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1 Introduction
	CB: # 121_AbnormalConditionsHOprep

- check IE usage

- is CR needed?

(CATT - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-212757


Please comment before the Monday, 24. May, 24:00 UTC.

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose to capture the following: …
To be agreed:

Proposal 1: Agree CR R3-212796 and CR R3-212797
3 Discussions
We would like to explanation the intention of these CRs first.  In previous meeting, we changed the PDU Session Resource Handover List IE from mandatory to optional since there may be no need to contact SMF when data forwarding is not needed for inter-system handover. There is following statement in current spec:
In case of intra-system handover, the AMF shall include the PDU Session Resource Handover List IE in the HANDOVER COMMAND message.

It means that the PDU Session Resource Handover List IE is a mandatory IE for intra-system handover, while it still optional for inter-system handover. Therefore, if no data forwarding is needed for intra-system handover, AMF do send PDU Session Resource Handover List IE but Handover Command Transfer would be empty, which means that it has no at least one valid associated GTP tunnel address pair. The current spec said that “without at least one valid associated GTP tunnel address pair (in either UL or DL), then the NG-RAN node shall consider it as a logical error” is not correct. Namely, there is no at least one valid associated GTP tunnel address pair in PDU Session Resource Handover List IE is not an abnormal case when data forwarding is not needed in intra-system handover.  

Q1: Do you agree the intention of this CR? If no, please provide your view.

	Company
	Answer
	Comments 

	CATT
	Agree
	 

	Huawei
	Agree
	We acknowledge this issue. Otherwise, for intra-system handover without data forwarding, this may be considered as abnormal case (since no valid GTP tunnel address pair). 

The original paragraph in NGAP is copied from S1AP (which was agreed in LTE R3-103153). 

In S1AP HANDOVER COMMAND message, both the “DL Transport Layer Address” and “DL GTP-TEID” are optional, so the abnormal condition in S1AP is needed to specify the “pair” is considered as valid. 

But for NGAP HANDOVER COMMAND message, the forwarding address is encoded as “ 9.3.2.2 UP Transport Layer Information” IE, in which both the Endpoint IP Address and GTP-TEID are mandatory. So there is no issue here. 

So another way is to remove the whole 8.4.1.4 Abnormal Conditions.

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	


Some companies may consider that whether the “pair” is needed in spec. (yellow highlight) 

“In case of inter-system handover, if the NG-RAN node receives at least one PDU Session ID included in the PDU Session Resource Handover List IE without at least one valid associated GTP tunnel address pair (in either UL or DL), then the NG-RAN node shall consider it as a logical error and act as described in subclause 10.4. A GTP tunnel address pair is considered valid if both the GTP-TEID IE and the Endpoint IP Address IE are present.”
In our understanding, “pair” means (Endpoint IP Address, GTP-TEID) which is copy from LTE. They are included in UP Transport Layer Information in Handover Command Transfer IE

Q2: Do you agree the current statement. If no, please provide your suggestion. 

	Company
	Answer
	Comments 

	CATT
	Agree
	 

	Huawei
	
	See our answer to Q1. 

	Nokia
	OK
	This is aligned with R3-092075 intention (similar for LTE).

	CATT2
	
	The chapter of 8.4.1.4 was introduced in R3-092075 in LTE. I copy the reason for change as below

Reason for change: It is not clear if the coding of the E-RABs subject to forwarding list can include E-RAB ID without the TEID.

In RAN3#70 meeting, this CR is revised to R3-103153 to cover more logical error cases since the GTP TEID and Endpoint IP Address are optional in LTE. Missing one of them are logical error in either UL or DL.

In our understanding, the intention of these two CRs in LTE is to make sure that the GTP TEID and Endpoint IP Address should both included in E-RABs Subject to Forwarding List when E-RAB ID is exits. Otherwise, it would be an abnormal case.

However, both GTP TEID and Endpoint IP Address are mandatory in NR. So there is no case of missing one of them in DL Forwarding UP TNL Information IE or the UL Forwarding UP TNL Information IE. Even if it happens, it would be transfer syntax error which cannot be included in the chapter of abnormal condition. Moreover, whether the value of GTP TEID and Endpoint IP Address are correct also should not be discussed in there.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations 

If needed
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