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1 Introduction

This is the summary of discussions for the following come back.
CB: # 2_GTP-UError

- Focus on whether anything is missing over Xn and E1 to support GTP-U error indication/user plan failure?

(moderator - Nok)

Summary of offline disc R3-242109
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Agree E1AP CR in tdoc R3-242184 (revision of R3-241666, merging 2017), Huawei
Agree XnAP CR in tdoc R3-242183 (revision of R3-241665, merging 2016), Nokia
3 Discussion 
At RAN3#123, RAN3 received LS from CT4 in R3-240006/C4-235602 to have RAN3 align RAN3 specifications with CT4 specifications for the case of GTP error indication received by gNB. For this case CT4 specified that gNB should trigger PDU session release towards SMF and asked RAN3 to have gNB include a specific indication to SMF for this case.
RAN3 agreed the RAN3 NGAP CR in R3-241117 at RAN3#123 adding a new User Plane Indicator IE which gNB can include in the PDU Session Resource Notify Released Transfer IE towards the SMF.
However, to finalize this CT4 request, two complementary CRs are needed for Xn and E1 as discussed below in sections 3.1 and 3.2. Then section 3.3 looks at NG-U Path Failure case and section 3.4 at F1-U failure case.
3.1 Issue 1: Need of E1AP CR to complete CT4 request
If the gNB is a split gNB, the GTP-U Error Indication from UPF will be received by the gNB-CU UP but the gNB-CU CP is the node to send the PDU Session Resource Notify Released Transfer IE towards the SMF. Therefore, then gNB-CU UP needs to inform the gNB-CU CP about the fact that it received GTP-U error indication using a new E1AP indication.

Given that gNB-CU CP is expected to release the PDU session, this E1AP indication can simply be included in the PDU Session Resource to remove IE from gNB-CU UP as shown in the E1AP CR in tdoc R3-241666.

Do you agree that gNB-CU UP needs to inform gNB-CU CP of the received GTP-U error indication to fulfill CT4 requirements:

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	Yes. 


	
	


Can we therefore agree to corresponding tdoc R3-241666:
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	Yes. And it is appreciated to merge R3-242017 in.

	
	


Moderator summary:

Revise R3-241666 to merge R3-242017 and add ZTE cosign.
3.2 Issue 2: Need of XnAP CR to complete CT4 request
If the PDU session is a split PDU session, the GTP-U Error Indication from UPF can be received by the SN. But the MN is the node to send the PDU Session Resource Notify Released Transfer IE towards the SMF. Therefore, then SN needs to inform MN about the fact that it received GTP-U Error Indication.

Given that MN is expected to release the PDU session, this XnAP indication can simply be included in a PDU Session Resource to be released List IE from SN as shown in the XnAP CR in tdoc R3-241665.

Do you agree that SN needs to inform MN of the received GTP-U Error Indication to fulfill CT4 requirements for split PDU session?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	Yes

	
	


In CR in in R3-241665 it is proposed to add a new PDU Session List to be released IE to include the new GTP-U Error Indication in a full backwards compatible way (avoid reusing the existing PDU session List with Data Forwarding Request Info IE which is used in multiple messages across XnAP).

Can we agree to corresponding tdoc R3-241665:

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	Yes. 

	
	


Moderator summary:

Revise R3-241665 to merge R3-242016 and add ZTE cosign.
3.3 Issue 3: Need to cover NG-U Path Failure

The understanding of the moderator is that path failure over NG-U is specified by CT4 to be handled by UPF. UPF informs SMF which triggers PDU session release, after possibly some timer. 

CT4 did not request RAN3 additional work on this. The moderator thinks therefore that CT4 does not expect gNB action on this. Introducing gNB action on this is not requested by CT4, would not align with current CT4 specification, and could introduce race conditions over NG. 

Moderator proposes to not do any work on this case unless being triggered by CT4.

Please provide your view on the above.
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No need of additional work for the Path Failure case so far identified.

	Huawei
	For the NG path failure, we think it is better to leave it to CT4. 
And for the NG-RAN internal UP failure (E1/F1 without CN involvement), we consider the existing the Transport Layer Cause (e.g., Transport Resource Unavailable) seems sufficient unless issues are identified.  

	
	


Moderator summary:

Do nothing.
3.4 Issue 4: F1-U Failure case

How to handle F1-U failure cases will be handled at next RAN3#124 meeting.

4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
Agree revision of R3-241666 to merge R3-242017 and add ZTE cosign.
Agree revision of R3-241665 to merge R3-242016 and add ZTE cosign.
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