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1. Introduction:

This contribution gives some written remarks on the Tdoc RPA030004. The initial text of sections 2 and 3 of this Tdoc is from RPA030004. Comments are underlined with revision marks.
2. Requirements:

Operator Requirement 1:

Operators need a solution that will ensure that a UE with specific behaviour issues, despite a legitimate attempt to implement the standards, can be handled in a stable manner within the UTRAN in a timely fashion.

Operator Requirement 2:

Validated UE behaviour should be documented in the standards, together with recommended handling of the behaviour. This should result in common behaviour of UEs in the long term, with consistent handling across networks aiding roaming.
Alcatel believes that the bitmap solution helps the 3gpp community to commonly discover the issues (no possibility for vendor to hide a flaw), and commonly decide on how to circumvent the errors with commonly approved and documented procedures linked with the definition of a bit in the bitmap.
Vodafone also believe that it is essential that there IS an agreement on the solution during this ad-hoc meeting so that vendors can begin work on developing and implementing the feature.
Agreed
3. Preferred solution 

Vodafone Group preferred solution is to have an IMEI-SV IE passed from the CN to the UTRAN. Vodafone believe that this will result in the fastest resolution of issues with early UEs.
Alcatel does not agree. The reason why is explained via further comments: as a first comment it can be asked how the IMEISV solution can be the fastest one as what is needed is anyhow to modify the RAN SW which will be the limiting factor (it is longer to modify, test, download ,…a SW than to define a bit in the standard !).
IMEI-SV into the UTRAN

Advantages:

1) Simple CN procedure to transfer the IMEI-SV over the Iu interface, that has been provided as part of the RANAP “Common ID” message. Avoids the need to standardise O+M interfaces to both SGSN and MSC in order to load a different vendor’s RNC “TAC+SV to bitmap mapping table”.

Solutions exist within the CN to have one central database (EIR) with only one OAM. As opposed to that IMEISV solution implies to have different OAM procedures to fill in the same database of UE fault per different RNC vendor. 

Is it hinted that the content of this table is different for different RNC. Faults are per UE TAC+SV, so faults should be documented per TAC+SV and not per vendor’s RNC.
2) UTRAN vendor can implement a patch as soon as an agreed behaviour is specified – no dependency on agreement of a bit received from CN. NO need to synchronise rollout of “new bit setting” with SGSN and MSC from different vendors.

Why would it be longer to set a bit in a CN database than a RAN database? Furthermore, this is not an argument as it is far longer to write the SW to circumvent the bug than to define a bit in a bitmap and to modify a database of BMUEF. 

3) Facilitates testing of an RNC patch without requiring “test bits” to be inserted in the bitmap.

Again the bit is defined together with the fault avoidance procedure
4) Avoids proprietary Iu interface. If fields for proprietary bits are standardised in the bitmap, then you might as well use IMEI-SV! Also several fields (one for each RNC/BSC vendor in the PLMN) have always to be carried – this may cause A/Iu interface message size problems. Unstandardised proprietary bits will lead to problems at handover/relocation between different vendors RNC’s.

Why is it mentionned to use proprietary bits? Why would there be needed to have different bits for different RAN vendors. The bit depicts a fault in the standard, in the UE or in the RAN. For the 2 first kind of faults, all RAN need to exhibit the same behavior. If the fault is within the RAN, then the RAN SW knows whether or not to take into account the bit.
5) There are message size limits during SCCP connection establishment at handover/relocation. This does not interact well with a bitmap that WILL be of indeterminate length. Conversely, IMEI-SV (or just TAC+SV) is of deterministic length.

That is an argument, but is it foreseen that the standard, the UE or the RAN SW or HW will be so bad that more than 64 bits will be needed.
6) Should UTRAN specific problems for a given UE be discovered, these can easily be addressed using the IMEI-SV.

It can as easily be addressed by the bitmap solution, refer to answer in 4)
7) Mapping from IMEI-SV to ‘patch’ is only performed once by the RNC rather than a two-step mapping in the bitmap based approach.

It can as easily be addressed by the bitmap solution, refer to answer in 3)
8) IMEI-SV provided by this procedure could also be used as part of the trace functionality.

9) IMEI-SV may be used for easy provision of new UTRAN functionality – such as the gathering of UE performance statistics. This benefits the Operator, infrastructure vendor and the vendors of good quality mobiles. Only mobile vendors wishing to hide poor quality mobiles need to be concerned by this!

Disadvantages:

10) Belief that use of IMEI-SV would facilitate the use of a proprietary Uu interface. NOTE: It is in the commercial interest of Operators for the interfaces to be open and standardised. Therefore Operators would NOT accept this behaviour
How can operators avoid a proprietary Uu interface once RNC discovers that it is from the same vendor than the UE?

11) Belief that use of IMEI-SV would result in ‘clubs’ of mobile/network vendors not declaring issues with their UE/Network. NOTE: An Operator would NOT allow this to happen, since it is in the interest that roaming is facilitated through standard and common validated UE behaviour.
How would operator avoid such behaviour if the door to proprietary interface has been opened through the transfer of IMEISV to the RAN
4. Proposal 

Vodafone believe that many of the concerns with the IMEI-SV Iu based solution are resulting from paranoia of misuse. Given the urgency and seriousness of the issue Vodafone do not believe this to be sufficient justification.

Hence, Vodafone Group proposes to agree the IMEI-SV as the contents of the container received by the UTRAN from the CN. 
Alcatel obviously disagrees with this conclusion and proposal
