
3GPP TSG CT4 Meeting #47bis
C4-100104
Shenzhen, People's Republic of China, 
12th – 14th January 2010
Source:
Alcatel-Lucent
Title:
Pseudo-CR on Signalling of Local Switching Capability from BSS to CN
Spec:
3GPP TR 23.889 v1.0.0
Agenda item:
5.2
Document for:
Decision

1. Introduction
This P-CR proposes a conclusion on Solutions for Signalling of Local Switching Capability from BSS to CN.

2. Reason for Change

Several solutions are documented in the TR for signalling the Local Switching Capability from BSS to CN. A conclusion is now required.
3. Conclusions

By signalling the BSS LCLS capability on a per call basis, solution 3 supports non-homogeneous LCLS capability in the BSS, without the need for additional O&M configuration, with minimal signalling impact on the A interface. It is proposed to retain this approach.
4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 23.889 v1.0.0. 
* * * First Change * * * *

12.2
Signalling of Local Switching Capability from BSS to CN

12.2.1
General Considerations

The BSS and CN must know their capabilities regarding LCLS. It is important for minimising the signalling overhead within the CN that the BSS informs the CN as early as possible. The other direction, CN to BSS, seems less critical.

12.2.2
LCLS Capability Solution 1: O&M Configuration

12.2.2.1
Technical Description

One option is to configure the BSS-capabilities within each MSC by O&M parameters and the MSC capabilities within each BSS by other O&M parameters. Then no additional signalling for the capability exchange is necessary. 

12.2.2.2
Pros and Cons LCLS Capability Solution 1

Pros:

-
no signalling interface impacts

Cons:

-
This approach is error prone due to the hand-administration 

-
The whole BSS must be homogeneously supporting LCLS or the LCLS attempt would fail rather often

-
This administrative approach is static and can not react quickly on changing conditions.

12.2.3
LCLS Capability Solution 2: LCLS-BSS Signalling Capability in Assignment Complete

12.2.3.1
Technical Description 

This option proposes to add a new IE "LCLS-Capability" in the Assignment- Complete message. But this is a bit late in the process, the CN may have to do pro-active signalling for LCLS without knowing, if that would ever be successful. 

This new IE needs to indicate: "LCLS-Yes" / "LCLS-No". Default is "LCLS-No" and this is assumed, if the IE is not present. oMSC may only start to employ the additional signalling for LCLS, if it knows that the oBSS supports it. tMSC may only apply signalling for LCLS, if it knows that tBSS supports it.

12.2.3.2
Pros and Cons for LCLS Capability Solution 2

Pros:

-

Cons:

-
Depending on the call establishment the CN LCLS capability would need to be negotiated without knowing if the originating BSS supported LCLS. Depending on the LCLS CN solution this could be unnecessary signalling and configuration in the CN.

-
Impact to the signalling interface

12.2.4
LCLS Capability Solution 3: LCLS-BSS Signalling Capability in "Complete Layer 3" message

12.2.4.1
Technical Description 

This option proposes to add a new IE "LCLS-Capability" on the A-Interface, per call leg, within the "Complete Layer 3" Message. This is the approach already taken for the AoIP-Capabilities. The new IE could be used by oBSS and tBSS. The MSC's would be informed at a very early point in time and per call leg, so very accurate. 
This new IE needs to indicate: "LCLS-Yes" / "LCLS-No". Default is "LCLS-No" and this is assumed, if the IE is not present. oMSC may only start to employ the additional signalling for LCLS, if it knows that the oBSS supports it. tMSC may only apply signalling for LCLS, if it knows that tBSS supports it.
Editor's Note: how the target BSS involved in inter-BSS handover indicates its support for LCLS is FFS.
12.2.4.2
Pros and Cons for LCLS Capability Solution 3

Pros:

-
The CN receives the information that the BSS supports LCLS very early in the call and therefore if it is not supported then no further CN signalling would be initiated for LCLS.

-
There is no dependency on when the assignment is applied compared to solution 2
-
This approach supports a non-homogeneous BSS, i.e. some parts of the BSS could (already) support LCLS, while others are (still) not capable.
Cons:

-
Small impact to the signalling interface (one extra byte in the Complete Layer 3 message, which may be re-used in future to convey additional BSS capabilities)
12.2.5
Comparison of Solutions for Signalling of Local Switching Capability from BSS to CN

By signalling the BSS LCLS capability on a per call basis, Solution 3 supports non-homogeneous LCLS capability in the BSS, without the need for additional O&M configuration, with minimal signalling impact on the A interface. It is agreed to retain this approach.
