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TSG CN WG1 has reviewed the Liaison Statement and the attached contribution (Tdoc S2-99F02) sent by TSG SA WG2 on usage of RANAP instead of BSSAP over the E interface at UMTS to UMTS inter-MSC SRNS relocation. 

After a detailed discussion of the arguments given in Tdoc S2-99F02 for the usage of RANAP, TSG CN WG1 proposes that the working assumption stated in 23.121 version 3.1.0 to be changed to read:

For UMTS to UMTS Inter-MSC Handover the following messages shall be used embedded in MAP at the GSM E i/f:

i) BSSAP (i.e. BSSMAP and DTAP) messages with necessary modifications for GSM to UMTS Handover, if STM is used on the link between the anchor and the target MSC

ii) RANAP messages, if ATM is used on the link link between the anchor and the target MSC.
With regard to the various issues mentioned in Tdoc S2-99F02, the following arguments were given in CN1: 

· “No redundant Information Elements”

Note that with regard to the location of the transcoder after MSC-MSC handover the behaviour of ATM and STM links is different. As a consequence, the argument that ‘all IEs in RANAP will be relevant’ does not apply in the case where after the handover the transcoder is located in the target MSC, i.e. if STM is used on the link between anchor and target MSC. In that case the QoS profile for a radio access bearer at the Iu interface  has to be generated by the target MSC, because it is the target MSC which selects the transcoder (and the codec modes), and therefore the necessary information (e.g. concerning the SDU streams/RAB subflow combinations) is available only in the target MSC. If the anchor MSC includes the mandatory information element QoS information in the RANAP Relocation Request, this information will be of no use in the target MSC. 

(Note: There was a proposal presented at the CN1 meeting to give the anchor MSC ‘direct’ control over the transcoders in the target MSC (see Tdoc N1-000111, section 4.3.2). However, this proposal does not work because when the anchor MSC selects the codec, it needs the information which transcoders will be available in the target MSC at the very moment when the command to allocate the codec is received by the target MSC; but this information cannot available in the anchor MSC. Furthermore, by this proposal the time critical handover procedure would be enhanced by three MAP dialogue steps which is in clear contradiction to the argumentation given in Tdoc S2-99F02 itself.) 

With regard to the message length, it can be expected that because of the amount of information tranported in the QoS profile, the RANAP messages will be considerably longer than the respective BSSMAP messages.

· “No protocol conversion“

With regard to the protocol conversion in the anchor MSC, the main issue will be the Source RNC to Target RNC transparent container which can be added to the BSSMAP Handover Request message. This has to be done anyway for the GSM to UMTS handover case. Copying this container from Relocation Required to Handover Request does not require a time consuming mapping. 

There might be some mapping required from BSSMAP to RANAP in the target MSC, however if we compare the time consumed by this with the time which is required by the additional ASN.1 encoding of a RANAP message in the anchor MSC and the subsequent decoding of the same message in the target MSC, it is questionable whether there is really any advantage for the use of RANAP. 

(As mentioned above, in the STM case, if the transcoder is located in the target MSC, the QoS cannot  be taken from a Relocation Command received via the E-interface, but has to be generated in the target MSC.) 

· “No mapping problems“

As N3 stated recently in their LS to S2 on ‘QoS mapping in case of HO from 3G to 2G system’, there is no need to define a mapping from RANAP QoS parameters to BSSMAP Channel Type, as the BSSMAP Channel Type can be derived in the anchor MSC from the GSM Bearer Capability. The mapping from BSSMAP Channel Type to RANAP QoS profile which is needed in the target MSC will have to be defined anyway for the case of UMTS -> GSM handover. (The parameters contained in the RANAP QoS profile allow a much more detailed description of the bearer compared to the BSSMAP Channel Type; therefore it should not be a big problem to define such a mapping.)

· “No dependency between RANAP and BSSMAP“ 

Generally the parameters which are needed for the UMTS->UMTS handover (e.g. RAB Id, NAS Binding Information) have to be included anyway in BSSMAP for the case of GSM->UMTS handover.

SMG2 is planned to be transferred to 3GPP as a new TSG GERAN during this year. This will narrow the institutional gap between BSSMAP and RANAP.

· “Multicall supported“

Indeed, for the handover of a multicall, additions to the specifications will be needed (mainly to TS 23.009). The basic idea which can be followed is to include one Handover Request message for each bearer to be handovered. (Inclusion of  more than one BSSMAP messag in the MAP Prepare Handover operation is possible already today.) 

· “Future proof“

The new working assumption takes care of the concerns expressed in Tdoc S2-99F02 by specifying the use of RANAP via ATM links, as ATM is expected to replace STM by and by as transport technology in future networks.


