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1. Overall Description:

CT3 asked CT4 if CT3 were to " require the MGW to map contents from the Nb Framing Protocol PDUs to RTP Framing Protocol header information continuously for the entire call.at a particular interworking point" it would "contradict principles of TrFO as specified in TS 23.153 and TS 29.232 that IuUP frames may be passed transparently when the MGW determines that it is in TrFO (i.e. removal of the TBE)."
In CT4, it is a principle of TrFO that the MGW shall not perform any transcoding of the user plane payload.
TS 23.153, Clause 6, contains the following explanation of TBE: 

“TrFO break equipment: (TBEs), i.e. contexts containing an UTRAN- and a CN side IU Framing termination (T1 – T4), inter-working in a distinct manner on control level. [Note: context is meant to be the H.248 specific throughout the document]. It is aimed to design protocols for TrFO in a way, that these pieces of HW can be removed after call setup phase to allow to revert to "simple" AAL2 switching in case of ATM transport.“

Thus the passing of IuUP frames transparently is an optional enhancement within the MGW but is implementation specific, and for AAL2 can revert to simple switching. For IP it is not clear that the removal of the TBE can revert to "simple" switching and the details of the TBE implementation are not within the 3GPP scope.
Also it is described in TS 29.232 3GUP Package procedures, section 15.1.1.5:
"If an MGW has two terminations which support the UP package connected to the same context and both RFCI sets match then the MGW may pass frames transparently through the UP entities; no monitoring of the frames is performed, provided that the terminations are through-connected. This behaviour is described further in Annex A"
In Annex A there is a further description where this framing protocol interworking function (FPIF) may be removed:
 "The FPIF determines if the two UP configurations are identical and thus the UP PDUs may be passed transparently. "

However the TrFO function is designed such that if a MGW implementation chooses this method then it gets informed again via the MSC Server that it must re-insert its "TBE" prior to any break in TrFO that would require interaction of the MGW with the IuFP control protocol such as rate control as described in the 3GUP package procedures.
This means that for TrFO to operate and for the option to remove the "logical FPIF" function the underlying protocols must be in operation first before the MGW may invoke the removal of the FPIF or TBE.

The TrFO principles do not extend to the configuration of the protocol parameters below IuFP. 
Two companies indicated that due to the fact that the specifications permit the removal of the TBE during TrFO and the fact that the scope of this "HW" function is implementation specific it permits the MGW to ignore the IuFP. Thus should there be any requirement from CT3 to map the IuFP FrameNumber to the RTP Framing Timestamp this could affect such implementations. 

It could not be agreed that such a requirement would violate TrFO Principles: the MGW is a black box such that how it is designed internally is up to the implementors provided that any rules on its behaviour are conformed to as perceived from external interfaces. Thus the definition of passing payload transparently means that the sender and receiver shall not perceive any MGW interference or modification to the contents and the definition of the term monitor means "to give warning or notice". 

So in conclusion the principles of TrFO do not preclude transport protocol mapping between parameters on one transport to another transport where this is a function of the MGW, TrFO shall be as independent of the transport as possible. However it should be noted by CT3 that the TrFO specifications permit implementations that currently ignore the framing protocol when in TrFO and in particular recommend such behaviour for AAL2 to permit "simple switching" in the MGW.
2. Actions:

None
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