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1 Introduction

CB: # 75_QoSupdate_XnHO

- clarify usage with network sharing scenarios

- related to data forwarding?

- support for update at Xn HO different from support of functionality

- 1) don’t touch Xn HO and rely on CN to update PDU sess mod req; 2) update Xn HO as per HW prop 3)  introduce possible feedback UL message from NG-RAN to CN

- discuss reply LS

- if signaling needed, discuss IE criticality: “reject” vs. “ignore”?

 (E/// - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206929
Summary of offline disc R3-205562

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

We discussed Package Solution in [7] and [8] (revision of R3-206603 and revision of R3-206444)
· CN PDB and related parameters are updated using Path Switch Req Ack; The new IEs have criticality “ignore”

· In the Path Switch Request procedure, it is specified that if the updated values are not accepted, the early values are used, NG-RAN node uses Notify to indicate to 5GC

· State that the Notify is also used to indicate if the QoS related parameters updated during Path Switch Request procedure are not accepted. An additional cause is added.…
Companies views:

1. We need to have the full package solution. Otherwise the solution is not complete and there will be inconsistency between 5GC and NG-RAN node.
2. Only include CN PDB and related in Path Switch Req Ack now. Take the response back to 5GC part later;

At this meeting:

There is no consensus to go for the package solution (i.e. including the response back from NG-RAN node to 5GC), or only to introduce CN PDB and related parameters in Path Switch Req Ack.

3 Discussion Step 1

3.1 Background

Two sets of discuss and CR are submitted to this meeting.

In [2] and [3], Huawei proposed to:

· add Uplink CN PDB/Downlink CN PDB/Downlink Burst Arrival Time in the Path Switch Req Ack in TS 38.413;

In [4] and [5], Ericsson proposed to:

· add the CN PDB related parameters in Path Switch Req Ack in TS 38.413;

· and if the NG-RAN node does not support/ fulfil the CN PDB updating during Xn HO, it should use the values received early and notify 5GC. Abnormal Condition is defined. Notify message is updated.

During the online discussion, ZTE, Nokia and Samsung indicated preference to E/// proposal to “feedback to CN about support/ abnormal case”. Nokia further commented that the “Notify” procedure is meant for another purpose. 

Vodafone commented that we need to consider the share networks scenario.

3.2 Three solutions discussed

Three solutions are developed online:

Solution 1: Do not touch Xn HO and rely on CN to update with the PDU Session Modification. In one word, do nothing in RAN3.

Solution 2: Update the related parameters in PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message. 

Solution 3: Introduce possible feedback UL message from NG-RAN to CN about support. 

3.3 Key Issues

The below questions/points raised at the meeting are in the CB scope. Please express the company view for each question.
Question 1: Clarify usage with network sharing scenarios?
	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	The possible issue is the handover between the node supporting “CN PBD updating during Xn HO” to a node not supporting it.

In our view, Solution 3 or similar could solve the issue.

	Nokia
	If we want to support handover between supporting and non-supporting nodes we need solution 2.

	Huawei
	In the agreed SA2 CR attached in the LS, SA2 has already discussed the “supporting” and “not supporting” issue with their updated CR as follows. This means, the SMF can based on local configuration, update the QoS parameters during Xn Handover. So there is no issue here, in our understanding. 

6.
SMF to AMF: Nsmf_PDUSession_UpdateSMContext Response (N2 SM information)

· The SMF may update the CN PDB and TSCAI in the response or using a separate PDU Session Modification procedure, based on local configuration.”

	Samsung
	We think solution 3 is required to support handover between supporting and non-supporting nodes. The CN should be notified from RAN if the CN PDB is not updated at the target node.

So we prefer both solution 2 and solution 3 (notification to CN).

And in our understanding, ‘local configuration’ in SMF doesn’t mean that SMF can know the capability of RAN node. The local configuration may not be used per-RAN node, but for others, e.g. per-PDU session.

	ZTE
	If the UE is handover from the node supporting “CN PBD updating during Xn HO” to a node not supporting it, solution 2 can work well and the new IEs should be per-QoS flow level with criticality of “ignore”. So, we prefer further work on HW CR[3].

	CATT
	Same view with ZTE


Question 2: Is the need to “update the CN PDB parameters during Xn HO” related to Data Forwarding?

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We see it as a “short cut”, instead of using the “class 1” PDU session modification, the QoS related parameters CN PDB are modified in a “class 2” message, without any response.

	Nokia
	We now understand the need to update in path switch request acknowledge due to having both supporting nodes and non-supporting nodes.

	Huawei
	The reason to update during Xn HO is that the quickly the NG-RAN can acquire the updated CN PDB/TSCAI, the higher efficient the NG-RAN can serve the TSC services with very stringent requirements. 

Otherwise, those TSC packets (even if a few) would be discarded or uselessly scheduled with wrong CN-PDB/AN-PDB by the NG-RAN node, which is not tolerantly for TSC services. 



	ZTE
	Agree with Nokia, which is aligned with the SA2 agreement. 

	
	


Question 3: Is support for update at Xn HO different from support of functionality?
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes. To support CN PDB in PDU Session Setup and Modification procedure does not mean the NG-RAN node supports the updating of the CN PDB at Xn HO automatically. 

The latter is a short cut and forces new requirement on NG-RAN. It is not possible to provide feedback to 5GC in the same way as a “Class 1” procedure can do.

	Nokia
	Support in PDU Session Setup/Modify is the basics. Support in Path switch request acknowledge message allows to cover supporting to non-supporting transitions, and to update when needed. This is complementary.

	Huawei
	Agree with Nokia.



	Samsung
	Following SA2 answers, SA2 seems to assume the CN PDB update during the path switch update is a new functionality.

	ZTE
	Yes, agree with Nokia.

	Qualcomm
	The only open issue is that there could be a case where the gNB receives a value in Xn, but ignores the NG update (if different). But it seems this is no worse than today and probably could be avoided by consistent feature deployment.

	CATT
	Agree with Nokia


Question 4: Please indicate your preference of the solutions and provide comments.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	If we “do something”, it is important to introduce the feed back to CN about the RAN support of updating during the Xn HO handover, so that there is no inconsistency between 5GC and NG-RAN node. Solution 3 is needed to handle the cases that NG-RAN node not supporting the update, and also the case that the new parameters cannot be fulfilled. We thus see “Solution 2 + Solution 3” as a package.

We will be fine with Solution 1 “do nothing” as well. Then only use PDU session resource Modification to update the QoS parameters. 

	Nokia
	After further checking, we see that criticality of the IE is “ignore”. Therefore, when the NG-RAN node doesn’t support today the CN is already not informed. Considering this, we now think that solution 2 is OK as it is. We don’t need to complexify with solution 3.

	Huawei
	Solutio2 should be supported, to align with SA2 LS. 

For solution 3, given that the SA2 agreed CR clearly said that:

6.
SMF to AMF: Nsmf_PDUSession_UpdateSMContext Response (N2 SM information)

The SMF may update the CN PDB and TSCAI in the response or using a separate PDU Session Modification procedure, based on local configuration.”

Then based on the local configuration, the SMF can decide whether to include updated parameters during Xn Handover. Then it seems no issue. It would be helpful if Ericsson can provide the answer to the following question. 

Question to Ericsson: under the SA2 agreed CR with “local configuration”, is there any other use case that SMF provides the CN PDB parameters during Xn Handover while the NG-RAN does not support? 



	Samsung
	We have similar view as Ericsson.

	ZTE
	We prefer solution 2, which is aligned with SA2 agreement. 

	Qualcomm
	Solution 2 seems needed. Solution 3 seems to break general principles that we do not exchange capabilities between nodes (though they can be inferred), and seems also not strictly needed – worst case system operates as today.



	CATT
	Solution 2 is prefered


Question 5: Is LS reply to SA2 needed?

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	In our view, once we have agreed upon the solution, we should revise the draft Reply LS in R3-206601 and send it to SA2.

	Nokia
	If we adopt solution 2 then no need to LS back.

	Huawei
	No. Based on the agreed CR in SA2 with “local configuration”, even if we have solution 3, then no LS is not needed. 

	Samsung
	If solution 1 or solution 3 is adopted, LS to SA2 is required.

	ZTE
	Agree with above comments from Nokia and Samsung. If solution 2 is adopted, then no need to LS back, else, LS back is necessary.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Nokia

	CATT
	Agree with ZTE


4 Discussion, Step 2 

Moderator’s word:
It seems some misunderstanding around Sol 3 which the moderator would like to clarify:

· In the 5GC modification procedure to update the QoS parameters,  NG-RAN node send back the response to 5GC.

· But with the Path Switch Req, it is not possible any more because there is no response message back to 5GC. 

· Only apply Sol 2 breaks what we have today. Sol 3 provides a possibility to indicate back to 5GC the “result” when fail.
The next step:
One way forward is to have a package solution including both solution 2 and solution 3 as in below:
	Package Solution:

· CN PDB and related parameters are updated using Path Switch Req Ack; The new IEs have criticality “ignore”
· In the Path Switch Request procedure, it is specified that if the updated values are not accepted, the early values are used, NG-RAN node uses Notify to indicate to 5GC

· State that the Notify is also used to indicate if the QoS related parameters updated during Path Switch Request procedure are not accepted. An additional cause is added.


The draft CRs of [7] and [8] are uploaded by Ericsson and Huawei.

Question: Indicate your view on the above WF.

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We support the “package solution”. It is a good way forward.

	CATT
	We may include solution 2 firstly and further discuss the solution 3 in next meeting

	Nokia
	We disagree with the package and supports solution 2 only. This complicates unnecessarily. We think like CATT: agree solution 2 firstly, and think further if solution 3 needed next meeting.

	Huawei
	We tend to agree this package solution at this meeting. 

But we fine to do this step by step. And we can discuss the “Notify” issue at the next meeting. 

	Samsung
	We support the “package solution”. We think only solution 2 is not enough. As discussed in Ph.1, there would be inconsistency between 5GC and NG-RAN node.

	
	


5 Conclusion, Recommendations 

If needed
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