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RAN3 respectfully asks N4 and S2 to consider the following issues and provide some clarification:

Issue 1:

During a discussion on the Release 99 lossless SRNS Relocation mechanism, an apparent contradiction between 23.060 and 29.060 was identified, leading to some confusion in RAN3. 

In the current specifications for the R99 packet-forwarding scheme for lossless relocation (i.e. RANAP (25.413) and 23.060), it appears that,  from the perspective of the target RNC, a single tunnel is used for “regular” Iu traffic and for data forwarding from the source RNC. In other words, there is a tunnel with three terminations, as shown below:
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In 29.060, this appears to be strictly forbidden, when it is stated that (in v.3.3.0):

 
“The TEID in the GTP-U header is used to de-multiplex traffic incoming from remote tunnel endpoints so that it is delivered to the User plane entities in a way that allows multiplexing of different users, different packet protocols and different QoS levels. Therefore no two remote GTP-U endpoints shall send traffic to a GTP-U protocol entity using the same TEID value.”

R3 believes that there will be no duplication of PDUs between the two sources, although the PDUs may not arrive in sequence.

R3 has identified two possible solutions:

· use a totally separate tunnel for forwarding and “regular” Iu (would need new IE in RANAP, and changes to 23.060)

· modify the rule in GTP, to allow this scenario in the case of data forwarding

R3 asks S2 and N4 to confirm that the contradiction exists, and to make a decision as to which solution is preferred.

Issue 2:

During the same discussion, it was also raised that it is currently unclear which node is responsible for deciding which RABs are “subject to data forwarding” and which can sustain data loss.

It appears (from the RRC specification, 25.331) that the Source RNC indicates whether each RAB is to be handled as lossless to the Target RNC in the RRC transparent container (in the PDCP Info IE). 

The Target SGSN sends “one or more” “RNC Tunnel Endpoint Identifiers and RNC IP address for data forwarding” to the Source SGSN.

The Source SGSN sends TEID/IP addresses to the Source RNC for “RABs subject to data fowarding”.
It is not clear to R3 whether the decision to perform data forwarding should be made in the RAN or the CN, and how this information is shared with all necessary nodes.

For example, if the SGSN makes the decision, this needs to be communicated to the Source RNC and the Target SGSN (the Target RNC already receives the information from the Source RNC). Similarly, if the Source RNC makes the decision, this needs to be communicated to both SGSNs.

R3 asks for guidance from S2 as to where the decision to perform data forwarding should occur (CN or RAN) and how the information should be shared between all concerned nodes. Changes may be needed to 23.060, 25.413 and/or 29.060 to reflect the decision.
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