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It has already been agreed for many months an IP UTRAN node should not be required to support AAL2/ATM UTRAN interfaces in order to interoperate with AAL2/ATM UTRAN nodes, and that an interworking solution would take place in the TNL only. 

Three solutions, which would allow this to occur, are:

1) Dual Stack

2) Integrated TNL IWU logically present within the node

3) TNL IWU interface i.e. between IP RNC and ATM RNC.
Whilst progression of this ‘IP Transport in the UTRAN’ Work Item has overcome a number of contentious issues since its inception in May ’99, one item remains outstanding: 

· The choice of protocol to be used in a Rel5 IP TNL-IWU interface as the control protocol (IP-ALCAP).

Thus far three proposals for this ‘IP ALCAP’ have been made:

1) Nokia – utilise the existing ‘Served User Transport’ parameter in Q2630, to carry the IP and UDP addresses, and QoS parameters.

2) Siemens/Ericsson – propose to use a delta version of Q.2630
3) Nortel – propose to use SIP, an IETF protocol that can support both ATM and IP parameters.

An Ad-Hoc was arranged to try to come to an agreement as to which of the three options above could be agreed for usage across this TNL IWU interface. 

After extensive but exhaustive discussions, no decision could be made. Whilst all parties concerned (Vendors & Operators) remain unanimous in ensuring all interworking possibilities are realised, it appears unlikely that a decision will be made before R5. 

As a starting point Motorola suggested that ‘place marks’ are introduced into the relevant R5 specification i.e. areas unspecified which are ‘FFS’. Although this does not solve the problem, it is hoped that a decision can be made in the very near future.

How this could be introduced into the appropriate specification is shown in an example CR as presented by Motorola in T-doc R3-020279.

However, this is not yet an agreement i.e. the usage of ‘FFS’ statements in our specification as some delegates had to check with their respective HQs whether this was acceptable way forward or not at this time.

