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1. Introduction
This document clarifies some issues on SCTP as a continuation of discussion in RAN3#57bis.
2. Discussion

2.1 On SCTP redundancy
In RAN3#58, [1] discusses on the impact of having the number of SCTP association restricted in the standard specification, i.e. only one per pair node. They are summarised as the followings:
· Restricting the number of SCTP association per pair NW node into one, means that there could be only one active SCTP association in one given time, and this means also that there could be only one active SCTP function (card or module) in one given time within the eNB.
This also indirectly restricted the kind of redundancy type that SCTP function can have within the eNB.

· When the SCTP function in one of the pair node fails, Multihoming in IP layer will not help, since the SCTP association that functionally managed the Multihoming will all fail.
In addition to that, the following UE impacts are also identified:
· For UE which are in transition period, i.e. performing Attach procedure, Idle-to-Active procedure, TAU procedure, Handover, the call be failed. The UE will have to re-do the procedure from the start.

· For active UE (with stable RRC connection), as long as there are no C-plane signalling transmitted over the network (S1 or X2), the call may be preserved, depending on how the vendor implementing the eNB.

DoCoMo still believes that the impacts are valid, however we also realised that redundancy depends a lot to the vendor implementation. The robustness of SCTP function redundancy within eNB depends on the requirement of the operator towards the vendor.
Assuming that all parties (both operator and vendor) aware of the impacts, and reducing as minimum as possible the UE impact should be both operator’s and vendor’s guidelines when operating the network and manufacturing the equipment, DoCoMo can agree on having the specification as it is now described in TS36.412, 36.422 v 8.0.0 and willing to do the clean up e.g. on the FFSes, etc.
2.2 On SCTP association establishment by MME

In the discussion of SCTP association establishment, there was also an opinion that MME should be able to initiate the SCTP association.

Considering that each pair node only have one SCTP association, when the SCTP function fails, the node needs to perform function/card reset or if the node has redundancy configuration for the SCTP function, the node needs to perform a switch towards the other SCTP function.
This procedure may take some time.

When the failure occurs in MME, the time taken for resetting or function switching is considered longer than the time that eNB needs to discover the SCTP association failure.
(However it is also a fact that the time to discover the SCTP failure depends on the setting of SCTP parameters, e.g. HB Interval, RTO, etc. within the eNB)
Hence, the MME does not need to perform the initiation of SCTP establishment.

When the failure occurs in eNB, eNB will perform the initiation right after the necessary card reset or function switch.
Another reason for not making MME perform the initiation is, to avoid handling of crossing INIT message.

Conclusion:
SCTP association establishment does not need to be established from MME.
2.3 On the handling of PPI field
After RAN3 decides that the identification of UE will be perform in AP level, not by using SCTP stream or PPI field within the SCTP header, the handling of PPI field was not clarified.
The RFC 4690 does not specify how to handle PPI field, except the value 0 which reserved by SCTP to indicate unspecified payload protocol identifier (no application layer identifier identified) for the payload data.
It is also considered that S1-AP, X2-AP as SCTP user do not need to standardize any specific protocol identifier with IANA.
Proposal:

The PPI field within the SCTP DATA chunk header field may be set as 0.
However, this does not need to be captured in the TS36.412, 36.422 specifications.
3. Reference
[1] R3-072080 ‘Discussion on SCTP issues and Text Proposal for TS 36.412/36.422’, NTT DoCoMo.
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