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Executive Summary

For the LTE meeting RAN3 #51bis 117 documents were allocated. The major part of the meeting was spent for LTE access mobility (IDLE/ACTIVE), QoS and RRM handling. Several text proposals for the RAN3 internal TR R3.018, which was raised to version 0.3.0, could be found. Further text proposals on HO schemes were agreed for TR 25.912.
It was agreed that the aGW distributes paging to all eNode-Bs in a TA.
For intra-LTE access mobility it was agreed that data forwarding is used as the only mechanism.
On the QoS concept for the S1 interface the working assumption was established that DSCP marking policy on S1 (for TNL) and the indication for radio priority handling (RNL) are separated.
For RRM handling it was agreed to standardise means to exchange intra- and inter-system traffic load.
Note:
The sequence in which the different topics appear in this report is related to the agenda of the meeting. However, the Tdocs do not necessarily appear in the sequence as they were treated in the meeting.
1
Opening of the meeting

Alexander Vesely welcomed the delegates to RAN WG3 #51bis in Sophia Antipolis and opened the meeting on Monday morning, 03.04.2006 at 09:00 o'clock.

2
Approval of the agenda

R3-060407
Agenda RAN WG3 meeting #51bis, Sophia-Antipolis, France,  03 - 05 April 2006 (Chairman)
discussion: No comments were made.

conclusion: approved

3
Approval of minutes

R3-060408
Revised draft report of 3GPP TSG RAN WG3 meeting #51 (MCC).
discussion: no comments were made. R3-060378 is the reply LS to R3-06094 only. Will be corrected in section 5.2.
conclusion: revised to R3-060499
R3-060499
Revised draft report of 3GPP TSG RAN WG3 meeting #51 (MCC)

conclusion: approved

R3-060489
Draft Report of Joint 3GPP TSG RAN WG2 & RAN WG3 & SA WG2 Meeting (MCC)
discussion: no comments were made.

conclusion: See final SA2 report
4
Reminder of IPR declaration

	The attention of the delegates to the meeting of this Technical Specification Group was drawn to the fact that 3GPP Individual Members have the obligation under the IPR Policies of their respective Organizational Partners to inform their respective Organizational Partners of Essential IPRs they become aware of.
The delegates were asked to take note that they were thereby invited:
- to investigate whether their organization or any other organization owns IPRs which were, or were likely to become Essential in respect of the work of 3GPP.
- to notify their respective Organizational Partners of all potential IPRs,e.g., for ETSI, by means of the IPR Statement and the Licensing declaration forms (http://webapp.etsi.org/Ipr/).


5
Letters / Reports from other groups

-
5.1
Left over LSs / pending actions

-
5.2
New incoming LSs

R3-060410
LS on characteristics for applications in terms of data loss (TSG RAN, RP-060208)
discussion: no comments were made.
conclusion: noted
R3-060504
LS on Bearer QoS Information Elements Signaled on S1 (TSG RAN WG2, R2-061080)

discussion: Alexander Vesely (Chairman) said that he would have expected that RANgroups would have a say on the QoS parameters. Sudeep Palat (Lucent) clarified that the TR 23.882, which contains the QoS model, is under responsibility of SA2 and this is reason why the LS contains the questions to SA2. It was also outlined that the number of QoS parameters is expected to be significantly reduced.
conclusion: noted
5.3
Tasks from TSGs

-
5.4
Documents for immediate consideration

-
6
Organisation of work
6.1
Work plan and organisation (30.531)

R3-060409
Workplan and Working Procedures v0.21.1  (Rel-7) (MCC)
discussion:  no comments were made
conclusion: version 0.22.0 in R3-060500
R3-060500
Workplan and Working Procedures v0.22.0  (Rel-7) (MCC)

discussion: approved

6.2
Future meeting dates and hosting

	Meeting
	Dates
	Venue
	Host

	TSG RAN#31
	8 – 10 March 2006
	Sanya, Hainan, China
	Huawei & CCSA/CWTS

	RAN WG3#51bis
	3 – 5 April 2006
	Sophia Antipolis, France
	ETSI

	RAN WG3#52
	8 – 12 May 2006
	Shanghai, China
	Datang Mobile

	TSG RAN#32
	31 May – 2 June 2006
	Warsaw (Poland)
	European Friends of 3GPP

	RAN WG3#53
	28 August – 1 September
	Tallinn (Estonia)
	European Friends of 3GPP

	TSG RAN#33
	20 – 22 September 2006
	Palm Springs (US)
	North American Friends of 3GPP

	RAN WG3#54
	6 – 11 November 2006
	Riga (Latvia)
	European Friends of 3GPP

	TSG RAN#34
	29 November – 1 December 2006
	Budapest (Hungary)
	European Friends of 3GPP


6.3
Other issues

-
7
FS on Evolved UTRA and UTRAN – RAN3 specific topics

RAN SI (RANFS-Evo), Target RAN#32 (60%)
7.0
Latest version of R3-018
R3-060438
TR R3.018 v0.2.1 (Vodafone)
discussion: It was briefly discussed how the agreement section shall be handled. It was clarified that those agreements which are agreed finally over all WGs shall go into the official TRs as R3-018 used only RAN3 internal.
conclusion: Version 0.3.0 will be in R3-060501
R3-060501
TR R3.018 v0.3.0 (Vodafone)

conclusion: agreed
7.1
Intra-LTE-Access Mobility Support for UEs in LTE_IDLE

R3-060427
The paging solution considering different service type (Huawei)

discussion: Marcin Bortnik (Orange) asked where is the decision taken which of the proposed modes is used by the MME. It was discussed what the gain of mode 4 could be. Philippe Godin (Nortel) pointed out that after the decision to have the UPE in the aGW the disadvantages which were outlined for the option to have the UPE in the Node-B are kept in the mode 4.
conclusion: noted
R3-060459
Paging message forwarding (CATT)

discussion: It was asked why paging optimisation using existing mechanisms as IP multicast were not considered. The paging distribution would be dependant on the underlying IP network. Marcin Bortnik (Orange) outlined that the possibility for an operator to easy configure the network resulting from the proposals are missing yet and that he would oppose to the proposals unless significant gains are shown. This opinion was supported by Nakamura Takehiro (NTT DoCoMo). It was proposed to take the mode 1(from the Huawei document) as a baseline and continue discussions from there.
conclusion: It was agreed that the aGW distributes paging to all eNode-Bs in a TA. IP multicast will be considered for distribution.
R3-060502
Agreed wording on Transfer mode of Paging Request (Nokia)

discussion: Martin Israelsson (Ericsson) said ffs should not appear in the agreement section but rather in the open issue section. The wording “... of target tracking area ... ” shall be changed to"... within the  tracking Area the UE is registered".
conclusion: Revised to 515
R3-060515
Agreed wording on Transfer mode of Paging Request (Nokia)

conclusion: agreed
R3-060457
Equivalent Tracking Areas (Vodafone Group)

discussion: Dietrich Zeller (Alcatel) asked how keeping IDs in both system separate is intended to work. Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone) explained that a respective mechanism between SGSN and MME needs to be defined. Once an area update is made in one of the systems this counts for all systems. An according decision is expected from SA2 in this week. The degree of interaction between SGSN and MME will finally depend on the selected solution. The paging will need to be sent to all areas of all RATs the UE is registered. Is there only one ID in 3G and LTE used for the paging ? Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone) explained that currently the concept of a "list of equivalent TAs" is under discussion in SA2 which might be indicated to the UE during an area update. Once the overall concept is clarified, further details of the intra LTE mobility part will have to be further elaborated and captured in the RAN WGS. Mattias Wahlqvist (Ericsson) explained that he prefers one concept or at least a similar concept for the intra and the inter case.
conclusion: noted, complete picture from SA2 to be considered first
R3-060490
Virtual Location Areas (Mitsubishi Electric)

discussion: Mitsubishi clarified that the basic concept is similar to the Vodafone proposal in R3-060457. Mitsubishi explained that the MME needs to manage a list which can be optimised based on the UE mobility. The list can be assigned to an UE based on velocity. As there were doubts that such a concept will be ever realised although feasible the description of the concept shall not go into the TR as an option which "may" be implemented.
conclusion: noted
R3-060492
Velocity-optimised tracking areas (Mitsubishi Electric)

discussion: Philippe Godin (Nortel) asked how any velocity anticipation can be calculated based on an information of crossed TAs in the past. This would only be reliable ,e.g. on a motorway. Mitsubishi explained that the velocity change compared to the past would need to be signalled additionally. Alexander Vesely (Chairman) summarised, based on the questions during this and the last meeting, that the concept is not likely to be included in the TR.
conclusion: noted
7.2
Intra-LTE-Access Mobility Support for UEs in LTE_ACTIVE
R3-060478
Closing of mobility open issues (Nortel)

The document was withdrawn.
R3-060496
Handover considerations (LGE)
The document was withdrawn.

7.2.1
HO schemes – Control Plane
R3-060419
Release of resource in the source side  (NEC)
discussion: Sami Kekki (Nokia) stated that path switching is already an implicit release. This was confirmed by ChengHock Ng (NEC) who explained that the explicit release is foreseen for failure cases. Further it was discussed how ongoing transitions need to be treated.
conclusion: noted

R3-060467
Intra-LTE-access HO - C-Plane handling (Siemens)

discussion: Philippe Godin (Nortel) asked if the inter RAT case is considered where the HO is performed towards an RNC. Siemens explained that the document is focussed on intra LTE only. Philippe Godin (Nortel) and Mattias Wahlqvist (Ericsson) prefer to look at both cases together. Nojun Kwak (Samsung) thinks that the intra LTE HO can already be concluded and the inter RAT cases need to be considered separately. Also Sami Kekki (Nokia) thinks that because of the already taken decisions and because of the goal to make the intra LTE HO as efficient as possible the two cases cannot be same anymore. The two are so different that they cannot be aligned anymore. This was challenged by Mattias Wahlqvist (Ericsson). It was discussed whether the release message needs to be acknowledged completely. Philippe Godin (Nortel) explained that he thinks that the efficiency is the main citeria but not the signalling load.
conclusion: An updated version was provided in R3-060503
R3-060503
intra LTE HO access - c-plane handling (Siemens)
discussion: Alexander Vesely (Chairman) noted that the document was not based on the current version of the TR.25.912. Sami Kekki (Nokia) thinks that msg 11b Release Resource ACK is not necessary. Dino Fiore stated the same for 10b, HO complete ACK. Sami Kekki (Nokia) thinks that HO complete ACK is needed as there could be a silent period in which no UP data is sent in DL. Further the ACK was regarded as a reliable trigger for releasing the source side via X2. The release of the source side via the X2 interface was then agreed as a working assumption. Ericsson stated that they would like to check back home on any issues when not releasing the source side via S1. Further, the ACK of the release on X2 was agreed to be not necessary.
conclusion: revised to 516
R3-060516
intra LTE HO access - c-plane handling (Siemens)

conclusion: agreed

R3-060431
Reducing signalling load between eNodeB by Batch-HO (Huawei)

discussion: It was discussed which benefits the batch processing would bring regarding the signalling as the processing load will not be significantly reduced (if at all). It was pointed out that the whole process should be kept simple. Several companies saw disadvantages with this proposal.

conclusion: noted

R3-060446
On requirements for a Node B  Node B interface (Ericsson)

discussion: The conclusion of the document was supported by Orange and Nokia. It was also proposed that a NodeB - NodeB interface does not need to be configured by the operator, it is not seen necessary for an HO between the two concerned NodeBs. Alexander Vesely (Chairman) asked if the discussed issue is a pure TNL issue or also a RNL issue. As alternative 1 is already agreed it was asked if the current description of the E-UTRAN architecture in TR 25.912 needs further clarifications and additions.

conclusion: TR 25.912 shall be checked for possible clarifications, additions by Nokia, Ericsson and Siemens.
R3-060468
LTE_Active Mobility in "non-canonical" HO cases (Siemens)

discussion: Thomas Ulrich (Siemens) explained that in point 5 the decision has been taken that the original target eNodeB could not be reached as L1/L2 signalling can only be established to one eNodeB. Sudeep Palat (Lucent) pointed out that the exchanged IDs could be overlapping for a certain time after point 3. Sami Kekki (Nokia) asked what the proxy eNodeB's function in the proposal is. Thomas Ulrich (Siemens) explained that this refers to the connectivity to the concerned eNodeB and how this connectivity could be established when the described case occurs. Some companies did not see this as needed as because of the neighbouring situation there would be an interface available or communication via aGW could be used. It was further discussed how the context should be transferred to a remote eNodeB in which the UE registers after some time (e.g. underground) in a "dormant" state. It was proposed to consider the case as so rare that no context transfer shall be described. Andreas Neubacher (T-Mobile) proposed to wait with a solution until RAN2 has concluded on the robustness of the dormant state. The failure case could be considered as rare. It was further discussed if an upload of the context information from the old eNodeB to the aGW in order to forward it to the new eNodeB shall be described. As this would describe a failure case with almost the same mechanism as for the normal case without aGW involvement, it was discussed if the gain is worth the effort.

conclusion: noted, if no logical connection between eNodeBs exist the UE will be forced to go to IDLE and re-connect, the old S1 will be released from the aGW otherwise the context will be forwarded via X2. In case of a failed HO no special treatment will be forseen to avoid/minimise data loss.
R3-060424
AGW Relocation in LTE_ACTIVE (Qualcomm Europe)

discussion: It was discussed if a aGW relocation is needed. Dino Flore (Qualcomm) pointed out that a relocation of header compression is not proposed. Several companies expressed their favour of performing a aGW relocation only if it is really necessary and that it shall be done during inactivity periods having the UEs forced to IDLE mode and going back to Active rather than relocation functions transferring e.g. header compression contexts. Most operators are not in favour of an aGW relocation, Orange think it is too early to decide on this.
conclusion: noted
R3-060439
Relocation of AGW for LTE_ACTIVE UEs (Samsung)

discussion: The document describes how an aGW relocation could be performed. Nojun Kwak (Samsung) explained that the Samsung preference is to avoid the aGW relocation whenever possible. It was asked what the gain is, not to relocate the aGW with regards to routing, packet forwarding a.s.o, when the point of attachment is far away from the UE's location.
conclusion: Full connectivity on the S1 interface may be limited and needs to be further discussed. As this is related to the internal structure of aGW and multiplicty of UPE further discussions on that depend on a related decision in SA2.
R3-060425
On Multiple UPEs (Qualcomm Europe)

discussion: No detailes discussion was held.
conclusion: noted

R3-060458
Separation of MME and UPE (Vodafone Group)

discussion: Martin Israelsson (Ericsson) explained that paging co-ordination will become necessary when multiple UPEs are existing. The UPE then does not know the UE state and needs to contact the MME. Marcin Bortnik (Orange) asked whther a UE could then be in IDLE in one UPE and ACTIVE in another UPE. Sudeep Palat (Lucent) explained that no decision on that was taken yet in SA2 but if multiple UPEs will be agreed then paging co-ordination will become necessary.
conclusion: noted
R3-060486
On the interface between MME and UPE (Lucent Technologies)

discussion: Dietrich Zeller (Alcatel) said that he is missing a justification for the need to have the interface. Sudeep Palat (Lucent) explained that the intention of the document was more to show that the interface is feasible. It was pointed out that the advantages of the interface could be seen from the Vodafone document.
It was suggested by Vodafone to inform SA2 that no “showstoppers” were identified from a RAN3 point of view wrt MME/UPE split, which was agreed.

conclusion: noted, an outgoing LS to SA2 is in R3-060518.
R3-060512
Text proposal for EUTRAN architecture (Ericsson, Nokia, Siemens)

discussion: It was discussed if the sentence "   It is assumed that there always exists an X2 interface between the eNodeBs that need to communicate with each other, e.g. for support of handover of UEs in LTE_Active." adds any value or if it can be left out. It was decided to leave it in.
conclusion: agreed
7.2.2
HO schemes – User Plane
R3-060495
Clarification on mobility requirements (Nortel Networks)

discussion: Philippe Godin (Nortel) explained that the biggest problem he sees with the current text in the TR is that in places where nrt is used, lossless mobility is assumed. This is not true for every nrt case. It is proposed to replace nrt service by lossless mobility. Depending on the SA4 LS answer the TR(s)  needs to be re-phrased.
conclusion: noted
R3-060444
LTE Active Mode Mobility (Ericsson)

discussion: It was clarified that only UPE is discussed here and the intra LTE cases are considered. Scheme “U-3” was agreed to be ruled out. An agreement on a single scheme for intra-LTE and inter-RAT HO types was not possible.
conclusion: U3 can be ruled out, noted
R3-060435
Consideration UP strategy for handover (Huawei)

discussion: It was expressed by several companies that the proposed scheme is too complicated compared with the achieved gain. No agreement could be reached on the proposal.
conclusion: noted

R3-060454
Handover of downlink user plane data for real-time services (Alcatel)

discussion: Philippe Godin (Nortel) stated, that if strict loss-less is required for a certain application, he thinks that no packet is allowed to be lost. Sami Kekki (Nokia) expressed that Nokia can agree to the conclusions in the document.
conclusion: agreed, will go into the RAN3 TR.
R3-060469
Intra-LTE-access HO - U-Plane handling (Siemens)

discussion: Siemens proposes data forwarding for the UP for rt and nrt services.
conclusion: revised to 508
R3-060476
Seamless Intra-RAT relocation of Real Time flows (Nortel)

R3-060477
Seamless Intra-RAT relocation of non Real Time flows (Nortel)

discussion: The two documents were presented together. Philippe Godin (Nortel) outlined the differences of the two documents and the Nortel view of the rt and nrt services.

conclusion: noted

	It was agreed that data forwarding is applied for realtime and non-realtime services for intra access mobility. 

It was also agreed that this decision does not preclude any UP solution for inter-RAT mobility..




R3-060508
Intra-LTE-access HO - U-Plane handling (Siemens)
discussion: The paragraphs describing details with regards to UP handling during HO execution phase were agreed to be removed, for example requirements which are received from SA4 for handling of lossless.
conclusion: revised to R3-060519
R3-060519
Intra-LTE-access HO - U-Plane handling (Siemens)

conclusion: agreed

R3-060411
In-sequence delivery in data forwarding for lossless handover (NTT DoCoMo)

discussion: It was briefly discussed where the marking of the last packet shall be done. It was concluded that the aGW is the most efficient place. Sudeep Palat (Lucent) explained based on RAN2 discussions that guaranteeing in sequence delivery over the S1 interface is not efficient and that re-sequencing is needed. It was discussed if there is any service requirement which is needed on S1 and X2 in addition to PDCP sequence numbering.
conclusion: noted
R3-060412
Re-synchronization mechanism for lossless handover (NTT DoCoMo)

discussion: NTT DoCoMo propose re-sunchronization and data forwarding on SDU level. Effort and complexity of segmentation and re-assembling were briefly discussed.
conclusion: noted
R3-060420
Exchange of sequence number for lossless HO (NEC)

discussion: Sami Kekki (Nokia) asked where the term “lower PDCP” comes from. ChengHock Ng (NEC) clarified that it is introduced for the first time in this document. ChengHock Ng (NEC) explained that for the moment sequence numbering is the only functionality of the lower PDCP. Alexander Vesely (Chairman) stated that if protocol violation avoidance is the only reason for introducing the additional layer, using PDCP sequence numbers directly should be acceptable. Sudeep Palat (Lucent) clarified that RAN2 has not decided yet whether SDU or PDU data forwarding will be done.
conclusion: noted
R3-060423
User plane handling for mobility in LTE_ACTIVE (Qualcomm Europe)

discussion: In this document Qualcomm propose to introduce sequence numbering of the downlink packets in the AGW. For the uplink it is proposed that the UTRAN should provide in-sequence delivery of uplink packets arriving at the AGW and to introduce a reordering mechanism for uplink packets in the AGW.
conclusion: noted
R3-060437
Data forwarding improvement (Huawei)

discussion: no comments were made.
conclusion: noted

R3-060440
Method to avoid data loss for active UE mobility (Samsung)

discussion: It was expressed that it is a RAN2 task to decide how data is segmented but it is up to RAN3 how the data is forwarded.
conclusion: noted 
R3-060453
Discussion on outer ARQ context transfer in LTE (Motorola)

discussion: Motorola proposes that lossless handovers are handled by means of an outer ARQ context transfer mechanism and based on this proposal of using outer ARQ context transfer, remove the sequence numbering being performed by the PDCP layer.
conclusion: noted
R3-060460
Data forwarding for U-Plane handling at Intra-LTE-Access HO (CATT)

discussion: It is proposed to have some kind of scheduler for data forwarding. 
conclusion: noted
R3-060507
Conclusions of HO schemes for the User Plane (Alcatel)
discussion: It was proposed by Mattias Wahlqvist (Ericsson) to add that " forwarding on SDU level would be a less complex solution". "For eNodeB" was added as proposed by Panasonic. Philippe Godin (Nortel) proposed to add "to minimises duplicated transmission" as avoidance of duplication cannot be guaranteed.
conclusion: revise to 520
R3-060520
Conclusions of HO schemes for the User Plane (Alcatel)

conclusion: agreed, draft LS to RAN2 in R3-060521
( Chairman ) Summary:
	Are any additions to PDCP sequence numbering needed on S1/X2 ?


-if needed PDCP numbering could be made visible on S1/X2

Is re-ordering required on RNL ?


- it is assumed that peer entities in UE and aGW perform reordering, no action required in eNodeB

Do SDUs or PDUs need to be forwarded?


- RAN2 to take the decision


- forwarding of PDUs/segmentation info likely to be required for low bandwidth services; 


- reflected in forwarded UE context
Do additional needs to support lossless


- no need for recovery of TNL errors



7.3
Idle – Active transitions
no contribution.
7.4
”bearer”/”flow” establishment, QoS/policy signalling/negotiation
R3-060413
DiffServ and Radio Scheduler Priority (NTT DoCoMo)

discussion: The conclusions of the document were supported. It was explained how the relation is between Diffserv and radio priority handling and it is proposed to separate these two things.
conclusion: agreed

R3-060414
U-plane function of SAE Access Bearer Service (NTT DoCoMo)

discussion: Andreas Neubacher (T-Mobile) explained that T-Mobile have a similar view of UP functions for QoS. Sami Kekki (Nokia) asked if end-to-end operation was considered when the flow control proposals were made. It was proposed to separate the different data flows from the UEs. Which parameters to use is ffs.
conclusion: noted
R3-060415
Flow Control on S1 interface (NTT DoCoMo)

discussion: It was asked what is the benefit in alt1 to send feedback from the NodeB to the aGW instead of NodeB discarding the packets itself. It was clarified that the buffering/not buffering in the aGW is not the major point but performing the dropping of packets in a controlled way. Sudeep Palat (Lucent) supported the proposal to do buffering in the aGW. NTT DoCoMo clarified that the main proposal is not to perform buffering in the aGW and that discarding shall be done in the eNodeB. Philippe Godin (Nortel) thinks that buffering should be done in the aGW and policy enforcement alone is not enough.It was concluded that flow control is not needed for GBR because of policy enforcement in aGW and admission control in the eNodeB for downlink. TCP is assumed to perform flow control for non GBR.

conclusion: noted, Text proposal in R3-060510.
R3-060510
R3 Text proposal for the impact of eNodeB buffering and packet loss on S1 interface to HC and ciphering (NTT DoCoMo)
revised to 513

R3-060513
R3 Text proposal for the impact of eNodeB buffering and packet loss on S1 interface to HC and ciphering (NTT DoCoMo)
discussion: Thomas Ulrich (Siemens) proposed to add that bulk discarding in 6.x.5 applies for DL. Further it shall be added that TCP "is expected to perform flow control". Further text and editorials shall be corrected.
conclusion: revised to 523

R3-060523
R3 Text proposal for the impact of eNodeB buffering and packet loss on S1 interface to HC and ciphering (NTT DoCoMo)
conclusion: . agreed
R3-060417
Functionalities of SAE Access Bearer Service (Panasonic)

discussion: no comments were made.
conclusion: noted

R3-060418
Identification of SAE Access Bearer Service (Panasonic)

discussion: Two different proposals are made for identification of the access bearer service which are proposed to be included in the RAN3 TR:

Alt.1) 3GPP specific approach (e.g. Frame Protocol, GTP-U)
Alt.2) IP header approach (e.g. IP address fields and Flow Label in Transport IP header)
conclusion: noted
R3-060442
QoS position for SAE/LTE (T-Mobile)

discussion: Sami Kekki (Nokia) asked why further separation of QoS within the flow is considered. Andreas Neubacher (T-Mobile) explained that it was seen beneficial to distinguish different services. It was proposed that alternatively a new flow could be established when needed. It was clarified that the TFI is not transmitted over the air. It was clarified that the principle introduced by the NTT DoCoMo document to separate the flows from the UEs is kept. One traffic flow is dedicated to one UE. Sami Kekki (Nokia) explained that he does not see a reason to separate the flows.
conclusion: noted
R3-060447
Bearer Management Procedures (Ericsson)

discussion: The document was submitted for information in RAN3 and for approval in SA2. Martin Israelsson (Ericsson) explained that he NAS messages in Figure 1 step 7. and 8. could be integrated in steps 2 - 4 when it comes to protocol design but are shown here separately for better overview. Nokia and TeliaSonera expresed support for the network initiated approach.
conclusion: noted
R3-060461
SAE Bearer Service Architecture and QoS model (NEC)

discussion: NEC propose to separate IP QoS Service layer form End-to-End Service layer in the SAE bearer service layered architecture. NEC clarified that it is mainly intended to differentiate between the aGW and the NodeB. This shall not limit anything else. However, it was concluded to keep the separation of transport network and radio network introduced by the according NTT DoCoMO document.
conclusion: noted
R3-060462
Text Proposal for QoS Management and Control (NEC)

discussion: This is the text proposal according to 461.
conclusion: not agreed
R3-060455
The QoS Architecture of LTE (Vodafone Group)

discussion: Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone) asked to further discuss the usage the DiffServ Code points for radio priority. Several companies expressed their preference to separate the transport QoS from the Radio QoS, respectively not to standardise the transport QoS as in UMTS,Rel-5. Andreas Neubacher (T-Mobile) could see benefits in using the DSCPs for usage on the radio interface.
conclusion: Discussion can be re-opened when seen beneficial.
R3-060463
QoS and Bearer Concept in LTE/SAE (Nokia)

discussion: Dedicated SAE bearers for GBR other than "default" can also be setup if the needed priority does not martch. It was summarised that signalling is needed for each new flow if a new priority is needed but Sami Kekki (Nokia) outlined that this does not mean any kind of delay.
conclusion: noted
R3-060470
Further considerations on the SAE Access Bearer Service (Siemens)

discussion: It was discussed if the handling of QoS could become more complicated if all QoS means are considered in one aggregate. It was discussed how SIP signalling prioritisation shall be treated, within one aggregate or in a new one.
conclusion: noted
R3-060479
LTE RAB Concepts and QoS parameters (Nortel)

discussion: It was discussed that most of the current QoS parameters can be avoided in LTE. Martin Israelsson (Ericsson) pointed out that the goal shall be to reduce the number of parameters. The proposal was seen as too complex by Ericsson and T-Mobile. Sami Kekki (Nokia) stated that a significantly reduced number of parameters should be sufficient.
conclusion: noted
R3-060480
LTE QoS Management and RAB negotiation (Nortel)

discussion: It was clarified that a new flow can be added without informing the eNodeB for nrt.

conclusion: noted
R3-060481
LTE RAB User Plane Concepts (Nortel)

discussion: Dino asked if "RAB" corresponds to "SAE bearer". This was confirmed by Philippe Godin (Nortel). Philippe Godin (Nortel) explained that GTP is used as an proposal but no strong opinion is existing which tunneling protocol shall be used. 
conclusion: noted
	Working Assumption: separation of DSCP marking policy on S1 (for TNL) and the indication for radio priority handling (RNL) in basic QoS design



Chairman summary:

	QoS concept on S1:

working assumption: separation of DSCP marking policy on S1 (for TNL) and the indication for radio priority handling (RNL) in basic QoS design
separation of data flows from different UEs/flows on S1

 - identification of UE necessary, actual UE id FFS

 - identification of QoS aggregate necessary

 - linking of flow to application to be provided to UE

together with QoS profile per flow per UE signalled “outband” to eNodeB

packets are handled in eNodeB accordingly

tent of QoS profile FFS, could be e.g.:

 - traffic class

 - UL/DL GBR/MBR

 - subscriber class - ARP

 - THP

(no agreement so far)

how to handle SIP signalling prioritisation (within one default QoS aggregate or setup of a 2nd one)

negotiation, queuing, etc on S1 FFS

flow control on S1 (415)

 - not needed due to policy enforcement in aGW & admission control in eNodeB for DL for GBR services

 - for non-GBR services TCP is assumed to perform flow control

 - any issue on “HFN” sync for encryption and header compression if eNodeB massively discards packets ?


R3-060511
Text proposal for QoS concept on S1 (NTT DoCoMo)
revised to 514
R3-060514
QoS concept on S1 (NTT DoCoMo)

discussion: Martin Israelsson (Ericsson) proposed to replave the term "wired network" by "transport network" from 6.x.1 astransmission networks can also be realised with microwavelinks. As some other terminlogies are not yet decided in SA2 it was proposed to leave 6.x.1 out until an agreement is found or find a more general wording. According alignments with SA2 wording will be provided in the next update of TR R3.018. Sami Kekki (Nokia) does not see the need for separate UE identification and aggregate identification whereby the UE identification would not be needed as the UE is linked to the aggregate.
conclusion: revised to 522
R3-060522
QoS concept on S1 (NTT DoCoMo)
conclusion:  agreed

R3-060497
LTE Bearer and signaling (LGE)

The document was not withdrawn.
7.5
Handling of RRM (Admission control, measurement handling, HO decision, etc.)
continuation of discussion, based on agreement for further work at RAN3#51:

RAN3 studies further the potential interface to a centralized node versus a peer-to-peer eNodeB-eNodeB interface
R3-060426
On Traffic Reporting in LTE (Orange)

discussion: ChengHock Ng (NEC) asked what "toolbox approach" means in conclusion number 4. Marcin Bortnik (Orange) explained that the idea is to limit the number of options and to assure interoperability. Mattias Wahlqvist (Ericsson) believes that this conclusion is not completely correct as interoperability would already be existing today in this area. Nojun Kwak (Samsung) asked for the need of having an interface between RRM servers when the RRM server is centralised. Orange thinks that it would make scalability easier when there is a need to have more than one RRM server.
conclusion: It was agreed to standardise means to exchange intra- and inter -system traffic load. It was greed that bandwidth consumtion induced by by traffic load measurement reporting is no issue. The text in sections 3 and 4 was deemed to be useful to be included into TR R3.018 but details shall be discussed until next meeting with the expectation to agree on the text via email.
R3-060428
Architecture of Multiple RRM Servers (Huawei)

discussion: Marcin Bortnik (Orange) believes that the proposal adds a lot of complexity to the network. Philippe Godin (Nortel) added that the benefit of the RRM server would be lost due to the added complexity.
conclusion: noted

R3-060429
Process of the Inter-cell RRM (Huawei)

discussion: Mattias Wahlqvist (Ericsson) asked what would be the level of ambition . It was discussed whether the inter cell RRM should be standardised in a centralised and a non-centralised way. It was asked to standardised a more detailled definition for the inter cell RRM function. Nokia and T-Mobile wanted to see a prove for cases when optional RRM servers are proposed. Alexander Vesely (Chairman) explained that during the joint meeting with RAN1 in the last meeting the agreement was that RAN3 looks studies further the need of a RRM server unless RAN1 gives a clear indication in either direction. Woonhee Hwang (Nokia) said that interference coordination the function shall be defined first and then it shall be decided if a separate entity is needed for this. This view was supported by Alexej Kulakov (Vodafone).
conclusion: noted
R3-060430
Avoiding Ping-Pong  HO due to different algorithms (Huawei)

discussion: It was commented that reading neighbouring cell broadcast measurements adds high complexity and would eventually require two receivers in the UE.
conclusion: noted
R3-060432
RRM Information Collection Assisted by UE (Huawei)

discussion: Also here reading the broadcast information from neighbouring cells adds complexity which could make the proposal non-feasible.
conclusion: noted
R3-060434
Consideration the RRM for Load Balance (Huawei)

The document was withdrawn.
R3-060471
Further Considerations on RRM (Siemens)

discussion: Siemens explained that the proposals in 2.2 are related to the semi-static case for inter-cell interference co-ordination. The static case would need to be described in more detail. Siemens explained that the dynamic range is still FFS and can be considered to be a range starting at fractions of seconds.
conclusion: the text proposal was found to be useful to be included into the RAN TR, but details shall be discussed until next meeting with the expectation to agree on the text via email
R3-060482
LTE RRM server (Nortel)

discussion: It was stated by Nokia and Orange that a distributed mechanism to exchange load information between eNodeBs could be agreed unless a "compelling" reason is given why this should be avoided. Ericsson does not agree to this and Nortel would like to study this further in the next meeting.
conclusion: noted
R3-060487
Coordinated RRM for LTE (Lucent Technologies)
discussion: Sudeep Palat (Lucent) clarified that it is not proposed to standardise both option shown in figure 1 and figure 2. The intention of the document is to show the possible solutions which are fundamentally different. The proposal in figure 2 is supposed to be faster than a direct inter NodeB communication as the central node does not need to be contacted. However, in the case of multiple events the centralised RRM could be more advantageous. This is also the view of Ericsson. Dietrich Zeller (Alcatel) asked for an example for the "broadcast capability" in the text proposal as the term would be too generic. Woonhee Hwang (Nokia) objects to the text proposal as no definition of the RRM function is not existing yet.
conclusion: noted

R3-060494
Multicast of cell congestion Status for inter ENB RRM (Mitsubishi Electric)

discussion: Marcin Bortnik (Orange) challenged the statements in "2.2 Identified limitations" as well as the bullets in "2.4 conclusions". Mitsubishi explained that some parts of the document were written before the last meeting and are therefore obsolete.
conclusion: noted.
Chairman Summary:

	? clear definition/content of inter-cell (inter-eNB) RRM functions

 - inter-cell interference co-ordination/mitigation

 - traffic load balancing

 - ...

? all inter-cell (inter-eNB) RRM functions to be standardised in a centralised and non centralised way ?

 - 

? under which conditions may an RRM server be introduced ?

 - 


7.6
Inter-RAT mobility (between E-UTRA and UTRA/GSM) – Idle mode
R3-060491
Virtual Location Areas for inter access system mobility in idle mode (Mitsubishi Electric)
The document was withdrawn
7.7
Inter-RAT mobility (between E-UTRA and UTRA/GSM) – Active mode
7.7.1
HO schemes – Control Plane
R3-060421
Logical interface between UTRAN and eUTRAN (NEC)

discussion: It was clarified that the used term "UE related" refers to information similar to information contained in RABs today. It was discussed whether it is feasible to use RNSAP for an inter NodeB communication for the inter system case. Details of transparent container handling need to be further studied. It was clarified that only C Plane was considered so far.
conclusion: noted
7.7.2
HO schemes – User Plane
R3-060472
Inter-3GPP-RAT mobility Active mode - U-Plane handling (Siemens)

discussion: Siemens explained that even the inter RAT cases are under the responsibility of SA3 the identification of RAN3 issues could be beneficial.
conclusion: noted
R3-060483
Matching Inter-working requirement with UTRAN (Nortel)

R3-060484
Matching Inter-working requirements with UTRAN (Nortel)

The documents were treated together

discussion: it was stated that if other groups are informed about requirements this should be based on a Working assumtion.
conclusion: noted

7.8
Logical O&M

The documents underthis Agenda Item were not treated due to lack of time.
R3-060422
Discussion of  O&M for LTE (NEC)

R3-060436
Discussion of Radio Configuration (Huawei)

R3-060464
O&M Architecture for eNode (Nokia)

R3-060473
On Logical O&M for E-UTRAN nodes (Siemens)

7.9
Support of roaming / area restrictions

The documents underthis Agenda Item were not treated due to lack of time.
R3-060448
Support of roaming restrictions in LTE_ACTIVE (Ericsson)
R3-060488
Support of Roaming area restrictions in LTE/SAE (Lucent Technologies)

7.10
Support of redundancy schemes / network sharing
The documents underthis Agenda Item were not treated due to lack of time.
R3-060450
On the multi-to-multi relation on the S1 interface (Ericsson)
R3-060451
Network Redundancy in LTE / SAE (Ericsson)

R3-060493
Considerations on Flex architecture (Mitsubishi Electric)

7.11
Network security (jointly with SA3)
R3-060465
Inter-eNodeB C-plane security (Nokia)
discussion: It was clarified option 4 is only for UE related information but not for cell related information. Philippe Godin (Nortel) asked how option 4 would work as it could be necessary to create a context in every surrounding eNodeB depending on the details. Sami Kekki (Nokia) will bring more contributions with further details to the forthcoming meetings to explain the proposed functionality. It was proposed to create a section in the RAN3 TR. Brendan McWilliams (Vodafone) proposed not to describe too much security issues in the RAN3 TR but to provide only the architectural agreements and conditions to SA3 and let SA3 decide on the security.
conclusion: noted
R3-060474
Basics on Network Security (Siemens)

discussion: It is proposed to apply CP ciphering and integrity protection for the UP on the S1 interface. It was discussed how for network internal interfaces security needs to be standardised and to which level. Sami Kekki (Nokia) stated that one way forward could be to make the same approach as for IP transport in UTRAN where it is stated that IP transport is assumed to be secure. On an according question from Andreas Neubacher (T-Mobile) it was answered by Thomas Ulrich (Siemens) that ATM in UTRAN is considered to be a secure environment.
conclusion: noted, wait for SA3.
7.12
Support of MBMS in E-UTRAN
The documents underthis Agenda Item were not treated due to lack of time.
R3-060416
MBMS function allocation in SAE/LTE (NTT DoCoMo)

R3-060456
Support of MBMS in E-UTRAN (Vodafone Group)

R3-060498
Discussion on LTE multicast & broadcast (LG Electronics Inc.)
7.13
Migration & Interworking

The documents underthis Agenda Item were not treated due to lack of time.
R3-060433
Smooth Migration from 3G to SAE/LTE by Iu and Gn interfaces (Huawei)
R3-060452
LTE MME/UPE for dual mode UEs (Motorola)

7.13.1
Requirements, Scenarios and basic guidelines

The documents underthis Agenda Item were not treated due to lack of time.
R3-060445
Single vs. Multiple UPEs (Ericsson)
R3-060466
Considerations on Migration (Nokia)

R3-060475
Guidelines for Migration towards LTE(/SAE) (Siemens)

7.13.2
Functional Consequences

no contribution
7.13.3
Architectural Consequences

R3-060441
Migration considerations for inter-3GPP-access Interaction (ZTE Corporation)
The document was not treated.
7.14
System Evaluation (where RAN3 is responsible)

Note: 
see RP-060170

R3-060485
TR 25.912 version 0.1.2 (Rappourteur/NTT DoCoMo)

discussion: Nakamura Takehiro(NTT DoCOMo) outlined required work for the next time:

The FFSs in the TR25.912 shall be resolved. NTT DoCoMo will provide content for chapter 9.X “Evaluations on for E-UTRAN architecture and migration” and content for section 11 (RRM) is expected from RAN3.
RAN3 was asked to check possible RAN3 specific content for chapter 12.1 (System complexity)

Nakamura volunteered to clarify the responsibility for chapter 13.9 with the RAN1 chairman. Planned contributions for chapter 13.10 (inter-working with 3GPP RAT) should be coordinated with Nakamura Takehiro (NTT DoCoMo) and Alexander Vesely (Chairman).

conclusion: noted
7.14.1
Network synchronisation

no contribution

7.14.2
Co-existence and inter-working with 3GPP RAT

no contribution
7.14.3
Requirement for E-UTRAN architecture and migration

no contribution

7.14.4
Any other System Evaluation input from RAN3
no contribution
7.15
Refinement of Architectural Conclusions
The documents underthis Agenda Item were not treated

R3-060443
LTE Control Plane Protocols (Ericsson)

R3-060449
Functions supported by the S1 interface (Ericsson)
8
Outgoing liaisons
R3-060505
LS on MME/UPE separation (Vodafone)
discussion: The action to SA3 shall be removed. Sami Kekki (Nokia) proposed to remove the multiple UPE points and to concentrate only on the interface.
conclusion: revised to 517

R3-060517
LS on "RAN3 Position on MME UPE Split" (Vodafone)

conclusion:  Final LS in 518

R3-060518
LS on "RAN3 Position on MME UPE Split" (RAN3)

conclusion: approved

R3-060506
draft LS on network security in LTE (Siemens)
The document was not presented as it was decided to wait for SA3 decisions.
R3-060509
draft LS on Flow control for LTE (Nokia, NTT DoCoMo)
The document was withdrawn
R3-060521
draft LS on In-Sequence Delivery and Data Forwarding (Alcatel)

discussion: An action to RAN2 is proposed to ask about the RAN2 decision on SDU/PDU.

discussion:  Final LS in R3-060535

R3-060535
LS on In-Sequence Delivery and Data Forwarding (RAN3)

conclusion: approved
9
Any other business

no contribution
10
Next meetings (agendas, etc.)

TSG RAN WG3 #52,

08.05.2006 - 12.05.2006

Shanghai, China

TSG RAN #32,



31.05.2006. - 02.06.2006
Warsaw, Poland

11
Closing of the meeting

The TSG RAN WG3 Chairman Alexander Vesely thanked the delegates for participating and contributing to RAN WG3 meeting #51bis. He closed the meeting on April 05th 2006 at 16:45 hrs.
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	Huawei
	Noted
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	Huawei
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	Huawei
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	for Info
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	Huawei
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	R3-060438
	TR
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	Vodafone
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	R3-060439
	Discussion
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	Samsung
	Noted

	R3-060440
	Discussion
	Method to avoid data loss for active UE mobility
	Samsung
	Noted

	R3-060441
	Approval
	Migration considerations for inter-3GPP-access Interaction
	ZTE Corporation
	not treated

	R3-060442
	Discussion
	QoS position for SAE/LTE
	T-Mobile
	Noted

	R3-060443
	Discussion
	LTE Control Plane Protocols
	Ericsson
	not treated

	R3-060444
	Discussion
	LTE Active Mode Mobility
	Ericsson
	Noted

	R3-060445
	Discussion
	Single vs. Multiple UPEs
	Ericsson
	not treated

	R3-060446
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	On requirements for a Node B Node B interface
	Ericsson
	Noted

	R3-060447
	for Info
	Bearer Management Procedures
	Ericsson
	Noted

	R3-060448
	Discussion
	Support of roaming restrictions in LTE_ACTIVE
	Ericsson
	not treated

	R3-060449
	Discussion
	Functions supported by the S1 interface
	Ericsson
	not treated

	R3-060450
	Discussion
	On the multi-to-multi relation on the S1 interface
	Ericsson
	not treated

	R3-060451
	Discussion
	Network Redundancy in LTE / SAE
	Ericsson
	not treated

	R3-060452
	Discussion
	LTE MME/UPE for dual mode UEs
	Motorola
	not treated

	R3-060453
	Discussion
	Discussion on outer ARQ context transfer in LTE
	Motorola
	Noted

	R3-060454
	Approval
	Handover of downlink user plane data for real-time services
	Alcatel
	Agreed

	R3-060455
	Discussion
	The QoS Architecture of LTE
	Vodafone Group
	Noted

	R3-060456
	Discussion
	Support of MBMS in E-UTRAN
	Vodafone Group
	not treated

	R3-060457
	Discussion
	Equivalent Tracking Areas
	Vodafone Group
	Noted

	R3-060458
	Discussion
	Separation of MME and UPE
	Vodafone Group
	Noted

	R3-060459
	Approval
	Paging message forwarding
	CATT
	Noted

	R3-060460
	Approval
	Data forwarding for U-Plane handling at Intra-LTE-Access HO
	CATT
	Noted

	R3-060461
	Discussion
	SAE Bearer Service Architecture and QoS model
	NEC
	Noted

	R3-060462
	Approval
	Text Proposal for QoS Management and Control
	NEC
	Not approved

	R3-060463
	Approval
	QoS and Bearer Concept in LTE/SAE
	Nokia
	Noted

	R3-060464
	Approval
	O&M Architecture for eNode
	Nokia
	not treated

	R3-060465
	Discussion
	Inter-eNodeB C-plane security
	Nokia
	Noted

	R3-060466
	Approval
	Considerations on Migration
	Nokia
	not treated

	R3-060467
	Approval
	Intra-LTE-access HO - C-Plane handling
	Siemens
	Noted

	R3-060468
	Approval
	LTE_Active Mobility in "non-canonical" HO cases
	Siemens
	Noted

	R3-060469
	Approval
	Intra-LTE-access HO - U-Plane handling
	Siemens
	Revised in R3-060508

	R3-060470
	Approval
	Further considerations on the SAE Access Bearer Service
	Siemens
	Noted

	R3-060471
	Approval
	Further Considerations on RRM
	Siemens
	

	R3-060472
	Approval
	Inter-3GPP-RAT mobility Active mode - U-Plane handling
	Siemens
	Noted

	R3-060473
	Approval
	On Logical O&M for E-UTRAN nodes
	Siemens
	not treated

	R3-060474
	Approval
	Basics on Network Security
	Siemens
	Noted

	R3-060475
	Approval
	Guidelines for Migration towards LTE(/SAE)
	Siemens
	not treated

	R3-060476
	Approval
	Seamless Intra-RAT relocation of Real Time flows
	Nortel
	Noted

	R3-060477
	Approval
	Seamless Intra-RAT relocation of non Real Time flows
	Nortel
	Noted

	R3-060478
	Approval
	Closing of mobility open issues
	Nortel
	Withdrawn

	R3-060479
	Approval
	LTE RAB Concepts and QoS parameters
	Nortel
	Noted

	R3-060480
	Approval
	LTE QoS Management and RAB negotiation
	Nortel
	Noted

	R3-060481
	Approval
	LTE RAB User Plane Concepts
	Nortel
	Noted

	R3-060482
	Approval
	LTE RRM server
	Nortel
	Noted

	R3-060483
	Approval
	Matching Inter-working requirement with UTRAN
	Nortel
	Noted

	R3-060484
	Approval
	Matching Inter-working requirements with UTRAN
	Nortel
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