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1	Introduction
This paper discusses the cases that NG-RAN node does not send back the SMF IE for the request including SMF IE from AMF, or AMF does not send back the SMF IE for the request including SMF IE from NG-RAN node.
2	Discussion
In the LS [1], CT4 has kindly asked RAN3 “to consider whether it is possible to define NGAP SMF IEs to allow the SMF to initiate or receive N2 SM signalling for all NGAP SM procedures, for both successful and unsuccessful scenarios.”
And in the reply LS [2], RAN3 has confirmed it is doable and promised to look into this.
When most of the NGAP SM procedures should have SMF IEs in both initiating messages and response messages, we have found some cases that the need of SMF IE should be discussed.
2.1	SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE COMMAND/ PDU SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE RESPONSE
When AMF sends the PDU SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE COMMAND to NG-RAN node, there should be a SMF IE to allow SMF initiated PDU session release. This is also pointed out by [1].
The specification has clarified that there would be no failed case in PDU session resource release procedure. So the PDU SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE RESPONSE is the acknowledgement to the release command and it may contain the User Location Information.
[bookmark: _Hlk517716291]The User Location Information is sent to AMF, which AMF may further send to SMF, as specified in TS 23.501. There is no need to include any SMF IE which should be transparent to AMF in the release response. We can keep the current TS 38.413 implementation for PDU SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE RESPONSE.
Proposal 1	RAN3 to agree to add the SMF IE in PDU SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE COMMAND
Proposal 2	RAN3 to agree that there is no SMF IE in PDU SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE RESPONSE and inform CT4.  The current implementation is kept.
2.2	PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE
During path switch request, NG-RAN node sends to AMF the SMF IE “Path Switch Request Transfer”, including “DL NG-U UP TNL Information”, QoS Flow Accepted List, etc.
From TS 23.502: 




The AMF sends N2 SM information by invoking the Nsmf_PDUSession_UpdateSMContext request service operation to each SMF associated with the lists of PDU Sessions received in the N2 Path Switch Request.
***********Omit some steps************
6.	SMF to AMF: Nsmf_PDUSession_UpdateSMContext Response (CN Tunnel Info)
	The SMF sends an Nsmf_PDUSession_UpdateSMContext response (CN Tunnel Info) to the AMF for PDU Sessions which have been switched successfully. The SMF sends an Nsmf_PDUSession_UpdateSMContext response without including the CN Tunnel Info to the AMF for the PDU Sessions for which user plane resources are deactivated or released, and then the SMF releases the PDU Session(s) which is to be released using a separate procedure as defined in clause 4.3.4.
Observation 1: the CN Tunnel info seems to be sent by SMF to AMF explicitly ( i.e. not in the SMF IE container).
Currently the SMF IE in the PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE contains CN Tunnel Info and Security Indication for user plane secuirty enforcement.
Proposal 3	RAN3 to discuss if the CN Tunnel Info should be in the SMF IE in PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE  or if the SMF IE is needed  at all and communicate to CT4.
In the case of some of PDU session are failed to be switched, it is unclear how the communication is done between SMF and AMF. For example, SMF will not provide CN Tunnel Info to AMF for sure, will SMF also provide a cause to AMF? Does AMF need to map the cause received from SMF to the NGAP cause? Will this cause only be meaningful for NG-RAN node? If so, then SMF could use the SMF IE transparent container to pass the cause value. Currently the implementation is that no SMF IE for the failed PDUs. We need to discuss if a SMF IE is needed instead.
Proposal 4	RAN3 to discuss if the SMF IE is needed in PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE for the PDU session failed to be switched and communicate to CT4.

[bookmark: _Hlk517717659]2.3	PATH SWITCH REQUEST FAILURE
During Path Swtich procedure, AMF needs to aggregate the response from the SMFs. If all the SMFs report back that all the requested PDU session for that SMF have not been switched successfully, the AMF concluds that the path switch procedure is failed. It is then maybe not very interesting for NG-RAN node to know how exactly each of the PDU session to be switched is failed. Thus in the current TS 38.413, there is no SMF IE in the PATH SWITCH REQUEST FAILURE, and the cause in this message is what AMF could conclude.
Proposal 5	RAN3 to agree that there is no SMF IE in PATH SWITCH REQUEST FAILURE and inform CT4.  The current implementation is kept.

3	Conclusion
Proposal 1	RAN3 to agree to add the SMF IE in PDU SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE COMMAND.s
Proposal 2	RAN3 to agree that there is no SMF IE in PDU SESSION RESOURCE RELEASE RESPONSE and inform CT4.  The current implementation is kept.
Observation 1: the CN Tunnel info is sent by SMF to AMF explicitly ( i.e. not in the SMF IE container).
Proposal 3	RAN3 to discuss if the CN Tunnel Info should be in the SMF IE in PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE  and communicate to CT4.
Proposal 4	RAN3 to discuss if the SMF IE is needed in PATH SWITCH REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE for the PDU session failed to be switched and communicate to CT4.
Proposal 5	RAN3 to agree that there is no SMF IE in PATH SWITCH REQUEST FAILURE and inform CT4.  The current implementation is kept.
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