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1. Overall Description
RAN3 would like to thank SA2 for their liaisons regarding Transparent Container and QCI usage for SR VCC.

RAN3 has discussed the questions in LS S2-087343 from SA2 and agreed on answers below.

Question 1: Is “Source to Target Transparent Container” needed for SRVCC and potentially for normal inter-RAT HO?

The answer is yes. For any inter-system Relocation towards UTRAN, an “Source RNC to Target RNC Transparent Container” as defined in 25.413 is provided to the target RNC. In RAN3 opinion it would be beneficial, if the target system is unaware of the source system’s peculiarities, following the “source adopts to target” paradigm. This would mean that the eNB and the EPC should provide the target RNS with inter-RAT HO information as specified for UTRAN’s pre-Rel-8 inter-system handover functions.

Question 2, scenario 1: E-UTRAN selects a target cell that is GERAN and is not capable to support DTM
Answer: RAN3 can specify a respective indication to the MME. 

Question 2, scenario 2: E-UTRAN selects a target cell that is multi-rab capable (i.e., UTRAN with no VoIP) or DTM and PS-HO capable (i.e., for GERAN) but the MME restricts the PS-PS handover; thus, only allowing the PS-CS handover to continue

First option described in LS S2-087343 [providing two containers to MME, one for PS-CS and one for PS-PS+CS handover] is feasible from RAN3 point of view, but seems to produce superfluous complexity.

Second option [providing one container] would be in line with container handling (on the target UTRAN side). 

However, regarding the possibility for the MME to restrict PS-PS handovers, from RAN3 point of view, there is no reason to put any restriction to perform the handover of non-voice bearers during SRVCC operation. 

If SA2 insist to introduce this functionality then RAN3 would like to ask SA2: will the policy to not perform “PS-PS” handovers vary during the life-time of an UE’s active session or could the MME e.g. provide a per-bearer indication whether it should be handed over in conjunction with SRVCC or is this rather a “global” MME policy? 
S1AP and RANAP signalling depend on the answer for the above question. 
RAN3 has discussed also LS S2-087342 and conclude that SRVCC behaviour of E-UTRAN and UTRAN can be controlled as outlined in this LS.

If SRVCC control shall be based on QCI / SSD then normative specification is expected to be included in RANAP and S1AP, referencing to QCI / SSD values. 

In case of SRVCC from UTRAN, extending the definition of the SSD with a new codepoint, may be only understood by the source UTRAN side, if the target side is not yet upgraded. For this reason, RAN3 assumes that is beneficial to abstain from introducing a new SSD codepoint. An additional indication may be defined in the RAB Parameters IE, an “IMS anchored” indication, which, provided with an SSD set to “speech” should provide the required information. If the target side doesn’t understand this indication, it would just ignore it, but would not reject the whole procedure.

2. Actions 

To TSG SA WG2:
RAN3 kindly ask SA2 to inform RAN3 about their answer for the question will the policy to not perform “PS-PS” handovers vary during the life-time of an UE’s active session or could the MME e.g. provide a per-bearer indication whether it should be handed over in conjunction with SRVCC or is this rather a “global” MME policy?
3. Date of Next RAN3 Meetings:

3GPP TSG RAN WG3#62 
10-14 November, 2008
Prague, Czech Republic
3GPP TSG RAN WG3#63
9-13 February, 2008

Athens, Greece
