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1. Introduction

In R99 only UMTS AMR codec type is used in UMTS and thus at Inter-MSC handover the Non-Anchor MSC assumes this codec type. There is no TrFO in R99 and thus Transcoder is inserted in Non-Anchor (MSC-B for UMTS or BSS-B for GSM).

This contribution discusses the different handover/relocation scenarios and proposes what is required for R00 standards to support OoBTC in association to relocation.

2. Transport Layer Technology

In R00 the core network bearer may be IP based, ATM based or TDM based. In order for compressed speech (Transcoder free) to be carried between MSC's the E-interface is assumed to be either ATM or IP. If the CN is not a complete ATM or IP network then transcoding would be required. In R99  the coding is always PCM/G7.11 on E-interface.

If a CN is a fully meshed ATM or IP network then it can be seen that inter-MSC relocation can be avoided. This can be achieved either by establishing the RANAP/SCCP connection directly - drift RNC's GT is known by MSC-A, or the MSC-B could act as a relay point only for the RANAP message (contains Transport Address of Anchor MG) - this is being discussed in contributions to SA2 and RAN3.

In R00 for TrFO connections in the CN, if inter-MSC Relocation is performed and TrFO were to be maintained it must be determined whether the connection can support compressed voice. It is assumed that this should not be administered, i.e. BICC would be needed to negotiate the connection from MSC-A to MSC-B. As the codec type must be known when sending the RANAP Relocation Request message (which is prior to sending the IAM) then codec negotiation must be done prior to sending the IAM – i.e. not using BICC. Thus if BICC is then used to determine if a transcoder is needed or not then this will not be known until after the MAP procedures are complete. It could then be that a different codec type is selected and further change is required. This complexity and risk of additional signalling at handover is considered unsuitable for achieving successful inter-MSC handover.

3. Conclusions

For TrFO to be maintained then handover/relocation should be performed according to the solution proposed by Ericsson at SA2 WG#13 (tdoc S2-000976), allowing the Serving MSC to signal directly to the drift RNC.

It is proposed that if inter-MSC handover/relocation is performed in R00 in the same way as for R99 then transcoders should always be inserted by the Non-Anchor side, as for R99. No TrFO.











































































































































































































































































































