE mandatory
},


…

}

RAB-DataVolumeReportItem ::= SEQUENCE {


rAB-ID





RAB-ID,


dl-UnsuccessfullyTransmittedDataVolume

DataVolumeList

OPTIONAL

· This IE shall always be present although its presence is optional --,

iE-Extensions




ProtocolExtensionContainer { {RAB-DataVolumeReportItem-ExtIEs} }


OPTIONAL,


…

}

After some check in the history of RANAP specs, it seems that ASN.1 comment was introduced in CR327 (RAN#13) to avoid backward compatibility problems to move an IE from optional to mandatory but at that time we forgot to completely align the tabular format.

In RANAP 3.1.0, we had the following “0 to <maxnoofVol>” in the tabular format for Data Volume Report IE in both IU RELEASE COMPLETE and DATA VOLUME REPORT messages.

In RANAP 3.2.0, the Data Volume Report IE for only IU RELEASE COMPLETE message was changed to “1 to <maxnoofVol>” in the tabular format.

After that when the tabular format structure was aligned in RANAP 3.6.0, as a new layer was introduce in the tabular format, the “0 to <maxnoofVol>” was replaced by O and the “1 to <maxnoofVol>” by M, although the ASN.1 is the same for both.

It was proposed to replace the presence of the RAB Data Volume Report List IE in the DATA VOLUME REPORT message from O (optional) to M (mandatory). This can be considered as editorial, because RANAP says that in case of conflict between tabular format section and ASN.1, the ASN.1 shall take precedence. This change was therefore included in the second version of the big RANAP review CR.sent on the reflector.

Comments were welcomed on this issue. They were raised in the thread [AI 10.6.2  RANAP review – issue 10 – RAB DataVolumeReportListIE] prior to RAN3#39.

Philippe Godin kindly kicked off this thread on 31.10.2003. He agreed we should align the tabular on the asn1 for the issue 10, but he had three relevant comments about this issue, for which he drafter a separated CR. On 4.11.2003, Olivier Guyot answered Philippe’s email as follows:

· Comment 1: I think a lot of the confusion is first coming from the name of these IEs.This 'RAB Data Volume Report List' doesn't exist in the asn.1 and makes confusion with the above 'RABs Data Volume Report List'. 
[OG]: this IE does exist in the ASN.1 (RAB-DataVolumeReportList), but refers to the 'RABs Data Volume Report List' IE in the tabular format.

· Looking in the asn.1, this IE that is reported in both Iu Release Complete and Data Volume Report messages is actually the 'Data Volume List' . Importantly, it is already reported as such in the RAB Assignment Response message. (see Data Volume List IE).
[OG]: You're right that the tabular format 'RAB Data Volume Report List' IE is in the ASN.1 the DataVolumeList.

· Therefore, consistent tabular definition throughout RANAP should make use of 'Data Volume List' also in the Iu Release Complete message and Data Volume Report messages. The clarity n the naming will also bring much less confusion for the rest below.
[OG]: I agree. 

· Comment 2: The procedural text of Iu Release Complete speaks of 'RABs Data Volume Report IE' to be reported. But this IE doesn't exist. 
[OG]: The procedural test should in fact refer to the 'RABs Data Volume Report List IE', that is correctly defined in the tabular format section as well as in the ASN.1 (RAB-DataVolumeReportList).

· Looking at this asn.1, the text indicating the mandatory inclusion is again actually for the 'Data Volume List'. Therefore, this should also be clarified in 8.5.2 in alignment with the asn.1. 
[OG]: If the change explained in my comment above is done, there is no need to refer to 'Data Volume List' IE in 8.5.2.

· Comment 3:In the asn1, the DataVolumeList IE is optional and one sentence below this asn1 explains it shall be included. General Question : how should such an asn1 layout be represented in the tabular ? Your current answer: you changed into 'M' in the tabular making no difference with the case where an IE is presence actually Mandatory in the asn.1. Why ? 
[OG]: Because the presence of that IE is already set as M in the tabular format section for IU RELEASE COMPLETE but not for DATA VOLUME REPORT. Either one or the other shall be aligned, as from an ASN.1 perspective this is the same IE.

· Proposal Answer: my natural answer would have been to keep an 'O' in the tabular, and reflect the mandated inclusion in the procedural text (already done for Iu Release Complete). This is an easy way to differentiate with the case where the IE is Mandatory in asn.1 in the tabular view. I recall that there is a difference between these two: in one case non-inclusion leads to logical errors, in the other case non-inclusion leads to Abstract syntax error.  
[OG]: Your proposal would then mean to move the presence of the current RAB Data Volume Report List IE from M to O in the tabular format section for IU RELEASE COMPLETE. We have to discuss at which level we take that ASN.1 comment into account ("-- This IE shall always be present although its presence is optional --"). Either we take it into account at the tabular format/abstract syntax level as it is done for IU RELEASE COMPLETE message or we take it into account at the procedure text/logical level as it is done for DATA VOLUME REPORT message. I proposed initially to consider it at the tabular format/abstract syntax level based on the similarity with conditional presence for which an IE is OPTIONAL in ASN.1 but has an ASN.1 comment that precises the condition.

In his email, Olivier also agreed to have a separated CR for this issue and he included one in his email based on his above comments to Philippe’s points.

On 4.11.2003, Martin Israelsson provided another proposal of separated CR for this issue, with less changes all together but some in the ASN.1. On 7.11.2003, Olivier Guyot replied to martin’s proposal as follows:

· The only problem with your proposal (although with very minimum changes) is that it has impact to the ASN.1, so that the Rel-5 RANAP ASN.1 will be different to R99/4 considering common syntax in R99 onwards (the name of one IE). I think this remains still backward compatible, but I don't like it so much. Considering that the ASN.1 is correct from R99 onwards, why don't we simply just aligned consistently the IE naming in the tabular format and the procedure text in Rel-5 as proposed in my previous proposal?

Note that the issue about the tabular format misalignment of the presence of the RAB Data Volume Report List IE in the IU RELEASE COMPLETE and DATA VOLUME REPORT messages remained open without further comment on this issue.

Based on contributions submitted for this issue (e.g. Nortel R3-031743/R3-031536 and Nokia R3-031697), RAN3 should try to progress and close this issue during RAN3#39.
Issue 11: Criticality for optional Security IEs

On 3.11.2003, Philippe Godin kindly initiated a new thread “[AI 10.6.2  Rel-5 RANAP Review] - Issue11- Criticality for Securi ty IE” about the following issue in short:

· Currently the optional security information elements are associated with a criticality ‘ignore’ in the Security Mode Control and Relocation messages. The problem comes from the situation when those IEs, included by the sender, are not comprehended by the receiver. In this case, this will generate a Abstract Syntac Error that is going to be ignored due to the criticality of those IEs. They would next be considered as simply not included optional IEs at the logical level and the receiver will continue the procedure successfully although important information set by the sender will not be taken into account. Based on a discussion paper and a draft CR attached in his email, Philippe proposed to take benefit of the RANAP Review and the last opportunity to make changes to R5 protocol to change these criticality into ‘Reject’.

On 5.11.2003, Martin Israelsson made the following answer:

· Assuming that we at some point in the future add a new algorithm, then there is no problem to change the criticality at that point in time if we decide that this is needed. We don't have to prepare for this now. 
It is also clear from a protocol point of view that the CN will be able to detect the potential problem outlined as Issue11, since we have statements on what the RNC shall include in the RELOCATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message and in the SECURITY MODE COMPLETE message.

On 5.11.2003, Philippe Godin replied the following to Martin:

· I agree with you for the first point. The main concern is the second point and the paper simply shows that by solving this second point, we also solve the first point for future at the same time. Therefore, concentrating on this second point, i would like to point out that we would end up in a situation where the logical part of RNC is requested to not start ciphering/integrity, answers positively and considers security OK. At the same time, CN noticed that RNC has incorrectly answered. What will happen next ? To what extent is the CN supposed to check the security decision made by an RNC ? Will CN release the call, with what cause value ?
Even if solutions i agree could be found, it is not well-defined specification. Criticality should have been set to 'reject' from day one, we have an opportunity to correct it.

On 6 and 7.11.2003, Martin and Olivier Guyot tend to agree that

·  in case of decoding problem, this will end up as a transfer syntax error, "10.2 Transfer Syntax Error" says "If a Transfer Syntax Error occurs, the receiver should initiate Error Indication procedure with appropriate cause value for the Transfer Syntax protocol error."

·  in case of a new algorithm introduced later, we can change the criticality at that stage.

Based on Philippe’s question on 7.11.2003 “are you saying that 'IE not comprehended' always result in transfer syntax error?”, Olivier made the following answer on 11.11.2003:

· I agree that we may have an issue when those IEs are not comprehended and this generates Abstract Syntax errors that are going to be ignored due to the criticality of those IEs. I don't see such a strong backward compatible issue on my side with previous releases. I mean such a change in Rel-5 will not damage the interworking between R99/4 nodes and Rel-5 onwards ones, due to the fact that in case of not comprehended IE, the receiver should take into account the received criticality, although this latter may not be the same as in the version of the specifications implemented by the receiver. In case any of those IEs is missing, there should not be any problem with such a change of criticality in Rel-5, because missing IEs are handled based on Criticality information and Presence information specified in the version of the specification used by the receiver. That's why I would not object a Rel-5 CR to solve this issue as Philippe proposed.
Philippe, please also note that in your CR, you also need to change the criticality for those IEs in the ASN.1.

On 12.11.2003, Martin Israelsson made the following comments:

· The RNC receives a message and can not decode some IEs. I guess we can all agree that the RNC shall be able to understand those R99 IEs (we are not talking about the non support case). The only possible reason for not being able to decode the IEs (assuming the senders is 3GPP compliant) is then because there is a transfer syntax error for the message and this is detected when the RNC try to decode the received physical message. Section 10.2 defines how to handle this. Partially decoded messages with detected transfer syntax errors are not delivered to the application. 

· The other part of the discussion relates to possible future extensions of the value range. This can however be handled when and if we extend the range since the receiver will act on the received criticality, and the behaviour of the receiver (for the non support case) can be controlled by the sender.

On 12.11.2003, Philippe Godin asked the following question “How is the receiving node suppose to react when the received criticality cannot be decoded ?”.

No further comment or answer was received after that.

Based on contributions submitted for this issue (e.g. Nortel R3-031532/ R3-031537), RAN3 should try to progress and close this issue during RAN3#39.

Issue 12: Data Volume Reporting function

On 7 and 10.11.2003, Vincent Danno kindly initiated a new thread “[AI 10.6.2  Rel-5 RANAP Review] - Issue 12 - Data Volume Report” raising 4 issues related to the Data Volume Reporting function in RANAP.

On 11.11.2003, Olivier Guyot asked Vincent to provide a separated CR as a draft proposal how to handle all the issues related to the Data Volume Reporting function in RANAP.

On 12.11.2003, Vincent Danno submitted one proposed CR in R3-031682. RAN3 should discuss the approval of this CR during RAN3#39.

Issue 13: RANAP causes and cause values

On 10.11.2003, Vincent Danno kindly initiated a new thread “[AI 10.6.2  Rel-5 RANAP Review] - Issue13 - cause” raising 5 issues related to the RANAP causes and cause values.

On 13.11.2003 Vincent Danno raised a sixth issue related to cause value in RANAP.

No other comment was received later.

A separated CR should be drafted for this issue in order to ease its handling during RAN3#39. Based on such proposal, RAN3#39 should discuss those 6 issues and solve them all either by including the needed change in the Big clarification RANAP CR or in a separated CR, if needed.

Issue 14: MS classmark coding clarification

On 10.11.2003, Sudeep Palat kindly initiated a new thread “[AI 10.6.2  Rel-5 RANAP Review] - New Issue 14 - MS classmark cod ing         clarification” with the following intention in short:

· To make the wording in RANAP a bit more clearer and to help align the IE names between RANAP and RRC, it is proposed to change the semantics description of "MS Classmark 2" from the current "As defined in [10]" to  "Coded same way as the Mobile Station Classmark 2 IE defined in [10] " (where reference [10] is to RRC of course).  Similar change is also made to MS CM 3 and also in the IE definitions.  CR attached (without any cover page).  If the proposed wording is acceptable, this is (hopefully) only a minor editorial change to be included in the big RANAP CR by Olivier.

On 11.11.2003, Sudeep kindly clarified further the need and motivation for his proposed changes:

· 1)  The semantic description  in RRC says the following (along with the coding information) on CM2:  "In this version of the protocol the first two octets of the Mobile Station Classmark 2 IE containing the Mobile station classmark 2 IEI and the Length of mobile station classmark 2 contents should be ignored by the receiver."   So this raises a slight ambiguity in RANAP - should these be ignored by the RNC before it is sent over RANAP?

· 2) The name of the IEs in RRC and RANAP are slightly different.  With this clarification,the correct IE in RRC is pointed out.

· 3) I believe the proposed wording is clearer in that the coding is exactly the same as in RRC.   I have used the same wording as found in other places (I admit I took the wording from RRC) which I felt was less ambiguous - to make it clear that it is the coding that is as defined in RRC.

No later comment was received. 

On 12.11.2003, Sudeep Palat submitted one proposed CR in R3-031643. RAN3 should discuss the approval of this CR during RAN3#39.

Issue 15: UE radio access capability in Relocation message

On 10.11.2003, Sudeep Palat kindly initiated a new thread “[AI 10.6.2  Rel-5 RANAP Review] - New Issue 15 - UE radio access         capability in Relocation message” about the following issue in short:

It is mandatory for a UE complying to the latest version of RRC to include ue-RadioAccessCapability-v370ext IE in the UE-RadioAccessCapabilityInfo IE.  However, the UE-RadioAccessCapabilityInfo IE is also used by RANAP for the Inter-system Relocation case.   The mandatory presence of the RadioAccessCapability-v370ext IE in the UE-RadioAccessCapabilityInfo IE causes some problems in RANAP as described further in the attached document in Sudeep’s email.

No later comment was received. 

On 12.11.2003, Sudeep Palat submitted his discussion paper in R3-031641. RAN3 should discuss it during RAN3#39.
Issue 16: Overload

On 10.11.2003, Vincent Danno kindly initiated a new thread “[AI 10.6.2  Rel-5 RANAP Review] - Issue16 - Overload” raising 2 issues related to the Overload procedure in RANAP.

On 12.11.2003 Vincent Danno raised a third issue related to Overload in RANAP.

On 13.11.2003, Nicolas Drevon agreed with that third issue and even proposed a revised wording for it.

No other comment was received later.

A separated CR should be drafted for this issue in order to ease its handling during RAN3#39. Based on such proposal, RAN3#39 should discuss those 3 issues and solve them all either by including the needed change in the Big clarification RANAP CR or in a separated CR, if needed.

Issue 17: Overload

On 12.11.2003, Vincent Danno kindly initiated a new thread “[AI 10.6.2  Rel-5 RANAP Review] - Issue17 - Functions of RANAP” raising the issues of the missing description for the function related to Reset Resource procedure in RANAP.

No other comment was received later.

A separated CR should be drafted for this issue in order to ease its handling during RAN3#39. Based on such proposal, RAN3#39 should discuss whether the needed change can be included in the Big clarification RANAP CR or in a separated CR, if needed.

BIG RANAP review CR

The first version of the big RANAP review CR was sent by Olivier Guyot on 21.10.2003. Joern’s suggestion were taken into account:

· the COMPLETE latest spec version was taken

· all the text/figure changes were made with revision marks

· all the style changes were made without change bars, but the corresponding text was highlighted with a yellow marker where applicable.

Furthermore the highlighted parts in red marker corresponded to the identified issues above with no proposed solution at that time in the first version of the big RANAP review CR.
The list of all the modifications and highlighted parts in yellow can be found below.

· section 3.1 Definitions: the definitions are sorted out in alphabetical order.

· Section 8.18.2, the terminology used in 25.331 for integrity check is START/MODIFY instead of START/RESTART (START/RESTART is correct for encryption).

· Section 9.2.3.18, according to issue 6 above.

· Section 9.2.3.24, according to issue 5 above.

Revision 2 of the big RANAP review CR sent by Olivier Guyot on 30.10.2003:
The second version of the big RANAP review CR had the following additional modifications compared to the first version:

· Section 2 References: the reference [1] to TR 23.930 is replaced by an explicit reference (version 4.0.0, 2001-04) to the latest and only Rel4 version of TR 23.930. See the issue 7 above.

· Section 9.1.32
: the presence of the RAB Data Volume Report List IE in the DATA VOLUME REPORT message is moved from O (optional) to M (mandatory). See the issue 10 above. This change was undone in the third version of the big RANAP review CR, this was handled in a separated CR (see the issue 10).
Revision 3 of the big RANAP review CR sent by Olivier Guyot on 12.11.2003:
The third version of the big RANAP review CR had the following additional modifications compared to the previous version:

· Section 2 References, a new reference is added for 3GPP TR 21.905: "Vocabulary for 3GPP Specifications" (see issue 8 above).

· Section 3.1 Definitions,

· addition of the link to the reference for TR 21.905 (see issue 8 above),

· removal of the definitions for “Non Real Time (NRT)”, “Real Time (RT)”, “SRNC-ID”, “S-RNTI” (see issue 8 above),

· removal of the abbreviations SRNC/S and UESBI-Iu in parenthesis for Serving RNC/S and UE Specific Behaviour Information – Iu definitions (see issue 8 above).

· Section 3.3 Abbreviations,

· addition of the link to the reference for TR 21.905 (see issue 8 above),

· addition of the ALCAP abbreviation and removal of the SCCP one that is not used in RANAP,

· addition of the abbreviations RT and NRT for Real Time and Non-Real Time (see issue 8 above).

· Section 7 Functions of RANAP, some editorial alignment related to the wording “broadcast assistance data” used in RANAP.

· Section 8.4.2, the word appropiate is added in the sentence “The IU RELEASE REQUEST message shall indicate the appropiate cause value for the requested Iu connection release.”.

· Section 8.7.2,

· the wrong statement that target RNC shall also start the timer TRELOCalloc. is removed,

· The full name of the IEs within the Allocation/Retention Priority IR group is correctly mentioned.

· Section 8.16.1 and 9.1.24, as in Rel-5 the purpose of the COMMON ID message is not only to carry the IMSI to the RNC but also if supported the UESBI-Iu and the SNA AI, this is clarified.

· Section 9.1.39, the “shall” is here removed because the procedure text shall already explained the expected behaviour related to the Reset procedure.

· Section 9.1.42, as the procedure text shall already explained the expected behaviour related to the CN Deactivate Trace procedure, there is no point to go into the details in this section.

· Section 9.2.1.1, the procedure value “UE Specific Information” was forgotten to be included when this Rel-5 procedure was standardized. This was missing only in the tabular format section.

· Section 9.2.1.16, as the general description of this IE is not in line with its real purpose and its content, this is clarified.

· Section 9.2.1.17, the general description of this IE should remain general, as the procedure text shall already explained the expected behaviour related to the Data Volume Reporting function.

· Section 9.2.1.23, an ellipsis notation was missing compared to the ASN.1.

· Section 9.2.1.38, a general description of the “Iu signalling connection identifier” was missing.

· Section 9.2.3.1, the useless wording “Initially this is of the type of IMSI” is replaced by “It is an IMSI” for the Permanent NAS UE Identity IE that is a CHOICE with only one alternative i.e. IMSI.

· Sections 8.2, 8.3, 8.4, 8.5, 8.6, 8.7, 8.8, 8.9, 8.10, 8.11, 8.12.2, 8.13, 8.14, 8.15.2, 8.16.2, 8.17.1, 8.18, 8.19.2, 8.20.2, 8.21, 8.22.2, 8.23, 8.25, 8.26.2.2, 8.27.2, 8.28, 8.29.2, 8.30, 8.31, 8.32, 8.33.1, 9.1.5, 9.1.7, 9.1.8, 9.1.12, 9.1.19, 9.1.22, 9.1.23, 9.1.24, 9.1.27, 9.1.28, 9.1.40, 9.1.44, 9.1.45, 9.1.47, 9.1.48, 9.1.49, 9.1.51, 9.1.52, 9.2.1.1, 9.2.1.2, 9.2.1.4, 9.2.1.5, 9.2.1.7, 9.2.1.8, 9.2.1.9, 9.2.1.10, 9.2.1.21, 9.2.1.24, 9.2.1.25, 9.2.1.28, 9.2.1.30, 9.2.1.35, 9.2.1.36, 9.2.1.39, 9.2.1.41, 9.2.1.42, 9.2.1.43, 9.2.1.44, 9.2.1.48, 9.2.1.50, 9.2.1.54, 9.2.1.57, 9.2.1.58, 9.2.2.1, 9.2.3.1, 9.2.3.3, 9.2.3.5, 9.2.3.9, 9.2.3.10, 9.2.3.11, 9.2.3.12, 9.2.3.20, 9.2.3.27 and 9.2.3.28, some minor but relevant editorial changes.

· Section 9.3.4, the sole changes in the ASN.1 are the removal of the useless comment “-- Reference: xx.xxx”.

· Section 11, some editorial changes.

· Section Annex A.1, some minor but relevant editorial changes.

The final version (revision 4) of the big RANAP review CR to be discussed in RAN3#39 in R3-031694 includes the following additions compared to all the previous versions:

· Section 9.2.1.21 - the purpose of the Paging Area ID is not to "uniquely" identify an area. It is merely to identify an area.  The "uniquely" is removed.

· Section 8.23.2.1/9.2.3.8 - The precision "associated NAS message" is included because without it, by default, "the message" would refer to the RANAP message, which is not the intent here. 




