3GPP TSG RAN3#61



R3-081866
Jeju, Korea   18th August -22th August 2008
Agenda Item:
10.2.9.d
Source: 
Alcatel-Lucent
Title: 
Data Forwarding clean-up wrt direct and indirect path available
Document for:
For Discussion and Approval

1 Introduction

The handling of data forwarding is not fully fixed and some open points remain in particular with regards to the handling in the case of an indirect path only is available.
Also in the case of direct path availability, there is no reason to involve the MME and the S-GW with the transport addresses selected by the target eNB.
Finally the list of bearers subject to forwarding is confusing in the Handover Command message.

This paper concludes on these open issues in order to finalize the S1 handover procedure.

2 Description
The handling of data forwarding during S1 handovers is first managed by the source eNB that proposes which bearers to be forwarded, then by the target eNB that decides which bearers will actually be forwarded among the proposed ones. However the outcome of the forwarding will still be subject at this point to the availability of a forwarding path. This can categorized into three cases:
· either there is a direct path available between the source and the target eNB and the forwarded packets will use it,

· or there is no direct path available but an indirect path only is available through the EPC and the forwarded packets will use it,

· or there is neither a direct nor indirect path and the forwarding simply cannot (will not) take place.
Direct path available

In the first scenario of a direct path being available, it is assumed that the source eNB and the target eNB knows this availability. The target eNB simply needs to report to the source eNB the transport layer addresses where to send the packets. There is no need to bother the EPC to transfer these addresses but they can be directly exchanged via the transparent containers. This constitutes a consistent approach given that:
· the identity of bearers proposed to be forwarded is already passed over the source-eNB-to-target-eNB container,

· there is an inter-MME and maybe inter S-GTW change and the relaying would complicate things with no benefit,

· there is no reason to have MME involved but only additional complexity to decode and re-encode addresses for the relay, and undue possibility to change the addresses,
· this scenario constitutes the most frequent use case.
Proposal 1: It is thus proposed to include the transport layer addresses in the Target-eNB-to-Source eNB transparent container for the direct path scenario.
Indirect path available only
In the case where there is no direct path available, the target eNB needs to know whether an alternative indirect path solution is available. Indeed, if there is no, there is no reason for this target eNB to reserve some transport layer addresses and indicate them back.
However, the target eNB has currently no way to determine this indirect path availability and it is assumed that this knowledge should come from the MME.

Proposal 2: It is therefore proposed to add an Indirect Path Availability indication in the HANDOVER REQUEST message.

In the case of indirect path availability only, the target eNB then needs to send the reserved transport layer addresses to the EPC instead of sending them to the source eNB like in the direct path case. This leads to proposal number 3:
Proposal 3: in the indirect path scenario, it is proposed to indicate the transport layer addresses selected by the target eNB to the MME in the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message and to indicate the transport layer addresses selected by the EPC to the source eNB in the HANDOVER COMMAND message.
Proposal 4: it is further proposed to align the coding of the HANDOVER ACKNOWLEDGE message with the one of the HANDOVER COMMAND message for this indirect path case.

3 Conclusion

This paper has analysed the remaining open issues related to the handling of data forwarding encoding in the S1 handover scenario and has come to the following four proposals:

Proposal 1: It is proposed to include the transport layer addresses in the Target-eNB-to-Source eNB transparent container for the direct path scenario.

Proposal 2: It is proposed to add an Indirect Path Availability indication in the HANDOVER REQUEST message.

Proposal 3: in the indirect path scenario, it is proposed to indicate the transport layer addresses selected by the target eNB to the MME in the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message and to indicate the transport layer addresses selected by the EPC to the source eNB in the HANDOVER COMMAND message.

Proposal 4: it is further proposed to align the coding of the HANDOVER ACKNOWLEDGE message with the one of the HANDOVER COMMAND message for this indirect path case.

It is proposed to agree on these proposals and on the corresponding CR in tdoc R3-081867.







































































































































































































































































































































