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1 Introduction

CB: # 5_GTP-UError

- Focus on uplink GTP-U error case first, and compare the two solutions on the table

- Consider the similar impact over other interfaces taking into account the split architecture, NR-DC, Split PDU session 

- Check progress in CT4

(moderator - Nok)
Summary of offline disc R3-240816
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

<TBD>

Propose the following:  

Agree CR for TS 38.413 in R3-241028 (revision of tdoc R3-240687 CR1114 for TS 38.413).

Agree Reply LS in R3-241017.

3 GTP Error Indication sent by UPF
It was clarified online by the moderator that this offline focuses on the case where gNB sends uplink packets over PDU session tunnel but the UPF has lost the context. The UPF sends back error indication to the gNB. 

As per current CT4 recovery procedure, upon receiving GTP error indication the gNB will release the PDU session towards SMF i.e. gNB will send the PDU session notify message including PDU session release. Currently SMF will try to re-establish the PDU session towards UPF which may result in selecting the same UL tunnel endpoint as the one used before, therefore not solving the problem.

In order to avoid the problem above, CT4 asked RAN3 if gNB can indicate to SMF that the release is due to receiving GTP error indication:

it would be beneficial that the NG-RAN can indicate to the SMF that the release is due to receiving a GTP-U Error Indication from the NG-U tunnel, so the SMF can use this information to determine to re-establish the PFCP session for the affected PDU session

3.1 Compare the two solutions
Two solutions were discussed to send this indication:

Option 1: include a new IE e.g. R3-240687

Option 2: include a new cause value “GTP error indication received” e.g. R3-240341
Q1: Companies are invited to express what is their preference between option 1 and option 2.
	Companies
	Comments

	Nokia
	Prefer option 2 but no strong view.

	CATT
	Prefer a new cause value

	Ericsson
	If we use Cause value, prefer that we specify in the procedural text clearly when this cause value is used.
Else Option 1 is more clear.

	Huawei
	Option 2. Prefer to have abnormal condition descriptions. 

	ZTE
	Prefer option 2 for simplicity.


Moderator’s summary:

Opinions are split but moderator think that option 1 is usually used to rigger action from receiver.
Proposal 1: Ericsson to provide revision of R3-240687 dropped in CB folder for checking. Agree LS reply to CT4 as per draft in the CB folder.
3.2 Split architecture: E1AP impact
When the gNB is split between CU-CP and CU-UP, the CU UP needs to inform the CU CP about the received GTP-U error indication. Several solutions were submitted at RAN3#123:
Option 1: inform using E1AP Error Indication message adding the new cause “gtp-u error indication” and adding the affected PDU session ID e.g. R3-240342
Option 2:  asking to remove the PDU session resources in CU UP for the involved PDU session and inform CU CP using the E1AP Bearer Context Modification Required message  e.g. R3-240379

Option 3: inform CU CP using the E1AP Bearer Context Release Request and adding new cause + the list of failed F1U tunnels e.g. R3-240688
Option 4: include new E1AP cause value “gtp-u error indication” (unclear in which message) e.g. R3-240709

Q2: Companies are invited to show views regarding which option to use.
	Companies
	Comments

	Nokia
	Option 1 (no need to release bearer context).

	CATT
	Introduce a new cause value and use E1AP Bearer Context Modification Required message to release the PDU session.

Based on the LS from CT4,upon GTP-U Error indication, NG-RAN would anyway release the PDU session and SMF would reestablish the PDU session with another UL TEID, then it seems the only way is that the PDU session is released in both CP and UP

	Ericsson
	Option 2 or Option 3

	Huawei
	Option 2, agree with CATT. 

	ZTE
	Option 4 or Option 2, in general Option 4&2 use the same way to inform the CU-CP. While the different is Option 4 using the reference for the instruction of receiving behavior. 


Moderator’s summary:

Given limited time and diversity of opinions, we propose to fix this RAN3 part at next meeting.
Proposal 1: postponed.
3.3 Split architecture: F1AP impact
One company proposed F1AP CR in R3-240380.

Q3: Companies are invited to show views regarding whether we need F1 CR.
	Companies
	Comments

	Nokia
	Unclear in which message this cause value is sent in R3-240380? Prefer to wait.

	CATT
	Open to further discuss after we have conclusion on 3.1 and 3.2

	Ericsson
	Open to discuss, but we can fix the NGAP and E1AP first.

	Huawei
	The proponent company. Open to further discussion, but it seems there are some benefits considering the DU/CU-UP/CU-CP structure is quite equivalent to the gNB/UPF/SMF case. 
The DU initiated UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUIRED message can be used, where the DRB Required to be Released List IE is included (a DRB level cause value should be added). 


	ZTE
	Open to discuss.


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 1: postponed next meeting.
3.4 NR-DC and PDU Session split
In case of NR-DC PDU session can be on MN or on SN.
In split PDU session some QoS flows can be offloaded on SN.

Should these scenarios be covered as well?

Q4: Companies are invited to show views on the above scenarios.
	Companies
	Comments

	Nokia
	We don’t see a compelling need to cover these scenarios. In NR DC scenario the full PDU session can be released. In split PDU session the RAN node receiving the GTP-U error indication should be able to offload the qos flows to the other node; in the worst case it seems acceptable to have the full PDU session released considering that such failure case does not happen often.

	CATT
	Open to further discuss after we have conclusion on 3.1 and 3.2

	Ericsson
	Open to discuss, but we can fix the NGAP and E1AP first.

	Huawei
	Have sympathy with Nokia’s point.  Even if the full PDU session at the SN side is failed, the MN can setup the full PDU session at the its side.  

	ZTE
	Open to discuss.


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 1: postponed.
3.5 XnAP impact
One company proposed XnAP CR in R3-240708.

Q5: Companies are invited to show views regarding whether we need Xn CR.
	Companies
	Comments

	Nokia
	Similar as above, it is unclear in which message this cause value is sent in R3-240708 and what the receiver does with this.

	CATT
	Open to further discuss after we have conclusion on 3.1 and 3.2

	Ericsson
	Open to discuss, but we can fix the NGAP and E1AP first.

	ZTE
	The cause value can be used in S-NODE MODIFICATION REQUIRED procedure. For example, the UE can contain the new cause value in the PDU Session Resources To Be Released List IE.


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 1: postponed.
3.6 Progress in CT4
At this time discussion has not yet happened in CT4.
CT4 is going to discuss similar issue this week.

The question is whether RAN3 could agree CRs this meeting or rather wait and monitor the result of CT4 discussions before proceeding.

Q6: Companies are invited to show views on whether to monitor the progress in CT4 before doing CRs.
	Companies
	Comments

	Nokia
	It seems reasonable to wait one meeting for RAN3 CRs and first monitor the outcome of CT4 discussions.

	CATT
	Similar view with Nokia

	Ericsson
	We should work on the incoming LS from CT4.
CT4 has already concluded on this matter. So in our view, we should fix NGAP and E1AP as needed in CT4 LS in this meeting ( related to the existing procedure “Notify”). There are already CRs on the table.
For the other enhancement we can wait for CT4.

	Huawei
	Pending the CT4 conclusion this week. 

	ZTE
	Share view as Nokia.


Moderator’s summary:

CT4 concluded their discussions during the week which did not affect the direction of GTP-U error indication sent from UPF to gNB. Therefore, we propose to proceed as per Q1.
Proposal 1: see answer to Q1.
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