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Introduction

On the last day of CN4#17 a discussion paper was submitted (N4-021546) which proposed a structure and procedure handling for the Mn interface specification 29.332.

This paper was treated after virtually no time to review and consider all of the content in the paper, let alone form a company position. Although Ericsson voiced its reservations about the proposed approach it was still accepted under the caveat that further changes could be made.

Having now had time to form a proper review of the contribution a number issues in the proposal are of concern.

Discussion

· The suggestion that 29.163 is a “stage 2 and a half” is misleading and we believe incorrect. The 29.163 is a stage 2 specification that should describe on procedural level the interaction of the MGCF-IM MGW interface signalling procedures in relation to the SIP, and BICC/ISUP signalling at the MGCF.

· It is agreed that in the end the Mn procedures will be implemented using the standard H.248 procedures, e.g. “ADD” or “MOD”, with appropriate parameter combinations but this is where the format adopted for the Mc interface adds value.
· Q.1950 provides a higher level of procedure than simple H.248 commands. The value add of Q.1950 is that it says if you want to perform this procedure here are the protocol elements you use. For example: a MOD may be used to send an announcement or to change a codec. Just specifying that a MOD is to be supported without giving parameters and what procedural context it is used in does not aid interoperability.

· The Mc specification 29.232 adds further 3GPP specific value by detailing specific behaviour required in a PLMN and also enhancing Q.1950 packages with specific parameters needed.

· We already have an established format for the Mc. Why create a completely different format that people will need to become familiar with ?

· It has already been agreed that where procedures apply from TS 29.232 then it shall be referenced from TS 29.332, it would not make sense if part of the MGW behaviour was described in the Mc and some of it described in 29.163
· It is confusing to have two similar pairs of specifications (23.205-29.232) and (29.163-29.332) that ends up being documented differently, in particular since the reasoning is not very clear.

· The interoperability between implementations does not become easier if the description becomes less strict.

· It is harder to see the relationship between stage 2 and stage 3.

Conclusion

The proposed split of functionality between TS 29.163 and TS 29.332, namely not to provide a normative textual description of the procedures, but only a list of parameters and values (where applicable) of the procedures within TS 29.332 should not be adopted; the TS should remain a MGW interface specification that defines the MGW behaviour for a given Mn interface procedure, in the same way that the Mc specification has been formulated..  

