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1. Description:

SA2 thanks RAN3 for their LS (R3-022170/S2-022803) in response to the “Liaison Statement on Support of IPv6 on Iu” (S2-022003/R3-021829) from SA2.

SA2 has re-discussed the issue of the IP version requirements for the Iu interface when the IP transport option is applied. The answer to RAN3’s question “what precisely is the “complex” IPv4/IPv6 inter working issue SA2 would like to remove by mandating IPv4 in case of IP transport option” is many-fold. One problem is forwarding of data between RNCs. If the source RNC supports only IPv4 (i.e. it is a legacy RNC or a R5 RNC implementing the ATM transport option but not IPv6) and the target RNC supports IPv6 only, then a Network Address Translator (NAT) would have to sit in between and be configured with the corresponding addresses of each RNC. The same applies to the communication between RNC and SGSN (GTP-U and RANAP messages) if they don’t support one common IP version. In addition, if the RNC or the SGSN does not support the ability to provide IPv4 addresses in the RANAP signalling (rather likely if it does not have an IPv4 stack at all), it would even require an Application-Level Gateway (ALG) capable of modifying the RANAP messages between RNC and SGSN. These are the kind of complex interworking mechanisms that SA2 was referring to.

Besides, SA2 would like to thank RAN3 for their comment about section 14.12.1 of 23.060. SA2 realises that the text introduced in that section is misleading, as it might be interpreted as requiring the configuration of one or more IPv4 addresses in the RNC, even if the network set-up is such that the RNC will never have to interwork with another RNC, or an SGSN, not supporting IPv6. It was not SA2’s intention to put such requirement on the deployment of RNCs. Consequently, SA2 has approved a new CR to 23.060 (attached) clarifying that the requirement on RNCs implementing the IP transport option is the ability to support IPv4 addresses (in order to interoperate with IPv4-only nodes), in addition to IPv6 addresses, and not to always have the two types of addresses configured and used.

SA2 would finally like to express its sympathy to the fact that the decision in RAN3 was the result of a long discussion and decision process, however, the interworking between nodes implementing different options of the standards is an important architectural aspect that needs to be addressed in the 3GPP specifications so as to not hinder the deployment of networks. Nevertheless SA2 believes that the new text in 23.060 does not contradict any statement in 25.412 or 25.414, hence SA2 leaves it up to RAN3 to decide whether any changes/additions are required in the Iu specifications.

2. Actions:

None

3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:
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