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1. Overall Description:

SA2 understands that RAN3 CRs (R3-140382, R3-140383) approved at Meeting #82&83 clarify that  the Transport Layer Address (TLA) IE signalled in S1-AP messages contains either a 32-bit IPv4 address or 128-bit IPv6 address, but not both at the same time. To that effect, SA2 discussed the attached contribution (S2-141579) which proposed that the MME selects in the TLA IE the Serving GW address, whose IP version is the same as the IP version used on the S1-MME interface. SA2 did not reach a conclusion on it as current SA2 specification scope do not include handling TLA and related IP version interworking which is deemed to be stage 3 issue.
It is SA2's understanding that at the time of EPS bearer setup for a given UE a Serving GW could send to the MME, in F-TEID IE on S11 (TS 29.274), either

1. An IPv4 address to be used for the transport layer OR
2. An IPv6 address to be used for the transport layer OR
3. Both an IPv4 and IPv6 address to be used for the transport layer
Consequently, the RAN3 approved CRs (R3-140382, R3-140383) place an implicit requirement on the MME for case /3/ to perform a selection between the two IP addresses provided by the Serving GW. SA2 discussed this issue, and following questions were raised:

a. Whether the MME or the eNB/HeNB/HeNB-GW is the right network element responsible for performing the selection of actual transport layer IP address to be used?

b. If the answer to /a/ is MME, then 

1. Based on which reliable criteria is the MME expected, especially in case /3/, to populate TLA IE with?

2. The selection criteria should ensure that different permutations of eNB, HeNB, HeNB with HeNB-GW etc result in a deterministic system behaviour. Some examples scenarios  discussed (non-exhaustive)  were:

i. Mixed eNBs/HeNBs deployments where some eNBs/HeNBs, at the S1-U transport layer, support IPv4 only whereas others support IPv6 only, and connecting to the same MME. 
ii. Mixed HeNBs deployments via a HeNB-GW, where some HeNBs, at the S1-U transport layer, support IPv4 only whereas other HeNBs support IPv6 only, and connecting to the same MME. Here, all permutations of HeNB-GW transport layer support are assumed (IPv4 only, IPv6 only, both).
                                Note; IPv4 and IPv6 mixed scenario  exists, for example, when an operator wants to migrate from IPv4 transport  to IPv6 transport gradually.
c. If the answer to /a/ is the eNB/HeNB/HeNB-GW, then it is SA2's expectation that RAN3 would kindly consider revising specifications under its remit to clarify how to support such scenarios .
SA2 requests RAN3 to kindly discuss the above mentioned issues, provide SA2 guidance on the above mentioned questions (including selection criteria for scenarios identified in this LS, and any other scenarios which RAN3 thinks to be appropriate), and if required, consider enhancing specifications under RAN3’s remit.
2. Actions:

To RAN3  groups:

ACTION:  SA2 requests RAN3 to kindly discuss the above mentioned issues, provide SA2 guidance on the above mentioned questions (including selection criteria for scenarios identified in this LS, and any other scenarios which RAN3 thinks to be appropriate), and if required, consider enhancing specifications under RAN3’s remit.
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