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1 Description 
At RAN3#49 in Seoul, Nortel presented an issue concerning specifically the UE involved inter-SGSN relocation.

The problem is that the target SGSN must currently include the RABs corresponding to non real-time PdP contexts preserved at the source side in the RELOCATION REQUEST message even if they are not included in the Source-RNC-to-Target-RNC transparent container received by the target RNC from the source RNC.
RAN3 agreed to the issue and sent a LS in tdoc R3-051364 proposing two solutions:
Solution to the issue:

The current RANAP was, according to RAN3, based on the assumption that the source SGSN would indicate for each PdP context transferred to the target SGSN whether it was preserved or not in order to calculate the correct list of RABs to be included in the RELOCATION REQUEST message.

If this information is confirmed missing in the relevant GTP message, one possibility is to correct this.

The other possibility is to update RANAP to allow the target SGSN to include all the RABs and have the target RNC reject just the preserved RABs but establish the ones that were existing in the SRNC and not fail the relocation.  

The issue was discussed at last SA2 meeting. They have already recognized that:

- the target SGSN will not be aware of the RABs preserved at source side

- consequently it may include in the Relocation Request message to the target RNC a longer list of RABs than existing before the relocation 

- the target RNC shall not fail the relocation for this reason but can still accept it.
Therefore, as explained in 1364, RANAP needs to be corrected in line with the proposal below:
The CN initiates the procedure by generating a RELOCATION REQUEST message. In a UTRAN to UTRAN relocation, the message shall contain for each of those RABs proposed in the RELOCATION REQUEST message that were existing for the UE before the relocation the information (if any) required by the UTRAN to build the same set of those RABs as before the relocation. The CN may indicate that RAB QoS negotiation is allowed for certain RAB parameters and in some cases also which alternative values to be used in the negotiation.

2 Additional related Issues to complete the RANAP CR
The above recognized statements create in RANAP one or two additional signaling protocol issues.
2.1 First related new RANAP protocol issue "rabs-to-be-released" IE
Signalling at target side
Shall the target RNC report about these extra RABs in the RABs Failed to setup IE of the Relocation Request Acknowledge message?
This point is not obvious considering that in the Forward Relocation Response message, the target SGSN needs to return towards the source SGSN only the RABs successfully setup by the target RNC. Also, the identity of these RABs failed to set up is not really needed at the source side since they do not exist and therefore do not need to be released.
However, on the other hand, the target SGSN is not aware of the status (preserved/non preserved) of these RABs and, if not reported, it will see in the Relocation Request Acknowledge message fewer RABs than were included in the Relocation Request message which is not nice.

The clarification of what is expected to be reported and forwarded by the nodes is therefore needed. A first proposal is made in the version 1 RANAP CR where the target RNC doesn't report about these additional failed RABs.
Signalling at source side

As already said, in the Forward Relocation Response message, the target SGSN returns towards the source SGSN all the RABs successfully setup by the target RNC, and only them.

Similarly, there are then two alternatives for the handling at the source side (called version 2)

- version 21: the source SGSN makes a filtering so that the Source RNC receives in the RABtobeReleased IE only RAB ID s that it knows (i.e. existing before the relocation),
- version 22: the source SGSN doesn't do any filtering, and the source RNC must be prepared to receive in the RABtobeReleased IE some RAB Ids it is not aware of, and Source RNC must ignore them silently (and shall not trap due to protocol error) while finishing the relocation.

2.2 Second related new RANAP protocol issue "rabs-to-be-forwarded" IE
It seems currently discussed by SA2 whether a target RNC could be allowed to set up some of these extra RABs that were not existing prior to the relocation.

Only if SA2 finally decides that it is allowed, the same clarifications as for the RABtobeReleased IE above would be needed for these RABs in the RABs-to-be-forwarded IE:
· target RNC could or could not report them since no data forwarding is expected to be done at source side,

· if reported by target RNC, source SGSN could filter them instead for the same reason,
· if neither target RNC or source SGSN filters them out, source RNC should be prepared to receive in the RABstobeforwarded IEs some RAB Ids it is not aware of.

3 Conclusion

The RANAP CR correcting the issue of last meeting recognized by SA2 has been made in three versions to address at the same time the new related signaling protocol issues newly highlighted in this paper.
It is proposed to review these three proposed versions of the RANAP CR and:

· agree on version 1 or not,

· agree on one of the two versions 21 or 22 CRs.
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