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1. Overall Description:

CN 4 has investigated the three suggested solutions to provide the RNC with the IP user plane addresses of the MGW required to set up an IP bearer over the Iu-Cs interface in release 5.

The following impacts to CN4 specification have been identified:

· CN 4 mandates in their specifications that the horizontal signaling shall be bearer independent
(23.205 chapter 4.2: The protocol used on the Nc interface shall be a call control protocol supporting IP and ATM transports in a bearer-independent manner….
Furthermore, the CBC protocol, ITU-T Q.1950, based upon the BICC architecture is used as the basis for the Mc interface specification in TS 29.232.).

· The transport of bearer-level IP addresses from a MGW to a MSC server over the Mc interface is not supported.

· The RAB assignment response is the trigger at the MSC server that the RAB is established.
Comments on the solutions proposed by RAN3 based on CN4 specification and behaviour:

Solution 1:

Solution 1 would require substantial modifications on the protocol on the Mc interface, and also a deviation from the current architectural model.

TS 29.232 currently does not allow the transport of a bearer level IP address from a MGW to the corresponding MSC server within the "Prepare Bearer" procedure, which is used to prepare the MGW for the set-up of a radio bearer (see TS 23.205). Note that the BIWF Address transported within the H.248 "add.response" has the meaning of a bearer control signalling transport address, i.e. it never denotes a user plane transport address.
Introducing a new parameter to transport the bearer level IP Address in TS 29.232 is undesirable, since it would imply the deviation from architectural principles both at the MGW and the MSC-server. The MSC-Server, which should be independent of the underlying bearer technology, would be required to handle bearer specific information and to introduce bearer technology dependent procedures.

Solution2:

An MSC server is not affected by this solution. The handling at a MGW is similar for IP and ATM based UTRAN.

Interworking IP based UTRAN and ATM based core network seams to be easy because the protocol stacks on transport level are similar (IP-ALCAP-Q2630.2).

Solution3:

The solution seems not to be complete because MSC server will never get the information when the bearer is established.

If the sequence of message is only changed in case of IP based transport or also for ATM based transport, CN4 has to consider this in their specification. With this solution the MSC server have to be aware of the used transport (bearer specific information (source and destination address) are sent over the signalling path in case of IP transport). 

Summary:

Solution 2 was identified as the solution with the minumum undesirable impacts on the CN4 specifications. We did not make any other assessment of the relative technical merits of the three solutions.
2. Actions:

To RAN3 group.

ACTION: 
CN4 kindly asks the RAN3 group to consider the CN4 analysis and chose a solution compatible with the core network architecture and signalling and where an interworking to ATM based transport is easy to perform.
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