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1 Introduction

This is the summary document for the following come back:  

- Check the feedback from SA2 in R3-223024
- Adopt option 2 for NAS PDU delivery during PDU session modification procedure?

- Reply LS to SA2

- Close the topic, capture agreements and provide CRs
(Nok - moderator) 
Summary of offline disc R3-223716
1 For the Chairman’s Notes (after second round)
Propose the following:  

Agree R3-223850 (revision of R3-223158)

Agree R3-223851 (revision of R3-223159)

Agree LS reply to SA2 in R3-223929 (revision of R3-223526)

Agree to capture in chairlady’s notes (Docomo issue for the case there is no modification in NG-RAN): 

“If at least some of the modification requests are satisfied by NG-RAN and there is no modification of NG-RAN configuration, the modification request is regarded as success”. 
2 Second Round

Some companies propose to send a reply LS to SA2. 

Q1: are you OK to send a reply LS to SA2?  

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK. The action to RAN3 was:

SA2 kindly asks RAN3 to take the above information into account and provide feedback as necessary

It may be good to inform them of the outcome.

	Huawei
	Yes. 

	CATT
	Yes

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies think …

Proposal 2: TP...

In case the answer to Q1 is positive, there are two proposed LS reply, one is in R3-223333 and one is in R3-223526.
Q2: any preference between R3-223333 and R3-223526?  

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Since CATT is the source company, we are fine to take R3-223526 as baseline. We may suggest the LS could be simple: just notify option2 is agreed, and let SA2 check the impact. 

	CATT
	Thanks to Huawei.
We are OK to simply state that option 2 is agreed in RAN3 and let SA2 check their specification impact without going to technical details on why option 2 is selected in RAN3

	
	

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies think …

Proposal 2: TP...

Q3: any further comments on the updated procedure texts of NAS-PDU delivery?  

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	About the updated procedure texts below, we are generally fine. 

But just want to check the case where only the NAS-PDU is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer without any other IEs (this was the scenario that we initially discussed). Then in this case, is it accurate enough to say that the “NAS-PDU” is “accepted” by the NG-RAN which is transparent? And is it clear enough to have the texts only in the brackets?   

	DOCOMO
	Similar view as Huawei.
For the case (only the NAS-PDU is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Request message without any other IEs), 

1. Is it accurate to say the “NAS-PDU” is accepted by NG-RAN?
2. Do NG-RAN respond AMF with PDU Session Resource Modify Response Item IE of the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY RESPONSE message?

	CATT
	For the case that only NAS-PDU is transferred,we  think maybe DL NAS Transport should be used instead of PDU Session Modification procedure.

	Nokia
	Agree with CATT. In this case DL NAS Transport would be used.

	Ericsson
	I understand the proposal is to capture in the Chairman note, the case that “when NAS PDU is the only optional IE sent” in the PDU session modification.

In this case, our view is that the PDU session is sent to UE. The modification is successful.

This is the extended case, in theory, that when no QoS flows are requested to be modified/included, and we consider the QoS flow related is successful.



	
	


Q4: Please input your views on capturing the following sentences in chairman notes to clarify in case there is no modification of NG-RAN configuration, the modification request is regarded as success.
“If some of the modification requests are satisfied by NG-RAN and there is no modification of NG-RAN configuration, the modification request is regarded as success.”
	Company
	Comment

	DOCOMO
	Regarding on R3-223087 Clarification on PDU session resource modification (NTT DOCOMO INC.) 

--------------------

CR0773r, TS 38.413 v15.13.0, Rel-15, Cat. F

E///: It’s related to 9.3.5, the text is not clear

NTT Docomo: Not all modification is related to RAN configuration, e.g., NAS

HW: Do not fully understand the intention. For pure NAS case, it should be regarded as successful

Nok: Same view as E///

Take it into account in CB in AI9.3.5

--------------------

During online discussion, we agree with ZTE’s view to capture “if all of the modification requests are satisfied by NG-RAN and there is no modification of NG-RAN configuration, the modification request is regarded as success.”in the chair notes.
E/// objected to capturing this sentence in chair notes because all of the modification requests are satisfied by RAN contradicts to partial success case.

So we propose to polish the wording and capture the following sentences in chair notes.

“If some of the modification requests are satisfied by NG-RAN and there is no modification of NG-RAN configuration, the modification request is regarded as success.”

	CATT
	If the case is related to the case that only NAS-PDU is included,as we said in question 3,we think DL NAS transport should be used instead.

	Nokia
	I would correct as follows:

“If at least some of the modification requests are satisfied by NG-RAN and there is no modification of NG-RAN configuration, the modification request is regarded as success”.

	Ericsson
	The case is particular but allowed by the protocol,  We could, if so wished, “when PDU session NAS-PDU is the only parameter included in PDU session modify, the NAS-PDU is sent to the UE, The procedure is successful”

	
	


3 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:  

Agree R3-22xxxx (revision of R3-223158)
Agree R3-22xxxx (revision of R3-223159)

4 First Round

The issue has been considered during several meeting and there were two remaining options on the table:

· Option 1: the NG-RAN node always sends the PDU session NAS-PDU to UE no matter the PDU Session Modification succeeds or not for the concerned PDU session.

· Option 2: the NG-RAN node sends the PDU session NAS-PDU to UE only when PDU Session Modification for the concerned PDU session succeeds.

Q1: which option do you prefer?  

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 2.

As described in tdoc R3-223157, option 2 presents a few advantages and is aligned with SA2 response LS. It is also aligned with PDU session setup handling.

	Qualcomm
	Option 2

In theory both are feasible, but option 2 seems to minimize cases where CN needs to take actions (and inferring delivery at CN is quite obvious)

	Huawei
	Option 2. 



	ZTE
	Option 2

	CATT
	Option 2

	Samsung
	Option 2

	DOCOMO
	Option 2

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 2

	Ericsson
	Option 2


Moderator’s summary:

All companies prefer option 2.
Proposal: agree option 2. 

Assuming a way forward towards option 2, there are different flavours to modify the existing procedural text and make the CR; these are presented in the following options:

Option 1:

-
If the NAS-PDU IE is received for the PDU session, the NG-RAN node shall pass it to the UE only when the modification of the PDU session is at least partially successful (i.e. the PDU session is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Response Item IE of the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY RESPONSE message. 

Option 2:

-
For each PDU session successfully modified the NG-RAN node shall pass the PDU session NAS-PDU IE  to the UE, if it is included.. The NG-RAN node shall not send to the UE the PDU session NAS PDU associated to the PDU sessions failed to be modified.
Option 3:

-
If the NAS-PDU IE is received for the PDU session, the NG-RAN node shall pass it to the UE when the NG-RAN reports the PDU Session Resource Modify Response Transfer IE contained in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY RESPONSE message. 

Option 4:

-
If the NAS-PDU IE is received for the PDU session, the NG-RAN node shall pass it to the UE as long as one of the requests included in PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE is accepted. The NG-RAN node does not send the NAS PDU received for the PDU session when none of the requests is accepted. 

Option 5:

-
If the NAS-PDU IE is received for the PDU session, the NG-RAN node shall pass it to the UE if the NG-RAN node provides “PDU Session Resource Modify Response Item” for the PDU Session in PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY RESPONSE message. . 

Q2: which option do you prefer?  

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option1 preferred.

Option 2 is not clear on the “partially successful modified” case. Option 3 does not clarify the unsuccessful case due the word “only” is missing. Option 4 seems to restrict the sending of NAS PDU to the case where only one of the requested parameters is successful. Option 5 has the same issue as option 3. Option 1 looks complete.

	Qualcomm
	Tend to agree with Nokia i.e. Option 1 is fairly clean. It might be possible to merge with options 3/4/5 as below, but Option 1 could be good enough

“only if at least one of the requests included in PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE is accepted (i.e. the PDU session is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Response Item IE of the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY RESPONSE message)”

	Huawei
	The options listed are more or less similar, just with slightly different wording. 

In our understanding, we just need to specify as long as the NG-RAN responds with “PDU Session Resource Modify Response Transfer” for the concerned PDU session, then the NAS-PDU should be delivered. But we do not need to specify the “partially successful modified” which is a little ambiguous, or the “successful modified”, for which there are some change is rejected and indicated by the “PDU Session Resource Modify Response Transfer”. 

In this context, we may slightly prefer the following with addition of “only” indicated by Nok. For example, 

-
If the NAS-PDU IE is received for the PDU session, the NG-RAN node shall pass it to the UE only when the NG-RAN reports the PDU Session Resource Modify Response Transfer IE contained in the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY RESPONSE message for the concerned PDU session. 



	ZTE
	Tend to agree with Nokia, the ‘only’ is needed in the correction.

	CATT
	Prefer the sentence proposed from Qualcomm, i.e. merge the sentence in other options into option 1.

	Samsung
	Agree that the addition of the word ‘only’ will make the text clear enough. The QC’s update based on Option1 looks fine to us.

	DOCOMO
	Option 1.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1 with consideration of QC’s update for the 2nd part of the sentence. 

	Ericsson
	All the options are addressing the same understanding “that the NAS-PDU only sent when successful”.

Do not think we should state “partially successful” as stated in Option 1. In this sense, Prefer Option 2.
There is no “partially successful” if you take from the SMF point of view.


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies prefer option 1 with the modification proposed by Qualcomm.
Proposal: revise R3-223158 with the following modification:
If the NAS-PDU IE is received for the PDU session, the NG-RAN node shall pass it to the UE only if at least one of the requests included in PDU Session Resource Modify Request Transfer IE is accepted (i.e. the PDU session is included in the PDU Session Resource Modify Response Item IE of the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY RESPONSE message).
Another question is the release for the CR. Most companies have done release 16 CR; however, one company has done release 15 CR.

Q3: what is your preference with regards to the release of the CR?  

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Release 16 is enough.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Nokia

	Huawei
	Rel-16

	ZTE
	Rel-16

	CATT
	OK for us to start from Rel-15

	Samsung
	R16 seems enough to solve the issue occurred in the current network as observed by the operator.

	DOCOMO
	As this impact rel-15 functionality, Rel-15 is more preferable.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Fine with Rel-16

	Ericsson
	Fine from Rel-16


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies think release 16 is good enough. 
Proposal: agree from release 16 onwards.
Tdoc R3-223331 proposes to additionally specify the SMF behaviour as follows: 

2.
The list of QoS flows which have failed to be setup or modified, if any, in the QoS Flow Failed to Add or Modify List IE in case the PDU Session Resource Modify procedure is triggered by QoS flow setup or modification. The SMF may trigger the network requested PDU session modification procedure for the concerned PDU session as specified in TS 23.502 [10].
-
For each PDU session which failed to be modified, the PDU Session Resource Modify Unsuccessful Transfer IE shall be included containing the failure cause. The SMF may send the PDU session modification reject to the UE for the concerned PDU session as specified in TS 23.502 [10]. 
Q4: do you think we should additionally specify SMF behavior?  

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	NOK.

SMF behavior is not supposed to be specified in RAN3 specification but in SA2 TS23.502. No need to duplicate.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Nokia

	Huawei
	Yes, 

We need to specify the procedure texts from the receiver perspective. And this is the outcome of our discussion, in terms of the NAS-PDU delivery. 

Another point is that now we may not expect whether/how SA2 specification will be updated. Then we can send the agreed CRs for them to align, under their remit. 

	ZTE
	Agree with Nokia.

	CATT
	No strong opinion.

	Samsung
	We acknowledge the intention to make the text more clear which may further avoid potential issues. However, we do not see the need to additionally specify such SMF behavior considering the options proposed in Q2 are clear enough to indicate the subsequent SMF behavior.

	DOCOMO
	Agree with Nokia.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Similar view as Samsung, i.e., no need to additionally specify the SMF behavior as it is already specified in TS 23.502.

	Ericsson
	Prefer not to repeat TS 23.502.


Moderator’s summary:

7 companies against the change. One company neutral. One company in favour.
Proposal: additional text not agreed.

Tdoc R2-223524 proposes to additionally explicitly specify when PDU session is considered failed i.e. when none of the requests can be accepted.  

Q5: do you think we should additionally explicitly specify in TS 38.413 that a PDU session modification is to be considered failed when none of the requested modification could succeed?  

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	NO.

This is stating the obvious. If the text of option 1 is adopted it is clear how the success and partial success are encoded in the message.

	Qualcomm
	Can see the motivation, but this is not needed provided the text is clear.

	Huawei
	No strong need. 

The procedure texts seem targeting for a particular PDU session, then it should put under successful operation section. 

	ZTE
	Not needed, it is clear based on above correction.

	CATT
	Yes.

In the previous discussion,there were ever some ambiguity on when the PDU session modification is regarded as failed. The introduced description makes the spec clear.

	Samsung
	We share view with HW.

Our understanding is that the ‘Unsuccessful Operation’ part is only specified when there’s a clear REJECT message defined. Under PDU session resource modify case, there’s no REJECT message over NG. Also note that the correction in the successful operation part would be clear enough.

	DOCOMO
	Yes.

In current spec, it is not clear that if there is no RAN configuration modification for the requested PDU session resource modification, whether the modification is treated as failure or success. 
See our CR R3-223087

	Deutsche Telekom
	Not needed in case of agreement on the CR text discussed under Q1/Q2. With respect to use of “Unsuccessful operation” we share Samsung’s opinion.

	Ericsson
	We should reach the common understanding that The modification is failed when all of the requested modification has failed.

The proposed statement seems to say that “nothing is requested to be modified” or “the requested modify is the same as the before the modify request”?

If so, it is a bit strange why it happens:

1. If nothing to modify, why the request is sent?

2. If the parameters before and after are the same, obvious the current parameters will be kept and consider it as successful.  Because if it is reported as failure, SMF may clean up….


Moderator’s summary:

Many companies are against the change, assuming the text in Q1/Q2 agreed in the successful operation section.
Proposal: Additional text not agreed.
5 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: 

Agree R3-22xxxx (revision of R3-223158)

Agree R3-22xxxx (revision of R3-223159)
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