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Abstract of the contribution: There have been some off-line discussions and a conference call to progress the INOBEAR work after the Montreal meeting and the intention of this contribution is to summarise those activities.
1.	Introduction
There have been some off-line discussions and a conference call to progress the INOBEAR work after the Montreal meeting and the intention of this contribution is to summarise those activities.
2.	Conference call on Liaison responses
A conference call was held in order to try to establish some consensus on the answers that the addressed Working Groups could respond with to the LS that SA2 sent during the Montreal meeting. The aim was to increase the chance of those Working Groups being able to send a response to SA2 early in the week of the Sanya SA2 meeting. Experts from the different WGs were involved.
A summary of the questions that SA2 asked was drawn up, where the non-greyed cells indicate that the corresponding WG was asked the indicated question. We worked through the questionnaire, discussing each row (question) in the table, reaching some agreement on the indicated answers. Some more details on the discussion leading to the answers is indicated below the table. Note that this doesn’t mean that different opinions can’t be expressed during the WG meetings themselves, this is just an indication of the opinions expressed.
	
	
	CT1
	CT4
	RAN2
	RAN3

	1
	Support of 15 EPS Bearers within the MME pool area can assumed to be homogeneous?
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes

	2
	Support of 15 EPS bearers within the SGW service area can assumed to be homogeneous?
	Yes
	Yes
	
	Yes

	3
	If not all eNBs within an MME pool area support 15 bearers and the MMEs all support 15 bearers is there likely to be significant impact on X2AP and S1AP specifications?
	
	
	
	No

	4
	If the assumption is not taken of homogeneity under MME Pool Area/SGW serving area, would this impact completion of INOBEAR Stage 3 in Release 15?
	
	
	
	

	5
	For idle mode mobility and HO, can Stage 3 defined error handling handle the release of bearers that were allocated EPS Bearer ID values that are not supported before Release 15?
	Yes (but some new work needed) 
	Yes (but some new work needed)
	
	Yes

	6
	For the above case can the release of the bearers in excess of 8 be handled by stage 3 mechanisms?
	See above
	See above
	
	Yes

	7
	Feedback on the need for a NAS-level UE capability indicator
	Needed
	
	Needed
	

	8
	Will the MME reject the TAU request if the UE provide EPS bearer status with active flag for EBI[1-4]?
	No
	
	
	

	9
	Can Stage 3 defined mechanisms cover the error scenarios where the MME allocates an EPS bearer ID value outside if the current valid range (5..15) in its response to the SGW/PGW in (for example) the Dedicated Bearer Activation procedure?
	
	Potential issue for handover
	
	



1. Support of 15 EPS Bearers within the MME pool area can assumed to be homogeneous?
a. It seemed OK with the participants to take the assumption of homogeneity. Although there are stage 3 mechanisms that can handle non-homogeneity, if there is mixed support level then not only user experience but error KPIs will be impacted (if error handling is used)
2. Support of 15 EPS bearers within the SGW service area can assumed to be homogeneous?
a. See above
3. If not all eNBs within an MME pool area support 15 bearers and the MMEs all support 15 bearers is there likely to be significant impact on X2AP and S1AP specifications?
a. Receiving eNB not supporting 15 bearers can indicate in the E-RABs Not Admitted List IE in the Response message.
4. If the assumption is not taken of homogeneity under MME Pool Area/SGW serving area, would this impact completion of INOBEAR Stage 3 in Release 15?
a. Stage 3 can handle this.
5. For idle mode mobility and HO, can Stage 3 defined error handling handle the release of bearers that were allocated EPS Bearer ID values that are not supported before Release 15? 
a. CT4 mechanisms of idle mode mobility is OK, but HO could be an issue (left to implementation what happens). The idea is to go beyond what is already there by making use of forward compatibility (additional IE, for example).
6. For the above case can the release of the bearers in excess of 8 be handled by stage 3 mechanisms?
a. See above
7. Feedback on the need for a NAS-level UE capability indicator
a. Several companies believe it is needed, and should be a Yes/No (ie support for up to 15 bearers, or not)
8. Will the MME reject the TAU request if the UE provide EPS bearer status with active flag for EBI[1-4]?
a. Several companies indicated no.
9. Can Stage 3 defined mechanisms cover the error scenarios where the MME allocates an EPS bearer ID value outside if the current valid range (5..15) in its response to the SGW/PGW in (for example) the Dedicated Bearer Activation procedure?
a. Yes for Scenario towards SGW, but potential issue for handover 
Based on these conclusions at least the following contributions are planned for the next round of meetings:
· SA2
· QC paper on NAS UE capability indication (both directions)
· Needed to prevent the CN from establishing too many bearers (bearer establishment is CN-initiated). Similar situation existed for NB-IOT UEs that only supported up to 2 DRBs. If the UE doesn’t know the MME capability it could request bearer resource allocation and get a rejection (cause 65 = max EPS bearers reached) and assume that is the case for the whole PLMN
· Ericsson paper on homogeneity
· Clarifies that support for up to 15 EPS bearers per UE is based on a homogeneous deployment.
· The UE always execute a mobility TAU procedure when existing a supporting area to enable the supporting area to remove resources not supported outside the supporting area.
· Telstra CRs on mobility procedures (based on previously submitted CRs)
· Updated INOBEAR living document on assumptions/key issues based on the conclusions reached (Samsung)
· CT1
· QC Discussion paper in line with the above
· CR from QC in line with the above that could be agreed if SA2 agree their CR
· E/// proposal for having new IEs and not using spare and reserved bits, will try and align the CT1 solution with what CT4 decide
· LS being drafted by Samsung
· Homogeneity is OK to be assumed from a CT1 perspective as there are no specification impacts
· Error handling mechanisms can handle the release of bearers that were allocated EPS Bearer ID values that are not supported before Release 15 and also stage-3 can define mechanisms to release the bearers in excess of 8 bearers. To handle this CT1 will introduce three new IEs, Extended EPS bearer context status IE, Extended EPS bearer identity IE and Extended Linked EPS bearer identity IE which will be used by Rel-15 INOBEAR supporting network nodes when more than 8 simultaneous EPS bearers are active and EPS bearers assigned using this new IEs will be released during mobility to a pre release-15 network node.
· It will be beneficial to have a NAS-level UE capability to indicate support of 15 EPS bearers.
· The MME will not reject the TAU request if the UE provides EPS bearer status with active flag for EBI[1-4]
· CT4
· LS being drafted by Huawei
· Homogeneity is assumed to be a deployment configuration issue
· If an INOBEAR non supporting MME receives an EPS Bearer ID outside the currently defined range (5, 15) during TAU procedure in the Context Response message, then the target MME treats such EPS bearer contexts as errors and does not even consider them as part of the transfer
· During handover procedures, if the target MME is an INOBEAR non supporting MME, and if the target MME receives an EPS Bearer ID outside the currently defined range (5, 15) in the Forward Relocation Request message, then as per clause 7.7.8 of 3GPP TS 29.274, the target MME rejects the Forward Relocation Request with a Cause "Mandatory IE Incorrect" along with details on the Offending IE. However CT4 has not normatively specified how the source MME reacts to “Offending IE”. It is left to implementation. Due to this it is possible that the handover may be rejected by the source MME.
· CT4 and CT1 need to be aligned on the use of a new IE (see the CT1 draft LS) and then CT4 can respond in a similar way.
· RAN2
· LS being drafted by Samsung
· RAN3
· Reply LS being drafted by Samsung
· SA2 assume that for idle mode mobility and handover procedures from a node supporting 15 EPS bearers to a node that does not, the release of bearers that were allocated EPS Bearer ID values that are not supported before Release 15 can be handled by Stage 3 defined error handling mechanisms. RAN3 answer: Current procedures can support these functions. So from RAN3 point, SA2 assumption is fine.
· SA2 ask RAN3 to clarify if current protocol design can support via error handling procedure non-homogeneous environment. Whether not taking the homogeneous under MME Pool Area/SGW serving area assumption would impact completion of INOBEAR Stage 3 in Release 15
· Yes, can support, so no, there would be no impact on completion.
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