3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 #114-e							R3-215804
Online, 1-11 November 2021
Agenda Item: 8.1
Source: Ericsson (moderator)
Title: CB # 1_PortAllocation - Summary of email discussion
Document for: Discussion

1	Introduction
CB: # 1_PortAllocation
· RAN3 to confirm that static port number allocation by 3GPP, and port number allocation via OAM, are the only workable solutions from now on? It seems better to favor Static port number allocation by 3GPP from now on, with the understanding that allocation via OAM is not precluded? E///
· Request to CT4 to provide a process, a guideline and an informative document with example on IANA submission? HW
· From RAN3 point of view OAM allocated port number solution#7 would be the best to fit the requirements?
ZTE
· Reply LS to CT4
(E/// - moderator)
[NWM] Summary of offline disc

2	For the Chair's Notes
Propose the following for agreement:
Confirm previous agreement: RAN3 considers both Sol. #6 (Allocate ports via requests to CT4) and Sol. #7 (Port allocation by OAM), as described in TR 29.941, as preferred options. OK to capture in Chair’s notes and to reflect this in LS to CT4.
Adopt the 3GPP process as baseline from now on. Whether to allow requesting IANA, is proposed for online discussion.
Risk of port collision with Sol. #6 is acknowledged and already captured – no need for further discussion. Implementations are responsible for resolving collisions.
It seems beneficial to give CT4 some feedback on their solutions in the reply LS.
3	Discussion
3.1	Comparative Summary
Contributions [2][3][4][5][6] show good alignment in their discussion of the issue described in the CT4 LS [1].
Some detailed analysis on CT4’s solutions are provided in [2].
In both [2] and [4] it is observed that allocation by IANA has become much stricter in recent times, hence the “old” approach does not seem feasible anymore. In [4] it is proposed to ask CT4 for guidelines and an informative document on how such a request should be initiated toward IANA in the future.
In [2] it is proposed to agree that from now on Sol. #6 (static port allocation by 3GPP CT4) should be the favored way forward with the understanding that allocation by OAM is not precluded, while [4] proposes a more articulate approach where IANA is asked first, and only if the request is denied CT4 should perform the allocation.
Both [2] and [4], in their analysis of Sol. #6 (already deemed feasible by RAN3 at the last meeting), highlight the risk of collisions with ports already in use. Contribution [2] observes that this issue is already accounted for in TR 29.941 and acknowledges the solution given there (“an implementation ‘will need to find a way to free up the port in usage by the legacy application client, which will enable new 3GPP Rel-17 application to start’”), and in [4] it is proposed to further discuss this possibility in RAN3 (and CT4). This is reflected in the respective LSs [3] and [5].
3.2	First Round
In general, the following seems to be a good common ground:
Port allocation via OAM (Sol. #7) continues to be not precluded − Confirm that Sol. #6 as described in TR 29.941 is feasible for RAN3−

Q1: Agree with the above 2 points? (NB: Sol #6 was already agreed to be feasible and OAM allocation is already understood to be possible – no new agreement required?)
Feedback Form 1: Sol. #7 not precluded; Sol. #6 feasible?
1 – Ericsson LM
Agree – no strong opinion whether a new agreement is required but it seems OK to capture it in the Chair’s notes, for future reference.
	2 – Nokia Japan
Both static port allocation by 3GPP CT4as well as port allocation by OAM should be reported as options

that RAN3 agrees to use as the preferred options.
We see no need to indicate or select a single preferred solution over the other at this point, and instead think either option remains viable when introducing a new RAN3 interface.

	3 – Huawei Technologies France
OK also no strong opinion. Maybe just as E/// commented, we could minute this in chair’s notes.

	4 – ZTE Corporation Agree with the two points.


Q2: Whether to adopt Sol. #6 alone (with the understanding that OAM allocation is allowed) or to adopt it only in case a request to IANA (new process to be requested to CT4) fails?
Feedback Form 2: Adopt Sol. #6 alone?
	1 – Ericsson LM
We prefer to adopt Sol. #6 alone; it’s unclear whether CT4 is in a position to provide us with guidance on IANA processes. We prefer to keep the process simple: “single request to CT4” is acceptable; “request to IANA – fail – request to CT4” is not.

	2 – Nokia Japan
Both static port allocation by 3GPP CT4 (sol #6) as well as port allocation by OAM (sol #7) should be

reported as options that RAN3 agrees to use as the preferred options.

	3 – Huawei Technologies France
IANA should be tried for important interface, thinking as example 6G CN to RAN itf if any. In case IANA fails, we think anyway sol.#6 should be adopted; from RAN3 perspective, we would like to confirm with CT4 is, RAN3 just needs to raise request to CT4; of course, there is no harm to keep IANA request as an option . We would see also help to capture in CT4 material some material to guide and help the request to IANA, e.g. template, success request, good argumentation, indeed the IANA request is usual a personal individual request

	4 – ZTE Corporation
We also prefer to adopt Sol. #6 alone.


Q3: Any further discussion on the risk of collision with an existing application which uses ports within the dynamic/private range [49152-65535], as highlighted in [2] and [4]?
Feedback Form 3: Feedback (if any) on the risk of collision with an existing application in the dynamic/private port range?

	1 – Ericsson LM
We acknowledge the risk of collision is there, at least in principle. It seems reasonable, however, to require the implementation to free up the port in usage by the legacy client in order for the new application to start, as described in TR 29.941. This should also be captured in the LS. No need for further discussion.

	2 – Nokia Japan
In our understanding, he risk of collision has already been discussed in both RAN3 and CT4 when carrying out the study. Although it can be captured in the LS response, we see no need for further discussion.

	3 – Huawei Technologies France
Yes, the risk of collision technically does exist; but what important risk, we think from now on, CT4 should be responsible for collision avoidance for port no. allocation; while to a vendor, if the newly allocated port no. collides with an already used one, it is up to the vendor to work the way out, it is difficult for CT4 to check all the legacy implementation of every vendor. We need to have agreed clear rule in 3GPP state in the future TS

	4 – ZTE Corporation
We see no need for further discussion.


Q4: Whether to give detailed feedback to CT4, in our reply LS, on the solutions described in TR 29.941?
Feedback Form 4: Detailed feedback (if any) to CT4?
	1 – Ericsson LM
It seems beneficial to give CT4 more detailed feedback on their solutions. Regardless of whether they should capture it anywhere, this will give them better information from RAN3 who is one of the main “end users” of their solutions.

	2 – Huawei Technologies France
Ok. It should be helpful for CT4 to understander RAN3 if we give our understanding of the preferred solution, we could discuss to what extent we share technical understandings.

	3 – ZTE Corporation
OK, share the view as Ericsson.


Q5: Anything else to capture in the reply to CT4?
Feedback Form 5: Anything else (if any) in the reply to CT4?
1 – Ericsson LM
Nothing else seems to be needed. We acknowledge that a TS by CT4 or an MCC Web page seem more “binding” from a normative level than a TR, but these details seem better left to CT4’s good judgment. No strong need to add them to the reply LS.
2 – Huawei Technologies France
We think it should be useful to confirm wiht CT4 how they would manage the whole process, a TS is just a suggestion, at least CT4 should be clear about the procedure of applying a port no. inside 3GPP.
3.2.1	Conclusions from the First Round
Q1 - Confirm previous agreement: RAN3 considers both Sol. #6 (Allocate ports via requests to CT4) and Sol. #7 (Port allocation by OAM), as described in TR 29.941, as preferred options. OK to capture in Chair’s notes. Reflect this in LS to CT4.
Q2 - All companies who commented are OK with avoiding requests to IANA from now on, except for one, who prefers to continue to ”try IANA first” and use the 3GPP internal process in case the request is denied. The Moderator proposes to adopt the 3GPP process as ”baseline” from now on. Whether to allow the option to request IANA on a case-by-case basis (e.g. when introducing a new interface), is proposed for discussion in the 2nd round.
Q3 - Risk of port collision with Sol. #6 is acknowledged and already captured; no need for further discussion. It is understood that implementations are responsible for resolving collisions.
Q4 - It seems beneficial to give CT4 some feedback on their solutions in the reply LS. Details to be worked out in the 2nd round while drafting the LS.
Q5 - Some preference to confirm with CT4 how to manage the whole process. The Moderator suggests to work out these details in the 2nd round while drafting the LS.
3.3	Second Round
In this round it is proposed to a) concentrate on the Draft reply LS (uploaded to the Inbox/Drafts/CB folder, and b) resolve the single outstanding issue from the 1st round on the process. See the form below.
Q6: Whether to allow the option to request IANA for a new port, according to the legacy process, on a case-by-case basis (e.g. to be decided when introducing a new interface)?
Feedback Form 6: Allow the option to request IANA for new ports according to the legacy process, on a case-by-case basis?
1 – Ericsson LM
We consider this proposal as both unrealistic (IANA has made it very clear that they will not honor any requests for static ports from now on) and inefficient (for every new interface RAN3 introduces, we will need to discuss and decide whether to ask IANA first or go directly to CT4). It’s also not clear to us what an ”important interface” would be: if it’s so important to us, by all means we should fully manage it within 3GPP. For this reason, we would prefer to be very clear about the process from the beginning, and ”forget about IANA” from now on.

4	Final Conclusions, Recommendations
Please see Sec. 2 above.
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