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1   Introduction
Following the RAN discussion on the port [1] and last request on W1 interface rejected, we in this contribution provide few facts and our current preference on the issue of 3GPP RAN port assignments.
2   Discussion

First at all we would like to thanks the effort of the TSG CT Chair, as 3GPP coordinator with IANA. 

We understand from last interface experience (F1, E1, etc…) that IANA is more and more reluctant to assign port number to 3GPP RAN interface. IANA is asking for more justifications. 
We could understand that the port assignment significantly increase, but when we look on IANA port allocation we see lot of allocations for single company service … 

We also appreciate the TSG CT Chair and IANA effort to point to several alternatives for the port assignment. We understand that alternative solutions are possible anyway … 
But we should state that the current RAN3 procedure by specify the port, is simple, easy, cost less and only need an implementation effort, the port never change. We should also noticed that this information is even not a configuration today (specified and coded) and there is not extensive usage of this information! Compare to a DNS which is designed for extensive number of query we do not expect setup an interface every day between two nodes. Of course we expect lot of setup due to word wild deployment for the most comment interface! We should also comment here that may be some interface (e.g. LWI) has few deployment and IANA port allocation might be useless … 
When we come to a DNS solution, we are still seeing some complexity, by additional stack implementation where nothing is needed today in the initiate node e.g. DU, for few usages … then there is anyway a coordination (between operator and vendor) for the receiver node e.g. CU or AMF to define the port associated to the service (interface). The receiving node should not be forced to develop a service discovery (central DNS), indeed a target node e.g. CU or AMF own usual multiple interfaces (services) well identified today by the port number. With DNS in central place or in CU, it seems to us much easier to have a coordination from the operator and 2 vendors to define the port. Instead of coding the port number in implementation, we will have to make one more parameter for OAM. 
3   Conclusion
To summary, we are not so keen on the cost and complexity of the replacement of the current mechanism. The issue is not a problem of feasibility but a problem of pain vs. gain …  The pain is not only in vendor development side but also in operator side where from nothing today they will have to set-up a secure DNS and coordinate the port with at least one vendor. 
If there is no choice to convince IANA to continue on past way, we would prefer to further investigate solution close to what we have now, e.g. 

· RAN3 could for example let for operator coordination some interface

· A spare of port could be asked to IANA for 3GPP
· Some port could be re-used by interface of old RAT (then clarify that the deployment if any should be coordinated via spec update…)

· Etc… 
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