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1 Introduction
This paper looks at some the issues concerned with the introduction of a new relocation type in Rel-11, based on the analysis of RAN3 impacts provided in [1].
2 Discussion
This issue of relocation between RNCs where one does not support WB AMR was originally discussed in [2] and a solution proposed to modify the UE not involved relocation. A CR to update RANAP was provided [3]. The issue was then referred to SA2 and RAN2 for further assessment. Subsequently in RAN2 [4] a different solution than that proposed in [2] that modified the UE involved relocation. This solution has not been discussed in RAN3.
In the problem area shown in Fig 2.1-1 in [1] then second step 3 seems strange as the codec in the Source to Target transparent container is the one used by the SRNC, but the DRNC always uses the RABs to be setup List for handover, regardless of what is used by the SRNC. 
While it may be that neither modification of UE not involved nor UE involved relocation affect the ASN.1 coding, both impact the RNC behaviour, and this is described in the procedure text in RANAP as well as any changes in RRC TS 25.331 and TS 23.060 changes.  Indeed the sequence charts provided in [1] clearly show the different behaviour of the SRNC when this change is introduced, and will lead to some further description in RANAP and also other specifications. 
This sort of change should be viewed as a cost/benefit exercise, is the complexity of the change impacting all vendors/operators worth the benefits?
The change can be considered on these factors:
Specifications affected:

TS 25.331 RRC

TS 23.060

TS 25.413

Complexity of change: This involved a significant change to relocation procedures, which have been substantially unchanged since R99. 

Backward compatibility: This is a key issue, for this change imposes updates on all co-operating vendors RNCs to ensure that described failures do not occur, even though alternative methods may have been in operation already to deal with this problem. To provide interoperability then the change must be supported by all RNCs otherwise a RNC with the proposed change included will not operate with another RNC without it. This imposes a significant development and testing effort for little benefit if alternative methods are already in use.
Testing: This will add an extra mode to the IoT for inter-Vendor interoperability. 
3
Conclusion

The complexity, backward compatibility and implementation impact of the proposed change is not balanced by any benefits that may occur.
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