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1 Introduction

This topic was discussed online on 18th of August and following offline discussion was scheduled then:
CB: # 70_ReuseSrcTEIDatHO

-  Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information and S1 DL UP Unchanged IEs are not used?

- if so, CR needed?

- if so, OK to just update procedure text?

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-205582
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion
3.1 Whether existing allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information and S1 DL UP Unchanged IEs are not used

During the online discussion, the following question shall be firstly be answered.

-  Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information and S1 DL UP Unchanged IEs are not used?

According to the previous RAN3 #102 meeting, seen in R3-187093”Summary of offline discussions on CB#17” [1]:

	It was agreed offline to 

-
agree for NGAP the approach in R3-186400 (revised in R3-187163) 

-
agree for XnAP the approach in R3-186850

-
agree for E1AP the approach in R3-186851

It was agreed to not include any specification text in text in stage 2


So, reusing source TEID at handover was only agreed within NR, excluding LTE. 
Observation 1: Confirm that Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information and S1 DL UP Unchanged IEs are not used.
Question 1:  Do companies agree with observation 1 (i.e., Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information IE and S1 DL UP Unchanged IE are not used)?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree. The two IEs are not used for LTE.

	Nokia
	Agree.

	Huawei
	Agree.

	Samsung
	Agree

	Ericsson
	Agree


3.2 Whether both procedure text and tabular shall be clarified that existing allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information and S1 DL UP Unchanged IEs are not used?
If the observation 1 is confirmed, referred to CRs [2] and [3], two clarifications are needed.
Procedure text 

Since the related two S1AP IEs (i.e., Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information IE and S1 DL UP Unchanged IE) are unused, the corresponding text description shall be removed, as yellow highlight.

8.3.1
Bearer Context Setup
If the Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information IE or the Existing Allocated NG DL UP Transport Layer Information IE is contained in the BEARER CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message, the gNB-CU-UP may re-use the indicated resources already allocated for this bearer context. If the gNB-CU-UP decides to re-use the indicated resources, it shall include the S1 DL UP Unchanged IE or the NG DL UP Unchanged IE in the BEARER CONTEXT SETUP RESPONSE message.
Tabular 
For the same reason, besides the clarification text description, another clarification on tabular shall also be considered, to indicate that both Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information IE and S1 DL UP Unchanged IE are unused, as yellow highlight.
9.3.3.1
DRB To Setup List E-UTRAN
	DRB To Setup Item E-UTRAN 
	
	
	1..<maxnoofDRBs>
	

	>Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information
	O
	
	
	UP Transport Layer Information

9.3.2.1


9.3.3.3
DRB Setup List E-UTRAN
	DRB Setup Item E-UTRAN
	
	1..<maxnoofDRBs>
	

	>S1 DL UP Unchanged
	O
	
	ENUMERATED (True, …)


Observation 2: Confirm that both procedure text and tabular shall be clarified that Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information and S1 DL UP Unchanged IEs are not used.
Question 2:  Do companies agree with observation 2 (i.e., both procedure text and tabular shall be clarified that Existing Allocated S1 DL UP Transport Layer Information and S1 DL UP Unchanged IEs are not used)?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree. Both procedure text and tabular shall be clarified.

	Nokia
	Agree.

	Huawei
	Agree. 

	Samsung
	Agree. 

	Ericsson
	Agree. But only the 1st sentence in the semantics is needed i.e. This IE is not used in the specification


3.3 How to clarify the procedure text and tabular, whether by CR or by chairman note?
During the online discussion, some companies suggested to clarify the impact on tabular by adding common understanding in chairman note (e.g., in chairman noted, it is indicated that the two IE shall not be used in tabular). However, it is not sure how to clarify the impact on the text description.
If above observation 1 and observation 2 are confirmed, several solutions shall be considered to answer the following question in the current chairman note.
- if so, CR needed?

- if so, OK to just update procedure text?

Solution 1: The CRs are needed to update both procedure text and tabular, and description in chairman note is not needed. (e.g., [2] [3])
Solution 2: The CRs are needed to update procedure text, and description in chairman note is not needed. (e.g., [2] [3] are updated to fix the procedure text but remove the tabular part.)
Solution 3: The CRs are not needed, the description in chairman note is needed, to indicate that two IE shall not be used in neither procedure text nor tabular.
Question 3: Companies are kindly invited to provide your view on which solution
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Solution 1. Both solution 1 and solution 2 have no ASN.1 impact, but solution 1 seems more complete than solution 2. However, I am also fine to go to solution 2 if majority companies prefer to solution 2.

	Nokia
	Solution 1. The other solutions are excluded since we need to indicate clearly in specification if an IE is unused.

	Huawei
	Solution 1 should be clearer.

	Samsung
	Both solution 1 and solution 2 are acceptable.

	Ericsson
	Solution 1


Question 3a: If CR is needed (either sol1 or sol2), do companies agree with Rel-15 and Rel-16 CR, or only Rel-16 CR?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Prefer to agree with both Rel-15 and Rel-16. But I am also fine with Rel-16 CR if majority companies prefer.

	Nokia
	Agree R15 and R16 CRs since this is an essential correction.

	Huawei
	If CRs are to agreed, prefer both R15 and R16. Maybe for the semantics, we could just simply say “This IE is not used in this version of the specification”, like in other spec.

	Samsung
	Agree R15 and R16 CRs

	Ericsson
	Both. Additional comment: WI code should be NR_CPUP_Split-Core


Question 3b: If CR is not needed (sol3), companies are kindly invited to provide your suggestion on how to clarify it in chairman note.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Chairman’s note will not help here to indicate how to deal with one IE in a message. We should not abuse chairman’s note otherwise any description of the handling of IE will end up in chairman’s note.
 Chairman’s notes are not stage 3 specifications! 
In general, Chaiman’s notes may capture high level principle agreement but not handling of IEs.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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