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1. Overall Description:

CN4 thanks RAN3 for their LS and also for agreeing to implement the requested changes to RANAP to always modify the Iu bearer in accordance to the Transport Addresses sent by the MSC, for Rel5. The solution however is still a problem for earlier releases and CN4 considers that the handling of the transport addresses by RAN3 in this way is actually a fault and therefore merits essential correction.

The scenarios are outlined in a table below however the basic problem is that the Iu bearer (between UTRAN & MSC MGW) should be controlled by the MSC. If the MSC wishes to modify the RAB characteristics but maintain the Core Network bandwidth and transport connection this control must be within the MSC as the UTRAN cannot know what services are running and therefore how its decisions will affect these services. 

The following table describes the current Release 4 situation – taking into account the CRs made in Rel4 for MSC and MGW H.248 package to indicate support of MSLC or not for the Iu bearer link. It further includes the interworking with a Rel5 UTRAN when the aforemention CR in RANAP is implemented.

	
	REL 4 MSC

MGW does not support MSLC. 
	REL4 MSC/

MGW does support MSLC. 

	REL99 UTRAN

- this is prior to AAL2 CS2 or IP bearer and thus no modification of transport link within same addresses is possible
	MSC gets informed that MSLC is not supported as MGW does not support MSLC. MSC reserves new terminations and provides them as transport address in RAB Assign Modification. UTRAN is permitted to ignore addresses and not modify bearer. It is assumed that this would only happen when the bandwidth requirement is less than currently established.

MSC currently assumes that the bearer is modified to the new terminations and deletes the old terminations. This would infact release the bearer unintentionally if the UTRAN had not modified to the new transport address.
	MSC gets informed that MSLC is not supported as MGW does not receive MSLC support in ERQ from UTRAN. MSC reserves new terminations and sends them to UTRAN in RAB Assign Modification.

UTRAN is permitted to ignore addresses and not modify bearer. It is assumed that this would only happen when the bandwidth requirement is less than currently established.

MSC currently assumes that the bearer is modified to the new terminations and deletes the old terminations. This would infact release the bearer unintentionally if the UTRAN had not modified to the new transport address.

	REL 4 UTRAN

MSLC not supported
	Same as above case.
	Same as above case as MGW does not receive MSLC support in ERQ from RNC.

	REL4 UTRAN

MSLC is supported.
	Same as above.
	MSC receives an indication that MSLC is support ed for the link. MSC does not reserve new terminations and sends RAB Assign Modification without transport addresses.

UTRAN performs modification of link characteristics as requested. UTRAN may decide not to modify link characteristics ? It is assumed that this would only happen when bandwidth requirement is less than currently established.

MSC assumes Iu bearer has been modified to the link characteristics indicated in the RAB Assignment Modification. If this is not the case problems may arise depending on the service using this Iu Bearer.

	REL5 UTRAN

MSLC not supported

(RANAP updated to mandate use of transport address)
	MSC gets informed that MSLC is not supported as MGW does not support MSLC. MSC reserves new terminations and sends them to UTRAN in RAB Assign Modification.

UTRAN modifies connection to new terminations.

MSC deletes the old terminations. No incompatibilities.
	Same as previous case as MGW does not receive MSLC support in ERQ from RNC.

	REL5 UTRAN

MSLC supported

(RANAP updated to mandate use of transport address)
	Same as above.
	MSC receives an indication that MSLC is support ed for the link. MSC does not reserve new terminations and sends RAB Assign Modification without new transport address.

UTRAN performs modification of link characteristics as requested. UTRAN may NOTdecide not to modify link characteristics ? This is desired case but it seems not to have been covered in the CR for RANAP Rel5 – would appear to still need to be changed.


As can be seen from the table the CR agreed by RAN3 solves the problem for a Release 4 (and onward) core network when REL5 UTRAN is used. However if REL4 or R99 UTRAN is used there is still a fault that requires an essential correction in either CN or UTRAN. If the problem is resolved in CN then for all UTRAN (even after Rel5) when MSLC is not supported by both transport entities the MSC will have to perform the very inefficient and messy solution to check if the new terminations are not used before deleting the old ones.

In CN4’s opinion the CR should be in RAN as this problem is seen as a fault in the RANAP protocol as it currently gives the UTRAN a flexibility that it should not have; solving this in CN will still allow the UTRAN to decide not to modify the bearer when the CN expects it to be modified. CN4 asks RAN3 what the reasoning would be for having such flexibility in the UTRAN; is this something that was infact required as part of the system architecture requirements ? 

2. Actions:

To RAN3 group.

ACTION: 
CN4 asks RAN3 group to reconsider the agreed CR for application to R99 and Rel4. Also to consider the case where no transport addresses are sent (i.e. MSLC supported) – the RNC should still modify the link characteristics to match those defined by the RAB parameters included in the RANAP message from the MSC.

To TSG RAN and TSG SA group.

ACTION: 
CN4 asks RAN and SA group to consider how to procede if RAN WG3 cannot accept CN4’s request to agree the CR for application to R99 & REL4.
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