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1
Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to get out of the situation created by the CR 409 (Tdoc R3-020611) finally agreed for release 5 during the RAN3#27 meeting. (see liaison R3-021146 received in this RAN3#29).

2
Background

Before the Makuhari meeting, only the RNC knew whether MSLC 
 was supported or not on the Iu bearer and not the MSC server because the MGW
 was not able to tell the MSC server on the Mc interface.

Therefore, at RAB modification, when the Iu bearer had to be modified, the MSC server first needed to ask the MGW to reserve some resources to allow the RNC to establish a new bearer in case it would not support modification of the existing Iu bearer. The addresses of these resources were passed within the RAB Modification Request message.

When the RNC was capable to modify the existing bearer, the MGW resources reserved for a short while were then freed.

There was therefore a waste of resources for all the cases where the RNC was capable to modify the Iu bearer without the MSC server knowing it.

Makuhari (November 2001)

To avoid this waste of resources, CN4 had the idea that the MSC server should also be aware whether MSLC was supported or not in order not to reserve useless MGW resources.

Thus, CN4 asked RAN3 to include the indication of MSLC support within Ranap RAB Assignment Response message at set-up time.

This solution was not accepted by RAN3, one of the reasons being that it was breaking the independence between Transport and RNL and also other solutions at CN side were existing. So, CN4 selected one of these other solutions to have the MSLC indication passed from the MGW to the MSC server.

Thanks to this change, there should be no more waste of resources whenever the Iu bearer needs to be modified and the modification capability is supported.

Orlando, USA (February 2002)

In RAN3#27, RAN3 received a new liaison from CN4 (R3-020297) with a new further request:

 “Whenever addresses are provided by the MSC (and therefore reservations have been made), RNC shall make use of them in order not to waste them”.

It is clear that since modification capabilities are equally known on both sides (RNC-CN) with the Makuhari change of Mc interface, the situation where the RNC does not use the provided addresses should correspond to an “abnormal condition” and therefore seldomly occurs.

However, even if seldom, this non-waste of MGW resources was seen as an “optimisation” by RAN3 which could therefore take place from release 5 onwards despite it was clearly stated as a non backwards compatible change by some companies that put a warning. After discussions, the compromise in RAN3#27 was to accept a Rel5 CR (Tdoc R3-020611) with a clear mention in the “impact assessment” that it was up to the CN to deal with this backwards compatibility issue:

A CN implementing this change still has to be able to handle the case with the unpredictable R99/REL-4 behaviour.
This is also clearly reported in the minutes of Iu SWG (R3-020874).

Geyongju, Korea (May, 2002)

CN4 has received the new CR and they realized that the “optimisation” had a cost on their side (CN): to have their Rel5 MSC deal with this backwards compatibility.

To get rid of this cost on CN side, the only possibility is to have the non-backwards compatible change applied not only on rel5, but as soon as from release 99 onwards.

Therefore, CN4 come again to RAN3 group to now ask for changing the Release 99 (frozen since 18 months) with this non-backwards compatible change.

3
How to get out of this situation

It is felt unacceptable that a release 5 optimisation is now ending up with a non-backwards compatible change on Rel99.

There is definitely no way to see it as an “essential correction” as it works without the change, even if in a less optimised way in some rare cases that would be few since the Makuhari change.

RAN3 has now two possibilities:

· accept a non backwards compatible change on R99 which is against RAN3 principles, is felt unacceptable by most vendors at this late stage, and will likely be rejected by RAN Plenary.

· Come back to “common sense” and seek for a “backwards compatible” solution, even if not fully optimized,  to handle the CN4 case which should happen seldomly since Makuhari change.

4
Seek for a backwards compatible Solution

A backwards compatible solution was proposed a couple of months ago by NEC:

> If the Modification procedure is 

>executed >in the TNL(between the RNC and the MGW), that means the new termination was 

>not used so the MSC-S can release the termination by the means of not 

>receiving the>"Notification Of Bearer Established" before the receiving of RAB 

>ASSIGNMENT(Modification)>RESPONSE message. 

It means that it should be acceptable for the rare abnormal cases of misalignment between RNC and MSC server, to keep the reserved resource during the short time before the RAB Modification Response is received.

It has to be noted that the MSC server does not have to perform any check, as erroneously said by CN4 in the liaison, because it is informed by the “notification” procedure already existing on the Mc interface (see H.248).

This solution is highly preferable compared to a non-backwards compatible change on release 99.

It has to be noted, that this solution has even already been recognized as working, on RAN3 reflector during an email thread during the Makuhari meeting by CN4 representative:

The issue of release of an unused termination in the case that

>> modification is not supported, i.e MSC seizes a new termination but does

>not

>> use it will be confirmed by Notification Of Bearer Established. This

>> notification is requested at seizure of the new termination. If this

>> notification is not received when the RAB Assignment Modification Response

>> has been received then the MSC knows to release the New Termination. This

>> process has not been described in CN4 specifications but is supported in

>> H.248. As part of this complete solution I agree that CN4 needs to add

>this

>> to their accompanying CR.

>>

>> I hope I have covered all points raised.

>> Best Regards,

>> Phil

In the email thread, it must be reported to be fair as a fact, that “Phil” from CN4 is the same person having just sent the liaison from CN4 at this RAN3#39 meeting asking now for the Rel99 change on Ranap whereas the above H248 notification process was felt acceptable by him a few months ago.

5
Proposal

1. As a result of this analysis, it is proposed to follow the solution foreseen a couple of months ago by NEC and CN4 representative here Phil Hodge himself which therefore should be seen favorably by CN4.

This solution does not require any non-backwards compatible change CR on neither R99 nor R4.

2. In the light of this backwards compatible solution, the rel5 CR accepted at last meeting has to be questioned again to see if, in the end, it does not work better without it than with it.  

3. It is proposed to liaise back to CN4 on our decision but also providing attached to the liaison part of our analysis in order to have them aware of the pros and cons we highlighted in our “much better even if not fully optimized” solution.
































































� Modification of Link Characteristics


� Media Gateway
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