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1
Introduction

Nortel Networks submitted on 10.10.02 on the reflector an email raising the issue of the coding of the GSM IEs as used in RANAP TS25.413.

Currently in our beloved protocol RANAP, we have some IEs which comes from the GSM. These are: 

Classmark 2 and classmark 3 in RELOCATION REQUIRED 
old BSS to new BSS in RELOCATION REQUIRED 
Layer 3 information in RELOCATION COMMAND 

Clasmark2 and Classmark3 
They are defined as Octet string for asn.1 and the semantic description says: "as defined in 24.008". 
However, the procedural text of section 8.6.2 clearly indicates that : 
In case of inter-system handover to GSM the RNC: 

-       shall include MS Classmark 2 and MS Classmark 3 IEs received from the UE in the RELOCATION REQUIRED message to the CN.
Since the RNC actually receives these IEs from the UE via the RRC message. Therefore, it should say "as defined in TS25.331" instead.
The problem is important because in 24.008, the coding of an IE can be either as TLV or LV depending on the GSM message in which it is embedded. Therefore, "as defined in 24008" doesn't mean anything when the IE is actually embedded in RANAP message. Also, the value of "T" appears to be also dependant of the GSM message in which it is embedded in 24008: in a RANAP message it is undefined.

Old BSS to New BSS Information IE and Layer3 Information IE 


They are defined as Octet string for asn.1 and the semantic description says: as defined in 08.08. However, it doesn't say whether only the value 'V' has to be encoded alone in the asn.1 of the RANAP message or whether the full GSM "TLV" has to be encoded in the asn.1 of the RANAP message.
However, when passed between 3g RNC and 3g MSC, the "T" and "L" as defined in GSM TS08.08 have no meaning and are useless. Worse, They could be seen as contradictory if they were included since the asn.1 already provides an embedded indication of length. 

Therefore it can be assumed that only the value 'V' is coded in the RANAP message.
However, since the text only says "as defined in 08.08" , there could be some misinterpretation coding these two IEs as "TLV" of GSM in the asn.1 of the RANAP message. 

Therefore, this point has to be clarified in RANAP since serious inter-working issues are faced.
This paper presents an overview of the issue and the solutions to sort out the inter-working including also the comments made on the reflector. 

2
Description

After Nortel launched the discussion, several emails were exchanged and the general outcome could be summarized as follows:

· the inter-working issue was recognized by several companies and the severity of it, calling for a correction CR even in R99.

· The Classmark2 and Classmark3 corrections were in general understood and recognized.

· However, doubts were still expressed on the IEs ‘Layer3 Information’ and ‘Old BSS to New BSS Information’

Nortel Networks would therefore like to bring up the following complementary clarifications before clinching the agreement. 

3
Layer 3 Information

The layout of layer 3 information IE as given by GSM TS08.08 is the following:

1.1.1.1 3.2.2.24
Layer 3 Information

This is a variable length element used to pass radio interface messages from one network entity to another.

	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	Element identifier
	octet 1

	Length
	octet 2

	Layer 3 information
	octet 3 - n


Octet 1 identifies the element. Octet 2 gives the length of the following layer 3 information.

Octet j (j = 3, 4, ..., n) is the unchanged octet j-2 of either: 

-
a radio interface layer 3 message as defined in 3GPP TS 04.18, or 

-
Handover To UTRAN Command as defined in UMTS 25.331, where n-2 is equal to the length of that radio interface layer 3 message.

It is therefore clearly said in 08.08 that the unchanged part is the “V” only. The transparent container is therefore composed of the “V” only. Therefore, the MSC is assumed to strip off the T and L fields before including only the “V” into the Relocation Command message.

Also, if the container would have been the all “TLV”, then in case of 2g-2g handover, the layer 3 information in the HANDOVER COMMAND case would have been TLV as well. This is not the case when looking at the layout of message HANDOVER COMMAND in GSM TS08.08:

1.1.1.2 3.2.1.11
HANDOVER COMMAND

This message is sent from the MSC to the BSS via the relevant SCCP connection and contains the target channel to which the MS should retune.

	INFORMATION ELEMENT
	REFERENCE
	DIRECTION
	TYPE
	LEN

	 Message Type
	 3.2.2.1 
	 MSC-BSS 
	 M
	 1 

	 Layer 3 Information 
	 3.2.2.24
	 MSC-BSS 
	 M (1)
	11-n 

	 Cell Identifier 
	 3.2.2.17
	 MSC-BSS 
	 O
	3-10 


1
This information field carries a radio interface message. In case of Intersystem handover to UMTS the information field contains a HANDOVER TO UTRAN COMMAND message as defined in TS 25.331.

4
Old BSS to New BSS Information

The layout of the IE from GSM TS08.08 is given below:

1.1.1.3 3.2.2.58
Old BSS to New BSS information

This information element is defined as a general container for passing Field Elements transparently between BSSs via the MSC.

These Field Elements are passed in the "Old BSS to New BSS information elements" octets field. The error handling performed by the receiving entity for the "Old BSS to New BSS information elements" field is that specified in section 3.1.19.7.

	8
	7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1
	

	Element identifier
	octet 1

	Length
	octet 2

	Old BSS to New BSS information elements
	octet 3-n


Coding as “V”:

Similarly, the ‘Old BSS to New BSS Information’ of the RELOCATION REQUIRED message should be encoded as only “V”.
In GSM system, as a general rule, the sender is in charge of building the message and in particular to calculate the T and L fields and add them in front of the IE. In the 3g to 2g HO function, the MSC is therefore in charge of building the HO REQUEST 2g message towards the BSC. 

Therefore, if  "TLV" were sent from the RNC and received by the MSC, it would be passed over to the its encoder on the 2g side, which would simply add T and L -as for the IEs- on top of that which results in TL (TLV). It is not normal and the BSC will not inter-work in this case.

Coding as “TLV”:

However, Nortel recognizes a backwards compatibility issue may be argued here.

This is due to the fact that the IE included in the RANAP message RELOCATION REQUIRED is named  “OldBSStoNewBSS Information” and not “OldBSStoNewBSS Information Elements”. This is pictured out below:

1.1.2 9.1.9
RELOCATION REQUIRED

This message is sent by the source RNC to inform the CN that a relocation is to be performed.

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Message Type
	M
	
	9.2.1.1
	
	YES
	reject

	Relocation Type
	M
	
	9.2.1.23
	
	YES
	reject

	Cause
	M
	
	9.2.1.4
	
	YES
	ignore

	Source ID
	M
	
	9.2.1.24
	
	YES
	ignore

	Target ID
	M
	
	9.2.1.25
	
	YES
	reject

	MS Classmark 2
	C – ifGSMtarget
	
	9.2.1.26
	Defined in [8].
	YES
	reject

	MS Classmark 3
	C – ifGSMtarget
	
	9.2.1.27
	Defined in [8].
	YES
	ignore

	Source RNC To Target RNC Transparent Container
	C – ifUMTStarget
	
	9.2.1.28
	
	YES
	reject

	Old BSS To New BSS Information
	O
	
	9.2.1.29
	Defined in  [11]. Can optionally be used if GSM target  but not used for UMTS target.
	YES
	ignore


Therefore, it can also be assumed that RANAP was calling for including the whole “TLV” format as defined above for “OldBSStoNewBSS Information IE” in GSM TS08.08.
Conclusion:

The indication in RANAP to encode only the “V” format for the  “OldBSStoNewBSS Information IE” could be seen validely as a non-backwards compatible change.

Therefore, Nortel would like to keep the door open for discussion during the meeting for this particular IE and come to a consensual decision with the other companies.

4
Conclusion & Proposal

It is proposed to further discuss the “Old BSS to New BSS Information IE” format and to agree on the following set of CRs (tdocs R3-022352/2353/2354) after the discussion (possibly modified for this latter IE upon consensus).
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