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1
Introduction

This document summarizes the proposals on open topics for the Path Update / E-RAB Modification Indication procedure, i.e. containing the following issues:
1)
Shall there be a negative response message defined for the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure?
2)
Shall the MME be allowed to include UL TEIDs in the E-RAB MODIFICATION CONFIRM message?
3)
Shall the MME be allowed to indicate an updated UE-AMBR in the E-RAB MODIFICATION CONFIRM message?

4)
Shall it be allowed to exchange security related information via the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure?

5)
How to handle E-RABs indicated more than once in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?

6)
How to handle the case where the EPC fails switch to the new DL TEID for all E-RABs?

7)
How to handle E-RABs not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?

2
Discussion

2.1
Shall there be a negative response message defined for the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure?

In favour :

NEC (R3-142345)

LG (R3-142390)

Against:

Nokia (R3-142147)

CATT (R3-142171)

Huawei (R3-142191)

Alcatel-Lucent (R3-142365)

Ericsson

Observation 1 There seems to be a majority for not defining a negative response message in the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure
Proposal 1 Agree to not define a negative response message for the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure.

2.2
Shall the MME be allowed to include UL TEIDs in the E-RAB MODIFICATION CONFIRM message?
Not indicated:

LG

Alcatel-Lucent

In favour:

no one
Against:

CATT (R3-142171)

Huawei (R3-142191)

NEC (R3-142345)

Nokia (R3-142151)

Ericsson (R3-142459)
Observation 2 There is a clear majority to not include UL TEIDs in the CONFIRM message.
Proposal 2 Agree to not allow including UL TEIDs in the CONFIRM message.
2.3
Shall the MME be allowed to indicate an updated UE-AMBR in the E-RAB MODIFICATION CONFIRM message?
Not indicated:

LG

In favour:

CATT (R3-142171)

Huawei (R3-142191)

Nokia (R3-142151)

Against:

NEC (R3-142345)

Ericsson (R3-142459)

Observation 3 There is a slight majority in favour of allowing to indicate UE-AMBR in the CONFIRM message.
Proposal 3 Further discuss whether it is allowed to indicate UE-AMBR in the CONFIRM message.
2.4
Shall it be allowed to exchange security related information via the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure?
Not indicated:

LG

In favour:

Against:

CATT (R3-142171)

NEC (R3-142345)

Ericsson (R3-142459)

Nokia (R3-142151)

Observation 4 All documents propose to not allow to exchange security related information.
Proposal 4 Agree to not allow to exchange security related information.
2.5
How to handle E-RABs indicated more than once in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?
Send the Failure message

LG (R3-142390)

open: how to treat E-RABs that were indicated properly?

Observation 5 The topic on how to handle E-RABs indicated more than once in the INDICATION message is only discussed in the LG document R3-142390.
Proposal 5 Further discuss the topic on how to handle E-RABs indicated more than once in the INDICATION message.
2.6
How to handle the case where the EPC fails switch to the new DL TEID for all E-RABs?
Send the Failure message

LG (R3-142390), and trigger UE Context release
NEC (R3-142345), and eNB decides further actions

Include those E-RABs in the “Failed to Modify List” and regard the E-RAB as being released

Huawei (R3-142193)

Observation 6 The topic on how to handle E-RABs failed to switch the DL TEID is related to the issue on the definition of a negative response.

Proposal 6 Agree that the E-RABs failed to switch are included in the “Failed to Modify List”, i.e. the current message structure in the BL CR is kept unchanged, a TP for the procedure text is included in R3-142193.
2.7
How to handle E-RABs not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message?
Send the Failure message 

LG (R3-142390), and trigger UE Context Release
NEC (R3-142345), and eNB decides further actions

MME triggers UE Context Release procedure 

Huawei (R3-142193)

Nokia (R3-142151)
Alcatel-Lucent (R3-142365)

Ericsson

Observation 7 The topic on how to handle E-RABs not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message is related to the issue on the definition of a negative response.
Proposal 7 It is proposed to remove the FFS in the Abnormal Conditions section.
3
Summary and proposal
Observation 1
There seems to be a majority for not defining a negative response message in the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure
Observation 2
There is a clear majority to not include UL TEIDs in the CONFIRM message.
Observation 3
There is a slight majority in favour of allowing to indicate UE-AMBR in the CONFIRM message.
Observation 4
All documents propose to not allow to exchange security related information.
Observation 5
The topic on how to handle E-RABs indicated more than once in the INDICATION message is only discussed in the LG document R3-142390.
Observation 6
The topic on how to handle E-RABs failed to switch the DL TEID is related to the issue on the definition of a negative response.
Observation 7
The topic on how to handle E-RABs not indicated in the E-RAB MODIFICATION INDICATION message is related to the issue on the definition of a negative response.


Proposal 1
Agree to not define a negative response message for the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure.
Proposal 2
Agree to not allow including UL TEIDs in the CONFIRM message.
Proposal 3
Further discuss whether it is allowed to indicate UE-AMBR in the CONFIRM message.
Proposal 4
Agree to not allow to exchange security related information.
Proposal 5
Further discuss the topic on how to handle E-RABs indicated more than once in the INDICATION message.
Proposal 6
Agree that the E-RABs failed to switch are included in the “Failed to Modify List”, i.e. the current message structure in the BL CR is kept unchanged, a TP for the procedure text is included in R3-142193.
Proposal 7
It is proposed to remove the FFS in the Abnormal Conditions section.
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