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Introduction

This study item was to decide between the ARIB/TTC and ETS| proposals for the SRNS Procedure.
There has been some discussion by email and an agreement. The key points are summarised in this
document.

Candidate Flows

The figures below show the candidate flows, although it should be noted that some of the message
names have been abbreviated. It is clear that the main difference is whether the RRC context retrieval is
performed viathe CN (ETSI), or using the lur (ARIB/TTC).
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Other Comments

It was noted that there are two ways of retrieving buffered user data, which depend on the architectural
decisions taken by TSG-SA WG2. We have aready sent them a LS on thisissue (from Bonn).
However, this study item is primarily concerned with the C-plane interactions.

It was al'so commented that it is unclear exactly what was in/out of the RRC context information. This
was not clarified on the email exploder. In particular, it was not shown how any buffered U-plane data
isretrieved from the Source RNS.

Finally, it was not understood how the Target RNS matched |u transport bearersto radio legsin the
ARIB/TTC proposal.

Decision

It has been agreed on the email reflector that the solution using Proceeding 1 and Proceeding 2
messages should be used as the starting point for future development work in RAN WG3.



