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1
Introduction

There are still a couple of open issues included in the S1AP BL CR [1] for the new E-RAB Modification Indication procedure:
Editor’s Note 1: It is still FFS whether the EPC shall be allowed to perform an intra-SGW change of UL TEIDs within the CONFIRM message

Editor’s Note 2: It is still FFS whether the MME shall be allowed to indicate changes of further information within the UE-Context in the CONFIRM message (so far only UE-AMBR identified as potential FFS)

Editor’s Note 3: It is still FFS whether security related information shall be allowed to be exchanged via the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure.
This contribution aims discussing these open issues.
2
Discussion

Shall the EPC be allowed to perform change of UL TEIDs within the Confirm message?

The Question would be: how likely would a path update coincide with the SGWs need to change UL TEIDs? 

If a change of DL TEIDs within a cluster of eNBs, which is most likely backhauled by the very same transport network, at least aggregated by a common central TNL node, where S1-U traffic from the concerned SeNB and MeNB traverses from and towards the SGW, the corresponding likelihood is very low. We would rather expect the SGW to keep the bearer contexts of a UE being served by the same resources as long as possible.

Proposal 1 As the likelihood is rather low for the SGW to see the need to change UL TEIDs upon DC specific path update, it is proposed to not allow the change of UL TEIDS within the Confirm message.

Shall the EPC be allowed to indicate changes of further parameters in the UE Context?

Shall it be allowed to exchange security related information during the procedure?

In principle we could make the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure as flexible as possible. However, in order to rather keep the modular design of the S1AP, if possible, than to allow each bearer specific procedure to assume functionality not directly related to the original intention, we should not allow the procedure to change parameters not directly related to the path update function.
Furthermore, the situation for path update during DC mobility is different from X2 HO, as the S1-MME connection towards the MME is kept if an E-RAB is offloaded to the SeNB. The UE context is kept at the MeNB and not transferred to a new (target) eNB as in the X2 HO case. This reduces the likelihood to gain from signalling optimisation.
Proposal 2 Agree to not allow exchanging security related information or modify any other parameter during the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure.

3
Proposal
Proposal 1
As the likelihood is rather low for the SGW to see the need to change UL TEIDs upon DC specific path update, it is proposed to not allow the change of UL TEIDS within the Confirm message.
Proposal 2
Agree to not allow exchanging security related information or modify any other parameter during the E-RAB Modification Indication procedure.
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