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1
Introduction

CB: # 106_NodeName

- Find the possible BC way to solve the issue?

(Nok - moderator)

Rev in R3-215937
2
For the Chair’s Notes

Proceed with Solution 3 and revise R3-215079 to include the Protocol ID change in ASN.1.

Agree R3-215079 Rev in R3-21XXXX
3
Discussion

R3-215079 pointed out that the Extended gNB-CU-Node-Name and gNB-DU-Node-Name are incorrectly placed in ASN.1 of F1 SETUP REQUEST and F1 SETUP RESPONSE messages.

Several alternatives were discussed to address this issue during the online discussion

· Solution 1 - Replace incorrect identifiers: Described in R3-215079. Introduces Extended-gNB-DU-Node-Name in F1 SETUP REQUEST and Extended-gNB-CU-Node-Name in F1 SETUP RESPONSE messages and removes the incorrect Information Elements accordingly. This is an ASN.1 Non-Backwards Compatible change. 

· Solution 2 – Deprecate the existing incorrect identifier and newly introduce the correct ones: In this alternative, the existing “incorrect” identifiers in ASN.1 are left as they are. However, they are deprecated in the semantics in tabular with a semantics description that “This IE is not used in this version of the specification”. In addition, the correct identifiers are newly introduced in the F1 SETUP REQUEST/RESPONSE messages. This is an ASN.1 Backwards Compatible change.

· Solution 3 - Replace incorrect identifiers and swap protocol IDs: In this alternative, in addition to the changes in Solution 1, it is proposed to swap the protocol IDs for the Extended-gNB-CU-Name and gNB-DU-Name IEs. The motivation for this change is that both IEs definition is identical, and hence the messages would be kept as pointing toward the same protocol ID as in the earlier version of the specification. Proponents of these changes claim this would change the CR to be Backwards Compatible. 

· id-Extended-GNB-DU-Name                             ProtocolIE-ID ::= 426  427
· id-Extended-GNB-CU-Name                             ProtocolIE-ID ::= 427  426 

Q1: Please provide your view on whether Solution 3 is backwards compatible or non-backwards compatible.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	In our view, swapping the protocol IDs in Solution 3 is NOT backwards compatible.

Even though the messages would point the same protocol ID after the CR, semantically the IE in the F1 SETUP REQUEST and F1 SETUP RESPONSE messages have changed from a CU to DU, and from DU to CU. Thus, regardless of both IEs having the same definition, the IEs have been in practice swapped.

For instance, if a given DU has this change implemented, but a CU does had not, the legacy CU would still expect an Extended-gNB-CU name, yet the DU is instead providing an Extended-gNB-DU-Name.

Therefore, if a backwards compatible solution is to be pursued, it should be based on Solution 2. That is, deprecate the incorrect IEs and newly introduce the correct ones.

	Ericsson
	The receiving nodes of each messages, the F1 SETUP REQUEST and the F1 SETUP RESPONSE, basically expect an IE for which the ASN.1 type definition is a string.

If we consider that the only error in ASN.1 is that the CR author has mistyped the name of the IE-Id and the reference to the type definition (a type definition which is (and most likely always will be) identical for both, the DU and the CU name), then we claim, that by applying the change we propose, the gNB-CU will still receive an IE container with an IE-Id == 427 and would not notice any difference when receiving messages from a gNB-DU having implemented the CR or a gNB-DU having not implemented the CR. As long as we assume that the implementation of the gNB-DU has always intended to provide rather the gNB-DU name (as it should, from a logical point of view) than the gNB-CU name (which it cannot), our solution does not trigger any error.

Such solution of course only works due to the perfect symmetry of the procedure w.r.t. exchanging node names and under the above assumptions.

On the other hand side, we would be very curious if an existing implementation would be able to follow the ASN.1 code from a functional point of view, i.e. how e.g. the gNB-DU would be able to provide within the F1 SETUP REQUEST message the gNB-CU name to the gNB-CU. We think that there is no need to be backwards compatible to an impossible implementation.  

	Huawei
	We would prefer to change the protocol ID as well. Maintaining the protocol-ID in the message at least make the impact smaller. 

The IE is included as optional/ignore. We are also changing the IE we refer to. But since these two are identical this will not cause any problem in decoding. So there is no error messages triggered by this and the receiver will be able to decode. The only difference is whether we give the old node a chance to do it or not.

We share the view from Ericsson regarding the functionality impact. It seems impossible to use it in any other way than what was really intended (the spec is obviously wrong). Even if this is the case, we think the impact analysis should indicate functional impact (but no protocol impact).

	ZTE
	Share the view with Ericsson.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q1: Please indicate your preferred solution.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Solution 2, if backwards compatibility is to be mandated.

However, as indicated online, we think Solution 1 provides a clean fix, even if it introduces NBC ASN.1 change. Therefore, it remains our preferred approach.

	Huawei
	Solution3, and if this is not agreeable, Solution 2

	Samsung
	We prefer Solution 1, which would be a clean correction.

However, if Solution 1 couldn’t be accepted, we prefer Solution 3 with 2nd priority.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator summary: There is a split between companies regarding preference between Solution 1 and Solution 3. Solution 3 was also acknowledged to incur a functional change. However, this change was considered by several companies as not having an impact in practice, as there is an assumption that a DU implementation would not have had the ability to send an Extended-gNB-CU-Name (and similarly in opposite direction from CU to DU), even if it had been present in the earlier ASN.1 coding of the F1 Setup Request/Response messages. 

The moderator suggests proceeding with Solution 3 and revise R3-215079 to include the Protocol ID change in ASN.1.
4
Conclusions

Proceed with Solution 3 and revise R3-215079 to include the Protocol ID change in ASN.1.
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