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Introduction

S2-023430 (proposed TR ue.8de v0.0.2) contains open issues within section 5.1.7 on inter BSC/RNC handover/relocation. These should be resolved.

Discussion

The current method (b) requires the relay MSC to store and handle the UESBI in a similar manner to that in which it has to store and handle the IMSI. Hence this should not severely impact the relay MSC functionality. No changes are needed to BSCs or RNCs.

Method (a) requires all the different RNCs and BSCs to copy the IMEISV into a new field within the transparent containers. This seems to require the definition of a new Field in BSSMAP (48.008) and a new parameter in RANAP (25.413). These changes are more complex to standardise than method (b) and require changes to BSCs and RNCs (but do not require changes to relay MSCs).

With respect to A and E interface message size, proposals (a) and (b) appear roughly equal.

Because of this analysis, it is felt that method (b) is better.

Proposal

It is proposed that the changes shown below are made to section 5.1.7 of this TR. 

5.1.7
Inter-RNC/BSC Handover/Relocation

Should the anchor MSC send the UEVI to the target BSC/RNC, or, should the “transparent container” be used to carry the information between RAN nodes? This is analyzed below:

a)
transparent container

All BSCs and RNCs have to be upgraded to support this use of the transparent container. This could involve changes in up to perhaps 4 different hardware platforms (2 GSM BSC vendors and 2 UMTS RNC vendors).

This method requires all the different RNCs and BSCs to copy the IMEISV from the Common ID message into a new field within the transparent containers. This seems to require the definition of a new Field in BSSMAP (48.008) and a new parameter in RANAP (25.413). These changes are more complex to standardise than method (b) and require changes to BSCs and RNCs (but do not require changes to relay MSCs).

b)
UEVI buffered in relay MSC

The UEVI is sent by the anchor MSC in the Relocation request message. The relay MSC sends it to the target RAN node and also stores it for future BSC/RNC handovers within the relay MSC’s area. This method requires the relay MSC to store and handle the UESBI in a similar manner to that in which it has to store and handle the IMSI. Hence this should not severely impact the relay MSC functionality. No changes are needed to BSCs or RNCs.

Overall, method (b) is simpler to standardise and appears easier to implement and deploy. Method (b) is therefore selected.
The following point needs to be considered further:


A interface (and some E interface) messages have a length limit of around 255 bytes. It needs to be checked that carrying the UEVI in the Handover Request messagedoes not cause problems.
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