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Introduction
At CT4#47bis progress on the TR was disappointingly low. No agreement on CT4 could be made on the major controversial issue; the call leg correlation method. Some proposals were made to consider a compromise solution which combined the Global Call Reference for correlation of the two call legs with the signalling of the BSS Id to permit the MSCs to determine if the call is served by the same BSS and thus potentially save signalling and processing in the BSS for calls that are not served by the same BSS. It could not be agreed by CT4 to continue working on this combined proposal since some companies insisted that such a working assumption could only be progressed if it was agreed at the time that the BSS Id support be assumed to be mandatory. Other companies considered this to be premature to make such an assumption although they supported a working assumption to study the combined solution without assuming mandatory support at that stage.

A number of contributions were considered to address problems raised with some of the call flow sequences and handover cases, in particular to address the potential erroneous through-connection of calls which should not be associated together when using the CIC/Call Reference to correlate the calls due to simultaneous handovers and the dependency on each MSC being kept up to date with the other parties CIC/Call reference. Unfortunately the P-CRs to address these concerns were not finalised in time and are still not incorporated in the TR.
After the CT4#47bis meeting GERAN2 met (#44bis) and discuss a number issues that were raised during the CT4bis meeting but were also not agreed to be incorporated in the outgoing LS to GERAN. The main issues discussed and concluded by GERAN2, as reported to CT4 in LS G2-100171 are:

1. GERAN2 reached an agreement to use GCR for LCLS call identification and call correlation in the BSS. GERAN2 recognizes that CT4 will take the final decision as to whether to use the BSC Node Id in the Core network or not. 

2. GERAN2 sees no standardisation impact to GERAN2 specifications for the combined LCLS solution, whether the BSC Node Id information is used, or not used, within the core network.

Proposed Way Forward For Call Leg Correlation
It is therefore proposed that no further effort is made in detailing the call leg correlation method using CIC/Call Reference. The TR should be updated to state that this method is not intended to be supported and no further contributions addressing this will be considered.

It is then proposed that if companies wish to pursue analysis of the BSS Id signalling that this is included in the TR as a separate section to analyse the additional impacts on top of the basic GCR solution and thereby assess its pros and cons. A dependency to the security issue to which a LS was sent to SA3 is still outstanding.

Open Issues in TR
In order to agree that the TR is stable and all issues are resolved CT4 needs to agree on a list of open issues and check that these have been resolved sufficiently to declare the TR sufficiently complete before normative work can commence.

From the GERAN2 LS the following issues have been raised:

1. Terms and Definitions need to be clarified and used consistently in the TR

2. Call release scenarios need to be described for both BSS initiated and CN initiated.

3. The assumptions regarding the BSS actions during handover need to be captured in the TR.

4. A interface procedures need to be clarified and used consistently in the TR.

5. Additional procedures may need to be described to request BSS to copy user plane data or not. Note this is related to LI solution but not limited to it.

Additionally it is suggested that the following issues still need to be described in the TR:

6. Detailed sequences for supplementary services that involve additional MSCs/MGWs such as call hold, call forwarding.

7. More detail proposals for handover may be required, e.g. when the user plane is broken and user plane re-established in the CN..the CN may need to be prepared for LCLS break even if LCLS is not (finally) broken.

8. Conclusions on LI

9. Conclusions on Call Leg Correlation

10. Conclusions on LCLS-Negotiation

11. Conclusions on MGW signalling.

Conclusions

GERAN has agreed that the GCR is the best method for Call Leg Correlation. They did not comment further on the benefits of supporting the BSS Id in the core-network, leaving this decision to CT4. From this it can be concluded that there is no requirement for this from GERAN. There is no benefit for supporting the BSS Id from the CN's perspective – it merely adds signalling overhead, standardisation and implementation complexity, notwithstanding any personal security aspect still to be considered by SA3. The only node to benefit from this is the BSS and GERAN2 did not indicate any such need for this support. 

There are still a number of issues to be resolved beyond the call leg correlation aspect and so CT4 should conclude on this aspect so that the other more critical issues can be examined. To this end the GCR solution should be agreed as the Working Assumption.
