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During CT4#90 in Xi’an, CT4 received the reply LS from CT1 regarding the review of our specification related to NAS cause mapping: TS 29.524. The purpose of this Discussion paper is to bring a short analysis of the responses from CT1 and possible reply and way forward. All the questions in italic are from CT1.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Question 1: When is application error "SNSSAI_NOT_SUPPORTED" indicated from NSSF to AMF during the registration procedure? It is CT1's understanding that even if the application error is received, the AMF does not reject a registration request.

Analysis 1: This question is related to the mapping described in clause 4.6.2.2 of 3GPP TS 29.524. 

According to TS 23.501, the NSSF may indicate that a SNSSAI is not supported but this does not lead to a reject:
Clause 5.15..4.1.1: “The UE might also obtain one or more rejected S-NSSAIs with cause and validity of rejection from the AMF. An S-NSSAI may be rejected:
-	for the entire PLMN; or
-	for the current Registration Area.”

As a consequence, CT1 is correct and a SNSSAI_NOT_SUPPORTED should not trigger a 403 Forbidden. If all the requested SNSSAIs are not valid, the NSSF will provide an Allowed NSSAI for the UE.

Orange’s proposal: 
· Correct the TS 29.531 (see tdoc C4-192235)
· Correct the mapping in the TS 29.524 (see tdoc C4-192236)

Question 2: In Table 5.2.2.2-1, application errors "ERROR_INITIAL_PARAMETERS" and "ERROR_TRIGGER_EVENT" are mapped to 5GSM cause value #45 "Syntactical error in packet filter(s)", and "TRAFFIC_MAPPING_INFO_REJECTED" is mapped to 5GSM cause value #44 "Semantic error in packet filter(s)". However, so far the 5GSM cause values #44 and #45 are only used by the UE for QoS rule verification and not used by the network even in the cause value definition it can be used by the network. CT1 intended to extend the usage of the 5GSM cause value #44 and #45. Please confirm if this is acceptable.

Analysis 2: Question for CT3


Question 3: In Table 5.2.2.2-1, application error "ERROR_CONFLICTING_REQUEST" is mapped to 5GSM cause value #26 "insufficient resources". Can "ERROR_CONFLICTING_REQUEST" be additionally mapped to 5GSM cause values #67 "insufficient resources for specific slice and DNN" and #69 "insufficient resources for specific slice"?

Analysis 3: Question for CT3


Question 4: In Table 5.4.2-1, N4 cause code #74 "PFCP entity in congestion" is mapped to 5GSM cause value #26 "insufficient resources" and #69 "insufficient resources for specific slice". Can the N4 cause code be additionally mapped to 5GSM cause value #67 "insufficient resources for specific slice and DNN"?

Analysis 4:  CT1 proposes a new mapping which permits to the SMF to be more precise on the problem if it has all the information

Orange’s proposal:
· Add the proposed mapping in the table 5.4.2-1 (see tdoc C4-192237)

Question 5: Application errors "ROAMING_NOT_ALLOWED" and "USER_NOT_FOUND" which is indicated by the UDM to the SMF and an application error "USER_UNKNOWN" which is indicated by the PCF to the SMF are mapped to 5GSM cause value #29 "user authentication or authorization failed". However, so far the 5GSM cause value #29 is used by the network to indicate that the requested service was rejected by the external DN due to a failed user authentication or revoked by the external DN or revoked by the external packet data network. CT1 intended to extend the usage of the 5GSM cause value #29. Please confirm if this is acceptable.

Analysis 5: the current mapping introduces an extension of the current usage of #29 which is normally used for failed user authentication or revocation from the DNN. As a consequence, CT1 proposes to take this into account.

Orange’s proposal: No specific view on this, we should wait for CT3 feedback.

Question 6: Application errors "DNN_NOT_ALLOWED" which is indicated by the UDM to the SMF is mapped to 5GSM cause value #27 "missing or unknown DNN". Can the application error be additionally mapped to 5GSM cause value #70 "missing or unknown DNN in a slice"?

Analysis 6: CT1 proposes a new mapping which permits to indicate that the DNN is not allowed for a specific slice. 

Orange’s proposal:
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Introduce the proposed mapping ( see tdoc C4-192254)



