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1 Introduction

This was captured during the online session:
CB: # 105_ULconfigHandling

- misconfiguration issue

- captured as abnormal condition in X2, missing in Xn?

- whether to capture it in spec?

- discuss possible solutions; check details

(NEC - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-211117
0237 rev in R3-211118
0238 rev in R3-211119
The deadline of first round of discussion is set to:  29/Jan (Fri)  11:59UTC.
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following:
R3-211118(revision of R3-210237) – 
R3-211119 (revision of R3-210238) – 
to be added, if any
3 Discussion
3.1 The possible issues

The described possible issues in R3-210236. 

issue 1: When the UL Configuration IE is set to value “no data”, it may lead to a worth case that there is completely no uplink configuration for the UE for UL user data transmission. However currently there is no specification to handle this conflict configuration.
More explanation of this issue 1:

In the X2AP, the UL Configuration IE is condition presence:
	>>>>UL Configuration
	C-ifMCGandSCGpresent
	
	9.2.118
	Information about UL usage in the en-gNB.
	–
	


	ifMCGandSCGpresent
	This IE shall be present if, for the E-RAB requested to be added, the MCG resources and SCG resources IEs in the EN-DC Resource Configuration IE are set to the value "present".


However in XnAP, this UL Configuration IE has only optional presence. It is then possible that even if only Cell Group ID IE indicate only “SCG”, if this UL Configuration IE is set to “no data”, then the serious problem occur, as there will be no UL configuration for data transferring for the UE.
Issue 2: When the UL Configuration IE is set to value “no data”, the UL Tunnel will not be used  while it is mandatory to set, it is likely waste of network resource.

More explanation of the issue 2:

If the node want to change the UL Configuration IE from “no data” to e.g. “shared”, it anyway need to initiate SN Modification procedure, and corresponding UL tunnel can be established during the modification procedure. Therefore the establishment of UL tunnel for “no data” is useless.
It is understood that during the online discussion, issue 1 and issue 2 were identified.
Q1: Do you acknowledge issue 1 and issue 2 identified during the online meeting? Please provide comment if any.
	Company
	Comment

	NEC
	Yes, the two issues were identified during the online discussion.

	
	

	
	


3.2 The possible corrections for issue 1
For possible correction for the issue 1, there are three alternatives in R3-210236, namely

Alternative Solution 1-a: to describe as an abnormal handling if the UL configuration IE is set to value “no data” and if the bearer type is set to only a cell group. E.g. for SN Terminate Bearer if the cell group is set to only “MCG”, the MN shall handle as abnormal condition.
This solution is in proposed CR in R3-210237, R3-210238.
Alternative Solution 1-b: like in the 36.423, define the presence of the UL Configuration IE from optional to conditional on the case when the cell group is configured with both MCG and SCG i.e. if the Cell Group ID IE has both value “0”=MCG and “1”=SCG, then this UL Configuration IE shall be present.

	>>UL Configuration
	O C-ifMCGandSCG
	
	9.2.3.75
	Information about UL usage in the S-NG-RAN node.
	–
	


	Condition
	Explanation

	C-ifMCGandSCG
	This IE shall be present if, for the DRB to be Setup, the Cell Group ID IE is set to value “0” and “1”.


Alternative Solution 1-c: To add in the semantic description of the UL Configuration IE, e.g.
	>>UL Configuration
	O
	
	9.2.3.75
	Information about UL usage in the S-NG-RAN node.

This IE may be present only when the concerned DRB has both MCG resource and SCG resource configured i.e. the concerned DRB is configured as split bearer.
	–
	


Q2: which solutions do you think is the most appropriate?
if you have other solutions, please describe.
	Company
	Preferred solution.

	NEC
	Either Alt1-a, Alt1-b or Alt.1-c is OK for us. We choose Alt.1-a i.e. to have abnormal condition as in proposed CR in R3-210237, R3-210238.

	
	

	
	


3.3 The possible corrections for Issue 2

R3-210236 is proposing to add in the semantic description as:
Solution 2: specify that when the UL Configuration IE is set to value “no data”, the corresponding node shall ignore the concerned UL tunnel information. When there is a case that the UL configuration is changed from “no data” to other (i.e. “share” or “only”) in the modification procedure, the UL tunnel shall be setup accordingly.

One example to add in the specification like this:

	>>MN UL PDCP UP TNL Information
	M
	
	UP Transport Parameters 9.2.3.76
	M-NG-RAN node endpoint(s) of a DRB’s Xn-U transport bearer at its PDCP resource. For delivery of UL PDUs.

The UP Transport Layer Information IE in the UP Transport Parameters IE shall be ignored if the UL Configuration IE is set to value “no-data”.
	–
	
	


	>>SN UL PDCP UP TNL Information
	M
	
	UP Transport Parameters 9.2.3. 76
	S-NG-RAN node endpoint(s) of a DRB’s Xn transport bearer at its PDCP resource. For delivery of UL PDUs.

The UP Transport Layer Information IE in the UP Transport Parameters IE shall be ignored if the UL Configuration IE is set to value “no-data”.

	–
	


Q2: do you agree the proposed adding in the semantic description. 
If you have other solution, please describe.
	Company
	Preferred solution.

	NEC
	we propose to add in the semantic description as in the proposed CR in R3-210237, R3-210238.

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
If needed
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