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[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Abstract of the contribution: This contribution proposes conclusion on IP address allocation. 
1 Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]In S2#129 meeting, some conclusions on IP address allocation has been made. However, whether solution 20, solution 8 or both shall be selected is left for further discussion. This contribution analyzes these two solutions, and a conclusion is proposed.
2 Discussion
In both solution 8 and 20, the UPF manages the IP pool. The main difference between solution 8 and 20 is on how to support the DHCP/SLAAC. It can be listed as following:
· Solution 8, the DHCP or SLAAC message is exchanged between UE and SMF via UPF. 
· Solution 20, the DHCP or SLAAC Server function is delegated to UPF, i.e. the interaction message is exchanged between UE and UPF.
Impact on the N4 interface: 
For IPv4 address allocation, the DHCPv4 message is not only used for IPv4 address allocation but also for parameter configuration, e.g. to DNS server address.
For IPv6 the IP address allocation is via SLAAC. To support multi-homing, the SLAAC need instruct the UE of the routing rule for source IP address selection. The DHCPv6 is used for parameter configuration only.
Currently, the UPF is a user plane function. The dynamical parameters, e.g. routing rules used for the UE to select source IP address in case of multi-homing, are usually determined by the SMF per the service flow activated. In some cases, those parameters may come from the DN, e.g. during the PDU session authentication phase. In order for the UPF to instruct those parameters to UE, extra additional signalling between SMF and UPF is required.  
Compatibility issue 
In addition, solution 20 is not complete. If the UPF also serves PDU sessions for which the IP Pool is not managed at UPF, it is not clear how the UPF knows which DHCP or SLAAC signalling is delegated to UPF. For example if the IP pool is managed by the external DHCP/AAA server (as solution 12), the DHCP or SLAAC signalling is not delegated to the UPF. Instead the DHCP or SLAAC signalling is terminated at SMF.
In Rel-15, the SMF already supports the function to handle the DHCP/SLAAC message. So if the UPF manage the IP pool, even the DHCP/SLAAC signalling is sent from the UE it can be handled as proposed by solution 8, i.e. the UPF sends the allocated IP address to SMF per SMF request. To let the UPF directly handle the DHCP and SLAAC signalling is not necessary but just add some complexity at the system. In order to simplify the system, it is not suggested to add extra function to UPF for IP address allocation.

Conclusion: 
Based on the above analysis, the following conclusion is made:	
· The solution 20 is not selected for normative specification. 
2 Proposal
It is proposed to add the following text into TR 23.726.

/*************************** Start of the first change ************************/
[bookmark: _Toc528786141]7.2	Conclusions for KI#2
It is concluded that solution #8 and solution #12 be adopted and the required normative changes be made to TS 23.501 [2] and TS 23.502 [3]. Additionally, it is concluded that the common parts of solutions #8 and #20, related to the UPF allocating IP addresses and sending information via N4 to the SMF, shall be adopted for the normative work.
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