3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting #110-e
R3-206926

2-12 November 2020

Online
Agenda Item:
8.1
Source:
Huawei (moderator)
Title:
Summary of Offline Discussion on End Marker in NG-RAN initiated QoS flow mobility
Document for:
Approval
1 Introduction

CB: # 72_EndMarker_QoSflowMob

-  alt1 is preferred – Nok/HW draft reply LS preferred?

- no st3 CR needed

- Sec. 10.14 already captures handling of this information; maybe start there?

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206926
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Agree R3-207085, rev of R3-205966, LS

Agree R3-207047, rev of R3-206122, Rel-15, draft CR to TS 37.340

Agree R3-207048, rev of R3-206123, Rel-16, draft CR to TS 37.340

3 Discussion
For this topic, there are three things related to CT4 LS, i.e. (1) (2) and (3) below, and there is one aspect to be discussed within RAN3, i.e. (4) below.

(1) selection among CT4 alternatives

(2) clarification in RAN specification on using the end marker to the offloaded QoS flows

(3) clarification in RAN specification on NG-RAN node handling of the QoS flows kept in the old tunnel
(4) per Qos Flow end marker from MN to SN
For (1), based on the online discussion, there is consensus on CT4 alternative 1.

In order to address both (2) and (3), considering of the preference to clarify NG-RAN handling in section 10.14.3 and10.14.4, drafts of updated CRs are uploaded in the inbox draft folder, please companies review and update if needed.

With that, seems the Draft LS provided in R3-205966 can be used directly by updating the Tdoc number of the attachments to the new drafts, an updated Draft LS is also uploaded in the inbox for review, please companies review and update if needed.
Proposal: agree the updated CRs, and the updated draft LS.

For (4), based on the online discussion, two companies regard it as optimization, and two companies see the benefit and one of them questing about the handling in case of PDCP PDU transmission.

Please companies provide your view/clarification on this aspect:

	Company
	Comments

	Nokia
	Would be useful to clarify (4) to avoid any interop problem in the future. Indeed, the same problem exists between MN and SN like between UPF and MN. The question arises for an SN whether it should expect an end marker per QoS flow or not (i.e. without QFI tag) from the MN. As it can easily be understood this leads to different behaviors for SN. Therefore, interoperability problem. We could do separate CRs if companies agree. I have dropped revised CRs of 5967 addressing Xn only (between MN and SN) if this is agreeable.

	Ericsson
	In principle companies are quite aligned in bullet 1, 2, and 3. Suggestions on wording are provided in reply LS and draftCR. Regarding bullet 4, we would prefer to isolate from this LS handling and further consider as optimization if necessary.

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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