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1 Introduction

CB: # XR1_PDUSet

- Check the open Tdocs revised during online discussion

- Other issues if agreeable

(moderator - Nok)

Summary of offline disc R3-240898
2 For the Chair’s Notes

For separate UL/DL PDU Set QoS parameters, agree following CRs:
• NGAP CR in R3-240889
• F1AP CR in R3-240890
• E1AP CR in R3-240891
• XnAP CR in R3-240892
 
For PDU Set handling, agree following CRs:
• TS38.420 CR in R3-240893
• TS38.300 CR in R3-240896
• TS38.300 CR in R3-240897
 
For TS38.415, agree the CR in R3-241024
For data forwarding, agree TS38.423 CR in R3-241025 and TS37.483 CR in R3-240969.
For Non-integer DRX cycle
• For CU -> DU direction, no need to add a new IE.  
To be continued in next meeting on whether need behaviour text for gNB-DU is needed for non-integer DRX configuration. 
• For DU -> CU direction: no enhancement is needed.
Not support DC in Rel-18.  
 
For BSR, to be continued in next meeting
 
For UL burst arrival time in HO, to be continued in next meeting, e.g. How target gNB receive the BAT? from source or from UE?
3 Discussion

3.1 CRs for separate UL/DL PDU Set QoS parameters

Please share your comments on following draft CRs that are updated based on the online comments. 

· Draft NGAP CR in R3-240889

· Draft F1AP CR in R3-240890

· Draft E1AP CR in R3-240891

· Draft XnAP CR in R3-240892

NOTE to the CR owner, CRs to be update based on below NGAP IE structure. 
	PDU Set QoS Parameters
	
	0..1
	
	
	YES
	ignore

	>UL PDU Set QoS Information
	O
	
	PDU Set QoS Information

9.3.1.264
	
	-
	

	>DL PDU Set QoS Information
	O
	
	PDU Set QoS Information

9.3.1.264
	
	-
	


3.2 CRs for PDU Set handling

	R3-240249
	Support for transfer PDU Set Information container during data forwarding (Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, ZTE, Ericsson, Qualcomm Inc., Samsung, Xiaomi, China Telecom)
	CR0041r, TS 38.420 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F

· Check the third change in R3-240420
Rev in R3-240893

	R3-240301
	Transfer PDU Set Information during data forwarding for Xn handover (ZTE, CATT, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson, Xiaomi, Qualcomm Inc., CMCC)
	draftCR

· If the datafowarding is performed and the source NG-RAN node receives SDAP SDUs with PDU Set Information User Plane protocol in the GTP-U extension header on NG-U from the UPF and the target NG-RAN node supports PDU Set based handling, the source NG-RAN node forwards either the PDCP SDUs for DRB-level data forwarding or the SDAP SDUs for PDU-session-level data forwarding with the corresponding PDU Set Information User Plane protocol in the GTP-U extension header to the target NG-RAN node.

Rev in R3-240896

	R3-240420
	Correction to 38.420 on PDU set handling of forwarded packets (CATT, Lenovo, Huawei)
	CR0042r, TS 38.420 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F


	R3-240296
	Support of mixed PDUs handlding in Non-Homogeneous deployment (Xiaomi, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, ZTE, Qualcomm Inc.)
	Draft CR

· Update the title

· Check the wording on marked/unmarked PDU

Rev in R3-240897


Please share your view on following CRs that are updated based on the online comments.

· Draft TS 38.420 CR in R3-240893

(R3-240249 is updated to add the third change from R3-240420)

· Draft TS 38.300 CR in R3-240896

· Draft TS 38.300 CR in R3-240897


Any other comments 

	Company
	Comment

	Xiaomi
	Regarding the marked/unmarked wording issue in R3-240896
, we propose the following revision to solve the concerns. In TS38.415, it’s clear stated that the DL PDU SET INFORMATION frame includes PDU set information and EDB.
During a handover from a NG-RAN node not supporting PDU Set based handling to a NG-RAN node supporting PDU Set based handling, the target NG-RAN node may receive unmarked PDU(s) (i.e. without DL PDU SET INFORMATION frame) forwarded from the source NG-RAN node and marked PDU(s) (i.e. with DL PDU SET INFORMATION frame) from UPF, how the target NG-RAN node handles the marked and unmarked PDUs for the same QoS flow is up to implementation


	
	

	
	

	
	


Summary

· Change it to “with/without PDU Set Information container
”
· Please note the proposed container name in CT4 is PDU Set Information Container. The CR is not agreed yet, but will be soon. So let’s tentatively use it. 
· Other CRs are merged to the final CR from Xiaomi (R3-240897).
Potential proposals:

3.3 TS38.415 CR for PDU Set handling

This is for other CRs that have not been discussed during the online session.

	R3-240297
	Correction of the PDU Set Information in NG-U (Xiaomi, ZTE, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Qualcomm Inc., Samsung)
	CR0042r, TS 38.415 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F
Rev in R3-24xxx1

	R3-240123
	Discussion of corrections of UP 38.415 for Rel-18 XR PDU Set Information (NEC)
	discussion

	R3-240124
	Correction for 38.415 PDU Set Information (NEC)
	CR0040r, TS 38.415 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F

	R3-240419
	Correction to 38.415 for PDU set information and End of Bursts (CATT)
	CR0043r, TS 38.415 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F

	R3-240498
	Correction on PDU Set information (Huawei, Lenovo)
	CR0044r, TS 38.415 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F

	R3-240219
	Corrections on PDU Set Information User Plane Protocol (Lenovo, Ericsson)
	CR0041r, TS 38.415 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F

Move to 9.1.9.1


Moderator suggest to use R3-240297 as a baseline, and merge the proposal from 124/419/498/219.

Please share your comments on R3-240297, and proposal from 124/419/498/219 to be added in R3-240297. 

	Company
	Comment

	Futurewei
	6-bit PSN may be insufficient to uniquely identify all PDUs within a same PDU Set. For example, the average size of an I frame of a 1080p video stream is about 1Mbits or 125KB, which may then be segmented into 80+ PDUs, assuming 1500 MTU. The max. size of I frame of 1080p can be 1.5 times of that. So, just for 1080p video, we need PSN of 7-8 bits, 8 bits to be safe. For 2k, 4k, and 8k video, the average video frame size will get even bigger on one hand, and on the other hand, it is also likely that hierarchical video encoding will be used (such as H.264 EVC and H.265 HEVC) where a same video frame will be encoded as a base layer PDU Set plus spatial enhancement layer PDU Set. SA4 may know exactly what the max. number of PDUs can be in a PDU Set for 8k video. But what we can tell is that 6-bit PSN alone is insufficient to uniquely identify all PDUs within a same PDU set even for 1080p. SA4 is aware that there can be more than 64 PDUs within a same PDU Set. That is why they have the following NOTE (as highlighted below) in 26.522:
-    PDU Sequence Number within a PDU Set [PSN] (6 bits): The sequence number of the current PDU within the PDU Set. The PSN shall be set to 0 for the first PDU in the PDU Set and incremented monotonically for every PDU in the PDU set in order of transmission from the sender. 

NOTE 4:   A receiver may use the RTP packet sequence number together with the PSN to distinguish between PDUs within a PDU Set that contains more than 64 PDUs.
This is fine for N6, as the UPF can still use the RTP SN to differentiate. However, we cannot assume that the RAN node has the visibility to RTP SN. There can be three options:

Option 1. Reduce PSN over the NG-U/Xn-U to 6-bit, as companies have suggested, and specify that the gNB may use GTP-U SN in the GTP-U header to “distinguish between PDUs within a PDU Set that contains more than 64 PDUs.” (However, not sure if this is bullet-proof.)

Option 2. Keep PSN over the NG-U/Xn-U as 8-bit, SA4 makes no change to TS 26.522, UPF will translate the 6-bit PSN in the RTP Header Extension into the 8-bit PSN for the RAN node, with the help of RTP SN.

Option 3. Send LS to SA4, explaining to them that RAN node may not have visibility to RTP SN and requesting them to increase the size of PSN in the RTP Header Extension for easy implementation of UPFs and gNBs.   


	Huawei
	We think Futurewei raises a valid issue, and prefer to keep PSN to be 8bit, i.e. option 2. 
So, propose the following changes about the PDU set information user plane design for 38.415:
1. Change the field length of EDB to 1 bit.

2. Change the field length of PSSN to 10 bits.

3. change the PSI value meaning: 0 means no importance information, and 1 means the highest importance.

4. add “in bytes” to the description of the PDU set size. 

5. remove EDBI


	Xiaomi 
	Option 2 raised by futurewei related to UPF behavior, not sure RAN3 decide it. 

We slightly prefer follow SA4, the note in SA4 use “may”, which means 6-bit PSN still works in some cases, and for the issue raised by futurewei may be solved by gNB implementation. 

Ok to use  R3-240297 as baseline, the delta to be added can be “3. change the PSI value meaning: 0 means no importance information, and 1 means the highest importance” summarized by Huawei.


	Nokia
	For 124, the modification to be figure can be covered by 297. Other changes on the procedure text/description are correct, and need to be added to the 38.415 CR.

For 219, the 1st change need to be added to the 38.415 CR.


Summary

· Update the CR with following
· Use 8-bit for PSN

· Merge the text from 124/219 Section 6.4.1.1 (further text detail need to be checked)
· change the PSI value meaning: 0 means no importance information, and 1 means the highest importance.
· add “in bytes” to the description of the PDU set size. 

· Other detail can be checked. 
· Capture it in meeting minutes to avoid further discussion for PSN to align with 26.522.

· Other CRs are merged to the final CR from Xiaomi.

Potential proposals:

3.4 Non-integer DRX cycle

	R3-240275
	Discussion on non-integer DRX cycle issue for XR (Samsung)
	Discussion

Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree that the gNB-DU ignores the DRX Cycle IE and configures the non-integer DRX cycle for UE if DRX Cycle IE is included in UE Context Setup/ Modification Request and the Periodicity and Burst Arrival Time included in TSC Assistance information conforms to the XR traffic characteristics.

	R3-240276
	Correction to TS 38.473 on non-integer DRX cycle issue for XR (Samsung)
	CR1288r, TS 38.473 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F

	R3-240165
	Support of non-inter DRX Cycles over F1 Interface (China Telecom)
	Discussion

Proposal 1: there is no need to extend the DRX Cycle IE in clause 9.3.1.24 to support non-integer cycles.

Proposal 2: the DRX Long Cycle Start Offset for non-integer cycles corresponds to the drx-NonIntegerLongCycleStartOffset-r18 also need to be included in DU to CU RRC Information IE.

	R3-240166
	Support of non-inter DRX Cycles over F1 Interface (China Telecom)
	CR1268r, TS 38.473 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F



	R3-240217
	Corrections for PDU set related issues (Lenovo)
	Discussion

Proposal 9
Introduce a new Non-Integer DRX Cycle IE in F1AP UE CONTEXT SETUP REQUEST message and UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message.


Please share your view on following:

· For CU -> DU: whether need enhancement to UE CONTEXT SETUP/MODIFICATION REQUEST message

· For DU -> CU: whether the DRX Long Cycle Start Offset for non-integer cycles corresponds to the drx-NonIntegerLongCycleStartOffset-r18 need to be included in DU to CU RRC Information IE

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	CU -> DU: not necessary. The period information in UAI and the TSCAI seems enough for the DU to set the proper DRX configuration, no need any change on F1. Agree with the P1 in R3-240165.
For P1 in R3-240275: If the traffic has non-integer period, the CU will know exactly via the TSCAI for DL and UAI for UL, then the gNB-CU will not provide the “DRX Cycle” which contains integer value in the UE context setup/modification request message to the gNB-DU, by implementation. 
The “DRX Cycle” IE in CU to DU message refers to the preferredDRX-LongCycle and preferredDRX-ShortCycle in RRC specification. And, if the UL traffic period is non-integer, the UE cannot report the preferred DRX cycle since it is not extended to non-integer period. If the DL traffic period is non-integer, the network can avoid configure “drx-PreferenceConfig” to UE, then UE will not report the preferred DRX cycle to network. All of these solutions can be up to UE and network implementation, and can avoid the problem described in 0257.
DU -> CU: not necessary. A lot of DU to CU information is added for consequent inter-node message in Dual connectivity case, including the DRX long cycle Start Offset (for the (NG)EN-DC, and NE-DC). Since there is no clear indication that the XR UE supports EN-DC and NE-DC, the proposed change “the drx-NonIntegerLongCycleStartOffset-r18 also need to be included in DU to CU RRC Information IE” seems not needed.

	Xiaomi
	We need to check UE behavior if the UL traffic period is non-integer, whether UE will still report integer DRX cycle. This can be further discussed.

	
	

	
	


Summary

· For CU -> DU direction, no need to add a new IE, but need to further check whether need behaviour text for gNB-DU is needed for non-integer DRX configuration.   To be continued in next meeting.
· For DU -> CU direction: no enhancement is needed.
Potential proposals:

3.5 DC

	R3-240421
	Discussion on Rel-18 XR support in DC (CATT, ZTE)
	Discussion

Our preference is to support XR DC in SN-terminated SCG bearers at the staring point.
XnAP TP for Introducing “ECN Marking or Congestion Information Reporting Request” and “ECN Marking or Congestion Information Reporting Status” into PDU-session-resource-related information for SN-terminated sessions.


	R3-240696
	Corrections to support PDU Set based handling in DC (ZTE, CATT, China Telecom)
	CR1218r, TS 38.423 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F

Add procedural texts for the PDU Set QoS Parameters IE contained in the SN addition request message and SN modification request message .


Please share your view on following: 

· Only support SN-terminated SCG bearers in Rel-18

· For XnAP:
· Introduce “ECN Marking or Congestion Information Reporting Request” and “ECN Marking or Congestion Information Reporting Status” into PDU-session-resource-related information for SN-terminated sessions.
· Add procedural texts for the PDU Set QoS Parameters IE contained in the SN addition request message and SN modification request message .


	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	The support of DC has been discussed during R18 WI, and was deprioritized this topic. If we want to open the discussion for how to support the DC, the issues will be not limited to the XnAP impact shown in the two papers. And, it is not only R3, also R2 will be involved to evaluate how to support all the XR related features in case of NR-DC. So, we are not sure it is proper time to discuss these issues after the completion of this WI. If majority companies really want to discuss the DC case, shouldn’t it be discussed in TEI18?  

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Summary

· Not support in DC in Rel-18.  
· CATT will propose a WID update to support DC in Rel-19, in next RAN plenary.
Potential proposals:

3.6 BSR 

	R3-240579
	Introduction of new BSR table (Ericsson)
	CR1338r, TS 38.473 v18.0.0, Rel-18, Cat. F

To support CU knowledge whether the UE can use the new BSR table and the LCG(s) associated to it, new indication is need from DU to CU on the Additional BSR-Table Allowed IE  and LCG-DSR-Config IE in the DU to CU RRC Information IE


Please share your view on above proposal

	Company
	Comment

	Futurewei
	RAN2 has changed additionalBSR-TableAllowed IE to additionalBS-TableAllowed IE in 38.331 and 38.321. Need to reference the latest RAN2 IE name in RAN3 spec. Also better to change the RAN3 IE “Additional BSR-Table Allowed” to “Additional BS-Table Allowed”, because the table is used for both BSR and DSR.

	Huawei
	CU can know this from UE capability signaling, and the configuration for the additional BSR table as well as the DSR is generated by the DU. No change is needed.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Summary

· Further check, and to be discussed in next meeting.
Potential proposals:

3.7 Anything else?

Please add your view on anything need to be discussed

Moderator: In case the issue was not discussed, please consider the limited time for this meeting. Of course, you are free to add the issues that we can discuss in next meeting.

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	In the current TS37.483, the following high-lightened contents are not correct since the the indication of End of Data Burst should also be included and the included information should be aligned. A draft revision of R3-240697 was uploaded to correct this issue. A similar issue also exists for the XnAP.
For a QoS flow established with PDU Set QoS parameters, if the PDU Set based Handling Indicator IE is included in the PDU Session Data Forwarding Information IE within the BEARER CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message and the value of the PDU Set based Handling Indicator IE is set to "supported", the gNB-CU-UP shall, if supported, include the PDU Set information in the data to be forwarded. Otherwise, the gNB-CU-UP may not include the PDU Set identification and marking for the data to be forwarded.
Agree to update TS37.483, and use CT container name, in R3-240969


	Huawei
	The XnAP CR regarding the data forwarding to include the End of Data Burst also uploaded.
Agree to update the spec, and use CT container name, in R3-24xxx2.


	Lenovo
	Proposal 2: Include the PDU Set based Handling Indicator IE in the XN-U ADDRESS INDICATON message for UE Context Retrieval case.

Proposal 10: RAN3 to discuss how to report the UL burst arrival time to MCG/SCG in case of NR-DC and to target cell in case of handover, e.g., the source gNB calculates the BAT used in target gNB according to the SFN timing different between source cell and target cell and sends the BAT used in target gNB to the target gNB.

Agree Proposal 2 (to be merged in check with Lenovo whether TP to be merged with Huawei XnAP CR)
For P10, only consider HO case. Furtuer check, and to be discussed in next meeting: 
How target gNB receive the BAT? Possible option is from source or from UE?



	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Summary

Potential proposals:

4 TBD

�I think it is 897. 


�Name to be aligned with CT.





