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1. Introduction
In the previous CN4#21 meeting, several solutions were proposed for the backward compatibility issue when introducing new GTP messages for MBMS. There were four proposed solutions as follows.

1. To introduce new timer for MBMS. (Proposed by 3 in Tdoc N4-031178 , N4-031179)

2. To introduce new Extension header (Proposed by Nortel Networks in Tdoc N4--031276)
3. To reuse the Common Flag IE (Proposed by Vodafone in Tdoc N4-031296)
4. To upgrade GTP version
This contribution discusses above four solutions and proposes to select the Common Flag IE solution.
2. Discussion
Current GTP specification doesn’t have any backward compatibility mechanism completely suitable for the introduction of the new GTP messages. (e.g. the receiving node doesn’t return any notification to the sending  node when it received a message with unknown message type) However, we believe, it is very likely that further new set of GTP messages will be required when introducing new services in future releases. Therefore, selected solution should be general and future proofing (should not be specific to MBMS). Considering this, new timer solution and new extension header solution are not appropriate for this issue since new timer or new extension header needs to be added each time new set of GTP messages for new service is introduced. Besides the extension header solution doesn’t always work since the Supported Extension Header notification message may be delayed or lost, but the GGSN doesn’t wait for it (no timer is defined to wait for the Supported Extension Header notification) and may wrongly assume that the SGSN supports MBMS.
On the other hand, GTP version upgrade is the last resort since this requires all the existing GTP messages (both the GTP-C and the GTP-U) to be upgraded to version 2 and all nodes (including RNC) within an operator network must support dual GTP version and moreover RANAP has to be enhanced to handle dual GTP-U version while this solution can solve any kind of issue on the existing GTP protocol.
The Common Flag IE solution doesn’t have above drawbacks the other solutions have. As pointed out in Tdoc N4-031296, only drawback of the Common Flag IE solution is that this IE is sent from the SGSN to the GGSN more times than it is needed, however this is practically unnoticeable load for GSNs
Therefore we think that to reuse the Common Flag IE is the best solution among above four solutions.

3. Proposal
It is proposed to select the Common Flag IE solution for this issue and it is also proposed to approve the attached CR to TS 29.060 to reflect this.
