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1 Introduction

It was agreed in TSG-CN WG4 #05 Paris meeting that when a network is supporting eMLPP, a priority of the call should be indicated in CALL PROCEEDING message. However after investigation at home, it has been realised that this modification might lead to a misunderstanding between the Mobile station and the Network due to no backward compatibility. 

In this document, we show some case studies regarding to current situation and point out the problem.  

2 The Current Status

According to GSM 03.67(eMLPP stage 2 spec.), GSM 04.67(eMLPP stage 3 spec.) and GSM 04.08, R’98 eMLPP mechanism can be summarised as below.

The network does not inform a priority level in the CALL PROCEEDING message when the NW has accepted the priority level required by the user via CM SERVICE REQUEST. Only if the NW had assigned a different priority to the call than that requested by the user or if the network had assigned a default priority even if the user did not request a priority, the NW may send the granted priority of the call in the CALL PROCEEDING message.

And then for the R’99, Network’s and Mobile station’s behaviour have been modified when no priority is included in the CALL PROCEEDING message. The actual modification of the TS 23.067 and TS 24.067 could be seen in Tdoc N4-001111 and Tdoc N4-001118.   
CALL_PROCEEDING: The network shall include the assigned priority level in a CALL_PROCEEDING message.  If the MS has indicated the priority in the CM_SERVICE_REQUEST message and if no priority level is included in the CALL_PROCEEDING message, then the MS shall assume that the network doesn’t support priority.
3 Discussion

Assume MS receiving CALL PROCEEDING message with no “call priority” IE. This could be interpreted in two different ways depending on the supported eMLPP version.

1. Old mobile station in R99 network

· When the old mobile station requests a priority of the call in the CM SERVICE REQUEST and eMLPP is applied in the R99 network, the NW shall always send the priority information in the CALL PROCEEDING message. ( No problem with the network and the mobile station.

· When the old mobile station requests a priority of the call in the CM SERVICE REQUEST and eMLPP is not applied in the R99 network, the network shall ignore the priority information. (E.g. no priority in the CALL PROCEEDING message.) ( The MS shall interpret that the priority of the call has been accepted by the NW with the requested priority. In this case, the MS will handle the call as if the user chosen priority is valid regardless whether the NW is supporting the priority handling or not.     

2. R99 mobile station in old network

· When the R99 mobile station requests a priority of the call in the CM SERVICE REQUEST and eMLPP is applied in the old network, the NW shall send back the priority information only if the NW assigned priority level of the call different than the requested. ( An incompatible situation will occur between the mobile station and the network. The MS shall interpret that the NW does not support eMLPP due to absence of “priority level” IE in the CALL PROCEEDING message, while the network handle this call’s priority as it was requested by the mobile station. 

Note: it is not clear what is expected of the mobile station if no priority level is included in the CALL _PROCEEDING message. According to the TS 23.067, the mobile station shall assume that the network does not support eMLPP. Consequently, it (MS) may not include the priority level information for the other calls in CM SERVICE REQUEST messages to the NW. Furthermore the mobile station might not handle 'called party preemption' correctly if it did not store the priority of the first call.
· When the R99 mobile station request a priority of the call in the CM SERVICE REQUEST and eMLPP is not applied in the old network, the network shall ignore the priority information. ( No problem. 

4 Proposal

After the e-mail list discussion we decided that the less-bad solution would be to remove the last sentence since that new requirement could lead to a confused situation instead of much value.  Therefore Ericsson prepared the corresponding CRs against 23.067 (N4-010580 and N4-010581) and 24.067 (N4-010582 and N4-010583).
