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1. Overall Description:

RAN3 would like to thank SA2 for their LS response in S2-061183 (R3-060375).
On behaviour at target RNC

RAN3 would like to confirm its understanding that:
· The RANAP RELOCATION REQUEST message may contain more RABids than existing before the relocation and target RNC should not have problem with this,

· it is expected that the target RNC shall not establish those RABs not existing before the relocation in the case where the Iur bearer exist,

· it is expected that the target RNC should not establish those RABs not existing before the relocation in UE involved relocation scenarios.
However this last point is not fully covered by current RANAP. Current RANAP have two statements:
There is one generic statement that outline the minimum requirement:

“The CN initiates the procedure by generating a RELOCATION REQUEST message. In a UTRAN to UTRAN relocation, the message shall contain the information (if any) required by the UTRAN to build the same set of RABs as existing for the UE before the relocation.”
In addition there is a specific statement applicable for the UE involved case:
“-
The target RNC may accept a requested RAB only if the RAB can be supported by the target RNC.”
There is also a specific statement applicable for the UE not involved case (which is meant to cover the Combined Cell Update and Relocation case):

“-
The target RNC may accept a RAB only if the radio bearer(s) for the RAB either exist(s) already [..] or do(es) not exist before the relocation but can be established in order to support the RAB in the target RNC.”
It is the understanding of RAN3 that any restriction (into shall not or should not) to this statement could lead to problems if the target SGSN doesn't support the preservation procedure. Therefore, RAN3 sees here a system problem that needs to be solved in SA2 before RANAP can be updated. RAN3 waits guidance.
On signalling issues

Independently from the point above, RAN3 would like to draw the attention of SA2 that it noticed also a clarification needed on the signalling of these RABs not set up at target side because they were not existing before the relocation; mainly:

· The understanding of RAN3 is that they should be included in the RABs failed to set up IE of RELOCATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message. This is however not explicitly stated in RANAP today. 

· The handling in the Core Network of the RABs failed to set up IE of RELOCATION REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message should be described in the stage 2 document, and the handling of RABs failed to set up may be different for existing RABs and preserved RABs.
· should a source SGSN not include the RABids corresponding to these non existing RABs at source side (preserved RABs) in the RABs to be released IE or should it include them and source RNC silently ignore them ?
It is believed by RAN3 that these signalling clarifications that are mainly under SA2 scope as it involves the different nodes and RAN3 would like to receive guidance from SA2 before making any needed related CR on this signalling issue.
2. Actions:

To TSG SA2 group

ACTION: 
TSG RAN3 kindly ask guidance from SA2 on the two issues reported above.
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