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1 Introduction

This is the summary document for the following come back:  

CB: # MBS2_SessMgmt

- Whether to include MBS QoS Flow Level Parameters in Multicast Session Activation Request message?

- Whether and how to provide MBS Service Area Information in Multicast Session Activation request message, Distribution Setup Response message, PDU Session Resource Setup/Modify Request message?

- Discussion on the note 4 in section 7.2.1.3, TS23.247, any RAN3 impact need to be discussed.

- Whether to include MBS Support Indication IE in NGAP Handover Request, NG Setup response, AMF Configuration update.

- Whether to introduce a list of Multicast Group Paging Areas in XnAP RAN Paging and F1AP Paging message.

- Whether to have a common MBS Session Information Request Transfer container.

- Whether to remove MB-SMF container in Multicast activation response, Multicast activation failure, Multicast deactivation response, Multicast Session update response, Multicast Session update failure.

- Whether to provide S-NSSAI IE in Broadcast Session Setup Request.

- Whether to provide Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information IE in MB-SMF container to support mix IPv4 and IPv6.

- Discuss on the value/value range of the Area Session ID, maxnoofCellsforMBS, maxnoofMBSSessions, maxnoofTAIforMBS, maxnoofPagingAreas, maxnoofTAIforMBS ...

- Which condition shall RAN node send broadcast session setup failure message to AMF?

- Check LS from CT4, reply if needed

- Capture agreements and provides TPs and LS if agreeable.

(Nok - moderator)
Summary of offline disc

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following agreements to be discussed online.

NOTE from moderator: due to last meeting, working assumptions have been turned into tentative agreements, to be discussed online e.g. when only one company is NOK and we must choose to close the WI.  

Broadcast
Question Q1:
· P1: Broadcast Session Setup Request is successful when all QoS flows can be setup in at least one cell.

· P2: to remove the editor’s note on whether we need MBS Session NGAP ID. 
· Agree TP in 2021.

Question Q2:

· P1: introduce the S-NSSAI in Broadcast Session Setup Request message. (2161)

· P2: same container should be used in the in NG Broadcast Setup Request and NG Broadcast Modify Request messages (2076)
Multicast
Question Q3:
· P1: remove the FFS for the Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information in both MULTICAST DISTRIBUTION SETUP RESPONSE message and BROADCAST SESSION SETUP RESPONSE message to support mix IPv4 and IPv6 
· P2: Remove the FFS for the TMGI in the MBS Session ID

· P3: Remove the current FFS for MBS Area Session ID and set it between 0 and 65535 as per TS 23.003.
· P4: For MBS Service Area Information, remove the FFS for the NR-CGI in the Service Area to align with TS 23.247. Set the max number of TA to 1024 and max number of cells to 8192.

· P5: For the Group Paging, set the maxnoofPagingAreas as 64 and the maxnoofTAIforMBS as 4096.
· P6: set the maximum number of mbs sessions per PDU session to 32 as follows:

Question Q4:
AMF shall be aware of whether a connected gNB supports MBS or not. This is assumed to be learnt from O&M and/or criticality.

Question Q5:
Proposed to be continued:

Change the Xn RAN Multicast Group Paging message with multiple Multicast Paging Areas to align with NGAP.

Question Q6:
Remove the MB SMF containers which do not exist in TS 23.247 and are not planned to be carried over by AMF in SA2 from the following messages:

· Multicast activation response,

· Multicast activation failure,

· Multicast deactivation response,

· Multicast Session update response,

· Multicast session update failure. 

Question Q7,8,9:
Provide a list of {MBS Are Session ID + MBS Service Area} in the Distribution Setup Response message.

P3: add the (MBS service area + (optional) MBS Area Session ID) into the PDU Session Resource Setup/Modify Request

Question Q10:
· P1: Change the MBS Service Area to enable that in case of location dependent service e.g. a Broadcast Setup Request message can contain a list of MBS Area Session IDs with associated MBS service area. 
· P2: add the MBS Support Indication IE into the Handover Request Acknowledge message.

3 First Round

Broadcast

Tdoc R3-222021 proposes that:

· P1: Broadcast Session Setup Request is successful when all QoS flows can be setup in at least one cell.

· P2: to remove the editor’s note on whether we need MBS Session NGAP ID. 

Q1: can we agree these two proposals of TP in tdoc R3-222021?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK.

	Ericsson
	P1: we should wait for SA2 to respond

P2: what is the reason to not introduce MBS session specific NGAP IDs?
[Ericsson again: shall we re-write the ERROR INDICATION procedure then? and what else on general error handling? this is not acceptable.]

	Huawei
	Both OK

For P2: we think the MBS session ID is enough.

	Lenovo
	P1: OK

P2: no strong view.

	Samsung
	P1: It is ok.

P2: If there is no MBS specific NGAPID, for the location based service, both session ID and area session ID should be included in the modification and release. It may be more straightforward to introduce MBS specific NGAP, thus only one ID is included in the MBS Modification or MBS Release message. 

	CATT
	OK

For P1, we only ask SA2 on whether per cell granularity admission result is need or not. We think it should be the responsibility of RAN3 to decide whether it means the setup of broadcast service succeed or not when only part of the flows are admitted. 

For P2,we think the MBS session ID could already identify the MBS session. However, no strong opinion on this point. It is also acceptable for us to introduce MBS session specific NGAP IDs

	ZTE
	OK.  

Considering MBS session ID has been used to identify a MBS session, we do not think it is necessary to introduce the MBS session NGAP ID. 


Moderator’s summary:

For P1 all companies (6 companies) are OK except only one company proposes to wait for SA2 reply but we only asked SA2 on whether per cell granularity admission result is need or not. We think it should be the responsibility of RAN3 to decide whether it means the setup of broadcast service succeed or not when only part of the flows are admitted. We can take a working Sumption.

For P2: one or two companies propose to update the baseline CR with MBS specific NGAP ID but 3 companies oppose this change and one has no strong view. Therefore, the change cannot be agreed.

Proposal 1: agree
· P1: Broadcast Session Setup Request is successful when all QoS flows can be setup in at least one cell.

· P2: to remove the editor’s note on whether we need MBS Session NGAP ID. 
· Agree TP in 2021.
P1: Tdoc R3-222161 proposes to introduce the S-NSSAI in Broadcast Session Setup Request message.

9.2.x.1
BROADCAST SESSION SETUP REQUEST

This message is sent by the AMF to establish a MBS context .

Direction: AMF ( NG-RAN node.

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Message Type
	M
	
	9.3.1.1
	
	YES
	reject

	MBS Session ID
	M
	
	9.3.1.aaa
	
	YES
	reject

	S-NSSAI 



	M
	
	9.3.1.24
	
	YES
	reject


P2: Tdoc R3-222076 explains why the same container should be used in the in NG Broadcast Setup Request and NG Broadcast Modify Request messages. This is because when the MB-SMF makes a broadcast update, the AMF will generate either NG Broadcast Setup Request or NG Broadcast Update Request depending if new gNBs are involved or not (see details in R3-222076). Otherwise, the AMF would have to reencode the container type and not transparently forward.

	MBS Session Information Request Transfer
	M
	
	OCTET STRING
	Containing the MBS Session Information  Request Transfer IE specified in subclause 9.3.A.x
	YES
	reject

	MBS Session Information Request Transfer
	O
	
	OCTET STRING
	Containing the MBS Session Information Request Transfer IE specified in subclause 9.3.A.x
	YES
	reject


P3: Tdoc R3-222076 proposes to add NG-RAN node ID in the MB-SMF containers from gNB to MB-SMF for the Broadcast Setup Response and Broadcast Update Response. This is because RAN3 has received at this meeting the LS in R3-221654 from CT4 (C4-220308) where CT4 has started to work on restoration scenarios. In case of a scenario of gNB failure without restart for example, the MB-SMF would need to instruct the MB-UPF to stop delivering data to the IP address of a particular gNB. For that the MB-SMF needs to know the mapping between a gNB ID and the IP address used. It is therefore necessary that MB-SMF identifies the source gNB ID associated with the IP address received in a container. Of course, the AMF knows which gNB these messages come from and one solution could be that the AMF adds the corresponding NG-RAN node ID over the interface from AMF to MB-SMF. However, this is obviously not appropriate for AMF to dig into the other interface layering to detect over which connection the Broadcast Setup Response (respectively Failure) message was received and infer from that the NG-RAN Node ID. From a protocol perspective, the NG-RAN node should rather include its identity of sender as application level.

9.3.A.Y
MBS Session Information Response Transfer

This IE is transparent to AMF

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Global RAN Node ID
	M
	
	GLOBAL RAN Node ID
9.3.1.5
	
	YES
	reject

	Shared NG-U Unicast TNL Information
	O
	
	UP Transport Layer Information

9.3.2.2
	
	YES
	reject


9.3.A.Z
MBS Session Information Failure Transfer

This IE is transparent to AMF

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Global RAN Node ID
	M
	
	GLOBAL RAN Node ID

9.3.1.5
	
	YES
	reject

	Cause
	M
	
	9.3.1.2
	
	YES
	ignore


Q2: Please indicate if any of the proposals P1 to P3 is NOK and why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	P1, P2, P3 are OK.

	Ericsson
	P1: OK

P2: If the AMF keeps track of the gNBs that have already established Broadcast resources, i.e. which have an association established with the AMF (another reason to introduce MBS-associated signalling also on NG) then it should be possible to design AMF-MB-SMF communication in a way that allows the AMF to either provide the “setup” or the “modification” container. If however, the “setup” and “modification” container have basically the same content (because the gNB anyhow “overwrites” any previously received paramters) then a single container is sufficient. 

P3: Not OK. MB-SMF (like the SMF) does not need to have knowledge of RAN Node IDs. This we cannot accept. The AMF may add any kind of reference towards the MB-SMF, but NG-RAN MB-SMF containers need to be kept RAN Node ID unaware.

	Huawei
	P1,P2 are OK

P3: NOK. We think the AMF can add the NG-RAN node ID, and send to MB-SMF with MB-SMF container together. Based on this, this issue should be solved by SA2 with no impact to RAN3.

	Lenovo
	P1: whether S-NSSAI should be optional?

P2: OK.

P3: no strong view.

	Samsung
	P1 is ok.

P2 is ok. Same container is also fine.

P3 is Not OK. 

	CATT
	P1,P2：OK

P3：For the LS from CT4,RAN3 is only in CC, should we first wait for the reply form SA2?

	ZTE
	P1:OK

P2: Fine

Considering same content is provided in the setup request and modify request container, we are fine to use 1 container in both broadcast session setup&modify procedures.

P3: No.

The related LS is sent to SA2. The modification at RAN3 side shall be made after SA2 makes the decision on this LS. 


Moderator’s summary:

All companies seem fine with P1 and P2 assuming it is same container.
P3 is NOK for 3 companies but it remains unclear how MB-SMF will identify the address to be removed in case of gNB restarts. 2 companies prefer wait SA2, one company has no string view. Proposal is not agreed and to be continued.

Proposal 2: agree:
P1: introduce the S-NSSAI in Broadcast Session Setup Request message. (2161)

P2: same container should be used in the in NG Broadcast Setup Request and NG Broadcast Modify Request messages (2076)
Multicast 

Tdoc R3-222161 proposes the following clean ups:

· P1: remove the FFS for the Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information in both MULTICAST DISTRIBUTION SETUP RESPONSE message and BROADCAST SESSION SETUP RESPONSE message to support mix IPv4 and IPv6 
	Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information 
	O
	
	
	
	YES
	ignore


· P2: Remove the FFS for the TMGI in the MBS Session ID

3.1.1.1 9.3.1.aaa
MBS Session ID

This IE indicates the TMGI uniquely identifies the MBS Service.

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	TMGI
	M
	
	OCTET STRING (SIZE(6))
	Encoded as defined in TS 23.003. [FFS whether the same TMGI applies for 4G or 5G, as per current 23.003]


· P2a: update the TMGI to include PLMN ID and Service ID, instead of using OCTET STRING (SIZE(6))
In R3-222416 [Response Paper to our own paper R3-222161], we proposed to include PLMN ID and Service ID as sub IEs of the TMGI IE in NG/F1/XnAP specifications.

For the NG-RAN node, how to interpret the service ID and the PLMN ID from the TMGI defined in TS 23.003 is unclear. It will be much easier for the NG-RAN node to get the values clearly as the same structure as eMBMS, which is quite helpful from interoperability point of view.
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· P3: Remove the current FFS for MBS Area Session ID

9.3.1.bbb
MBS Area Session ID

This IE indicates the Area Session ID for MBS Session with location dependent context.

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	Area Session ID
	M
	
	INTEGER (0 .. 255, …) [FFS]
	


· P4: For MBS Service Area Information, remove the FFS for the NR-CGI in the Service Area to align with TS 23.247. Set the max number of TA to 1024 and max number of cells to 8192.

9.3.1.ccc
MBS Service Area information

This IE contains the MBS service area.

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	MBS Service Area Cell List
	
	0..<maxnoofCellsforMBS>
	
	

	>NR CGI [FFS]
	M
	
	9.3.1.7
	

	MBS Service Area TAI List
	
	0..<maxnoofTAIforMBS>
	
	

	>TAI 
	M
	
	9.3.3.11 
	


	Range bound
	Explanation

	maxnoofCellsforMBS
	Maximum no. of cells allowed within one MBS Service Area. Value is FFS.

	maxnoofTAIforMBS
	Maximum no. of TAs allowed within one MBS Service Area. Value is FFS.


· P5: For the Group Paging, set the maxnoofPagingAreas as 64 and the maxnoofTAIforMBS as 4096.
	Range bound
	Explanation

	maxnoofPagingAreas
	Maximum no. of MBS Area for multicast group paging. Value is FFS.

	maxnoofUEsforPaging
	Maximum no. of UEs for multicast group paging. Value is FFS.


· P6: set the maximum number of mbs sessions per PDU session to 32 as follows:

	maxnoofMBSSessions
	Maximum no. of MBS Sessions allowed within one PDU session. Value is 32 .


Q3: Please indicate if one of the proposals P1 to P6 is NOK and why? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	All cleanup proposals look OK.

	Ericsson
	P1: Not ok, dont understand that alternative thing at all. where it is described in 5G TS what this all is about?

P2: Not OK. Where is specification text that justifies this being resolved?

P3: Not ok. Where is specification text that justifies this being resolved?

P4: Not ok, isn’t that overlapping with another CB? why such high numbers of Cell IDs and TAIs?  

p5: Not ok, are there any justifications for those proposed numbers?

P6: ok

	Huawei
	Ok for all, and also ok for the new P2a we added above.

Clarification on P4: For the maximum number of Cell IDs and TAIs: according to maximum number of TAC during NG setup for a NG-RAN node and the maximum number of cell in MBMS Cell List Item of TS 36.444, we suggest 1024 and 8192. For future extension, these are only upper limit, so you can use the smaller number of TA or cell.

	Lenovo
	OK of all. 

P4 is related to CB#MBS4, but we are fine to remove the FFS on NCGI.

	Samsung
	P1: not ok of BC. We agreed “For BC, establish the shared NG-U during Broadcast Session Setup Request/Response.” And also agreed “The MBS Session Information Request Transfer IE includes: shared NG-U TNL Information (optional) (carry IP multicast address)”.  Should the Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information included in the Session Start message?
P2: OK

P3: From TS23.003, Area Session ID is between 0 to 65535

P6: Ok.

	ZTE
	OK for all proposals in Q3.


Moderator’s summary:

All companies are globally OK except one company is NOK for P1 to P5 but without alternative proposals. The moderator think that we need to close the WI so no choice than removing the FFS and include the proposed values supported by the big majority. Then we can correct if needed next meeting.
For P1 we may need to clarify online.

Proposal 2: Agree:
· P1: remove the FFS for the Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information in both MULTICAST DISTRIBUTION SETUP RESPONSE message and BROADCAST SESSION SETUP RESPONSE message to support mix IPv4 and IPv6 
· P2: Remove the FFS for the TMGI in the MBS Session ID

· P3: Remove the current FFS for MBS Area Session ID and set it between 0 and 65535 as per TS 23.003.
· P4: For MBS Service Area Information, remove the FFS for the NR-CGI in the Service Area to align with TS 23.247. Set the max number of TA to 1024 and max number of cells to 8192.

· P5: For the Group Paging, set the maxnoofPagingAreas as 64 and the maxnoofTAIforMBS as 4096.
· P6: set the maximum number of mbs sessions per PDU session to 32 as follows:

Tdoc R3-222078 explains that the AMF must be aware if a connected gNB supports MBS or not. This is because the AMF may use Group Paging towards MBS-supporting gNBs and must use Legacy Paging towards non-MBS supporting gNBs. 

Q4: do you agree that AMF should be aware if a gNB is MBS supporting or not and to include the “MBS Support Indication” into the NG Setup Request and/or RAN Configuration Update messages? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. 

If the UE moves in the RA and is under a non-MBS supporting gNB, legacy paging must be used. 

	Ericsson
	No.

Like for any other feature, the AMF can deduce from criticality on procedure/IE level which features are supported by RAN.

	Huawei
	Better to have.

	Lenovo
	No. Not essential to have such kind of information. 

	Samsung
	No strong view.

	CATT
	We think similar mechanism should be adopted for awareness of feature support of gNB in AMF

	ZTE
	Fine.


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies acknowledge that AMF must know if gNB is MBS supporting but think that this can be solved by O&M and/or criticality.
Proposal 2: agree:
AMF shall be aware of whether a connected gNB supports MBS or not. This is assumed to be learnt from O&M and/or criticality.
Tdoc R3-222079 proposes to change a bit the structure of the Xn RAN Multicast Group Paging message. This is to make a similar change as was done at last meeting for NGAP in the NGAP Multicast Group Paging message: namely, if the list of UEs to be paged is not the same in the Multicast RAN Paging Area, then multiple Xn RAN Multicast Group Paging messages must be sent i.e. one per Multicast RAN Paging Area for which same UEs are to be paged. This is not efficient.

Similar as NGAP Group Paging, it is better to send only one Paging message than multiple XnAP Group Paging messages. 

Besides, similar change is proposed in tdoc R3-222080 for F1AP, depending in which Agenda Item the F1AP change is addressed. 

Q5: what is your view on the change proposed in R3-222079 (and also R3-222080)? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK.

Similar correction as what was done for NGAP at last RAN3#114bis. 

	Ericsson
	NOK.

we have assumed that this is the way to go: multiple Paging messages. If you want to make the overall multicast concept more efficient, there is sufficient playground all over the entire 5G system.

	Huawei
	OK.

The agreement in RAN3#114bis should be also apply for F1 and Xn multicast group paging.

	Lenovo
	OK. For local dependent MBS session, a list of MBS service area is needed. 

	Samsung
	Prefer No. RAN paging could be triggered by CN or by other NG-RAN node(s). It is possible multiple RAN paging messages are send in Xn and F1.

	CATT
	If the intention is just to save Xn signaling,it seems not so convincing

	ZTE
	OK

Considering NGAP modification has been agreed in previous meeting, we are fine to align the modfication in F1AP and XnAP.


Moderator’s summary:

4 companies think OK and one company is NOK, one prefers “no” and one is not convinced.

Proposed to be continued:

Change the Xn RAN Multicast Group Paging message with multiple Multicast Paging Areas to align with NGAP.

According to TS 23.247 the Session Update Response does not contain information about cell success or QoS flow success to MB-SMF. Therefor there is no support to relay the MB-SMF containers to the MB-SMF.

More precisely the step 7 in the following call flow agreed by SA2 does not contain any MB-SMF container related to cell of QoS flow update success. 

7.
The AMF invokes the Nmbsmf_MBSSession_ContextUpdate () to the MB-SMF.
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Figure 7.2.6-1: Multicast MBS Session update procedure.

Therefore, tdoc R3-222076 proposes to remove the corresponding multicast containers to align with TS 23.247:



	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Similarly, the same situation arises for Multicast activation

In step 14 there AMF just reports whether step 11 was received, but step 14 cannot be triggered for each and every step 13 being received i.e. per gNB response:
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Figure 7.2.5.2-1: MBS session activation procedure

Therefore, tdoc R3-222076 similarly proposes to remove the corresponding MB-SMF containers in Activation response and Activation Failure to align with SA2 TS 23.247.



	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


In total, tdoc R3-222076 therefore proposes to remove the MB SMF containers which do not exist in TS 23.247 and are not planned to be carried over by AMF in SA2 from the following messages:

· Multicast activation response,

· Multicast activation failure,

· Multicast deactivation response,

· Multicast Session update response,

· Multicast session update failure. 

Q6: do you agree that 5GC in TS 23.247 does not expect these 5 containers and therefore to remove them to align with TS 23.247? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK.

We need to align to stage 2. Otherwise CT4 and SA2 have not specified the transfer of these containers by AMF and receiving by MB-SMF.

	Ericsson
	Not ok. 

this is dependent on the role of activation request and on the yet to be answered question which entity in the 5GC would be interested in a RAN node’s positive / negative reply 

	Huawei
	OK.

	Lenovo
	OK

	Samsung
	OK.

	CATT
	Need more clarification. If the activation failed, should not the MB-SMF indicate to UPF not to send the MBS data towards this Gnb?

	ZTE
	OK.  We are fine to follow SA2 spec.


Moderator’s summary:

A large Majority of companies think we should align with SA2. Moderator thinks that current NGAP is not technically correct since SA2 and CT4 do not support it.
Proposal 2: agree:
remove the MB SMF containers which do not exist in TS 23.247 and are not planned to be carried over by AMF in SA2 from the following messages:

· Multicast activation response,

· Multicast activation failure,

· Multicast deactivation response,

· Multicast Session update response,

· Multicast session update failure. 

There was the following remaining open issue at RAN3#114bis:

· Whether to include MBS QoS Flow Level Parameters in Multicast Session Activation Request.

Q7: What is your view on this proposal? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	NOK.

Because the MBS QoS Flow Level Parameters have been agreed to introduce in Distribution setup Response message when session establishment during UE joining, it is unnecessary to provide again in Session Activation Request message.

Moreover, this violates the trigger condition of MBS session activation procedure, i.e. AF requests or multicast data comes. If we request SA2 to add trigger condition for MBS session activation procedure, it will cause signalling overheads and extra complexity of the MB-SMF without any further benefits.

Finally, this is violating the SA2 TS 23.247 for which this Activation procedure has just been designed to avoid the gNBs to move UEs to idle when session gets activated. Activation Request has not been designed as a session start!

	Ericsson
	OK

So far, in all protocols we have been dealing with in more than 2 decades now, the parameters for the resource to be established (DRB, PDU Session, E-RAB, etc.) have been introduced in the message that requests the setup of those resources. The only logical and natural place where those parameters are indeed in place for MBS multicast is the Activation Request message, moreover, as we have agreed that Admission Control for those resources is performed upon session activation.

The distribution setup is not the activation message, at which admission control is performed, it only sets up transport bearers, but does not establish MRB resources.

There is always the possibility to include the same functionality in different procedures, but that is not an optimization but rather avoids modular and simple implementations by introducing too many options.

	Huawei
	NOK

Because the MBS QoS Flow Level Parameters have been agreed to introduce in Distribution setup Response message when session establishment during UE joining, it is unnecessary to provide again in Session Activation Request message, and this also violates the trigger condition of MBS session activation procedure, i.e. AF requests or multicast data comes. If we request SA2 to add trigger condition for MBS session activation procedure, it will cause signaling overheads and extra complexity of the MB-SMF without any further benefits. [Ericsson: this has nothing to do with trigger conditions. 7.2.5.1 doesn’t distinguish whether it comes from AF or MB-SMF.]
Regard to re-activation session, the NG-RAN node is required to keep the multicast MBS session context for the multicast MBS session, which includes MBS QoS information refer to TS23.247. Thus, it is unnecessary to provide again in Session Activation Request message. In order to perform admission control, the NG-RAN can reject the activation by sending activation failure message, e.g. when the NG-RAN node is not able to satisfy the stored MBS QoS parameters. [Ericsson: if 3gpp is not able any more to design system in a good way, i.e. to include Admission Control information, i.e. QoS information in the message that is supposed to trigger admission control, then we see the whole work performed in 3gpp going down the drain. We see it as our responsibility to keep that principles in high regard and not allow random design to stain the system.]
Thus, there is no need to include MBS QoS Flow Level Parameters in Multicast Session Activation Request message.

	Lenovo
	NOK. Same view with Huawei and Nokia. 

	Samsung
	NOK. 

We need to follow SA2 agreement. 

	CATT
	We prefer to include QoS flow level parameter in the MBS session activation message.

The reason is that if we include QoS flow level parameter and MBS status in Distribution setup response message, there is no way for NG-RNA node to inform CN of the result of activation i.e. Failure to success.
If QoS flow level parameter is no introduced in MBS session activation message and we rely on Distribution setup procedure to transfer the Qos and status information,we have to introduce another procedure to let NG-RAN node provide feedback on the result of activation.

	ZTE
	No. We prefer to follow SA2 spec.


Moderator’s summary:

5 companies object: the proposal is not agreed.

In the last RAN3#114is meeting, which message(s) can be used to provide a list of {MBS Are Session ID + MBS Service Area} is FFS. There are 2 options as 1) Session Activation Request message and 2) Distribution setup Response message. The following to be continued was captured.

· Whether to provide a list of {MBS Are Session ID + MBS Service Area} in Session Activation Request message and Distribution setup Response message.

It should be noted that in TS 23.247 already provides an answer to this since the list of (MBS Area Session ID + MBS Service Area) is included in the Distribution Setup Response and not in the Session Activation Request.

Q8: which option do you think is the right one? 

Option 1: Activation Request

Option 2: Distribution Setup Response

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 2.

SA2 TS 23.247 is again very clear that the (MBS Area Session ID + MBS Service Area) is contained in the Distribution Setup Response. 

When and if the Activation Request comes afterwards to the gNB, the MBS Area Session ID + MBS Service Area is already present in the MBS context. It would be redundant and useless to put it in the Activation Request message.

TS 23.247 has not included the MBS Area Session ID + MBS Service Area in the Activation Request.

	Ericsson
	Option 1

SA2 is not the group from which we would expect decent stage 3 work, therefore we would be careful when interpreting stage 3 details contained in stage 2. As stated above, “modularity” and “simplicity” is something SA2 doesn’t seem to understand on stage-3 level (if not SA2 as such, then at least those delegates that included these details in 23.247.)

	Huawei
	Option 2. Agree with Nokia.

	Lenovo
	Option 2. Agree with Nokia

	Samsung
	Option 2. Agree with Nokia.

	CATT
	See answer in Q9

	ZTE
	Option2

We prefer to follow SA2 spec.


Moderator’s summary:

A large majority prefers option 2. 

Proposal 2: agree:

Provide a list of {MBS Are Session ID + MBS Service Area} in the Distribution Setup Response message.

The following issue remained at RAN3#114bis

· Whether to provide a single {MBS Service Area + (optional) MBS Area Session ID} in the Session Activation Request message and Distribution setup Response message, and PDU Session Resource Setup/Modify Request message.

Which translates into the following proposals:
P1: add the (MBS service area + (optional) MBS Area Session ID) into the Session Activation Request message

P2: add the (MBS service area + (optional) MBS Area Session ID) into the Distribution Setup Response

P3: add the (MBS service area + (optional) MBS Area Session ID) into the PDU Session Resource Setup/Modify Request

Q9: which proposals are acceptable/not acceptable to you? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	P1 is NOK.  P1 is not in TS 23.247 and is not needed as explained in previous question because the distribution setup response already includes the list of area session + service areas. It would be a violation of TS 23.247.

P2 is OK. It is implicitly there because of previous question where the Distribution Setup Response contains the list of service areas and area sessions, as in TS 23.247.
P3 is OK. It may be useful to enable the NG-RAN node to trigger the corresponding Distribution Setup procedure.  

	Ericsson
	P1: OK, as stated in previous Q7.

P2: Not ok. The distribution procedures represent the wrong function to provide session parameters, its sole purpose is to setup a distribution tree.

P3: Not ok. no (common) session parameters in (individual) PDU Session signaling as a principle.

	Huawei
	P1: NOK. we think RAN3 can just follow SA2 TS 23.247, we don’t see the need to provide these information in Session Activation Request message

P2: OK but in case Q8 option 2 is adopted, no need to have this one.

P3: OK.

	Lenovo
	P2: see Q8.

P3: OK.

	CATT
	We think it should be P1+P2+P3

In the PDU session modification request message, the MBS service area and (optional) MBS Area Session ID are included which enable the NG-RAN node to request to setup NG-U tunnel for the MBS session with the corresponding MBS Area session. In the Distribution setup response message, the MBS service area and (optional) MBS Area Session ID are also included as well.

When activing the MBS session, the MBS service area and (optional) MBS Area Session ID are also included to make NG-RAN node know which is activated.

	ZTE
	P1: No. 

P2,P3: OK

Support HW in P2.

SA2 only adds MBS session area info into distribution setup response and PDU session setup/modify message. We prefer follow SA2 at current stage. 




Moderator’s summary:

P1: 4 companies object: not agreed.
P2: one company objects but anyway overlap with Q8.

P3: one company objects.

Proposal 2: tentative working asumption for P3:
P3: add the (MBS service area + (optional) MBS Area Session ID) into the PDU Session Resource Setup/Modify Request

Tdoc R3-222059 makes the following additional proposals (not yet addressed above):

· P1: Change the MBS Service Area to enable that in case of location dependent service e.g. a Broadcast Setup Request message can contain a list of MBS Area Session IDs with associated MBS service area. 

9.3.1.ccc1
MBS Service Area

This IE contains the MBS service area.

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	CHOICE Session Type
	M
	
	
	

	>location independent
	
	
	
	

	>>MBS Service Area Information
	M
	
	9.3.1.ccc
	

	>location dependent
	
	
	
	

	>>MBS Service Area Information Location Dependent List
	
	1..maxnoofMBSServiceArea Information
	
	

	>>>MBS Area Session ID
	M
	
	9.3.1.bbb
	

	>>>MBS Service Area Information
	M
	
	9.3.1.ccc
	


· P2: add the MBS Support Indication IE into the Handover Request Acknowledge message.

· P3: liaise SA2 that due to SA2 note 4 of TS 23.247 the Join information needs to be included into relevant places in NGAP UE Context procedures.

NOTE: The moderator considers that “signal the exchange of available/offered NG-U termination address information between gNB and 5GC for the shared NG-U termination” should be addressed in the Agenda Item 22.3.1 CB#MBS5_Mobility Support.

Q10: what is your view on P1, P2 and P3? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	P1 is OK assuming that a given MB-SMF could potentially manage multiple area sessions each associated with service area in the case of location dependent service while designing a single MB-SMF container.

P2 is OK as well.

P3 is NOK and it was already clarified at RAN3#114bis that it is based on a wrong interpretation of the Note 4 in TS 23.247. This wrong interpretation would lead to a complete redesign of the SA2 architecture. 

Note 4 is anyway informative in SA2 TS and proponent of R3-222059 can contribute directly in SA2 if needed.  

	Ericsson
	P1, P2 OK

P3: OK, for sure.
We think it is time that Nokia stops making fools of us. This is open sabotage of work in 3gpp by deliberately and repeatedly stating simply making wrong statements. “UP connection deactivation” can only correspond to not establishing PDU Session Resource at all. A PDU Session resource cannot exist w/o DRBs, there is no such concept as “semi-established PDU Session Resources w/ NG-U termination but w/o DRBs”. There is sufficient stage 2 specification text created in Rel-15 which describes respective concepts.
A response like the one above on this topic is no longer acceptable for us.

	Huawei
	P1: NOK, even though one MB-SMF can provide multiple contents of Area session ID, the Area session ID related to one RAN node may be belongs to multiple MB-SMF. The SA2 doesn’t define the entity to merge the several MBS Service Area IE to a whole MBS Service Area IE. Based on this, the MBS Service Area IE should be also been sent for several times anyway. Thus it is unnecessary to carry multiple MBS Service Area Information IEs for location dependent service.

In TS 23.247 section 6.2.3 “Location dependent MBS service”, the following statement can be found:

Information about different MBS service areas for a location dependent MBS service may be provided by one or several AFs or may be configured. Different ingress points for location dependent points for the MBS session are supported for different MBS service area dependent content of the MBS session; different MB-SMFs and/or MB-UPF may be assigned for different MBS service areas in an MBS session. When the different MB-SMFs are assigned for different MBS service areas in an MBS session, the same TMGI is allocated for this MBS session.
[Ericsson, please read the whole specification, which explains under which conditions such can be assumed: “NOTE 2:
For location dependent service provided in different MBS service areas within the same SMF service area, it is assumed that one MB-SMF is used for an MBS Session.” We guess we can safely say that from an NG-RAN perspective there can be only one MB-SMF assumed, also in mobility scenarios.]
P2: OK

P3: NOK. Agree with Nokia.

	Lenovo
	P1, P2: OK.

P3: NOK, agree with Nokia.

	Samsung
	P2: OK

	ZTE
	P1: OK

P2: we are fine for this one. 

P3: Not OK.We share the similar view with Nokia.


Moderator’s summary:

P1: all companies OK except one: tentative agreement.
P2: all companies OK. Agreement.

P3: 4 companies object. Not agreed.

Proposal 2: agree:
· P1: Change the MBS Service Area to enable that in case of location dependent service e.g. a Broadcast Setup Request message can contain a list of MBS Area Session IDs with associated MBS service area. 
· P2: add the MBS Support Indication IE into the Handover Request Acknowledge message.

5 Second Round

Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies think …

Proposal 2: TP...

6 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: TP...
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