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1 Introduction

This is the summary document for the following come back:  

CB: # MBS3_Stage3Corr

- FFS/Editor notes on max no of MBS Sessions UE can join, value for maximum number of MBS service area information (maxnoofMBSServiceAreaInformation), and value for maximum number of cells (maxnoofCellsforMBS) or TAIs (maxnoofTAIforMBS) in MBS service area information?

- affected spec: F1AP, NGAP, XnAP

- Capture agreements and provide CRs if agreeable, split work
(Nok - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-223692
2 For the Chairman’s Notes (first round)
Propose the following after the first round:  

F1AP

Proposal 1
Agree Samsung 3586 with the following content:
Agree to set the maximum number of MBS area session information elements in an MBS Service Area to 256
Agree to set the maximum of cells/TAIs in MBS Service Area Information down to 512 cells and 512 TAIs.
Proposal 2: CATT to revise 3532 to implement the below agreed changes.

Agree to Introduce Broadcast area scope IE in BROADCAST CONTEXT SETUP RESPONSE message to let gNB-CU know the cell list that has established the MBS context successfully (due to broadcast over MCCH of the MBS services ongoing in neighbour cells
Add the presence of IE PLMN-Identity.
Remove MBS CU to DU RRC Information IE included in MULTICAST CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message

Remove MBS CU to DU RRC Information IE included in MULTICAST CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message 
NGAP

Proposal 1: Nokia to revise 3453 to implement the below agreed changes.

agree the corrections of sections 9.3.5.1, 9.3.5.2, 9.3.5.4, 9.3.5.8 and 9.3.5.13 while removing the Alternative shared NG-U everywhere and adding the presence of the MBS Session TNL Information NG-RAN List IE in 9.3.5.4.
agree changes in sections 9.3.1.111, 9.3.1.212, 9.3.1.213, 9.3.1.214
agree add text for unsuccessful operation of the MBS Session Update while updating also section 8.1 and updating the figure title which is wrong
agree remove the MBS Session Information IE from procedural text of Handover Request. Replace the Shared NG-U TNL Information IE by the Shared NG-U Unicast TNL Information IE in the section 8.18.1.2
agree The MBS Session FSA ID List IE is added to the MBS Session Information Request Transfer IE
agree add a Broadcast Release Response Transfer IE container including a list of (area session, DL TEID)s.with adding procedure text for this new optional IE in a response message. We also suggest that we include such text with the condition "if available".
Proposal 2: CATT to revise 3529 to implement the below agreed changes.

Remove the “Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information”.
Add description that the NG-RAN node shall associate each QoS flow accepted to setup or modify with a DRB of the PDU session if the QoS flow is not associated with a MBS session
Renaming the QoS flow list IE in the tabular of §9.3.5.3 toward “MBS QoS Flows To Be Setup or Modify List” and making it an optional IE
+ pending discuss online: Reorganise the entire data forwarding mechanism, especially MRB-level ones. For simplicity, MBS-session-level data forwarding is assumed not to be supported explicitly—it can anyhow be performed through the legacy PDU-session-level data forwarding by using the associated QFIs.    Whether only direct data forwarding is specified or also indirect forwarding.
+ pending discuss online: Making the “MRB Progress Information (Source to target)” IE an optional IE.
Proposal 3: Huawei to revise 3536 to implement the below agreed changes.

In section 9.3.5.4, update the presence of the Shared NG-U Unicast TNL Information IE for the location independent branch from O to M
confirm for NGAP the maximum number of area session information elements to 256 and remove the editor’s note
Proposal 4: Nokia to revise 3455 for NGAP to implement the below agreed changes.

change the MBS Mapping and Datta Forwarding Request IE from mandatory to optional
+ possible outcome of CB#MBS2 on session active/inactive signaling.
XnAP

Proposal 1: Agree ZTE R3-223606 with following content:

change the Assigned Criticality of the Multicast RAN Paging Area to “reject” in the tabular and ASN.1 section
Proposal 2: Revise Nokia R3-223454 pending the following online discussion outcome:

Discuss online which signaling option to select for active/inactive MBS sessions between (related to 3454 and also CB#MBS2):

· Option1 (3631): we send the current full information (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…) for all MBS sessions, regardless active or inactive.

· Option 2: we send the current full information (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…) for active MBS sessions only

· Option 3 (3454): we split the information sent for joined MBS sessions in HO Request two parts: the full information is sent for MBS active sessions and described in 9.2.1.36 to be able to setup the resources at target during preparation (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…), and only the Area Session ID is sent for MBS inactive sessions just to enable the trigger of the distribution setup request. 

· Option 4 (variant of option 3/3454 issued from CB#MBS2): each item in the existing MBS Session Information List IE §9.2.1.36 contains the MBS Session ID IE and the MBS Area Session ID IE for location dependent services. each item in the MBS Session Information List IE contains an optional (new) Active MBS Session Information IE with the remaining IEs existing in §9.2.1.36: 
if available, the MBS Service Area IE (not the MBS Service Area Information IE), the MBS QoS flows to Add List IE and optionally the MBS Mapping and Data Forwarding Request Info from source NG-RAN node IE.
Proposal 3: Discuss online the following changes related to 3530: 

1. Move MBS-related IEs in the HANDOVER REQUEST message and the HANDOVER REQUEST ACK message into the PDU-Session-related IE. And merge §9.2.1.37 with §9.2.1.36.
2. Change the semantic description of the MRB Progress Information IE from source to target.
3. Making the “MRB Progress Information (Source to target)” IE an optional IE.
   Include Ongoing Broadcast Session ID list in the Served Cell Information NR IE.
E1AP

Proposal 1: Huawei to revise 3537 to implement the below agreed changes:

Change the criticality of the gNB-CU-UP MBS E1AP ID IE to ignore, in BC BEARER CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message
Update “Shared NG-U UL Transport Layer Information” to “Shared NG-U DL Transport Layer Information” in MBS NG-U Information at NG-RAN IE, and remove the description about shared NG-U multicast unicast transport in BC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE and MC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE.
Update the presence of the BC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE in BC Bearer Context To Setup Response IE and the MC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE in MC Bearer Context To Setup Response IE from “C-ifunicast” to “O”, and remove the conditions, explanations and notes in ASN.1 part for “ifunicast”.
Proposal 2: Discuss online the following change related to 3456: 

in the E1 setup request, the CU UP not only indicates which MBS sessions it can serve but also an associated area. This is because it is not workable to have only one shared CU UP serving as “shared CU UP” for the CU CPs of the full PLMN, but a shared CU UP should instead reasonably serve a limited area. Whether IP connectivity is sufficient.
Proposal 3: Discuss online the following change related to 3591: 

Whether and how to capture

1. Add IEs to retrieve MBS progress at the source side, IEs to provide MBS progress and to retrieve MRB-level data forwarding address and/or MBS progress at the target side, and IEs to provide MRB-level data forwarding address and/or MBS progress to the source side.
2. Add IEs to provide the association between MBS QoS flows and unicast QoS flows to the source side.

3 First Round

F1AP 

Max number of MBS Session Area Informations in an MBS service Area over F1

There are editor notes concerning location dependent MBS session and the maximum number of MBS area session information elements in an MBS Service Area which is at 256 in NGAP and 512 in F1AP. 

· Tdoc 3186 and tdoc 3671 propose to keep 512 for F1 (option 1)

· Tdoc 3285/86 propose to change 512 to 256 for F1 to align with NGAP  (option 2)

Q1: what is your preferred option?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 2.

We assume that CU needs anyway to filter the information received over NG, so the max number of MBS session information elements can be lower for F1 compared to NG.

	Ericsson
	those maximum numbers should be at least lower than on NGAP, and there is no need to align F1AP and NGAP, F1AP could be much lower, we propose it to be as low as 32.

	Huawei
	Option 2.

We believe that this is a mistake since that we don’t see any scenario of the max number of Area session over F1 larger than NG.

	Samsung
	Option 2.

	ZTE
	Opt2

	CMCC
	Option2


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies prefer option 2.

Agree to set the maximum number of MBS area session information elements in an MBS Service Area to 256.

Max number of TAIs and Cells in an MBS Area Session Information

There are editor notes for the max number of MBS cells and TAIs in the MBS service area information. There are two options for F1AP:

· Remove editor notes and let the values as they are i.e. max TAIs = 1024 and max cells = 8192 (option 1).

· Change the values into 512 cells and 512 TAIs (tdoc 3286 and 3671) because over F1 the CU could filter anyway and does not need to address big number of TAIs and cells for one DU (option 2).

Q2: what is your preferred option? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 2.

We assume that CU needs anyway to filter the information received over NG so the max number of cells and TAIs in an MBS session area information can be lower for F1 compared to NG. 

	Ericsson
	could be much lower, we propose the numbers to be as low as 64/32 (cells/TAIs)

	Huawei
	No strong view. 

For Option1, it can avoid CU to filter MBS service area. 

For Option2, it reduces F1 signalling burden.

	Samsung
	Option 2. Or even lower is also acceptable to us.



	ZTE
	Opt2

	CMCC
	Option 2


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies agree option 2. 

Agree to set the maximum of cells/TAIs in MBS Service Area Information down to 512 cells and 512 TAIs.
Miscellaneous changes

Tdoc R3-223532 proposes 6 changes for F1AP.

1. Remove the Broadcast MRB Failed To Be Setup List IE and related description in BROADCAST CONTEXT SETUP RESPONSE message. Also clarify that gNB-DU would report the success of the procedure only when all MRBs are successfully established in at least one of its cells.
2. Introduce Broadcast area scope IE in BROADCAST CONTEXT SETUP RESPONSE message to let gNB-CU know the cell list that has established the MBS context successfully (due to broadcast over MCCH of the MBS services ongoing in neighbour cells).
3. Add the presence of IE PLMN-Identity.
4. Remove MBS CU to DU RRC Information IE included in MULTICAST CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message

5. Add Multicast MBS session setup list IE in UECONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message 
Add Multicast MBS session setup list IE and in Multicast MBS session remove list IE UECONTEXT MODIFICATION REUQEST message 

6. Align the value range of MRB ID with TS 38.331.
And tdoc R3-223671 additionally requests to also remove the MBS CU to DU RRC Information IE from the MULTICAST CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message:

7. Remove also remove the MBS CU to DU RRC Information IE from the MULTICAST CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message.
Q3: Please comment on the 7 changes above proposed in 3532/3671, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	All 7 changes are OK for us.

	CATT
	All agree.

	Ericsson
	on 1: so should we establish the principle that partial success of setup/modification of a set of MRBs does not exist for all, MC and BC sessions?

on 2, isn’t it so that the unsuccessful case is left unspecified? why not on F1 as well?

very thankful for 5.

aren’t 6 and 7 discussed in another CB? see our comments there

	Huawei
	All agree.

For bullet 5, we think only MBS session ID is insufficient in MBS Session ID List. It is suggested to also introduce MRB ID, MRB Type and RLC mode as mentioned in [R3-223075]. Note that it is overlapped with discussion in MBS1.

	Samsung
	For 1, not sure about it. Could CU try to reconfigure the MRB when the CU knows some MRB are failed? 

For 2, seems fine, but would raise the questio why not transmitted in Xn as well. But no strong view on 2).

Others are fine.

	ZTE
	#1 maybe not. partial success with some of the MRB shall be allowed to enable better resource utilization of MBS with better granularity, e.g., in RB level.
# 6 could wait.

	CMCC
	For 1, not sure. We should consider carefully if the unsuccessfully established MRB is meaningless, which was mentioned in R3-223532.

Others are OK.


Moderator’s summary:

For 1/ 3 companies OK but 4 companies have doubts. By default, change is not agreed.
For 2/ large majority is OK. Agree to Introduce Broadcast area scope IE in BROADCAST CONTEXT SETUP RESPONSE message to let gNB-CU know the cell list that has established the MBS context successfully (due to broadcast over MCCH of the MBS services ongoing in neighbour cells
For 3/ 4/ agreed:

Add the presence of IE PLMN-Identity.
Remove MBS CU to DU RRC Information IE included in MULTICAST CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message

For 5/ since this is overlapping with MBS#1, moderator suggests to not do this change here but discuss in MBS#1 (avoid F1AP rapporteur to implement overlapping changes).
6/ also discussed in another CB.
Agree 7/ Remove MBS CU to DU RRC Information IE included in MULTICAST CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message

Proposal 2: CATT to revise 3532 to implement the above agreed changes.
Pure NGAP 

Tdoc R3-223453 on NGAP

Tdoc R3-223453 proposes 9 miscellaneous corrections to NGAP and/or alignment with SA2 specification TS 23.247. 

1/ The MBS Session TNL Information 5GC IE and the MBS Session TNL Information NG-RAN IE are corrected in tabular and asn.1. The Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information IE is added to the Multicast Distribution Setup Response Transfer IE

2/ the Multicast Session Update Request Transfer IE is updated to include multicast transport addresses (and the alternative mutlicast addresses) i.e. the MBS Session TNL Information 5GC IE.

3/ descriptive sentences added to sections 9.3.1.211, 9.3.1.212, 9.3.1.213, 9.3.1.214.

4/ added text for unsuccessful operation of the MBS Session Update.

5/ remove the MBS Session Information IE from procedural text of Handover Request. Replace the Shared NG-U TNL Information IE by the Shared NG-U Unicast TNL Information IE in the section 8.18.1.2.

6/ The AMF includes the Paging Priority IE in the NGAP Multicast Group Paging message.

7/ The MBS Session FSA ID List IE is added to the MBS Session Information Request Transfer IE.

8/ add a Broadcast Release Response Transfer IE container including a list of (area session, DL TEID)s.

9/  the term “location independent” MBS session is replaced by “local” MBS session.

Q4: Please comment on the 9 changes above proposed in 3453, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Changes are OK.

	CATT
	No: 1.
Agree but: 2.
Agree: 3, 5, 7, 8.
Neutral but: 4.
Neutral: 9.

For 1&2, as shown in R3-223529, the “Alternative Shared …” IE is not needed, so it can be removed entirely.

For 4, we are ok on this approach but if it is adopted the tabular in Sec. 8.1 should also be revised.

	Ericsson
	1/ could anyone explain why we need the alternative TNL info? please don’t explain this by means of 4G functionality. And, why for MC?

2/ see 1/, and, for the upcoming CT4 meeting next week, in the respective CR for 23.527 C4-223115 proposes to remove the following EN " Editor's Note: For a Multicast MBS session, this assumes that a Multicast Session Update Request supports providing a modified N3mb LL SSM and C-TEID. This is pending alignment with RAN3." So, what is going on here? This sounds like a very inconsistent argumentation both, in CT4 and RAN3.

3/

6/ Is the intention that the paging priority, when applied to MBS, is only applicable for comparing group pagings or to prioritise all paging. For unicast paging, paging is discarded if there are not sufficient capacity in the NG-RAN and the priority is too low. For MC group paging the logic is not necessarily the same. Can the NG-RAN just discard a group page?
And on the addition to 9.3.1.78, it is still a "UE" that is paged, and not "an MBS session"

8/ there is no procedure text for this new optional IE in a response message. We also suggest that we include such text with the condition "if available".

9/ probably this is not ok, "location independent" actually covers "local" and "non local", the actual term to be used should be "non location dependent", if the current term is not acceptable

	Huawei
	For 1, the Alternative TNL is not needed based on CATT R3-223529.

For 2, FFS, pending to CT4 progress.
Ok for 3 – 9

Besides, for 4, the figure title of Multicast Session Update Failure needs to be updated. And in 9.3.5.4, the presence of MBS Session TNL Information NG-RAN List IE is missing.

	Samsung
	Changes are fine. For Paging priority, we said we can add it once SA2 has agreement.

	ZTE
	NOK for  #6. Others are fine.

6) We wonder whether the paging priority info is necessary to be transferred via the NGAP messaye. It depends on how does the system implement the MC group paging priority. In addition, based on our understanding, the MC group paging happens in a low frequency. 



	CMCC
	1, 2: No strong view:

3-9: Fine with the change.


Moderator’s summary:

For 1/ and 2/ the moderator understanding is that companies want to remove the Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information. That is ok but in fact 1/ and 2/ includes other important corrections which should be agreed. 
Proposal: agree the corrections of sections 9.3.5.1, 9.3.5.2, 9.3.5.4, 9.3.5.8 and 9.3.5.13 while removing the Alternative shared NG-U everywhere and adding the presence of the MBS Session TNL Information NG-RAN List IE in 9.3.5.4.
3/ is agreed.

Proposal: agree changes in sections 9.3.1.111, 9.3.1.212, 9.3.1.213, 9.3.1.214
4/ is OK if changing also the section 8.1.
Proposal: agree add text for unsuccessful operation of the MBS Session Update while updating also section 8.1 and updating the figure title which is wrong.
5/ is OK.
Proposal: agree remove the MBS Session Information IE from procedural text of Handover Request. Replace the Shared NG-U TNL Information IE by the Shared NG-U Unicast TNL Information IE in the section 8.18.1.2
6/ seems two companies think more discussion needed. Cannot be agreed but can be continued.
7/ is OK: 
Proposal: agree The MBS Session FSA ID List IE is added to the MBS Session Information Request Transfer IE.
8/ is OK with additional text:
Proposal: agree add a Broadcast Release Response Transfer IE container including a list of (area session, DL TEID)s.with adding procedure text for this new optional IE in a response message. We also suggest that we include such text with the condition "if available".
One company objects 9/
Proposal 2: Nokia to revise 3453 to implement the above agreed changes.

Tdoc R3-223529 on NGAP

Tdoc R3-223529 proposes 11 miscellaneous changes.

 1. Remove the “MBS Session ID” IE and the “MBS Area Session ID” from every N2sm container. (Note that the two IEs directy within MBS messages are not removed.)
2. Remove the “Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information”.
3. Remove the Multicast Session Update Failure message, and specify that N3mb tunnel should be released if no cell uses the updated configuration.
4. Add description that the NG-RAN node would initiate Distribtuion Release procedure if the status of MBS session is set as active while the NG-RAN node could not admit all QoS flows of the MBS session in any of its cell.
5. Add description that the NG-RAN node would initate Distribution Release procedure to release the NG-U resources for the MBS session if the Multicast Session Activation procedure failed.
6. Change the semantic description of the MRB Progress Information IE from source to target.
7. Reorganise the entire data forwarding mechanism, especially MRB-level ones. For simplicity, MBS-session-level data forwarding is assumed not to be supported explicitly—it can anyhow be performed through the legacy PDU-session-level data forwarding by using the associated QFIs.
8. Making the “MRB Progress Information (Source to target)” IE an optional IE.
9. Align the value range of MRB ID with TS 38.331.
10. Add description that the NG-RAN node shall associate each QoS flow accepted to setup or modify with a DRB of the PDU session if the QoS flow is not associated with a MBS session.
   11. Renaming the QoS flow list IE in the tabular of §9.3.5.3 toward “MBS QoS Flows To Be Setup or Modify List” and making it an optional IE.
Q5: Please comment on the 11 changes above proposed in 3529, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	1/ is NOK: even though the optimization proposed could work it has 3 drawbacks in our view: it requires changes with CT4 whereas the current container definition is currently fully aligned with CT4. Then we think better for the e2e protocol perspective gNB-MB-SMF to have the mbs session ID always included as identifier; finally it would make some container empty.

[CATT’s reply: As of current specs, CT4 has to address that correction or otherwise the AMF cannot fill the Area ID in the NGAP MBS session update message unless it decodes the N2-mbsm container, which is against the design principle. And there has been an “empty container” in TS 38.413, i.e. Sec. 9.3.4.21 in v15.2.0.]

2/ seems OK due to 38.414.

3/ 4/ 5/ is NOK: mbs session update failure exists, we align to section 8. And also we disagree with the interaction to mandate sending the distribution release. This should remain implementation dependent, nothing to over-specify. 

6/ 7/ 8/ 9/ 10/ 11/ seem OK.



	CATT
	Agree: 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11.
Neutral: 3, 5. (Either approach is ok for us.) 

For 4, currently, there is no way for NG-RAN node to provide the activation result to MB-SMF in case the active status is included in Distribution setup response message. If this approach is not adopted, we have to consider other solutions to make the system work.

	Ericsson
	1/ there is a need to duplicate for transparent RAN<->MB-SMF communication (at least that’s how we understand current status)

2/ we don’t understand the "alternative" TNL info either, would like to see explanations that do not quote 4G.

3/ go for the Nokia approach

4/ such unsuccessful cases will remain unspecified in Rel-17, that's what we learned. should we add a general NOTE somewhere?

5/ not ok, we understand that the NG-U resources would be kept, but no radio resources will be established. it seems you need the NG-U "distribution tree" to keep "references" between CN nodes and RAN.

6/ not ok, the progress information cannot be compared to the SN status for DRB

7/ not ok,  it was intentionally and explicitly agreed to deviate from unicast for data forwarding. only direct data forwarding is specified.

8/ not ok, the actual delay stems from executing the functions, not from sending or decoding the IE as such, and it is not mandated to use this information.

9/ overlaps with other CB

10/ ok

11/ ok

	Huawei
	Disagree 1, 3, 4,5

Agree 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 
For1, no need to remove it, duplication is not harm and reduce AMF handling complexity.

For 2, good point.

For 3, it was agreed to introduce the failure message. No need to remove.

For 4, 5, disagree, overlap with MBS1 discussion.

7/ OK to support indirect data forwarding.

Btw, for the new 9.3.1.x4 section in this CR, what is the relationship between the MBS QoS Flows Without Unicast Mapping List IE and the MBS QoS Flows With Unicast Mapping List???

	Samsung
	

	ZTE
	Agree：2,6,9,11

Disagree :3,4,5.We think this can also be based on implementation. No need further description.

	CMCC
	Agree: 6-11

Disagree: 3, 4, 5


Moderator’s summary:

1/ not agreed.
2/ is agreed Remove the “Alternative Shared NG-U Multicast TNL Information”.
3/4/5/ 6/ not agreed.

For 7/ 8/ moderator proposes to discuss online: 
discuss online Reorganise the entire data forwarding mechanism, especially MRB-level ones. For simplicity, MBS-session-level data forwarding is assumed not to be supported explicitly—it can anyhow be performed through the legacy PDU-session-level data forwarding by using the associated QFIs.    Whether only direct data forwarding is specified or also indirect forwarding.
discuss online Making the “MRB Progress Information (Source to target)” IE an optional IE.
9/ discussed in other CB.
10/11/ are ok

Add description that the NG-RAN node shall associate each QoS flow accepted to setup or modify with a DRB of the PDU session if the QoS flow is not associated with a MBS session
Renaming the QoS flow list IE in the tabular of §9.3.5.3 toward “MBS QoS Flows To Be Setup or Modify List” and making it an optional IE
Proposal 2: CATT to revise 3529 to implement the above agreed changes.

Tdoc R3-223536 and R3-223631 on NGAP

Tdoc R3-223536 proposes 4 miscellaneous changes. 

1) Further clarify the format of all digits in the semantics description of the TMGI IE.

2) Remove ", and include the MBS Session Information IE" in the section 8.4.2.2 to align with tabluar part.

3) Add the MBS Session Information Setup List IE and MBS Session Information Failed to Setup List IE in Handover Request Acknowledge Transfer IE to response whether the MBS session can be admitted.
4) In section 9.3.5.4, update the presence of the Shared NG-U Unicast TNL Information IE for the location independent branch from O to M.
Tdoc R3-223631 (proposal 3) proposes to confirm for NGAP the maximum number of area session information elements to 256 and remove the editor’s note.

5) maxnoofMBSAreaSessionIDs           INTEGER ::= 256 -- FFS
Q6: Please comment on the changes 1) to 4) proposed above in 3536 and the change 5) proposed in 3631, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	2/ and 4/ are OK

1/ is NOK: this point has already been discussed several times: the TMGI is well defined in TS 23.003.

3/ is NOK: there is nothing that SMF can do with the result of MBS sessions: the joining should be considered successful from the UE point of view which has received the NAS information.

5) Is OK.

	CATT
	Agree: 2, 4.
Neutral: 1, 3, 5.

	Ericsson
	3536 1/ if you want to clarify this, then maybe: TMGI consists of 3 octets from MBS Service ID coded as specified in 23.003 [23] followed by 3 octets from PLMN Identity coded as 9.3.3.5.

3536 3/ this is not missing. the source RAN doesn’t really care whether target has admitted MBS resources, only data forwarding is of interest 

	Huawei
	Ok for all.

For 1), it is helpful for the RAN node to understand the coding of TMGI, as it has to separate the service ID and PLMN id over the radio. For example, the semantics description for the PLMN Identity IE in current NGAP specification is quite helpful.

	Samsung
	Ok for all.

	ZTE
	No strong view on 1). We slightly prefer to add the clarification.

Others are OK.

	CMCC
	Ok for all.


Moderator’s summary:

1/ and 3/ NOK
2/ is already covered above.

4, 5 are OK/

In section 9.3.5.4, update the presence of the Shared NG-U Unicast TNL Information IE for the location independent branch from O to M
confirm for NGAP the maximum number of area session information elements to 256 and remove the editor’s note
Proposal 2: Huawei to revise 3536 to implement the above agreed changes.

XnAP and NGAP

Signaling for active/inactive MBS sessions during handovers

For the editors note on whether to signal whether the session is active or inactive 

Editor’s note: FFS whether to add an indication of which sessions are inactive.

We have three options:

· Option1 (3631): we send the current full information (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…) for all MBS sessions, regardless active or inactive.

· Option 2: we send the current full information (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…) for active MBS sessions only

· Option 3 (3454): we split the information sent for joined MBS sessions in HO Request two parts: the full information is sent for MBS active sessions and described in 9.2.1.36 to be able to setup the resources at target during preparation (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…), and only the Area Session ID is sent for MBS inactive sessions just to enable the trigger of the distribution setup request. 

Q7: which option do you think is the correct one? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 3.

Option 2 is not correct because the target gNB cannot set up the shared N3 wihtout the area session ID, as specified in TS 23.247.

Option 1 works but can be seen as over-specified because it provides the full detailed information also for MBS inactive sessions. 

Option 3 is clearer as it clearly hints on what source and target expects from each other for good interoperability. 

	CATT
	Any is acceptable for us.

	Ericsson
	this is part of another CB, but we prefer option 2

	Huawei
	This question is overlapped with CB MBS#2.

Disagree with option 1, 2.
In our view, for inactive MBS session, at least the MBS Session ID and the Area Session ID should be provided.

	Samsung
	No strong view.

	ZTE
	Prefer opt3

	CMCC
	No strong view


Moderator’s summary:

Discuss online which signaling option to select for active/inactive MBS sessions between:
· Option1 (3631): we send the current full information (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…) for all MBS sessions, regardless active or inactive.

· Option 2: we send the current full information (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…) for active MBS sessions only

· Option 3 (3454): we split the information sent for joined MBS sessions in HO Request two parts: the full information is sent for MBS active sessions and described in 9.2.1.36 to be able to setup the resources at target during preparation (mbs profiles, mbs service area, etc…), and only the Area Session ID is sent for MBS inactive sessions just to enable the trigger of the distribution setup request. 

Proposal 2: TP...

In line with option 3, Tdoc R3-223454 proposes the following changes:

· Change 1: split the information sent for joined MBS sessions in HO Request two parts: the information to be sent for active session is described in 9.2.1.36 with all details to be able to setup the resources at target, and the information to be sent for inactive session actually just needs to have the area session ID to enable the trigger of the distribution setup request.

· Change 2: do the same in Retrieve UE Context Response message.

· Change 3: for active MBS sessions, it is good enough to send only the current MBS service area information: there is no need to send a list of MBS service area information elements

Q8: Please comment on the 3 changes above proposed in R3-223454, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	The 3 changes are OK.

	CATT
	Agree: 3.
Neutral: 1, 2.

	Ericsson
	part of another CB, but for inactive sessions, only the join info is necessary

	Huawei
	For 1, ok but

This question is overlapped with CB MBS#2.

In our view, for inactive MBS session, at least the MBS Session ID and the Area Session ID should be provided.

Note that there are other alternatives in MBS2 discussion.
For 2, ok

For 3, not ok, please keep the current design as it is. It is helpful to allow sending the list, especially in case the UE accesses from a cell in another area session id at the target gNB side.

	ZTE
	OK for all.

	CMCC
	OK for all changes.


Tdoc R3-223455 proposes the following (similar) changes to NGAP, in the source to target container:

· Change 1: similar as XnAP, split the information sent for joined MBS sessions in HO Request two parts: the information to be sent for active session is described in 9.2.1.36 with all details to be able to setup the resources at target, and the information to be sent for inactive session actually just needs to have the area session ID to enable the trigger of the distribution setup request.
· Change 2: change the MBS Mapping and Datta Forwarding Request IE from mandatory to optional
Q9: Please comment on the 2 changes above proposed in R3-223455, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	The 2 changes are OK.

	CATT
	Technically agree but: 2.
Neutral: 1.

For 2, it is covered by bullet 7 of R3-223529. If that bullet is agreed this change is no longer needed.

	Ericsson
	part of another CB.

	Huawei
	For 1, ok but

This question is overlapped with CB MBS#2.

In our view, for inactive MBS session, at least the MBS Session ID and the Area Session ID should be provided.

Note that there are other alternatives in MBS2 discussion.
For 2, ok

	ZTE
	Both ok.

	CMCC
	Both ok.


Moderator’s summary:

Moderator understands that for 1/  there is an overlap with other CB and also this depends on result of online discussion. 2/ should be agreeable noting that bullet 7 of 3527 is a more general topic which result is not known. To be on safe side regardless of outcome of bullet 7 of 3527 we propose to agree 2/ here. 
change the MBS Mapping and Datta Forwarding Request IE from mandatory to optional
Proposal: Nokia to revise 3455 to implement the above change.

XnAP Tdoc R3-223530 and R3-223606

Tdoc R3-223530 proposes 5 miscellaneous changes to XnAP

1. Move MBS-related IEs in the HANDOVER REQUEST message and the HANDOVER REQUEST ACK message into the PDU-Session-related IE. And merge §9.2.1.37 with §9.2.1.36.
2. Change the semantic description of the MRB Progress Information IE from source to target.
3. Making the “MRB Progress Information (Source to target)” IE an optional IE.
4. Align the value range of MRB ID with TS 38.331 and add the extension mark in the ASN.1.
  5 Include Ongoing Broadcast Session ID list in the Served Cell Information NR IE.
Tdoc R3-223606 proposes to change the Assigned Criticality of the Multicast RAN Paging Area to “reject” in the tabular and ASN.1 section.

6. change the Assigned Criticality of the Multicast RAN Paging Area to “reject” in the tabular and ASN.1 section.
Q10: Please comment on the changes 1) to 5) proposed in 3530 and the change 6) proposed in 3606, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	The 6 changes are OK for us.

	CATT
	All agree.

	Ericsson
	3530 1/not ok,  to not support indirect data forwarding was on of the key design agreements last meeting. and there is no need to optimize things as proposed

3530 2/ not ok, no optimization was agreed for ptp to ptp mobility, please keep it simple

3530 3/ not ok, you don’t have to use this info, then there is no delay.

3530 4/ this is part of another CB

3530 5/ not ok, this is not part of rel-17. lets discuss such "SON like" features next release(s). if such is included, we would like to see discussion about alternative solutions as well



	Huawei
	Ok for all.

	ZTE
	not #4, could wait.
not #5, this had been discussed in March meeting and no agreements was achieved.


	CMCC
	OK for all.


Moderator’s summary:

4/ is part of another CB. However the moderator does not fully understand the caveats expressed by one or two companies on the other changes. We propose to discuss them online.
6/ seems agreable.
Agree R3-223606.

Discuss online for 3530: 

1. Move MBS-related IEs in the HANDOVER REQUEST message and the HANDOVER REQUEST ACK message into the PDU-Session-related IE. And merge §9.2.1.37 with §9.2.1.36.
2. Change the semantic description of the MRB Progress Information IE from source to target.
3. Making the “MRB Progress Information (Source to target)” IE an optional IE.
   Include Ongoing Broadcast Session ID list in the Served Cell Information NR IE.
E1AP 

Tdoc R3-223456 proposes two changes to make the shared CU UP a workable solution:

· Change 1: agree to include the “consent” IE if it is renamed into “query” IE with the following understanding: the CU CP includes this query IE in order to get the Available RB configuration in return from the shared CU UP without having the shared CU UP changing its configuration. If the configuration is suitable for the CU CP, the CU CP can send a second Bearer Context setup Request to actually use the resources of the shared CU UP. This avoids having the CU CP giving a blind consent to CU UP to use shared CU UP resources without knowing what they are, and then need to further cancel if not suitable. 

· Change 2: in the E1 setup request, the CU UP not only indicates which MBS sessions it can serve but also an associated area. This is because it is not workable to have only one shared CU UP serving as “shared CU UP” for the CU CPs of the full PLMN, but a shared CU UP should instead reasonably serve a limited area. 

Q11: Please comment on the 2 changes proposed in 3456, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	The two changes are OK. 

Having CU CP giving a “blind” consent to CU UP without knowing the RB configuration available in the shared CU UP is not workable: this would lead to reserving then cancelling the resources by CU CP if found not suitable. 

Therefore, means shall be provided to CU CP to first query the available RB configuration of a shared CU UP before deciding whether it will use it or instead prefer to use a dedicated CU UP with its own RB configuration, as per release 15 principles.

	Ericsson
	1/ this is part of another CB.

2/ not ok, there is no such thing as the "CU-UP" service area anywhere in E1AP, this is only about IP connectivity. we are faced with this kind of misconception since Rel-15, so we are not surprised, but we start to wonder where this comes from.

	Huawei
	Disagree with 1 and 2.

Based on the following agreement, different gNB-CU-CPs will make same decision on QoS flow to MRB mapping, the agreed solution is network implementation.
· Sync in terms of QoS flow to MRB mapping among NG-RAN nodes is achieved by network implementation.

	Samsung
	Ok to change 1.

	ZTE
	could wait on change 1.


Moderator’s summary:

1/ is part of another CB.

Moderator proposes to discuss 2/ online which was not much commented e.g. how IP connectivity can solve the problem.

Discuss online for 3456: 

in the E1 setup request, the CU UP not only indicates which MBS sessions it can serve but also an associated area. This is because it is not workable to have only one shared CU UP serving as “shared CU UP” for the CU CPs of the full PLMN, but a shared CU UP should instead reasonably serve a limited area. Whether IP connectivity is sufficient.
Tdoc R3-223537 on E1AP

Tdoc R3-223537 proposes 5 miscellaneous changes. 

· 1/ Change the criticality of the gNB-CU-UP MBS E1AP ID IE to ignore, in BC BEARER CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message.

· 2/ Update the value of MRB ID from INTEGER (1.. 32, …) to INTEGER (1.. 512, …).
· 3/ Update “Shared NG-U UL Transport Layer Information” to “Shared NG-U DL Transport Layer Information” in MBS NG-U Information at NG-RAN IE, and remove the description about shared NG-U multicast unicast transport in BC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE and MC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE.
· 4/ Update the presence of the BC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE in BC Bearer Context To Setup Response IE and the MC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE in MC Bearer Context To Setup Response IE from “C-ifunicast” to “O”, and remove the conditions, explanations and notes in ASN.1 part for “ifunicast”.
· 5/ Remove the MBS Multicast F1-U Context Descriptor IE in the MC Bearer Context To Modify, MC Bearer Context To Modify Response, MC Bearer Context To Modify Required and MC Bearer Context To Modify Confirm Ies and MC BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION FAILURE message.

Q12: Please comment on the 5 changes proposed in 3537, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	The 5 changes are OK for us.

	CATT
	All agree.

	Ericsson
	2/ part of another CB

5/ is not ok und should be discussed with another CB for F1AP. In short: the F1-U bearer context, which is a sub-context of the MBS session context, needs to be clearly referenced. This is like not including in UE associated messages the UE xAP IDs in other messages than UE context initiating messages. We should, however, correct the F1-U context descriptor and simplify it to only contain a “neutral” reference ID, the Area session ID, and probably something to indicate that a F1-U bearer is only setup for ptp retransmission.

	Huawei
	Ok for all.

To E///, for 5) this CR does not remove the MC F1-U Context Descriptor in the initiation message, removing the IE in other messages is due to the consideration that this IE shall not be changed/updated.

	Samsung
	Ok to all.

	ZTE
	could wait on #2, 5



Moderator’s summary:

Changes 1, 3, 4 seem agreeable.
Change the criticality of the gNB-CU-UP MBS E1AP ID IE to ignore, in BC BEARER CONTEXT SETUP FAILURE message
Update “Shared NG-U UL Transport Layer Information” to “Shared NG-U DL Transport Layer Information” in MBS NG-U Information at NG-RAN IE, and remove the description about shared NG-U multicast unicast transport in BC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE and MC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE.
Update the presence of the BC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE in BC Bearer Context To Setup Response IE and the MC Bearer Context NG-U TNL Info at NG-RAN IE in MC Bearer Context To Setup Response IE from “C-ifunicast” to “O”, and remove the conditions, explanations and notes in ASN.1 part for “ifunicast”.
Proposal: Huawei to revise 3537 to implement the above changes.

Tdoc R3-223591 on E1AP

Tdoc R3-223591 proposes 3 miscellaneous changes. 

1. Add IEs to retrieve MBS progress at the source side, IEs to provide MBS progress and to retrieve MRB-level data forwarding address and/or MBS progress at the target side, and IEs to provide MRB-level data forwarding address and/or MBS progress to the source side.
2. Add IEs to provide the association between MBS QoS flows and unicast QoS flows to the source side.
3. Align the value range of MRB ID with TS 38.331. 
Q13: Please comment on the 3 changes proposed in 3591, if they are OK/NOK and if NOK elaborate why?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	1/ and 3/ are ok. 

Change 2/ is unclear: why does CU UP need to learn the unicast qos flows mapped to the mbs flows ?
[CATT: Well, it is added for the following purpose:
TS 38.300: For mobility from MBS non-supporting NG-RAN node to MBS-supporting NG-RAN node, the existing Xn/NG handover procedures apply. … Minimization of data loss and duplication avoidance may be applied by means of identical MBS QFI SNs received over both, the shared NG-U and the unicast NG-U tunnels.
The highlighted text is performed at the CU-UP so it has to get aware of the mapping.
Frankly speaking we ever thought that you have already figured out this E1 impact when proposing this clever method some meetings ago (]

	CATT
	All agree.

	Ericsson
	not ok

it is ok to consider support of data forwarding for MBS in E1AP, but it does not seem that the proposed solution is correct, as in general, the CU-UP serving (associated) PDU Session Resources is not the same as the one serving MBS Session resources.

so, if there is any addition to be provided, it has to be within the MC E1AP procedures.

Update of the MRB ID range is overlapping with another CB.

	Huawei
	ok 

	Samsung
	Ok to all.

	ZTE
	#1 same view with Ericsson

#2 could wait.


Moderator’s summary:

3/ is for another CB.
1/2/ seems not agreebale.

Proposal 2: TP...

4 Second Round

Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies think …

Proposal 2: TP...

5 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: TP...
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