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1. Overall Description:

SA2 thanks RAN3 for its request for clarification and feedback on switching of the UL Tunnel Endpoint at X2 Handover. SA2 would like to inform RAN3 that SA2 has agreed to support the switching of the UL tunnel endpoint at X2 handover and documented it in TS 23.401 release 8.0.0 section 5.5.1.1.3. 
SA2 would like to provide the following feedback to RAN3 on the specific questions. 

Question: Can SA2 confirm and motivate that the following relocation scenarios should be supported: Relocation of MME only, Relocation of MME and SGW, and Relocation of SGW only
SA2 would like to confirm that all of the above scenarios are supported.

Question: RAN3 assumes that any relocation is triggered for mobility reasons only and asks SA2 to confirm that assumption
SA2 would like to confirm that assumption based on current specifications. However SA2 does not exclude the possibility of defining new use cases in the future, e.g. load balancing mechanisms, which may also result in the relocation of MME and/or Serving GW. 

Question: Could SA2 clarify the relationship between MME pool areas and SGW pool areas?
SA2 would like to clarify that they are independent. SA2 would like to inform RAN3 that "Serving GW pool area" terminology no longer exists in its specification; the concept is re-named to "Serving GW service area". SA2 would also like to clarify that it assumes Serving GW relocations to be triggered in the MME only, hence the "Serving GW service area" concept is transparent to EUTRAN. MME relocation, on the other hand, is triggered in EUTRAN. 
Questions: Specifically with regards to the enclosed discussion paper, RAN3 would also appreciate having SA2 opinion on:

Could SA2 provide an estimate of the expected time it would take to execute steps 1 to 5 (in figure 1)?
SA2 thinks the execution time can vary significantly; the worst case is an international roaming scenario where it could take a few hundred milliseconds to complete the signalling; in typical non-roaming scenarios the delay is expected to be no more than a few tens of milliseconds. 
Question: At change of SGW, RAN3 identified that there is a risk for data disordering when the SGW is switched. Would the mechanism introduced by this proposal cause additional traffic disruption compared to a change of SGW by means of the S1 initiated procedure?
SA2 did not identify any reason why additional traffic disruption would be caused compared to the S1 initiated procedure. However SA2 did not engage in a detailed analysis on data disordering and would like to refer to RAN3 on that subject. 

Question: Could SA2 provide a general opinion on the proposal described by the discussion paper?

As clarified above, the proposal has been agreed and documented in TS 23.401. 
2. Actions:

SA2 would like to ask RAN3 to take note of the above in its specification work, and provide any possible feedback it might have. 
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