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1 Introduction

This is the kick off of the following Come Back:
CB: # 86bis_UP_interSys_direct_Fwding_Correction

- whether to forward SDAP header vs. look at source QFI?

- “forward SDAP SDUs” (check wording if agreeable)

- check details

(Nok - moderator)

rev in R3-204274
Summary of offline disc R3-204275
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

R3-203469 rev in R3-204274 – agreed

3 Discussion

3.1 Handling of forwarded packets
Tdoc R3-203783 deals with 5G to 4G direct forwarding and explains that forwarding the packets with an SDAP header to the target eNB would be an error.
Do you agree that forwarded packets should be SDAP SDUs ?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	CATT
	Yes

	Huawei
	Yes

	Samsung
	No company propose to forward SDAP header. 

In stage 2, it was captured “.. PDCP SDU without PDCP SN and QFI information” From this description, it could be observed that no SDAP header is forwarded and therefore no change is needed.

From R3-203783, the change implied that it’s not the SDAP layer to do the flow to DRB mapping. But a new functionality before SDAP layer is needed to handle the data received over PDU session tunnel and maps to each E-RAB tunnel. That’s what we have tried to clarify during the online discussion.
If you remember, in Rel-15 discussion, it was indicated that this (new functionality) will bring complexity for NG-RAN node. Then the reply is that it’s the data in the PDCP/DRB buffer that should be forwarded. This means peer to peer DRB/E-RAB tunnel. That’s why PDCP SDU without QFI was captured in stage 2.
In 38.300, PDCP SDU is forwarded over DRB tunnel. SDAP SDU is forwarded over PDU session tunnel.


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree that SDAP header is not forwarded. Also, assuming that flow-DRB mapping on 5G side can be set freely and not necessarily 1:1 mapped to E-RAB flow mapping, this means that it should be allowed to have a function in CU UP to take the received SDAP SDUs and sent them onto the right forwarding E-RAB tunnel. This view is shared by the majority.
3.2 Updated CR in draft R3-204274
Can we agree draft_R3-204274 clarifying the above or any comments?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	CATT
	Yes

	Huawei
	Our first thinking is that the update is not needed since people have common understanding that only fresh QoS flows packets (without SDAP header) can be forwarded for inter-system handover. 
If we have to change something, maybe it can be just update “forwards each user packet as PDCP SDU without PDCP SN and QFI information” to “forwards the user data payload of this packet”, or can be updated as “forwards the user data payload of this packet without SDAP header”. 


	Samsung
	As explained in 3.1 and also by HW, the existing text is clear that no SDAP header is forwarded.


Moderator’s summary:

If majority of companies think that SDAP SDUs are forwarded why not simply write it? This discussion shows that current text is ambiguous, otherwise would be no discussion. About “forward the user data payload of this packet” then the question would be “payload of which layer” i.e. if it is payload of PDCP layer then it means PDCP SDU which implicitly means SDAP PDUs, so the confusion remains! I note that majority of companies think that R3-204274 is not wrong, even if different wording could be also possible. Therefore, it is proposed to agree R3-204274 at this meeting.
Proposal 1: agree R3-204274.

4 Conclusion

If majority of companies think that SDAP SDUs are forwarded why not simply write it? This discussion shows that current text is ambiguous, otherwise would be no discussion. About “forward the user data payload of this packet” then the question would be “payload of which layer” ? i.e. if it is payload of “PDCP layer” then it means PDCP SDU which implicitly means SDAP PDUs, so the confusion remains! I note that majority of companies think that R3-204274 is not wrong, even if different wording could also be possible. Therefore, it is proposed to agree R3-204274 at this meeting. 
Proposal 1: agree R3-204274.
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