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RAN3 thanks SA2 on the LS (S2-022003/R3-021829) “Response to Liaison Statement on Support of IPv6 on Iu”.

However, RAN 3 is still unclear as to what course of action it must take in light of what is already in RAN 3 Specifications and the Inter‑working issue addressed in SA2. Therefore RAN 3 would like further clarification on this issue:

RAN3 would like to know 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 the issue based on GTP‑C; on data forwarding between RNCs; or on the connection between RNC‑SGSN? Or is it based on the fact that one node must have both addresses? 

RAN3s intention is to have the possibility to provide two IP addresses for data forwarding in case of Relocation. In the CR against 23.060 chapter 14.12.1 it seems that every RNC is now mandated to have two IP addresses configured, which will be a waste of addresses in case of deployment of pure IPv6 (or IPv4) networks.

With regards to the support of IPv4 in our current Rel-5 UTRAN specifications RAN3 would like to emphasise that the current standardisation situation is a result of a very long discussion and decision process within RAN 3. For inter‑working purposes the current RAN3 Rel-5 Specifications assume that the operators will select the IP version(s) to be used on the Iu interface.

Actions:

To SA2:

RAN WG3 kindly asks for clarifications to the above questions and would be grateful for a prompt response.
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