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1. Overall Description:

During their ad hoc meeting on “old stuff up to R99”, CN1 Ad Hoc discussed a service requirement from SA1 concerning the selection criteria of calls in a multicall which have to be applied when it is not possible to handover all bearers belonging to a multicall. 

This situation may occur in case of UMTS to GSM inter- system handover, in case of the basic relocation if 3G_MSC-B does not support multicall or cannot support the number of bearers requested by 3G_MSC-A, or in case of a lack of radio resources in the UMTS target cell.

According to the Multicall specification, TS 22.135, the handover requirements for multicall are specified in 3GPP TS 22.129. The latest version of these requirements specify that the calls have to be selected for handover in the following order of priority:

1) teleservice emergency call

2) teleservice speech calls for which no priority has been assigned

3) calls of any type for which a priority has been assigned, based on their priority

4) calls of any type (besides speech calls) for which no priority has been assigned.

According to the current version of TS 23.009, 3G_MSC-A and 3G_MSC-B have to base their decision on “the priority level as defined in RAB parameters in 25.413”. However, the priority field is optional in TS 25.413 and therefore may not always be available. Besides, it was pointed out by one delegation that in some countries the regulator explicitly forbids the allocation of priorities to calls.

CN1 Ad Hoc discussed the CR attached in Tdoc N1-010601 which proposes to align TS 23.009 with the requirements in TS 22.129, but could not reach a final agreement.
2. Actions:

During the discussion of the CR, CN1 Ad Hoc came to the conclusion that RAN3 may also be affected by the service requirement from SA1. CN1 Ad Hoc kindly asks RAN3 to answer the following questions and if considered necessary to take any actions  to implement the service requirement in their specifications for R99.
1) In section 4.4.1 of TS 23.009, the following is specified for 3G_MSC-B:

If 3G_MSC-B supports the optional supplementary service Multicall (See TS 23.135) and UE is engaged with multiple bearers the following description applies;

· In the basic relocation case, the 3G_MSC-B shall be able to allocate an Handover Number for each bearer. The 3G-MSC-B shall also be able to select some bearers so that the number of bearers will fulfill the maximum number of bearers supported by the 3G_MSC-B. 

Note that for this selection 3G_MSC-B shall apply the selection criteria as specified in TS 22.129.

Since the priority in the RANAP message Relocation Request is optional, and the MAP parameter Radio Resource Information (=Channel Type) may be missing from the MAP_Prepare_Handover request, it may be necessary for 3G_MSC-B to base its decision only on the RAB parameters, i.e. on the QoS of the radio access bearers.

Q1: Especially, it will be necessary to derive from the RAB parameters whether a certain radio access bearer is used for a speech call or a data call. There were different opinions within CN1 whether this is always possible. CN1 would like to ask RAN3 for guidance.

2) In section 4.3.1 of TS 23.009, the following has been specified for 3G_MSC-A:

If 3G_MSC-A supports the optional supplementary service Multicall (See TS 23.135) and UE is engaged with multiple bearers the following description applies;

· In the Intra-3G_MSC relocation case, the 3G-MSC-A tries to relocate all bearers to a new RNS.

A similar description applies to 3G_MSC-B for the case of subsequent Intra-3G_MSC-B relocation.

Q2: Is it possible in these situations that the target RNC will establish only some of the bearers requested by the MSC, e.g. for reasons of lack of resources?

If yes,  should the RNC:

1. Follow the criteria specified in TS 22.129 for the selection of bearers in a Multicall?

2. Or should it still use the priority field if available (in this case we have the risk of dropping an emergency call if for example the priority field is not included and there is congestion in RNC).

During the discussion one delegation commented: " Even if the specs would be changed so that the priority is mandatory for Multicall in 25.413, it would not guarantee that an emergency call can always be handed over, since one RNC is handling a big amount of calls for several subscribers and not all will use Multicall (and mandatory priority). So somehow RNC must be able to handle channel allocation for the bearers that have priority and bearers that do not have priority. It does not really matter if a bearer is for multicall or not. They are just bearers. The same principle should be used in case of multicall if not all bearers have priority.”

Another delegation stated that TS 22.129 only specifies requirements for priorities between the different calls belonging to the same multicall. Priorities between calls belonging to different subscribers, which might e.g. trigger pre-emption, is a different issue.  

Q3: Is it possible for the RNC to take these selection criteria into account, i.e. is all the necessary information available in the RNC? (RAN3 should consider different cases like, e.g. priority available for all bearers, for no bearers, for some of the bearers to be relocated only.)

If no,  possible solutions could be:

1. to add the missing information to the RANAP protocol. 

2. if the RNC is not able to establish all the bearers requested by the MSC, the MSC aborts the first resource allocation and sends a second Relocation Request for a subset of bearers. (I.e. in this case the actual selection of the calls would be made by the MSC).

3. not to change the Iu interface nor the behaviour of the RNC, and indicate that if priorities are not used there might a case when the RNC is not able to allocate resources according to the 22.129 criteria. For example:

· In the Intra-3G_MSC relocation case, the 3G-MSC-A tries to relocate all bearers to a new RNS. Note that if the target RNC is not provided with the priorities for the all the bearers, it may not be able to select the correct bearer(s) (according to 22.129 criteria) in case of lack of resources.

Q4: Is the procedure in bullet 2 supported by the current version of TS 25.413?

CN1 asks RAN3 to inform CN1 of any actions taken due to this liaison statement, so that CN1 can adapt TS 23.009 accordingly.

Furthermore, if RAN3 decides to select solution 3 of question 3, CN1 asks RAN3 to inform also SA1 of this decision.

3. Attachments:

N1-010601.
