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	S2-052066
	LS
	LS on security proposal for Voice Call Continuity (VCC)
	SA2
	VCCCI
	
	7
	Justin (Bridgeport):

All, Attached is an LS to SA3 regarding VCC security.

(For reference: S2-052066 is a modification of S2-052049.)

Andy (Lucent):

All,

My understanding is that the deadline for revised versions is going to expire shortly and so there will not have been sufficient time to handle this proposed LS. I think we either need to postpone this LS until the next meeting, or extend the email approval period for this LS. Given that the next SA3 meeting is after our next SA2 meeting (they meet the week after we do in November) I would recommend the first course of action.

Justin (Bridgeport):

Perhaps the version I sent out is satisfactory already?  I have not seen any objections to its current content.

Robert Beeson (Lucent):

Justin, The current version of the proposed LS reads as if we are asking SA3 to solve our problem.  May I suggest that what we need to do is to articulate our proposal to them in a way that they may adequately study security aspects, and then comment on security issues concerning the specific proposal.

Therefore, I do not agree that we should send the LS in its current form.

Andy (Lucent):

Justin, The reason I raised the question was that there was some hesitation about the wording of the LS during our discussions in the drafting sessions which was why it was proposed to discuss in in Plenary on the Friday of the meeting. Since it wasn't available it went to email approval. There was no version provided until shortly before the end of the email approval deadline for revisions so I'm not sure that in this case absence of objections can be counted as approval. However, I will let others speak on this if they feel there are no concerns with the LS.

As I indicated previously the next SA3 meeting is after our next SA2 meeting so we won't get an answer any more quickly by approving the LS now.

By the way a revision will be needed to correct the format of the LS to match the standard template.

Justin (Bridgeport):

Andy, I think your point about the SA3 meeting timing makes good sense.

I'll work off-reflector with the interested parties to close on mutually

agreeable wording - and get the format LS-compliant.

Not Approved


	S2-052281
	LS
	Draft Liaison on Selective Disabling of UE Capabilities
	SA2
	
	
	7
	Matti (Nokia):

Hi Krister, all,

three editorial corrections to S2-052281, Draft Liaison on Selective Disabling of UE Capabilities:

Due to insertion of one chapter in TR23.805, the chapter number of "Analysis of Possible Architectures" is now 5 (23.805 v.0.3.1 in S2-052419).

Accordingly, the referenced sections in the 1st and 3rd paragraph in "Overall Description" of S2-052281 should be changed from 4.2.1 to 5.2.1. Also the referenced section in the Action to SA3 should be changed from 4.2 to 5.2.1 (i.e., also ".1" to be added, in order to refer precisely to the description of the solution there as well).

Chris Pudney (Vodafone):

Dear Krister, Matti and everyone else

I'm happy with Matti's comments. A couple of minor additional points

a) when the final version is prepared, can the attachment be attached?

b) Also, given that the draft TR23.805 might not be readily available to SA 3 and CT 1, perhaps it is better to attach the latest version of the TR in S2-052419 rather than just the conclusion in S2-052280?

Peter (Ericsson) proposes a rev 1. Unfortunately it was provided after the deadline for revisions and cannot be accepted.

Chris Pudney (Vodafone):

Dear all

I am happy with rev 1. Equally, I am quite content for my comments (and Matti's comments) to be ignored and to let the LS in 2281 be sent "as it is in rev 0 form".

Matti (Nokia):

Dear all, because my comments were only editorial, also for me the original LS in S2-052281 (without the proposed revisions) is acceptable. 

Krister (Ericsson):

Thank You all for being so cooperative on this matter. I am very sorry that I missed to make the editorial modifications in time. 

Original version Approved



	S2-052339
	DISCUSSION
	Use of CoS based DiffServ for providing QoS over I-WLAN using 3GPP IP Access
	Cingular Wireless, T-Mobile
	I-WLAN
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-051940

Approved

	S2-052340
	DISCUSSION
	QoS Procedures in I-WLAN
	ETRI
	I-WLAN
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-051944

Gyuri (Nokia):

Dear All, Please find attached a proposed editorial correction of S2-052340. I

think it would be more correct to use the DS field term, see RFC2474

"Definition of the Differentiated Services Field (DS Field) in the IPv4 and IPv6 Headers".

Proposes rev 1.

Kwang-hyun (ETRI):

Dear Gyuri and all,
I agree with Gyuri's editorial corrections.

Thank Gyuri.
Rev 1 Approved 

	S2-052341
	P-CR
	Requirements for QoS provisioning for I-WLAN
	Siemens
	I-WLAN
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-052133

Approved

	S2-052348
	P-CR
	Flows to exemplify some of the motivation for the service identifier
	Ericsson
	Communication Service ID
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-052121

Rainer (Siemens):

I have some comments on S2-052348 Example Flows to motivate the Serv ID. In ch. 4.10.1.1 I deleted "where both users have a subscription to the communication service" as the chapter is not only applicable to the case when both users are subscribed to the service. There may be no explicit subscription necessary. The same comment applies to 4.10.2 where operator B's policy may or may not specific for user B. In 4.10.3 the description is a bit confusing, so I did some rephrasing and removed the last paragraph as I think it is not necessary.

Proposes rev 1.

Steve (Ericsson):

I find the changes in r1 acceptable.

Rev 1 Approved



	S2-052349
	P-CR
	Identification of IMS services – Service Identifier Requirements
	Ericsson, Siemens
	Communication Service ID
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-052130, 2122 

Approved

	S2-052350
	P-CR
	Identification of IMS services – 
Requirements on the Administration of the Service Identifier
	Ericsson
	Communication Service ID
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-052123 

Approved

	S2-052355
	P-CR
	Definition of the HR function
	Lucent Technologies
	E-VoIMS
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-052041 

Approved

	S2-052357
	DISCUSSION / APPROVAL
	Simple solution for RNC UEP when there is no encryption
	Nortel Networks
	E-VoIMS
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-052200 

Approved

	S2-052359
	LS
	[DRAFT] Reply LS on charging rule name scope per PDP session
	SA2
	CH-FBC
	
	6
	Reply to: S2-052236

Niklas Lundin (Ericsson):

In the current form we have concerns with the outgoing LS answer in S2-052359. Please find a revised version attached.

It is clear in TS 23.125 that the scope of uniqueness for a charging rule id is the IP network connection. We have modified the attached LS answer accordingly and hope that this version can be agreed.

Proposes rev 1.

Mirko Schramm (Siemens):Dear Niklas, all, unfortunately, we cannot agree to your proposed revision 1. 

I agree that the current version of the TS 23.125 contains some statements that could be understood as a requirement for a charging rule uniqueness across all PDP contexts activated for the same IP address (the relevant statements can be found below).

However, the current procedures do not allow that a CRF reuses a charging rule installed in one PDP context in another PDP context, even if the charging rule name would be unique across them. Therefore, the requirement makes no sense for Release 6 FBC.

For the next meeting, we are even planning a clean-up CR for the TS to clarify that a TPF/CRF dialogue is established per bearer (i.e. PDP context for GPRS). This would complete the TS (as otherwise some kind of PDP context identifier would be required) and also aligned it with the stage 3 specifications.

Nevertheless, there seems to be no disagreement about the intension of the LS: 

Rel-6 FBC is specified on a per bearer basis but SA2 recommends a uniqueness per IP network connection to enable a common handling for all IP-CANs regardless whether they support multiple or only a single bearer per UE IP address.

So it is seems to be only a matter of wording. Could you, Niklas, provide another proposal for a revision taking the clarification above and the planned CR to TS 23.125 into account?

Niklas Lundin (Ericsson):

Dear Mirko, all, It seems that we are far from an agreement. We believe the current requirements in TS23.125 make sense and therefore that the scope of uniqueness shall remain per IP network connection due to a least the following: 

- For backwards compatibility reasons between Rel-6 and Rel-7, the current scope, uniqueness per IP network connection, is the only future proof solution.

- A CR as proposed below would not be a vital correction and Rel-6 is frozen. Implementations are ongoing and a modified scope at this point is not acceptable.

- Alignment of Stage 2 with protocol layer decisions at Stage 3 are not necessary. On the contrary there are benefits of a scope of uniqueness per IP network connection above the protocol level even in Rel-6, e.g. handling of TFTs that are per IP connection basis.

We hope our reasoning above has helped to clarify the situation and that we can agree on revision 1 of the LS answer.

Mirko Schramm (Siemens):

Dear Niklas, all, it seems that you misunderstand the text in the LS: it is clearly written that SA2 requires a uniqueness per IP connection. There should be no disagreement about that point.

However, the main diasgreement seems to be about the requirements comming from our stage 2 specification TS 23.125. As I already shortly explained, the current version is still incomplete regarding one single point: the TPF/CRF dialogue. As it is currently specified, there is just one TPF/CRF dialogue per IP connection. But this doesn't work! All the specified procedures and mechanisms work on a per bearer (PDP context) basis. Furthermore, the affected bearer is only represented by the TPF/CRF dialogue itself as we haven't specified a separate bearer identification information. This is of special importance for the unsolicited charging rule provisioning by the CRF because otherwise the TPF would not know on which bearer a new charging rule needs to be installed. Therefore, our plan is to prepare a CR for the next meeting, which updates the definition of TPF/CRF dialogue by clarifying that it is established per bearer. Finally, this would then also align stage 2 and stage 3 specifications.

On your reasons to keep the requirement that is unnecessary for Rel-6:

- The requirement of a uniqueness per IP network connection is not necessary at all within Rel-6 because of the procedures that are working per single bearer only. Whether we want to extend the procedures is still for further study within PCC (so far I think it is not worth the additional complexity). A future proof way is therefore: to have a clear Rel-6 stage 2 (where everything is only related to a single bearer) but a stage 3 with a coding that requires uniqueness per IP network connection. 

- The proposed CR is a correction as otherwise the stage 2 procedures do not work!

- Alignment of stage 2 and 3 are absolutely required to have a consistent set of specifications. Of course there is usually some freedom regarding the protocol details for the stage 3 specification. However, the general mechanisms, procedures and requirements need to be fulfilled. And the benefits you mentioned are not related to the Gx reference point at all but only to the CRF internal behaviour.

All in all, we cannot agree to your proposed revision 1. However, we are of course open for rewording proposals as long as they do not imply statements that go beyond the priciples of TS 23.125.

Niklas (Ericsson):

Dear Mirko, all, Now I am bit confused. Below you write "it is clearly written that SA2 requires a uniqueness per IP connection" and further down "The requirement of a uniqueness per IP network connection is not necessary". According to your first statement the text proposed in rev 1 should be OK. Could you please clarify what in our proposed rev 1 that is causing the confusion?

One point that could be causing this confusion is the stage 2 definition of CRF/TPF dialog. Our understanding is that on stage 2 level a CRF/TPF dialog is a logical dialog/connection between a TPF and CRF per IP network connection. This should not be confused with the stage 3 level where it has been decided to use one Diameter session per PDP context on protocol level. The uniqueness of the charging rule id is independent of the protocol chosen for Gx.

Further, we do not understand why the stage 2 procedures do not work. Could you clarify why this is the case and why this has not been seen earlier in the Rel-6 work? There is no indication in the LS from CT3 that the current state of stage 2 is causing major problems.

Frank (vice chair):

The inline comments in the emails starting from here are very difficult to separate and are not copied. Please look at original emails.

Mirko Schramm (Siemens):

Dear Niklas, all, please find the answers below. 

Niklas (Ericsson):

Dear Mirko, all,  

Please see below.

Niklas (Ericsson):

Dear Mirko, all, We have realized that in the LS answer we have been mixing stage 2 and 3 concepts. In Stage 2 we have the Charging Rule Identifier that is unique per IP network connection, while in stage 3 there is the Charging Rule Name. How stage 3 fullfills the stage 2 requirements for the charging rule identifier is for CT3 to decide.

Please find a revised LS answer, r2, that tries to use only stage 2 concepts. Specifically note the formulation in the answer to question 1.

Javier (Nortel):

Dear all, I have to confirm Mirko's comments regarding the lak of procedures in stage 3 to handle the charging rules identity per IP network. 

TS 23.125 was contradictory at some stages about that as all of the description is done per bearer, with the only exception of this "single dialogue per IP network connection" in the definition. 

In other words if the definition of TPF/CRF dialogue were:" TPF/CRF dialogue: A dialogue, between a TPF and a CRF, with a unique identity"

the whole 23.125 would be design at bearer level.  The requirement in 5.2 talks about TPF/CRF dialogue uniqueness, but one could interprete a dialogue as a PDP context as well, and everything will work equally given than DCC without subsession is the chosen protocol. But... that ending in the definition of the dialogue indicates otherwise contradicting the rest of the spec.

This has caused many headaches to CT3 and lengthy discussions, including the subsessions disussion that you are aware of. Even SA5B had problems with that understanding, as they control the charging per bearer and not per IP network connection. SA5B has discussed this several times and the charging per PDP context has always been the conclusion.

In fact, the LS that SA2 is trying to solve is the proof that there is a problem in the spec that need to be corrected. Otherwise CT3 will not have need to ask for help.

With regard to the answer to question 2, tyou suggest he text "allows but does not require". This is not requirement, therefore the answer should be that ther's not requirement to do so. Otherwise CT3 needs to develop for a frozen release a new set of procedures for allow the behaviour. In any case, as the uniqueness should be corrected in TS 23.125 fro my point of view to be per bearer to match existing stage 3 procedures, the whole answer doesn't make much sense.

Niklas (Ericsson):

Dear all, 

Please find our comments below. 

Niklas Lundin (Ericsson):

Dear Mirko, Javier, all again,

Here is r3 of the LS answer with a shortened and clarified answer to question 2. Please note our effort to keep the answer on stage 2 level and leave protocol level decisions to stage 3.

Proposes rev3.

Mirko (Siemens):

Dear Niklas, Javier, all,

Niklas, I think it does not make sense to continue the rewording until we reached some general agreement. We cannot agree to any of your revision proposals because all of them are to some extent contradicting to the original meaning of the LS: there is no requirement for such a uniqueness in the stage 2 (but nevertheless, SA2 recommends a unique encoding due to other - PCC and SAE - considerations).

Regarding the need for such a requirement in the stage 2: all of TS 23.125 is written with a clear per bearer relationship, apart from one sentence about the rule identifier uniqueness (and I already explained that SA2 has to correct the TPF/CRF definition to which this sentence relates). In addition, there are no procedures specified that would allow for a re-use of an already installed charging rule for another bearer. Consequently, there is really no reason why TS 23.125 should require a charging rule name uniqueness per IP network connection.

On your other arguments: 

- I don't think that there is a fundamental difference between charging rule identifier and charging rule name.

- There are no procedures for the Gx specified that cover multiple bearers. It is only the CRF internal functionality that requires for such relation, i.e. a modification of one bearer may lead to a charging rule change on another bearer - but on the Gx two independent procedures take place.

- Fianlly, I just want to make sure that we are taking about the same thing: the requirement for a uniqueness of names for dynamically provided charging rules. We should not mix it up with predefined charging rules in the TPF that may be activated by the CRF. For the latter type of charging rules, the names have to be unique for the whole APN, i.e. the CRF has to be configured with the charging rules that are predefined in the TPF and possible to be activated for each APN. 

And thanks to Javier for stepping into the discussion and highlighting the potential impacts on the stage 3 work.

Niklas (Ericsson):

Dear  Mirko, Javier, all,

I guess the LS answer is not agreed and I will look forward to a continued discussions on this subject in Yokosuka. I believe that in some way we are misunderstanding each other.  A few comments:

It seems this basic subject causes a lot  o f confusion. We still believe that there is a separation of concern between stage 2 and stage 3 specification, and it our standpoint that the current state of stage 2 and stage 3 are aligned in this aspect.  That no update is needed in either Stage 2 or stage 3. 

Stage 2 requires that a charging rule is uniquely identifyable per IP network connection. Stage 3 has chosen to "implement" this with the charging rule name, unique per bearer,  together with the diameter session id,  together they uniquely identify a charging rule per IP network connection.  In this manner stage 3 is compliant to the stage 2 requirement.  

Finally, it is our opinion that a uniqueness per IP network connection is of use, at least for TPF and/or CRF internal correlation, that  it is fulfilled  by the current stage 3 and this is worth preserving, if not only for backward compatibility between Rel-6 and Rel-7.

Not Approved


	S2-052362
	LS
	[Draft]LS on Alignment of information element in BSS PFC procedure messages
	SA2
	
	
	5,6
	LS related to 2239 

Approved

	S2-052396 
	LS
	LS on IMS registration trigger
	SA2
	CSI
	
	7
	Balazs (Nokia)

Dear all, I'm not entirely convinced that we indeed need an LS to SA1 on these CSI registration matters. 

If I recall our discussions correctly, there was a simple proposal how to fulfill the spirit of the SA1 requirement on this matter that would work efficiently for CSI; In case the capability exchange (including stored/"cached" UE capabilities, and UUS exchange) indicate that there is sufficient support for adding IMS to CS, then the terminals should/shall perform IMS registration (in case IMS registration had not previously been performed).

In case there are new generic IMS requirements emerging from SA1 in the future around on-demand registration, I suggest SA2 address that separately.

So all in all, my proposal is not to send the LS, and go for a simple resolution for CSI based on the proposal outlined above.

Zhu Fenqin (Huawei):

Dear Balazs and all, The question about whether this requirement is to IMS general topic or CSI speical is also discussed in the CSI draft session. Different company have different view on this topic.  We do not find that all company agree with that this topic is just relate to CSI session, and we just need consider solve that problem in the CSI application. 

    So if we can not get one common view in SA2,  then why we not send a LS to SA1 and ask them for clarification that.

Balazs (Nokia):

Dear Fenqin, all, I thought the discussions were rather around the question if it would make sense to address this requirement in a CSI specific fashion. I believe that the simple resolution proposed at the meeting (I believe it was coming from TIM) and outlined in my mail below for CSI is feasible. 

To me this seems to be an internal SA2 discussion; If we find a solution that is acceptable to all, then we document it in 23.279. If we don't find such a solution, the requirement is eventually to be removed from 22.279 as part of the usual clean-up excercise that is performed towards the closure of a feature.

Regarding on-demand IMS registration as a generic capability, we do know that there is no requirement for this, so it seems a bit strange to ask about this. 

Zhu Fenqin (Huawei):

Dear Balazs and all,

Actually,our understanding is same with you,you can see from our contribution(s2-052159),however,during the discusison at the meeting, some delegates was questioning the requirement. They want to know whether the requirement is to the  IMS general, and the detail on  "on demand state"  have different interpretion. So they think it maybe necessary to send a liaison to SA1 for clarification, to resolve the different understanding on the requirement, and the content of the LS are collected offline from the questioned delegates.

If all of SA2 people agree with your view below and agree that we continue to discuss the solution in SA2 next meeting without questioning or interpretion on the SA1 reqirement. We can certainly accept to not send that liaison to SA1.

But if there are still different views(hope the delegates can provide their view if different from us), then we can check the necessity of the LS to SA1 and the content for clarification. 

Catherine (Ericsson):

Hi Fenqin et al, I think that Balazs proposal as outlined in both of his emails is the best way forward; if a terminal receives an indication that there is sufficient support for CSI, the terminal will perform IMS registration.

Also, I do not believe that the CSI TS is the place to take such a discussion.  For Phase 1 I believe that we have discussed the issues that all thought should be included in the Phase 1 TS.  For Phase 1 we should focus on error correction and clean up, new issues can be taken in the Phase 2 TR, 23.879.

Zhu Fenqin (Huawei):

Dear Catherine and all

    Firstly can we  all agree with that the CSI teriminal may be in IMS not registered state and receive an indication from the remote UE or network,  using that indication  the terminal will trigger an IMS registration?  If yes, we agree not send liaison to SA1. And in the next SA2 meeting ,we just  discuss how to fulfil that requirement , and not dicuss the requirement itself. If not, I still think we need send a liaison to  SA1.

    Secondly  as the requirement was deriven  from TS22.279. It was a  CSI phase 1  stage 1  requirement. So we still think it need considered in the  Phase  1 not in  Phase 2. Otherwise it will cause the inconsistent between stage 1 and stage 2 specificaton.

Peter (Ericsson):

Dear Fenqin and all, It is true that the requirement is in 22.279 and the requirement is fulfilled by the proposal from Balazs, i.e. if a UE is not IMS registered and receives a CS call (including UUS1 information) the UE directly or by user interaction triggers an IMS registration.

It shouldn't be a problem to agree that at the next meeting.

Zhu Fenqin (Huawei):

 I thinked that Huawei, Ericsson and NOKIA all agree with that we will only discuss the solution at  the  next SA2 meeting without  questioning or interpretion on the SA1 reqirement . 

 If there still some company object to this, please give your comment.  

Maria Pia (TIM):

Dear Zhu, All,

the proposed conclusion is fine also for TIM.

Zhu Fenqin (Huawei):

Dear all,

      It seems that no company object that we only discuss the solution at the next SA2 meeting. Then the liaison for SA1 clarification is not necessary. So we will withdraw this liaison. 

Not Approved


	S2-052398
	P-CR
	Identification of IMS network for handover
	Telcordia, Motorola, LG Electronics, Bridgeport Networks
	Voice Call Continuity
	
	7
	Revision of: S2-052052

Sašo (Nortel):

dear all, please find attached a proposed clarification on the (ARFCN, BSIC) subject for VCC. 
i think that what remains to be checked is whether the mobile is allowed to send measurement reports for a cell which was not included in the neighbour cell list.

the proposed change is an editor's note capturing the concern above. 

Proposes rev 1.

Bob Beeson (Lucent):

All, Thanks to Jean-Luc's efforts, I thought I understood how 6.4.6.1 actually worked.  However, now in the discussion for this document, although not in the section 6.4.6.1 itself, I find the added words:

"The fake cells are not required to be broadcast", apparently added by Jean-Luc on Friday.

I confess that I now again do not understand, as it was my impression that the ARCN,BSIC tuple was necessary in order for the UE to report which of the hotspots it had found (i.e., to which network MSCID the MSC was supposed to send the HO request).  If the fake cell is not broadcast, how will the UE be able to tell the VMSC which ARFCN-BSIC identified MSC to pass the HO request to?  If the ARFCN, BSIC is passed to the UE on registration (presumably in the MEP), how would the VCC know which one of the global tuples to send in the case there were hotspots from more than one operator in the cell?

I think I need more explanation before I can accept this version.

David (Telcordia):

Bob, The discussion we had to clarify this material has not changed. The current cell identification is sent from the handset to the CCCF via the mobility event package. The CCCF returns the fake ARFCN, BSIC for that location to the handset. The handset reports measurements to the BSC on the CDMA side using the fake ARFCN,BSIC. As per comments made by Gavin at the plenary last week, these cells do not need to be broadcast in the neighbor cell list for the BSC to process them. The BSC forwards the identification to the MSC which has the necessary mapping to MSCID representing the CCCF.

As a result of these discussions, we edited the text to indicate “The fake cells are not required to be broadcast.”

Curt (Nokia):

Hi, "The fake cells are not required to be broadcast." because "The CCCF returns the fake ARFCN, BSIC for that location to the handset" can not work.

I understood that the MS can only report the frequency(ies) from within the neighbors cell list given by the access network  (e.g., System Info 2 and 5, etc).  Therefore, the fake cell has to be given/broadcast by the access network. 

John-Luc (Telcordia):

Dear Saso, Curt, all,

Saso: thank you for your proposal.  In order for Telcordia still to be a supporter of the document, I had to make a minor update and remove the editor’s note (changed “needs to” into “should”).

My rationale for not including the editor’s note is as follows.  I read the note and provided the answer.

“Is the mobile allowed to report measurements for a neighbouring cell which is not included in the neighbour list?”

Yes, it is (to our knowledge).   

Please refrain from adding this kind of suggestive editor’s notes.  

Curt: your comments seemed based on the discussion section.  I have removed the discussion section as it was purely informative.  Please focus on the detailed changes section.

Proposes rev 2.

Curt (Nokia):

 John-Luc wrote:

"Is the mobile allowed to report measurements for a neighbouring cell which is not included in the neighbour list?"

Yes, it is (to our knowledge).   

If the MS does report this type of cell which are not part of the neighbour lists then what should the BSC do? 

You will need to describe the BSS behavior in some specification in order for this type of reporting to be handled properly; hence, this does impact the legancy BSS.

Without the discussion part, I can not see how the following editor's note is addressed. Therefore, the following should remain.

Editor's Note.  Further study should consider: 1) the coordination of (ARFCN, BSIC) identifiers across a potentially considerable number of operators that have VCC-compatible roaming agreements, and 2) the size of the "fake" neighbouring cell list broadcasted as system information in the 2G/3G cells.

Andrew (Motorola):

All, Just for my information how is the network going to identify which cell the mobile is reporting on if it is not in the neighbour cell list?

David Shrader (Telcordia):

The fake cell to use is reported from the CCCF to the mobile via the "mobility event" package over the IMS side.

Sašo (Nortel):

dear John-Luc, i suggest that we kept the first part of the proposed Editor's note:

" Is the mobile allowed to report measurements for a neighbouring cell which is not part of the neighbour list?"

because i think there is a real concern about: 1) whether this kind of reports is allowed by the GERAN/UTRAN standards, and 2) the behaviour of legacy BSCs or RNCs upon reception of such measurement reports.

i think this concern should be investigated into more details before we rush into conclusions. i tried to have a look for myself (in 25.331 and 44.018), but i must admit it is not an easy reading. btw, if you allow, even the discussion part of your original paper (S2-052398 rev0) contained two claims with which you seem to diasgree now :)

1) "the GSM/UMTS cell will be configured to transmit the ARFCN assigned to this I-WLAN hotspot as one of the neighbour lists" 

2) "When the UE is in a CS call, it periodically monitors neighbour lists and reports radio link measurements. This includes the (ARFCN, BSIC) tuple. When one of neighbours identified by the serving CS cell belongs to that of an I-WLAN hotspot, the IMS-UE provides the pseudo radio link measurements for the I-WLAN to the CS-UE for reporting to the BSC."

i think there should be no harm in including this note as a homework reminder, so please find attached a proposed rev3 that includes the shortened Editor's note.

Proposes rev 3.

John-Luc (Telcordia):

Hi Saso, Curt, all,

Saso: I have reformulated the editor’s note in minor ways as you seem to conclude with us at this stage that there is no evidence that the described solution cannot work.  We agree that due diligence has to be allowed for and for that reason we welcome the suggestion to add a reminder.

Curt: The text does not say that the cell id MUST NOT be broadcasted.  If an unconfigured BSC receives an unknown cell id., it will treat it as usual.  If the BSC is configured to map cell id.'s (even if it didn’t broadcast them), it may do the mapping (we are not aware of any restrictive text in BSC/BSS specifications).  From our perspective, no additional specification work is needed.  We do agree that configuration is needed (which is what the contribution says).

I agree with your observation that part of the informative text was required to understand some of the changes; I undeleted that part.

I hope this clarification is useful.

Proposes rev 4.

Curt (Nokia):

Hi John-Luc,

I failed to understand your claim that no additional specification work is needed if MS reports a cell that are not broadcasted in the neighboring list. Without specifying somewhere in the standard how the BSS should handle such case, the BSS could interpret all reports being invalid from the MS. 

I suggest that we kept Saso's revision (rev3).

Sašo (Nortel):

 hi John-Luc, having had a further look at the 44.018 spec, i now have doubts whether it is _feasible_ at all to have the mobile send reports for a cell which was not part of the neighbour list.

namely, looking at the Section "10.5.2.20
Measurement Results" in 44.018, my understanding is that every cell in the Measurement Report is identified by a 5-bit index (BCCH-FREQ-NCELL), rather than the absolute ARFCN value (which would require a 10-bit field).

using a short index instead of the absolute ARFCN value implies that the mobile must have been provided with an indexed cell list, right?

therefore, i suggest that we extended the rev3 Editor's note to include the feasibility aspects of your proposal:


"Editor Note: Is the mobile allowed to report measurements for a neighbouring cell which is not part of the neighbour list?


Is such reporting feasible at all?"

of course, my analysis may be wrong, but i find the measurement related parts in 44.018 rather difficult to read. while awaiting a more thorough analysis of your proposal, i think it is fair to note this concern as proposed in the attached rev5.

Proposes rev 5.

Andrew (Motorola):

This basically highlights the question I asked yesterday "How does the network identify which cell the MS is reporting?"

In GSM, when receiving the MEASUREMENT REPORT message, the only way the network knows which cell the MS is reporting on is by using the provided index to identify a cell contained in the neighbour cell list.

Chris Pudney (Vodafone):

Dear all, a separate issue is that the current text appears to contain restrictions with regard to BSIC utilisation by non-VCC operators. For VCC operators, these restrictions seem unnecessary.

If I remember GSM concepts correctly, all that seems to be needed is that, one ARFCN-BSIC pair is not used by the operator(s) who are connected to the CCCF. 

John-Luc (Telcordia):

Dear all,

Telcordia experts on this matter have been consuming more of the documentation in this area and now preliminary share your assessment.  I stand corrected.  

The attached contribution is revised accordingly.  To clarify, we propose to take the text of 2052 as a basis for rev6 (attached).  In the meanwhile, we have shared the text offline with a few of you; we hope that the current text can be agreeable.

Proposes rev 6.

John-Luc (Telcordia):

Chris, I am not sure if answer the right question.

There will be at least one CCCF per VCC operator.

For every CCCF (e.g. through cooperation agreements) there currently needs to be an ARFCN-BSIC pair that needs to be broadcasted.  This restriction may be addressed in further contributions during a future meeting.  For now, the contribution (rev6, that is) is consistent with the rest of 23.806.

Hope this answers your question.

John-Luc (Telcordia):

Dear all,

While in the gym, I realized that I may have shared the last revision with the wrong subject line.  This e-mail tries to correct that.  Open [1] or [2] to read the revision.

Apologies for any confusion caused.

Sašo (Nortel):

Dear John-Luc,

Nortel agrees with 2398 rev6.

minor editorial comment: "total number CCCFs" should read "total number of CCCFs".

Chris Pudney (Vodafone):

John-Luc

thanks for our reply, I still think that the detail is incorrect - hence I attach a rev 7.

I believe that the revisions I've made in rev 7 are technically correct - but, I could be wrong - and this is really a detailed matter that GERAN ought to advise on (... it is a few years since I went to an SMG 2 meeting).

Proposes rev 7.

John-Luc (Telcordia):

Hi Chris,

We can accept your changes.

Rev 7 Approved
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	Laurence (Nortel):

Hi all,  23.060 currently indicates that "For Service Type = Data, in case the SGSN fails to re-establish RAB(s) for the PDP context(s), the SGSN determines if an SM procedure, such as SGSN-Initiated PDP Context Modification or PDP Context Deactivation, should be initiated. The appropriate action depends on the QoS profile of the PDP context and is an operator choice". 

So it is up to the SGSN to decide how to clarify PDP Contexts status with the UE for associated RAB that cannot be re-established. So it is not expected that the UE repeats its Service Request as stated in the next sentence: "If in PMM-CONNECTED state, a Service Request with Service Type = Data was already accepted by the network the MS shall not issue a second Service Request with Service Type = Data unless the PMM-IDLE state is entered again.". 

If we remove this sentence in 23.060, we introduce risk of interoperability problem with SGSNs as I stated during the meeting. So I do not expect the LS to provide the CR to CT1, as this would mean SA2 did not see this interoperability problem.

Of course, if the SGSN does nothing, the UE could remain waiting RAB to be re-established, but I think this is up to the SGSN to handle correctly the Service Request, in line with what is specified in 23.060 and reminded above. Maybe a clarification of SGSN behaviour would be needed in 23.060, such as clarify that it is the responsability of the SGSN to inform the UE of RAB re-establishment failure (via PDP Context Modification or Deactivation as stated above)

Please find attached a revised LS S2-052399rev1, with no CR attached and a clarification for CT1 that it is the SGSN responsability to handle this case.

Proposes rev 1.

Sudeep (Lucent):

Hi Laurence, There are two scenarios where the UE needs to "resend" a SR of type="data".  One is where the network established the RAB on UE request but subsequently released it.  In this scenario, the UE cannot re-request the RAB as per current specification until the UE goes to PMM idle.  And this needs to be corrected by allowing the UE to re-request the RAB.

The second scenario is the case you mention where the network failed to establish the RAB.  The behaviour in that case is implementation dependent and operator configurable as you quoted from the specification below and several options are allowed - to either continue to preserve the RAB or deactivate the PDP context.  Even if an SGSN behaviour is say to deactivate the best effort RABs can you clarify what is the inter-operability problem with SGSN?

Laurence (Nortel):

Hi Sudeep and all, sorry to reply just after the deadline, 23.060 9.2.3.5 indicates that after a RAB is release with no Iu release: "the MS may start a PDP Context Deactivation procedure or PDP Context Modification procedure. The MS shall use the PDP context modification procedure to re-activate the PDP context and to re-establish the RAB." it is not expected that the UE uses Service Request(data) before going back to Idle. Interoperability risk comes from the SGSN which would not expect a different UE behaviour.

I also remember that this sentecne in the CR has been added to avoid that UE message overload the SGSN. So I do not understand why we should remove this sentence in 23.060 and then also update timer management for a situation that should not exists: the UE should Modify to reestablished the released RAB.

If we think many RABs may be released by the RNC and many subscequent PDP Context Modification are not efficient, then we could think about a solution to allow Multiple PDP Context to be reactivated via a unique enhenced PDP Context Modification procedure dealing with multiple PDP Context.

As a conclusion, I still do not agree with the initial LS and think SA2 should not promote removal of this 23.060 sentence.

Frank (Siemens):

Dear Laurence, In my understanding SA2 concluded that CT1 should solve the problem and stage 2 will be modified according to the CT1 solution.

There is no comment on a specific solution in the LS; only indication that the attached CR was discussed.

Would removing the attachment remove your concerns?

Antti (Nokia):

Hi Laurence, The text in 9.2.3.5 that you refer to in your previous mail only applies

to PDP context that is using streaming or intercative class.

That text was included because during the preservation of these type of PDP contexts the maximum bit rate is dowgraded to 0 (both uplink and downlink).

Because RAB establisment is not possible using 0 bitrate the only way to recover in this case is  MS initiated action; either deactivate PDP

context or if MS want to try re-establish RAB it must first by

Modifiaction procedure upgrade the max bit rate from 0 to something

else.

I have the same view as Sudeep that you are talking of an other

scenario.

Antti (Nokia):

HI all, If we do not attach the CR we loose some usufull information because  the reason for change of that CR states the fact that when we introduced the problematic text into 23.060 we did it to prevent UE's from re-sending Service Request but did not understand that it introduced an unintended limitation. But if the removal of the attachement removes Nortel's concerns I can accept the original LS without it.

I don't agree the additions in rev1 (except the correction that the Action is to CT1 and not SA2),

Andy (Lucent):

The new paragraph proposed by Nortel doesn't align with our understanding either (as Nokia point out it is not for non-realtime classses) so rather than continue the discussion on this again I would propose the attached Rev2 where the attached CR is removed.

CT1 meet the week before SA2 (and also have an ad hoc at which this might possibly be on the agenda) so I think we should allow the discussion to take place in CT1 and give them a chance to provide a reply.

Proposes rev 2.

Laurence (Nortel):

Hi all,

I'm ok with this proposal: revision 2 with no CR attached

Antti (Nokia):

Rev2 is also OK for Nokia.

Rev 2 Approved
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Adrian (RIM):

Folks, Comments on the above S2-052402.

Minor – We talk about operator scenarios as the main title of the annex however in the first sentence the word service provider appears.  Service provider then seems to be used in some places and Operator A / B in others. Could we be consistent?

What is the definition of core network in this contribution?  TS 21.905 does not really elaborate on this however if one is to read TS23.002 section 4 it has elements that are common to the CS and PS side and HSS appears as the very first entry.  Section 4.a.7 has the IMS elements, no HSS appears here.

So can I assume using what is defined in TS23.002 there is a single HSS in all the 4 scenarios defined and this HSS always belongs to operator A?

Sabine Demel (T-Mobile):

Dear all, I disagree with the last, newly added sentence in S2-052402, as I do not understand what it wants to express. I provide rev1, which expresses my understanding of the issue with the following sentence: 
Decomposition of functionality allocated between the service providers’ networks and related inter-network interfaces are out of scope of 3GPP. 

Proposes rev 1.

Patrice (LGE):

Hi all, my understanding of this discussion is that there is uncertainty on what this scenario represents. As we have discussed in the past, these are 

operator scenarios, and the agreements between the operators fall outside of 3GPP. This is descriptive text of what is proposed to be achievable by the standardisation work, yet it is not proposed to force 

extra requirements on the VCC study.

For the purpose of 3GPP standardisation, all these combinations of networks from A & B are "transparent", and they can be considered a 

single network ("single subscription" is already mentioned in the text). 

It is up to the operators how they plan to organise their internal 

relationship (e.g. where the HSS is located, whether several physical HSS are "linked" to provide a single logical HSS, etc.).

To this end, I believe we could add a sentence to the last paragraph, 

such as the following (I am open on the actual wording though):

"For the purpose of 3GPP standardisation work, Operator A and Operator B 

networks are considered to be a single network."

Proposes rev2.

Patrice (LGE):

Hi Randy, I don't think the sentence I have proposed is contradicting what you are 

intending with this contribution. Moreover, I believe none of the 

solutions that have been proposed (included those that have been discarded) are precluding what scenario 4 describes, even though they 

are all described with the "assumption" of a single network (putting quotes around the word assumption, as it is not explicitly stated that a 

single network is assumed).

How the networks from both operators are configured to appear as a single network from other network elements is up to the operators and their respective vendors - this is outside the scope of 3GPP.

If we start to consider "scenario 4 with two separate networks" as such for 3GPP standardisation, then we risk having to describe a few more 

(possibly inter-network) reference points, including from/to existing nodes. Then, we would be facing longer delays before having a stable specification.

This would be better left for a later phase, provided a phased approach is agreeable.

In my understanding, the assumption I have added is not harmful to your original intent, but on the contrary would simplify the standardisation work, and probably allow for a shorter completion time for the TS.

Robert Beeson (Lucent Technologies):

All, The following reply is supplied by Randy, who is unable to access the exploder list.

Patrice (and all),

It's my understanding that the intent of scenario 4 is to cover a situation where the infrastructure of Operator A and Operator B may collectively provide a consolidated service offering, but its possible that the two networks may NOT be a single network in practice.

Although it may be that no additional standards work is needed to accommodate scenario 4, scenario 4 does introduce a requirement that the solutions developed should not preclude the possibility of scenario 4. As such scenario 4 is needed to ensure that the solutions developed include consideration of this case.

Therefore I would not agree to your proposal for inclusion of the additional sentence.

Best Regards,

Randy

Chris Pudney (Vodafone):

Dear all

I'm struggling to really understand what this document is trying to say.

a) It does not include the clarifications that (I think) I asked for, namely that it is explicitly stated which operator (A or B) owns the HSS.

b) When Randy writes in the email thread below, that "scenario 4 does introduce a requirement..."  I feel that this document should be redirected to SA 1.

c) the term "operator" does not seem to be well defined in 21.905. Reading parts of 21.905, I think that this tdoc should be re-written to use the defined terms (PLMN operator, and, Service Provider) in an appropriate manner e.g. in scenario 3, "operator B" is actually a "service provider that is not a PLMN operator".

d) the ownership of the PS domain is missing from the scenarios. This leaves me feeling that none of scenarios 1-4 are applicable to most current GSM PLMN operators - any hence there is little value in this annex.

e) when considering the PS domain, clarity is needed around who owns the GGSN (and associated P-CSCF)

f) scenario 4: I'm really struggling to understand this. It seems to require the subscriber to be able to make/receive CS domain calls via operator A's CS core network  while simultaneously being able to make/receive IMS calls across operator B's WLAN network. Is this really VCC? 

At the moment I, personally, cannot make enough sense of this tdoc to even suggest some rewording..... and I am reluctant to approve this document until I understand it.

Not Approved
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