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1 Introduction

CB: # 10_RedundantTunnelSetup

Nok 6223:

- confirm interpr 2 (IEs in PDU Session Resource Modify Response Transfer IE map respectively to the IEs of the PDU Session Modify Request Transfer IE) and agree the CR to make the mapping explicit for the two ambiguous IEs between the PDU Session Resource Modify Response Transfer IE and the PDU Session Modify Request Transfer IE

E/// 6608:

- no need to consider the inconsistency in the redundant tunnel setup as such case is due to the faulty implementation and exists already.

- no need to consider splitting the PDU session into more than TWO NG-U tunnels

HW 6629:

- only those QoS flows being considered for redundant transmissions are mapped into the redundant tunnels: add other fixes

Chair: no consensus yet on the correct interpretation; try to converge on the actual use case before jumping into st3 details

(Nok - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-206853
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following: 
Agree R3-207084 (revision of R3-206225).

3 Discussion

3.1 Mapping of IEs between the PDU Session Modify Response Transfer IE the PDU Session Modify Request Transfer IE
Tdoc R3-206223 deals with how to map the two IEs Additional Redundant DL QoS Flow IE and the Additional Redundant NG-U UP TNL Information IE of the PDU Session Modify Response Transfer IE to the Modify Request. This means to determine to which IE of the PDU Session Modify Request Transfer IE they provide an answer to. Tdoc R3-206223 proposes two interpretations. Which one is correct according to you? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Interpretation 2.

	Huawei
	Interpretation 2. 

We are fine to the CR, except that the following “in the same order” should be clarified. 

NG-RAN node endpoint of the NG-U transport bearer for delivery of redundant DL PDUs corresponding in the same order to the modified UPF endpoint(s) received in the UL NG-U UP TNL Modify List IE of the PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE in case of PDU session split.
The reason is that for the Additional Redundant NG-U UP TNL Information IE only includes a pair of TNL information, while the PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE includes two pairs of TNL information. Then what does the “in the same order” mean? Maybe we can just remove the “in the same order”, and add “redundant”, e.g., ……. Corresponding to the modified redundant UPF endpoint(s) received in the UL NG-U UP TNL Modify List IE of the PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE. 


	Samsung
	Interpretation 2. Partially agree with the CR.

We think the semantic descriptions in some IEs need to be consistency, e.g. 
between the Additional DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE and the Additional Redundant DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE, 

between the Redundant DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE and the Additional Redundant DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE, etc. 

Current update of semantic description still makes some confusion.

	Ericsson
	We think the “in the same order” and the related text is not needed.

Up to Rel 17, there will be at most 1 “Additional” TNL Information.

	ZTE 
	Interpretation 2, but the below update is still not clear.
NG-RAN node endpoint of the NG-U transport bearer for delivery of redundant DL PDUs corresponding in the same order to the modified UPF endpoint(s) received in the UL NG-U UP TNL Modify List IE of the PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE in case of PDU session split. 

	CATT
	Interpretation 2, agree with E/// and HW. In the same order is not needed


Moderator’s summary:

Revise R3-206225 removing “in the same order”.
3.2 Inconsistency in the allocation of QoS flow in the IEs of the PDU Session Response Transfer IE

Tdoc R3-206608 explains that the mapping between request and response is clear for the PDU Session Setup and any mis-allocation (inconsistency) of QoS flows in the response IEs would be due to faulty implementation and nothing to be done for that. Do you agree?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. We actually agree. This was decided at last RAN3#109 meeting that we leave this for implementations. Also, the case of PDU session Setup procedure analysed in this paper is NOT the problem for Nokia, but the problem for Nokia relates to PDU Session Modify procedure and is therefore not addressed by this paper.

	Huawei
	Agree. 

	Samsung
	Yes.

	Ericsson
	Agree

	ZTE
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes


Moderator’s summary:

This is agreed. No action.
3.3 Clarification of the semantic description in tdoc R3-206609

Tdoc R3-206609 proposes some small update of the semantic description. Do you see this needed?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. The clarified semantic was good enough, this is not the problem. Moreover, for the PDU session Modify Request, we think the clarification adding the word “additional“ is confusing or wrong because it confuses redundant Tx with PDU session split.

	Huawei
	No. If something about the redundant QoS flows is really needed, we can add some procedural texts, e.g., see R3-206629. 

Also agree with Nokia that the word “additional” may incur some ambiguities. 

	Samsung
	The update seems not be enough.

We also think the word ‘additional’ in the semantic description is confusing.

	Ericsson
	Yes, The change in 9.3.4.2
PDU Session Resource Setup Response Transfer in the “Redundant DL QoS Flow per TNL Information” is needed.

The purpose of the change is to clarify that “the redundant transmission” are one or multiple Redundant QoS Flow(s). If that is the point to be clarified.

	ZTE
	Agree with Nokia that the word “additional” may incur some ambiguities. 

Since there is no  semantic description of  “Redundant DL QoS Flow per TNL Information” IE in 9.3.4.2, we prefer to add it.

	CATT
	The word “additional” may incur some ambiguities.


Moderator’s summary:

Added to revision of R3-206225 only the delta change on Redundant DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE in 9.3.4.2 part which is not yet covered by R3-206225.
3.4 Addition of a new IE in tdoc R3-206610

Tdoc R3-206610 adds a new Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information IE in the PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE. Do you see this needed and why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. As can be seen the Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information IE already exists in this container. This addition just brings more confusion.

	Huawei
	No, already exists. 

	Samsung
	No. We have the same view as Nokia.

	Ericsson
	The existing Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information IE is used for “UL NG-U UP TNL Modify List”. 

In case the new QoS flow is setup and set up as redundant, it seems the Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information IE is missing. But the Additional Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information IE is presented.

	ZTE
	Yes, Agree with Ericsson. If the original PDU SESSION has no redundant qos flow, the UL NG-U UP TNL Modify List will not includes the Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information IE.

	CATT
	Yes, agree with E///. It is valuable case. When the new QoS flow added as first redundant enable QoS flow in this PDU session. The Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information should be provided.
Consider SS mentioned as above, if the new QoS flow use the Additional Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information IE. Even it works but then the new QoS flow shall be assigned to SN. We cannot restrict  the assignment


Moderator’s summary:

Some companies think that the existing Redundant UL NG-U TNL Information can be used also for new QoS flow. This point is a separate point and needs further discussion.
3.5 Procedural text added in tdoc R3-206629

Tdoc R3-206629 adds procedural text for optional IEs in response messages. Do you see this needed and why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Partly. The addition of “if supported” can be added everywhere and the paragraph in the modify response. For the HO it should however not be needed because by default the PDU session setup applies. However, this is “nice to have” additions which does not solve the real problem of which IEs of the request they map to, especially the semantics “corresponding to the modified UPF endpoint received in the PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE” is unclear.

	Huawei
	Yes, for procedural texts for those optional IEs in the PDU Session Resource Modify procedure. 

“Nice to have” for for procedural texts for those optional IEs in the Handover Resource Allocation procedure. But this part can be removed following majority companies’ view. 

“Nice to have” for procedural texts about only those QoS flows being considered for redundant transmissions are mapped into the redundant tunnels.

Yes, for the addition of “if supported” to align other parts of procedure texts.



	Samsung
	There may be some redundancy in the CR, e.g. regarding the intra-system handover, but we’re ok with adding the procedure texts for clarification.

	Ericsson
	No need for the text such as “and being considered for redundant transmission”. It is redundant.

“if supported” is ok;

The procedural text, I wonder if anything needed, we could at the place when the original is described, e.g. “DL NG-U UP TNL Information IE”, we say the same apply for the Additional, instead of repeating.

	ZTE 
	“if supported” is ok
The addition procedural texts in PDU Session Resource Modify procedure for Additional Redundant NG-U UP TNL Information IE is needed.
Agree with Samsung, There may be some redundancy in intra-system handover procedural text .

	CATT
	Agree with ZTE


Moderator’s summary:

Ok for the “if supported” and OK for the procedural in the PDU Session Resource Modify case. Consensus not reached on other parts.
Proposal 1: agree the revision of R3-206225 with the above agreed points.
4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: agree the revision of R3-206225 with the above agreed points.
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