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As part of one of their R00 work tasks, RAN3 has been studying the two solutions being discussed in SA2 for SRNS Relocation for Real Time RABs (CN bi-casting or SRNC packet forwarding). It is expected that such RABs will be used for voice and video over IP (among other applications).

In the course of the discussions, it has become apparent that the requirements coming from the relocation of the PDCP termination are not clear (at least to RAN3 delegates!). In particular, we would appreciate guidance and information on the following points from RAN2:

1) What is the expected realisation of voice and/or video over IP from the PDCP (and other radio protocols) perspective? (e.g. transparent vs acknowledged mode, compression algorithm etc)

2) In the PDCP solution from (1), what are the requirements for the transfer of state information at SRNS Relocation. It would be especially interesting to know whether any of the state information requires transfer in real-time between the RNCs, and what the implication would be if such information could not be transferred.

3) Are there any restrictions on the sequencing of frames at the input to the PDCP algorithm – in particular, will there be problems caused by missing or duplicated packets? If there is a limitation on the number of missing/duplicated packets that could be tolerated, this would be important information to RAN3.

The PDCP algorithm referred to above is meant to be the algorithm within PDCP that RAN2 expects to be used for such RT RABs. If a suitable algorithm has not yet been selected, then some early indicative answers would still be very useful to R3, with confirmation of a definite requirement later in the year.

In addition, and to help us understand the wider issue, it would be useful if SA2 could provide information on the likely end-end protocol stack for such real-time IP based services.

