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1
Introduction

RAN3 received an LS from SA2 in [1] discussing the possible option to split NG-U resources for a PDU Session in the UPF.
In [1] SA2 is wondering whether for dual connectivity in the 5G system both MCG and SCG flows need to be supported simultaneously. 
In other words, SA2 opened a debate whether two NG-U tunnels for a single PDU session are required to be supported at the same time one to the Master node and the second one to the Secondary node. 
SA2 understands such would require an additional function at the UPF, as this will require UPF to perform QFI based routing for downlink traffic to the two tunnels of the same PDU session, which is not performed for single connectivity scenarios.

There is the ACTION to RAN3 from SA2:

SA2 would like to request RAN3 to confirm if support of simultaneous MCG and SCG flows with traffic from core network sent to both the Master node and the Secondary node simultaneously for a single PDU session is required to be supported for dual connectivity in 5GS.

This document discusses the LS and proposes a way forward.
2
Discussion

Dual Connectivity is a RAN controlled function, i.e. the decision to split radio resources into MCG and SCG is performed by the serving RAN node only. Any concept work on DC has kept the CN transparent w.r.t. the RAN’s decision:

-
The point of CP connectivity for a UE is the Master Node.

-
UP connectivity towards the Secondary Node may be noticed by the CN for SCG bearer options, but in principle the DL TEIDs provided to the CN are “just yet another UP address” and not further evaluated.

-
The only point of influence by the CN can be seen in the selection of a secondary node by means of the Handover Restriction List, but this is not related to this topic at all.
Observation 1 DC related concepts foresee the keep the CN unaware of the serving RAN node’s decision to perform DC. It is the RAN node alone to decide whether DC should be performed.
Further, it has been decided, that mapping of QoS flows contained in a PDU Session to DRBs shall be performed by RAN. This was under the assumption that the CN does not take part in that decision at all. If a concept would be pursued that allows multiple tunnels per PDU Sessions, this would necessitate additional co-ordination between CN and RAN for setting up RAN resources. There is no advantage seen in such an additional co-ordination.
Observation 2 Split PDU Session tunnels would necessitate additional co-ordination between RAN and CN.
SA2 so far has assumed a single tunnel per PDU Session (see section 5.7 in 23.501). If the CN would see a good reason to allow splitting QoS flows of a single PDU Session into several NG-U tunnels and by that steer the RAN’s decision to allocate separate radio resources (DRBs), it could still distribute the QoS flows into several PDU sessions.

Observation 3 The CN has always the possibility to distribute the QoS flows into several PDU Sessions.
3
Conclusion
Given the observations made in the discussion part of this paper, it is proposed to liaise back to SA2, that RAN3 does not see any need for the support of multiple NG-U tunnels for a single PDU Sessions.

It is proposed to agree on the LS submitted in [3]
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