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1 Introduction

CB: # 2_PortNumberAllocation

- Seems consensus toward #1 (3GPP allocates port numbers and maintains e.g. table), #2 (via OAM)

- solutions which impact implementation/deployment seem undesirable? If so, rationale w.r.t. e.g. IANA recommendation?

- agree reply LS

(HW - moderator)

[NWM] Summary of offline disc R3-212600
2 For the Chairman’s Notes
Propose the following to be captured in the chairnotes:
R3-212513 rev in R3-212800  
The LS is approved
3 Discussion [if needed]
As could be seen from the incoming LS [1], the main intention from CT4 is to ask for views on the solution options listed in TR 29.835 v0.4.0:

CT4 would like to ask RAN2, RAN3, SA4, CT3 and SA5 WGs to kindly review TR 29.835 v0.4.0 and share their views with CT4. Feedback from RAN WGs will be taken into account when finalizing TR 29.835. Preferred solutions will also be documented in TR 29.941, which will be maintained.

From the discussion papers [2] [4] [6], we try to summarize into the following:

- it seems that solution 1 ( 3GPP allocated) & 2 (OAM allocated) are preferable by all the companies who contributed;

- solution 7 (SCTP multiplexed) was preferred by one company but not recommended by other three companies;

- solution 11 (IETF&3GPP together to work out allocation method) was considered attractive by two companies, but one of them also thinks that solution 11does not seem efficient and might even send a bad message to IETF if adopted as the only solution.

- all the companies contributed share similar understanding that other solutions are not desirable.

As some companies may already noticed that CT4 has updated there TR 29.835 to 29.941, the solution descriptions remain unchanged but the numbering has been changed, as we could see that numbering in [6] referred to 29.941. In order to be consistent with the incoming LS, the original numbering is still kept. Anyway, according to the summary above, companies are invited to share comments that if solution 1&2 should be recommend from RAN3 perspective.

Q1: If solution 1&2 should be recommend from RAN3 perspective?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	yes.

	ZTE
	Solution1 is preferred from RAN3 point of view. The easiest and backward compatible way from our point of view, however, the only issue is to solve the possible conflict problem, but to be optimistic, such situation rarely happens.

	Nokia
	In our view, Solution 11 is the preferred alternative, even if it is no longer included in 29.941.

In regard to Solutions 1 and 2, we have preference for Solution 2 and would recommend it over Solution 1.

	E///
	Yes. Solution 1 is pragmatic and solution 2 is feasible.

	Samsung
	In our view, solution 1 and solution 11 are preferred. And solution 2 is feasible.

	
	

	
	


If there are any other issues missing, please provide your comments and views in the following form.
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]
As we could see that 5 companies commented, all companies share the same view that both solution 1 and 2; among them, 3 companies slightly prefer solution 1, and one company slightly prefers solution 11.
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