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Summary

In TSG CN WG3#35 alternative solutions were proposed for the network initiated upgrade procedures. An attempt was made to define and agree some basic functional requirements. This could not be achieved and so at that WG meeting it was concluded that Network Initiated Upgrade would be left as FFS in Rel-6. At TSG CN #27 a further proposed solution was submitted but referred back to the CN WGs to consider. Still no set of functional requirements have been agreed but new CRs are submitted to CT1, CT3, CT4 to change specifications in Rel-6 that have significant implications to the current SCUDIF service which Ericsson believe will not satisfy the end users. This document proposes that a new WI is started to solve this in a full and effective way in Rel-7

Introduction

There was considerable debate at last CN3 meeting regarding proposed solutions to provide an effective solution to allow the network to initiate an upgrade from speech to MultiMedia. Ericsson tried to clarify what was really required from the protocol solutions in order to achieve this. Although Nokia provided further input on this due to opposition from other companies no agreement was made on how the solution should actually work. Now we are still jumping back into stage 3 protocol solutions with CRs in a number of different working groups without a clear description of what is actually to be done, and without considering all eventualities. This should really have part of the SA2 TR work on SCUDIF improvements and it is thus very strange that we are going ahead with a solution that Ericsson believes is lacking a clear architectural analysis. The TR in SA2 is not complete so why are we not coordinating this within SA2 ? 

Ericsson is very concerned that we are rushing into an inadequate and detrimental solution that will need re-addressing in the next release. Further we have concerns that even in this solution the CRs are not complete and there are further dependencies on CRs to other WGs. Below is a list of key issues associated to the proposed solution. If it is agreed by majority to proceed with such a solution then we should acknowledge its deficiencies and agree to rectify them by a more accurate solution in Release 7. Ericsson has been the driver of this feature since its start so it is not that we are against this enhancement but our concern is that this solution does not enhance the SCUDIF service but infact will degrade it. We believe that standards design and the feature's performance should not be compromised due to a rush to get a solution agreed in one round of WG meetings. Why is this issue so critical ? The users can always retry to return to MuMe so it is not that the service is defective or denied ? If there was a clear deficiency with the Rel6 solution then we could understand the importance of this but there isnt and unless the solution can be guaranteed to be successful then it cannot be argued as critically needed. 

Problems with proposed solution for Rel-6

1. The solution indicates that it works for Release 5 terminals but that is not clear at all. If there is a need for a CR to 24.008 and 23.172 in Release 6 to direct the Terminal how to behave then this will not be known by a Release 5 terminal. 

2. The CR to 23.172 indicates that the terminal shall keep the user data connection unbroken until it returns the Modify Complete. This means the speech is broken from that point from the A-side before User B is contacted. This is a clear contradiction to what is required and indicated to be provided by the solution in the discussion paper circulated on the CT3 email exploder.

3. As the ICM from the network to the terminal is the same as the terminating side end of a user initiated service change (stated in the discussion paper as a working assumption) then how can the terminal differentiate this and ensure the speech connection is not broken ? This should not be the working assumption. In release 5 the terminal can (and should) disconnect the user path on receipt of the Modify request. Otherwise it will at some point have a mismatch of data on the userplane as it cannot know when the far end has changed its data source. The ICM has always been used in the way that the final Modify Complete is received once both Radio Accesses have changed their bearers. Thus the originating Ue is controlling the end-to-end data flow. In this solution this control is lost. 

4. If this solution is often unsuccessful (due to the radio not keeping the CN up-to-date of what capability it has at either end) then the users will get severely irritated by this interruption. Then they should have the ability to deny the upgrade automatically. This would not be possible without a difference between the Network initiated upgrade and the user initiated upgrade.

5. The solution requires much CN signalling (preparation of all MGWs in the path to support UDI) in order to ask User B (and check RAN-B) if the upgrade is wanted/possible. If this is rejected then there is quite some unnecessary signalling compared to, for example, a User-User mechanism. However assuming the change is successful then this signalling is needed anyway.

6. The most fundamental flaw in the solution (as briefly mentioned in the discussion paper and yet not resolved) is that the B-side does not know if it can support MuMe. It is not clear from the RAN3 CR or the CN CRs when a RAB Modify Request shall be sent. There was some verbal indication during the last CN3 meeting that only the RNC that initiated the downgrade shall be allowed to send the upgrade. Where did this requirement come from ? How can we have one such requirement which has major implications to the solution but we cannot accept to discuss and agree other similarly functional requirements ? This assumed working assumption is flawed in a number of ways: a) what happens if that RNC is no longer the serving RNC due to relocations - is there support to signal this status between RNCs ? b) if the B-side no longer has the capability to support MuMe then the NI upgrade will fail but the users have still had their speech connection interrupted. One obvious improvement to this solution is that the terminating MSC (from the perspective of the service change) should be polled for UDI capability prior to contacting Ue B.

7. Can the UTRAN really predict that the upgrade will work ? I.e. can this upgrade notification be relied on to be 100% accurate ? Otherwise even if both users accept the upgrade it may still fail even after the network has led the users to believe it wont. 

8. Other call cases need to be considered and described:

i) 
Collision of upgrade where both sides have downgraded and upgrade together.

ii)
Upgrade is accepted by B-side but then A-side Radio Access no longer supports UDI - question will the RNC signal this loss or will the network only discover this when trying to make the final RAB modification ?


iii)
Upgrade is accepted by user B but RNC B fails.

9. In all cases the break in speech to return to end-to-end MuMe or back to Speech needs to be shown.

10. The E-interface support for subsequent Intra-MSC Inter System handover from GSM to UMTS (when BSSAP is used over the E-interface) is missing. A CR is proposed in CT4 to address this but the solution far from acceptable. Again this is another rush to get something working in too little time. The proposed solution is not clean (to be polite) and should be solved properly using a new message. This requires GERAN involvement. Again this should have been part of the whole architectural study within SA2.

Conclusions

Ericsson does not understand the urgency for this solution – especially when it is clear that it is deficient in many ways. If further extension to Rel6 to complete this solution cannot be accepted then Ericsson prefers that the solution is deferred to Rel7. We should not add detriment to the current standard simply because there is not enough time to complete the solution. If the proposed CRs are agreed to be so essential to Rel6 then they should only be accepted with the caveat that it provides an interim solution that will be corrected/improved in Rel7 and thus in doing so a Rel7 Work Item is agreed by those companies supporting this enhancement to provide this solution. Further, SA2 should be contacted indicating the concerns with the current solution and asked whether they will complete their study on the SCUDIF enhancements.

