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1 Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion. 
CB: # 102_AbnormalCondPDUSessResMod

- Is this essential?

- text is common for add and mod, but if QFI already exists (“mod” case), shall release be done after mod is rejected?

- clarify impact on cause value usage

- need to explicitly list abnormal conditions?

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206993
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Based on the discussion, propose the following:
Proposal 1: Agree to add the statement for the abnormal condition in PDU Session Resource Modify Procedure
Proposal 2: No need to extend current case value to cover the QoS Flow failed to Add or Modify case.
The CR is agreed in R3-207163 (revision of R3-206366 [1])
The CR is agreed in R3-207164 (revision of R3-206367 [2])

3 Discussion

In [1][2], we pointed out the abnormal case where the same flow ID is included in both the QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE and the QoS Flow to Release List IE. 

When that happens, NG-RAN node either

1)  releases this particular QoS flow, then adds it with the requested profiles as listed in the the QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE;

or 

2)  regards it as an abormal case and report the corresponding QoS flow as failed in the PDU Session Resource Modify Response Transfer IE.

It is essential to avoid IOT issue.
For Option1, the NG-RAN node needs to consider the priority of  the QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE and the QoS Flow to Release List IE, if it is accepted, the clarification text is also needed, e.g., clarify that the QoS Flow to Release List IE is always has higher priority than the QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE.

Option2 is preferred to adopt with simple handling in the NG-RAN node. Hence, we proposed to add the statement for the abnormal condition in PDU Session Resource Modify Procedure.

There is only the QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE in the modification request message to cover both QoS flow modify and setup cases, and there is the QoS Flow Failed to Add or Modify List IE in the modification response message to indicate the failure result of the requested QoS flow modification or setup.
Therefore,
1/ QFI already exists case:   this is the QoS flow modification case, if failed, it should be indicated in the QoS Flow Failed to Add or Modify List IE in the response message. But we do not think this QoS flow should be released after this modification failure procedure, we regard it as modification failure is enough.
2/QFI does not exist yet case:   this is the QoS flow setup case,  if failed, it should be indicated in the QoS Flow Failed to Add or Modify List IE in the response message too.
The proposed stage3 text for 8.2.3.4 Abnormal Conditions:

If the NG-RAN node receives a PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY REQUEST message containing a PDU Session in the  PDU Session Resource Modify Request List IE with the same QoS flow included in both the  QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE and the QoS Flow to Release List IE, the NG-RAN node shall take it as an abnormal condition and report the corresponding QoS flow as failed in the PDU Session Resource Modify Response Transfer IE of the PDU SESSION RESOURCE MODIFY RESPONSE message with an appropriate cause value.
Question 1:  Do companies agree with the above analysis and select Option2 solution?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes, option 2 is reasonable as an abnormal condition. In principle, we are supportive this CR. 
But our question is whether we need to describe the abnormal conditions for other scenarios?   For example, if two same QFIs may be included in the QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE in PDU session PDU Session Resource Modify Request message, this should be also described as abnormal case? Even in PDU session setup/Handover request/initial UE context etc? 
ZTE: Thanks for your support. The corresponding CR has solved the issue in the PDU Session Resource Modify Request procedure when both the QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE and the QoS Flow to Release List IE exist.
No need for PDU Session Resource Setup, Handover Request and Intial UE Context Setup procedure, there is only QoS Flow Setup Request List IE.

	Ericsson
	The text related to Option 2 is a logical understand.

It falls clearly to this Cause Value: The action failed because multiple instances of the same QoS flow had been provided to the NG-RAN node
It would not matter in exactly which sub IEs the same QoS flow is provided. 
When checking the specification, we do not describe the obvious abnormal condition and the cause values, such as

· multiple instance; 

· Unknown PDU Session ID,

· Unknown QoS Flow ID,

See no need for the CR even it is not wrong. Otherwise there is a risk that the specification got explode.
ZTE: Here some ambiguity exists in wording “multiple instances of the same QoS flow”, we did not noticed that the scenario we discussed in our paper before, thus it brings IOT issue in business deployment, it has benefits to describe such abnormal case in our stage3 spec.
Furthermore, there is no other places need to be updated, as we said above, it happens only when both the QoS Flow Add or Modify Request List IE and the QoS Flow to Release List IE exist.

	Nokia
	We support the CR, also adding the following at the end to be crystal clear: “The NG-RAN node shall not execute the release when the QoS Flow already exists”.
ZTE: Thanks for your support and co-source. Fine with your updated version.


Summary:

Majority of  companies agreed to select Option2 and support the CR. One company sees that there is on need for the CR .
Proposal 1: Agree to add the statement for the abnormal condition in PDU Session Resource Modify Procedure
For the cause value, this is the new failure case which has not been covered in current cause values. Either we define a new cause value or extending the current “Multiple QoS Flow ID instances” case value to cover this QoS Flow Failed to Add or Modify case.

A) Define a new cause value for this QoS Flow Failed to Add or Modify case
	Duplicate QoS Flow ID instances
	The action failed because the same QoS flow ID is included in both the add/modify request list and the release list.


B) Extend the current “Multiple QoS Flow ID instances” case value to cover this QoS Flow Failed to Add or Modify case
	Multiple QoS Flow ID instances
	The action failed because multiple instances of the same QoS flow had been provided to the NG-RAN node or the same QoS flow ID is included in both the add/modify request list and the release list.


Question 2:  Do companies agree to extend the current “Multiple QoS Flow ID instances” case value to cover this QoS Flow Failed to Add or Modify case?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	No need to be such specific. 
The existing descriptions are pretty generic and clear. 

	Ericsson
	No need for the additional text.

	Nokia
	No need for cause value update.


Summary:

Three companies commented that there is no need to extend current “Multiple QoS Flow ID instances” case value to cover this QoS Flow Failed to Add to Modify case.
Proposal 2: No need to extend current case value to cover the QoS Flow failed to Add or Modify case.

The corresponding CRs are also uploaded for further checking, pls feel free to update them.
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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