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1 Introduction

CB: # 74_PendingDataIndication

-  OK to work on NG HO req

- clarify why mod req, UE info transfer, conn est req?

- “shall if supported” vs. “may”?

- merge/revise if agreeable

- check details

(QC - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-206928
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-206165 rev in R3-207123 – agreed
Propose to capture the following agrements:

Add ECT to Handover Request

Define zero value of ECT as proposed in R3-206165
Stick with “shall, if supported” for ECT use and ensure this is consistently used
No consensus was reached on the proposals to add ECT to Connection Establishment Indication, UE Context Modification and UE Information Transfer.
3 Interim status and call for further feedback

Based on the discussion and proposed conclusions in section 4, the interim status / proposals are as follows:

Interim Agreements:

-
Add ECT to Handover Request

-
Define zero value of ECT as proposed in [2]

-
Stick with “shall, if supported” for ECT use and ensure this is consistently used

No consensus is reached on the proposals to add ECT to CEI, UE Context Modification and UE Information Transfer. Suggest to do a further check to see if based on the discussion so far, any new arguments can be seen or any companies change their views.

Final round (before considering CRs): regarding addition to these 3 messages, do the proponents have further considerations to add, and do any companies have further comments / changes of view taking into account the discussion below on each of the proposals?

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Discussion

The CRs under discussion are in [1-4]. In the first round, it is proposed to capture views and arguments on each individual proposal / topic, and then decide how to proceed based on the outcomes.

In the following we use ECT for Extended Connected Time!

4.1 Adding ECT to Handover Request

It seems all companies are agreed with this, and it is consistent with SA2, hence 

Proposal 1: ECT is added to Handover Request

If agreed, no need to comment! :)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK

	Huawei
	ok

	ZTE
	ok

	
	

	
	


Conclusion: Agreed to add ECT to Handover Request 

4.2 Adding ECT to Connection Establishment Indication [1]

The legacy Pending Data Indicator was not included in the CEI message, probably because this is to be used in CP-CIoT, for which other means have so far been envisaged (e.g. End Indicator). However 

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Was not in SA2 LS.

	Huawei
	It is needed, used for the following two cases:

· Initial UE associated NGAP connection establish case, inform RAN to not release the UE immediately

· CP relocation, to inform the new RAN to not release the UE immediately.

	Ericsson
	Was not in EPS. This puts a new requirement to RAN and there can be an overlap with the End indication IE.

	ZTE
	Since End Indication IE has already been included in the Connection Establishment Indication message in NGAP, ECT is not necessary, which is aligned with S1AP message.

	Qualcomm
	Would be ok with adding. We acknowledge the comments from Nokia, Ericsson and ZTE, but we were thinking that the End Indication is primarily aimed at MT-EDT/CP-CIoT to aid decision about releasing vs doing RRC setup, but there could be use cases where the CN wants to send a time indication beyond simply “don’t release”.


Conclusion: No consensus. Can further check for company’s final views based on discussion so far.

4.3 Adding ECT to UE Context Modification [3]

The legacy Pending Data Indicator was not included in this message, so this requires some analysis and justification (see discussion in R3-206570). 

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. Don’t see the need.

	Huawei
	No

	Ericsson
	Question: if the AMF realizes that there is more pending data arriving at the downlink, but the value of the ECT timer is going to expire soon, how can the AMF update the value of the ECT to prevent the RAN from releasing the UE early?

	ZTE
	Yes. We agree the intention to indicate ng-eNB to extend the connection duration.

	Qualcomm
	Tend to no. This seems like an optimization which may be better to discuss in SA2. Prefer to ensure we have the basic functionality (i.e. related to initial message exchange after state transition).


Conclusion: No consensus. Can further check for company’s final views based on discussion so far.

4.4 Adding ECT to UE Information Transfer [4]

Currently this message / procedure is NB-IOT specific, and the legacy Pending Data Indicator was included in this message. 

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Was not in SA2 LS

	Huawei
	No need, as the UE information Transfer procedure is used before NGAP UE association establishment.

	Ericsson
	Yes, to align with EPS

	ZTE
	Yes. Similar with that the Pending Data Indication IE can be contained in the UE INFORMATION TRANSFER message in S1AP, the ECT should also can be contained in the UE INFORMATION TRANSFER message in NGAP to indicate the DL data to be transmitted. 

	Qualcomm
	Tend to no. We looked at this internally a while back and saw no strong reason even in EPS, since there will be an opportunity for the CN to send a value if needed when the association is established. 


Conclusion: No consensus. Can further check for company’s final views based on discussion so far.

4.5 Defining zero value of ECT as similar to PDI [2]

In [2] it is proposed to interpret the zero value of ECT in a similar way to PDI i.e. CN is aware of pending data, but no specific timer is provided to the RAN. 

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK otherwise value 0 could be interpreted as immediate release.

	Huawei
	ok

	Ericsson
	Ok

	ZTE
	Ok

	Qualcomm
	ok


Conclusion: There is a consensus to define zero value of ECT (in a similar way to PDI). 
4.6 Procedural text for ECT [3,4]

In [3,4] it is proposed to change “shall if supported” to “may”. The justification in R3-206570 seems to imply that a supporting implementation may in certain cases not apply the ECT value. 

Please provide your view on this. 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	“Shall if supported” seems good enough. It doesn’t force implementations to support it.

	Huawei
	Shall, if supported

	Ericsson
	Prefer “may”. Otherwise, “shall, if supported” should be aligned everywhere.

	ZTE
	Prefer “Shall if supported”, e.g. eNB should mandatorily comply the ECT, if supported.

	Qualcomm
	Prefer “Shall if supported” – agree with Ericsson that we should be consistent and check for all uses of the IE.


Conclusion: Strong support to keep “shall, if supported”, however final CR should ensure that this is consistently used.

5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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