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1
Introduction

This is the summary of email discussions on the below CB:

CB: # 101_Email101-IIoT_HLmulticonn_sol4
- modify the Redundant QoS Flow Information IE; use explicit release for the redundant tunnel and add the corresponding IE; liaise SA2? (Nok)

- If the SMF decides to release redundant N3 tunnel, it shall remove IE“Redundant QoS Flow Information” from all QoS flows in the PDU Session; redundant release with explicit indicator is also not needed over Xn and E1 interface? (ZTE), (E///), (HW)

- Additional UL NG-U UP TNL Information shall have specific Network Instance; cause value details? (CATT)

- when all the QoS flows associated to one existing NG-U transport bearer are removed, the NG-U transport bearer is removed from the PDU session; remove the FFS whether redundancy characteristic of a QoS/PDU Session can be changed? (E///), (HW)

- st2 aspects? (Nok), (E///)

- consensus on no need for explicit redundant release / no need for redundant transmission for HO?

- if so, attempt to converge on minimum agreeable set; split work; revise/merge as needed; go for agreement

(E///)

Summary of offline disc R3-201183
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Discussion

	Questions
	Company Views

	Q1: Do we need to specify the data forwarding tunnel for the redundant QoS Flow during NG HO, and/or Xn HO?
	Nokia: No at this stage but we propose to send an LS to SA2 to check.
CATT: We propose specify the NG HO part.
Samsung: It is related with the service requirement. So SA1 or SA2 should decide it.

Ericsson: We do not see the need.

Huawei: so far we don’t see strong need. SA1 or SA2 could initiate the study first. 

ZTE: No, we do not see the requirement.

	Q2: Do we need to specify the removal of the Redundant QoS Flow Information if the SMF decides to release redundant N3 tunnel, it shall remove?
	Nokia: sorry, question is not clear?
CATT:
Samsung: stage 3 issue?

Ericsson: No need, since the “Redundant QoS” has two code points already

Huawei: same understanding as Ericsson

ZTE：No need, same view as Ericsson.

	Q3: Need of explicit tunnel release indicator
	Nokia: yes.
CATT:No
Samsung: yes.

Ericsson: No, there is no need for an explicit indicator

Huawei: is this same as the previous question? Then our answer is the same. 

ZTE: No, no need to introduce release indicator IE. In case that all of QoS flows are reverted to normal form redundant, it means that redundant transmission stops, then the tunnel will be released implicitly.

	Q4: Need to update the redundant QoS flow descriptor for start/stop of flow redundancy
	Nokia yes as per TPs in 205, 206 and 207.
CATT: yes
Samsung: no.

Ericsson: the baseline CR already covers this, with two code points.

Huawei: no update is needed

ZTE: Yes, some clarification is needed, especially, remove the note.

	Q5: Is the Cause value needed for the failure case?
	CATT: Yes, for the clear failure reason
Huawei: no strong view, but the CN anyway knows which QoS flows are duplicated, so the cause value is not really needed?

ZTE: Yes
Ericsson: if the redundant QoS flow cannot be setup, is it a failure? Is it not enough that the tunnel is not setup?

	Q6: Do we need to specify the Network Instance for the additional redundant tunnel?
	CATT: Yes, the network instance for each tunnel may be different
Samsung: Yes. Wasn’t it already agreed?

Ericsson: also think it is in the baseline CR already.

Huawei: this seems not an IIoT issue but a Rel-15 correction. So this can be further discussed in correction agenda. 
ZTE: Yes
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Conclusion
To the Question 1: if “we need to specify the data forwarding tunnel for the redundant QoS Flow during NG HO, and/or Xn HO” and send LS to SA1/SA2
Proposal 1: We do not see need to specify the data forwarding tunnel for the redundant QoS Flow now. If there is a requirement, SA1/SA2 could inform us. No need to send LS.

To the Question 2:  if “we need to specify the removal of the Redundant QoS Flow Information if the SMF decides to release redundant N3 tunnel”:

Proposal 2: there is no need as the Redundant QoS Flow Information has two code points.
To the Question 3:  if “we need of explicit tunnel release indicator”
Here are have different views: could Nokia and Samsung who said “yes” explain why we need it? 
Samsung: After further check, we have changed our position and we’re ok with no ‘explicit tunnel release indicator’. We think the indicator can simplify the processing in the NG-RAN node. But we agree that the tunnel release can be supported with setting ‘false’ as the Redundant QoS Flow Indicator IE value without the explicit release indicator.
Nokia:  same as Samsung: we think that having an explicit indicator is always a cleaner solution for the protocol. This is a general statement. However if we failed to convince and we have no F2F we can go for the setting ‘false’ as the Redundant QoS Flow Indicator IE value.
Proposal 3: it is agreed to not introduce explicit tunnel release indicator. 

To the Question 4: if “Need to update the redundant QoS flow descriptor for start/stop of flow redundancy”
Is this the same as Question 2? The question is from CATT, could CATT clarify?
CATT: It is added by Nokia. But I suppose it is related to Question 2, mostly companies’ answer for Q2 is NO. But we need add more text for the explanation
We leave this up to the companies to further discuss if they see the needs.
To the Question 5: if the Cause value needed for the failure case:

We need to discuss further.  Could you express the company view?

Ericsson: No need. If the redundant QoS flow cannot be setup, it is not a failure. It is enough that the tunnel is not setup, and the QoS flow is setup as in legacy. I think it is better to setup the session instead of fail.
Samsung: We agreed with E///’s view. Even though the redundant tunnel or the redundant QoS flow can’t be setup, the QOS flow(s) should be setup as in legacy.
CATT: the cause value is needed for the failure case. The RAN can fail the QoS flow setup with the cause other than other reason. In HO case, The SMF may release or keep the QoS flow according the cause.

Huawei: no need. CN already knows which QoS flows need to be redundant. So the existing cause values can be reused to indicate the failed cause, e.g. due to the resource limited. 
We leave this up to the companies to further discuss if they see the needs.
To the question 6: if “we need to specify the Network Instance for the additional redundant tunnel”:
Some thinks it is not related to NR-IIoT, some thinks it is covered in the BL CR (without FFS). We need to further discuss this.
Ericsson: in the Baseline CR, the “Redundant Common Network Instance IE” is included.
The question is answered, do you agree?
Samsung: We agree. In our understanding, the Redundant Common Network Instance IE was introduced to support the redundant tunnel.
CATT: So far, maybe mostly companies don’t know the issue clearly. 

In 23.501, state that the network instance for each tunnel may be different.

In our spec 38.413, in PDU session resource setup request, two Tunnel information are defined
UL NG-U UP TNL Information

Additional UL NG-U UP TNL Information
But only one common network instance is defined.

So for Additional UL NG-U UP TNL Information, we miss the network instance for it.

Yes it can be fixed in R15 correction. So we NRIIOT can inherit it

We also miss the network instance when we define the Additional Redundant UL NG-U UP TNL Information in NRIIOT

Also we can fix it in NRIIOT WI in R16

Huawei: as we answered above, this issue is not very relevant to IIoT Rel-16. So it can be first discussed in Rel-15/16 correction agenda next meeting. 
We conclude this is not to be covered in this NR-IIoT WI.
Proposal 4: Agree the set of TPs covering the agreement in Proposal 1, Proposal 2 and Proposal 3.
· Remove information related to” data forwarding tunnel for the redundant QoS Flow.”
· Add procedural text: For each PDU session, if the Redundant QoS Flow Indicator IE is set to false for all QoS flows, the NG-RAN node / S-NG-RAN node/ gNB-CU-UP shall, if supported, stop the redundant transmission and release the redundant tunnel for the concerned PDU session as specified in TS 23.501 [X].

 Suggest as we did for the past meetings, Nokia takes NGAP, Ericsson takes XnAP, ZTE takes E1AP.
TP R3-201344 (XnAP), TP R3-201345 (E1AP), R3-201381 (NGAP) are put for agreement.
The questions said to be left up to the companies for further discuss if they see the needs are not FFS for this WID.
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