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1 Introduction

CB: # 118_PDUsessMod

- carefully check all corrections

- check details

(Nok - moderator)

rev in R3-212753
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

Agree tdoc R3-212753 (revision of R3-211644)
3 Discussion

Moderator is proposing SOD to help revising the CR. This allows to see/discuss each change proposed in 2753 individually.

Q1: first correction

For each PDU session for which the DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY INDICATION message, the SMF shall consider the included DL transport layer address as the DL transport layer address for the included associated QoS flows and it shall provide the associated UL transport layer address in the UL NG-U UP TNL Information IE in the PDU Session Resource Modify Confirm Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY CONFIRM message.

Justification: (see my email)

You will see that the UL NG-U UP TNL Information IE is clearly mandatory in section 9.3.4.7, and also in asn.1. Therefore, the procedural text needs to be updated to be aligned. 

Peharps the initial idea when we designed this feature was to make this IE optional, i.e. to provide the UL NG-U UP TNL Information IE only when/if 5GC wanted to update it at PDU session split. However now it is too late. Or do you want to make instead a non-BC change of the asn.1 ?

I guess nobody  wants the non-BC change of tabular/asn.1 and therefore we need to update the procedural text as proposed in the CR and consider that 5GC will always provide the  UL NG-U UP TNL Information IE, even when not updated, so as to remove the confusion between tabular/asn.1 and procedural text. 

Are you OK? 
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. 

	Ericsson
	Fine with the change

	Huawei
	First ask for clarification. 

We have the “PDU Session Resource Failed to Modify List” IE in the confirm message from the SMF to the NG-RAN. So this means that the SMF can reject the modify request from the NG-RAN node (for some reason). But if the CR changes “may” to “shall”, then the SMF has to accept the RAN modify request (i.e. no way to reject the request)? 


	Nokia
	Of course, SMF can refuse the PDU session split request. I can add the words “if request accepted”.

	ZTE
	Yes, we support this change


Q2: Second correction
For each PDU session for which the Additional DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY INDICATION message, the SMF shall, if supported, consider for this split PDU session each included DL transport layer address(es) as the DL transport layer address(s) for the included associated QoS flows and it shall, if supported, provide the associated UL transport layer address(s) in the Additional NG-U UP TNL Information IE in the PDU Session Resource Modify Confirm Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY CONFIRM message.
Justification:
· If the IE is received and the feature is supported, of course the SMF shall include the UL TEID to bind the tunnel, otherwise it doesn’t work.

· At the same time the feature is optional to support, like any network feature in 3GPP.

Are you OK?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Ericsson
	Fine with the change

	Huawei
	At the beginning of this sentence, it already indicates “shall if supported” (as highlighted above), the change from “may” to “shall” seems not very necessary, e.g. redundant?  

	Nokia
	The two “shall, if supported “ need to be there, otherwise cerate the problem that you allow a tunnel without the second endpoint. If you support the addition request and receive the DL teid you shall provide the UL teid to make it work!

	ZTE
	Yes, we support this change


Q3: Third correction
For each PDU session for which the Redundant DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY INDICATION message, the SMF shall, if supported, consider the included DL transport layer address as the new DL transport layer address for the included associated QoS flows for redundant transmission and it shall, if supported, provide the associated UL transport layer address in the Redundant UL NG-U UP TNL Information IE in the PDU Session Resource Modify Confirm Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY CONFIRM message.

Justification: same as above for the feature “redundant QoS flow”.
Are you OK?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. 

	Ericsson
	Fine with the change

	Huawei
	Similar to Q2. 

	Nokia
	See answer to Q2.

	ZTE
	Yes, we support this change


Q4: fourth correction:

For each PDU session for which the Additional Redundant DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY INDICATION message, the SMF shall, if supported, consider for this split PDU session each included DL transport layer address(es) as the new downlink termination point(s) for the included associated QoS flows and it shall, if supported, provide the associated UL transport layer address(s) in the Additional Redundant NG-U UP TNL Information IE in the PDU Session Resource Modify Confirm Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY CONFIRM message for the redundant transmission.
Justification: same above (combination of both feature)
Are you OK?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Ericsson
	Fine with the change

	Huawei
	Similar to Q2. 

	Nokia
	See answer to Q2.

	ZTE
	Yes, we support this change


Q5: fifth correction:

If the Security Result IE is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY INDICATION message, it shall be considered by the SMF as the new security status of the PDU session.
Justification:

if the Security Result IE is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE, this means that the security indication was earlier sent by SMF. Again, there is then no “optionality” for an SMF to consider it as new result or not. It shall be considered by the SMF as the new result to be compliant.
Are you OK?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Ericsson
	Q5 and Q6, are they not the same concept, so if the change in Q5 is correct, then Q6 should be kept as it is.

	Huawei
	Ok. 

	Nokia
	I see the point of Ericsson. Then we should have Q5 and I withdraw Q6.

	ZTE
	Yes, we are fine with this change.


Q6: sixth correction:

For each PDU session for which the Secondary RAT Usage Information IE is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE, the SMF shall, if supported, handle this information as specified in TS 23.502 [10].
Justification: Same as above for the other feature i.e. no feature is mandatory in 3GPP on network side.

Are you OK?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	OK. 

	Nokia
	I withdraw this change for the reason of Ericsson above: it is similar to Security Result, if gNB sends it is assumed CN can handle it.

	ZTE
	Yes


Q7: seventh correction:

	UL NG-U UP TNL Information
	M
	
	UP Transport Layer Information

9.3.2.2
	UPF endpoint of the NG-U transport bearer corresponding to the DL QoS Flow per TNL Information IE received in the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE.
	-
	


Justification: incorrect name if you look at the PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer IE.

Are you OK?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Ericsson
	Fine

	Huawei
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes


4 SECOND ROUND
Given that this CR is changing some “may” into “shall” which is quite critical I am wondering again if we should not have the CR from R15 onwards. It would be bad if one R15 node would not comply with the above but of course we need consensus for R15.

Let me collect your view:

Can we have R15 CR or do you think R16 is enough?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Again R15 would be better to avoid erroneous working R15 nodes.

	Huawei
	Now we are thinking that the change of “may” is not essential. 
If we search the “may” in the NGAP spec, it can be found in the PDU session related/UE context related/Handover related procedures etc. 

Then if we have this change, then we need to look at each “may” to analyze whether to change to “shall” and add “if request is accepted”. This may end up with non-endless CRs. 
And we don’t see if anything is wrong to remain the “may”, at least for the above Q1-Q4. 

	ZTE
	Agree with Nokia

	Ericsson
	Rel 15 is fine.
See point raised by Huawei that the change of “may” is not essential. 


Moderator’s summary:

After the second round and additional emails also, it is concluded that the changes Q2, Q3, Q4 are not essential and will be removed. Also, Release 16 is enough.
Proposal 1: agree the CR for R16 only with only changes Q1, Q5 and Q7.
5 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: agree the CR for R16 only with only changes Q1, Q5 and Q7.
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