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1 Introduction

CB: # NRIIOT5-HLmulticonn_sol1

- Whether to introduce redundant setup result in Bearer Context Setup response message ? (Yes: ZTE, E///, CATT, HW, LG  No: Samsung)

- Whether to introduce RSN in Bearer Context modification request message?  (Yes: CATT, LG  No: ZTE, E///, Samsung, HW)
- Whether to introduce redundant setup result in Bearer Context modification response message?  (Yes: CATT, LG  No: ZTE, E///, Samsung, HW)

-  Inform the identity of the secondary RAN node to SMF? (Yes:ZTE, NN, E///(except PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer), Samsung, LG No:HW)

- Whether to introduce the Used RSN Information in Path Switch Request? Yes: E///, NN, LG

- Whether to refine the RSN definition or keep it as it is, e.g., ENUMERATED (v1, v2, …), introduce one new RSN value which stands for no RSN configured path, the value “Disjoint UP not fulfilled” is defined for the Used RSN? (E///, NN, CATT, Samsung)
- attempt to close this topic, rev and merge if needed; split work

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-204005
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxd rev [in xxxh] – agreed

R3-20xxxe rev [in xxxi] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…
Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on xxx. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…
3 Discussion 
In the last RAN3 #107bis meeting, this topic has achieved much progress, however, some open issues are still left. 
Open issues:

1) Whether to introduce redundant setup result in Bearer Context Setup response message

2) Whether to introduce RSN in Bearer Context modification request message

3) Whether to introduce redundant setup result in Bearer Context modification response message

 To be continued...

This email discussion mainly addresses to resolve these open issues. 
3.1 Whether to introduce redundant setup result in Bearer Context Setup response message
Many companies suggest to introduce redundant setup result in Bearer Context Setup response message. For instance, in [1], it states that since it has already been captured in Ng and Xn specs, it shall be captured in the E1 spec, otherwise, E1AP cannot fully support NRIIOT Sol 1. Also, as stated in [13], in NR CP-UP split case, the disjoint path configuration information may be configured in gNB-CP or gNB-UP by OAM. The gNB-CP may not know the disjoint path information when one gNB-UP has several transport path configured. Not all the transport path can be configured as disjoint path per operator configuration. The RSN carried to indicate the PDU session is redundant PDU session and the gNB-UP should check the disjoint path address paired information for the path setup. As we agreed in last meeting, the setup result needs to be sent from received node. So the redundant setup result should be included in the Bearer Context Setup response message.
However, one company provides different view, as stated in [17], it’s the CU to select different UPs and DUs for the pair of PDU sessions. The redundant PDU sessions configured to one gNB-CU-UP is not captured in the spec. It may be possible in implementation. Normally RAN3 doesn’t define something depending on specific implementation. Based on that, we don’t think indicating RSN to the CU-UP is needed. For compromise, we accepted the RSN in the request message. The CU-UP has no overall information about the RSN values. Therefore, we failed to see whether any information is needed in the response message.
Question 1:  Does company agree to introduce redundant setup result in Bearer Context Setup response message in E1AP?
	Company
	Yes/NO  
	Comments

	ZTE
	YES
	It was already captured in NG and Xn specs, if it is possible one gNB-UP is configured with disjoint paths, why to exclude it from E1AP?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.2 Whether to introduce RSN in Bearer Context modification request message
As some companies think that in the response message, the redundant setup result can be absent when the receiving node does not want to setup redundant PDU session, so in E1AP, CU-CP can trigger the bearer context modification procedure to try to setup redundant PDU session. However, some companies think the redundant PDU session is quite static, so it is not needed to use modification procedure.

Question 2:  Does company agree to introduce RSN in Bearer Context modification request message in E1AP?
	Company
	Yes/NO  
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	Currently, in NGAP and XnAP, PDU session modification procedure is not used for redundant PDU session, so for simplicity, it is suggested not to use bearer context modification procedure in the E1AP.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.3 Whether to introduce redundant setup result in Bearer Context modification response message?
If Bearer context modification procedure is not used in E1AP, then the response message is also not needed. 
Question 3:  Does company agree to introduce RSN in Bearer Context modification resopnse message in E1AP?
	Company
	Yes/NO  
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	Comment as Q2.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.4 Whether to inform the identity of the secondary RAN node to SMF?
As stated as in [17],for the Global RAN Node ID of Secondary NG-RAN Node, it is to reflect the SA2 agreement to stage 3 in order to keep consistent between stage 2 and stage 3 (pls refer below text copied from TS23.501).

In the case of Ethernet PDU Sessions, the SMF has the possibility to change the UPF (acting as the PSA) and select a new UPF based on the identity of the Secondary NG-RAN for the second PDU Session if the Secondary NG-RAN is modified (or added/released), using the Ethernet PDU Session Anchor Relocation procedure described in clause 4.3.5.8 of TS 23.502 [3].
The SMF needs to know the identity of the Secondary RAN when Secondary RAN is modified (or added/released) in order to support UPF reselection for Ethernet PDU sessions.
Question 4.1:  Does company agree that the SMF needs to know the identity of the Secondary RAN?
	Company
	Yes/NO  
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	Shall be in line with SA2 progress

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


From company’s contributions, it seems all companies agree that the SMF needs to know the identity of the Secondary RAN. 

But, one company suggests to reuse existing IE other than a new IE. As stated in [20], an alternative way is that the Secondary RAN node ID can be deduced by the SMF based on the existing IE, i.e. PSCell Information (CGI) in User Location Information (ULI) as follows, which is provided from NG-RAN to SMF via AMF when at least the case the UE location has changed due to DC activation [2]. For instance, for the Ethernet PDU session, the CN can request the PSCell location. When the DC is activated, the ULI included e.g. in the PATH SWITCH REQUEST can be used to notify SMF via PDU Session Path Update procedure.  Hence no additional IE and relevant procedure is needed for the purpose of tracking the Secondary RAN node ID. Therefore, the legacy IE can be reused without introducing the new Secondary NG-RAN Node ID.
Option 1: a new IE, i.e., Global RAN Node ID of Secondary NG-RAN Node
Option 2: an existing IE, i.e., PSCell Information (CGI) in User Location Information (ULI)
Question 4.2:  If Q4.1 is agreed, does company agree that the SMF needs to know the identity of the Secondary RAN by either a new IE (option 1) or by an existing IE(option 2)?

	Company
	Option 1 
Vs 
Option2  
	Comments

	ZTE
	Option 1
	A new IE seems benefit and straightforward

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


If RAN3 agrees with Q4.1 and Q4.2, we shall further discuss the issue raised by Ericsson. In [5], it is suggested to clarify that the Global RAN Node ID of Secondary NG-RAN Node is used when it is Ehternet PDU session to be set up as the redundant PDU Session resource, and to remove Global RAN Node ID of Secondary NG-RAN Node from PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer.
Currently, the new IE “Global RAN Node ID of Secondary NG-RAN Node’ is used in the following messages as below.

1. Message 1: 
9.3.4.2
  PDU Session Resource Setup Response Transfer
2. Message 2: 
9.3.4.6
  PDU Session Resource Modify Indication Transfer
3. Message 3: 
9.3.4.8
  Path Switch Request Transfer
4. Message 4: 
9.3.4.11  Handover Request Acknowledge Transfer

Question 4.3:  If Q4.1 and Q4.2 are agreed, does company agree that the SMF needs to know the identity of the Secondary RAN from which messages?

	Company
	Message 1, 2,3,4 
	Comments

	ZTE
	All messages
	Message 2 is also useful.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.5 Whether to introduce the Used RSN Information in Path Switch Request?

Some companies suggest to discuss whether it is needed to introduce the Used RSN Information in Path Switch Request. 
Seen [23], when the Xn handover is triggered, the source NG-RAN node sends the RSN information in the Handover Request message. As described above, if the request to establish RAN resources for PDU Session can be fulfilled by the target RAN node but the user plane requirements indicated by RSN cannot be satisfied, the target NG-RAN node accepts the PDU session establishment request with different RSN, and then needs to inform the SMF of the redundant setup result. In NGAP, however, the Used RSN value IE is still missing in the Path Switch Request Transfer IE of the Path Switch Request message.
Question 5:  Does company agree to introduce the Used RSN Information in Path Switch Request?
	Company
	Yes/NO  
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	It is necessary for handover case.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.6 Coding of the redundant setup result
There are several candidate code point as below.
Option 1: Reused RSN value

Option 2: Disjoint UP not fulfilled 
Option 3: Redundant setup result 
All companies agree that all options can work. How to code the redundant setup result can be further refined in this meeting.
According to company’s contributions, Ericsson, NSN, LG and ZTE suggest to go to option 1, due to e.g., future proof. CATT [13] also agrees with option 1 and also provide a bit update code point in order to indicate no RSN configured.
This IE defines Redundancy information to be applied to a PDU Session.

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	RSN
	M
	
	ENUMERATED (0, 1, 2, …)
	“0” indicates no RSN configured


Samsung supports option 2 to align with SA2 progress, in [17]. From TS23.501, it could be observed that the RSN is decided in SMF, not in RAN. RAN just needs to notify SMF the failure of redundant configuration and it is the SMF decision whether to keep the PDU session or release it. From this point of view, indication “disjoint not fulfilled” will be straight forward. With this, the SMF can directly know disjoint configuration is not fulfilled. Using the RSN value, the SMF has to compare with what it was sent in the request message which is a little bit complex
Option 3 is provided in this meeting [20], mainly difference from option1&2 is that this new Redundant setup result IE is not included in the response transfer container, which means this IE is not transparently transmitted for AMF.
Question 6:  Companies are kindly invited to select which option for code point of the redundant setup result
	Company
	Option 1 
Vs 
Option2  

Vs

Option 3
	Comments

	ZTE
	Opion1
	Because this IE is optional, if absent, it means no RSN is configured, so the enhancement suggested in [13] is not needed. 
For option 3, we do not agree to move this IE out of response transfer container, we think this IE is transparent to AMF.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3.7 Whether to add QoS Flow Parameters Modify List IE to the PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE
In [22], it is suggested to add QoS Flow Parameters Modify List IE to the PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message in TS 38.413. Last SA2#136AH meeting agreed to update QoS parameters from the 5GC during Xn handover in [S2-2001047] and captured into TS 23.502, some company think the  impact on NGAP shall be considered, and propose to  add the QoS Flow Parameters Modify List IE into PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message. 

Question 7:  Does company agree to add the QoS Flow Parameters Modify List IE into PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message?
	Company
	Yes/NO  
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	Shall be in line with SA2 progress.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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