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Discussion

NG handover
For NG handover we have the following IE in the Source NG-RAN to Target NG-RAN container IE in section 9.3.1.29:

	>>QoS Flow Information List
	
	1
	
	
	-
	

	>>>QoS Flow Information Item
	
	1..<maxnoofQoSFlows>
	
	
	-
	

	>>>>QoS Flow Identifier
	M
	
	9.3.1.51
	
	-
	

	>>>>DL Forwarding
	O
	
	9.3.1.33
	
	-
	

	>>>>UL Forwarding
	O
	
	9.3.1.118
	
	YES
	reject

	>>DRBs to QoS Flows Mapping List
	O
	
	9.3.1.34
	
	-
	



And usage in section 8.4.1.2:

If the DL Forwarding IE is included for a given QoS flow in the PDU Session Resource Information Item IE within the Source NG-RAN node to Target NG-RAN node Transparent Container IE of the HANDOVER REQUIRED message and it is set to "DL forwarding proposed", it indicates that the source NG-RAN node proposes forwarding of downlink data for that QoS flow.

The forwarding decision is per QoS flow in the above statement. 
However, when the flow-DRB mapping is sent another text states:

If the DRBs to QoS Flows Mapping List IE is included in the PDU Session Resource Information Item IE within the Source NG-RAN node to Target NG-RAN node Transparent Container IE of the HANDOVER REQUIRED message, it implicitly indicates that the source NG-RAN node proposes forwarding of downlink data for those DRBs

The sentence highlighted in yellow associate the sending of flow-DRB mapping to a forwarding proposal.

Observation 1: the highlighted sentence for NG handover introduces a dependency between sending the flow-DRB mapping and data forwarding proposal of associated QoS flows.

However, the DRBs to QoS Flows Mapping List IE includes itself a list of QoS flows as described in section 9.3.1.34:

[image: ]

Observation 2: The sentence highlighted in yellow for NG handovers introduces a redundant requirement for the data forwarding of a QoS flow. 

For example, if:
· QFI1 is included without the DL Forwarding IE present (meaning data forwarding not proposed for QFI1)
· And QFI1 is included in the DRBs to QoS Flows Mapping List IE (meaning data forwarding proposed for QFI1)
Which one of these two IEs prevail?

Observation 3: the redundancy can lead to inconsistency and it is not clear which IE prevails.

Considering the issues reported in observations 1, 2 and 3, we propose to clarify the encoding of these two information elements. 

Proposal 1: clarify the relationship between the DL Forwarding IE and the DRBs to QoS Flows Mapping List IE with the CR in [2].


Conclusion and Proposal
This paper has described that NG handover has a statement including redundant and possibly contradicting data forwarding requirements for a same QoS flow. It makes the following proposal:

Proposal 1: clarify the relationship between the DL Forwarding IE and the DRBs to QoS Flows Mapping List IE with the CR in [2].
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9.3.1.34| DRBs to QoS Flows Mapping List

This IE contains a list of DRBs containing information about the mapped Qo flows

TE/Group Name Presence | Range E type and Semanti
reference desc
DRBS o QoS Flows 7_<maxno -
Mapping Item ofDRBs>
>DRB ID M 93153 N
>Associated QoS Flow | M 93199 Contains B
List information of the
QoS flows
mapped to the
DRB
>DAPS Request o 931188 YES ignore

Information





