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RAN3 thanks CN3 for the received Reply LS on “Proposed enhancements to Mc specification” (N3-000613/R3-003142) and is pleased to provide comments on the outlined working assumptions as requested.

1) 
The term "Iu UP" should be used to refer to the user plane protocols used over Iu interface only. Any wording such as "Iu UP in the CN" is to be regarded as a self-contradiction. The user plane protocols used over the Nb interface shall be properly termed Nb UP. This is to avoid ambiguities and confusions in other specifications. It also defines the responsibility of RAN3 and CN3; RAN3 is responsible for the Iu UP, CN3 is responsible for the Nb UP. 

Answer to 1): 

RAN3 shares the view of CN3 that applying a framing protocol for Nb that was originally defined to be used on the Iu interface only seems indeed to be confusing at a first glance. However, RAN3 would like to remind CN3, that according to the decision made in TrFO/TFO workshop as outlined in the workshop convenor’s report to CN#9 in [NP-000516] 

... the workshop agreed to use the Iu UP Protocol as a framing protocol within the circuit-switched AAL2/ATM and IP core network for compressed speech and CS data services ...

the Iu UP protocol is in fact the framing protocol to be used on Nb as well. This is mainly due to the fact that this forms a precondition for a successful Transcoder Free Operation according to its definition in  [23.153] that 

... no transcoder device is physically present in the communication path and hence no control or conversion or other functions can be associated with it.

Therefore, establishing a new specification for a framing protocol for the Nb interface contradicts our understanding of what has been agreed during the TrFO WS. However, from a RAN3 point of view, rephrasing the relevant statements within [23.153] could be considered.

2)
The Nb UP shall be specified as similar to the Iu UP as possible. Only where needed, e.g., where the Iu UP specification identifies the SRNC to perform a certain role in a procedure, shall the Nb UP protocol specification differ from the Iu UP.

& 4)
It is proposed, but not finally agreed, to use the same version numbering for Nb UP and Iu UP.
Answer to 2) & 4):

RAN3 would like to encourage CN3 to handle this problem similar to what was decided for the application of the BSSMAP or RANAP protocol on the E-interface (see GSM 09.08 and TS 29.108), i.e. to establish a specification that defines the application of the IuUP framing protocol on the Nb interface. Consequently the responsibility to define the respective framing protocol will remain completely within RAN3, whereas CN3 defines the applicability of certain procedures and the behaviour of the respective protocol entities for its usage on the Nb interface.

3)
The Nb UP transparent mode shall, if possible, be avoided, thus making the usage independent of the underlying technology (IP or ATM).
Answer to 3): 

The IuUP as defined for R’99 already supports independence of the underlying transport technology regardless of the UP mode the Iu bearer actually requires. Actually, the original intend of the IuUP was to have a common UP protocol for both domains.

The support mode is defined to enable certain frame handling function in addition to transfer of user data, whereas in transparent mode just user data transfer is performed. This principle should be kept for the Nb as well, in order to enable TrFO.

5)
In addition to the requirements of the Iu UP, Nb UP shall enable transport of N x 64 kbit/s data, PCM encoded speech, PCM encoded modem signals, inband DTMF. At present, it is not clear whether this will require enhancements of the Nb UP relatively to the Iu UP. It may rather be other specifications (e.g. the 26-series for speech) that specify how to use the Nb UP, which will need to be enhanced, e.g., by specifying new SDU sizes, IPTIs, etc. for these services.
Answer to 5): 

The advantage of having a framing protocol that is independent from the service it uses is obvious. Additionally, RAN3 would like to state that the IuUP protocol already has the capability to support services like N x 64 kbit/s data etc. by simply applying the transparent mode, as these services require no additional frame handling functions. 

Regarding the DTMF issue, the TrFO WS decided to use out of band DTMF throughout the network. 

RAN3 would like to express the confidence, that CN3 and CN4 in principle agree to our comments and we ask for reply to our view.

Note: The next RAN3 meeting will be held in Sweden between 15th and 19th January 2001.

