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Abstract of the contribution: Proposes updating the conclusion to KI#2 to clarify solution #8 is used for the handling of IP address when in-band IP address transfer is used.
Discussion

At SA2 #129 a conclusion was agreed for KI#2, however by agreement the final determination between solution #8 and #20 regarding the handling of in-band IP address communication (for DHCP/SLAAC allocation methods) from the UPF to UE was left open.
Evaluation

The following table compares the two solutions and evaluates their impacts regarding how In-Band IP address transfer is managed and communicated:

	
	Solution #8
	Solution #20

	Description for In-Band Transfer
	Remains responsibility of SMF
	Keeps UP transfer in UP

	Impact to UE
	IP allocation for all PDU sessions always received via N1
UE with multiple PDU sessions and allocation methods always receives IP address in same manner
	IP allocation for in-band PDU sessions received over N3.  IP allocation for PLMN allocated IPO address received via N1
UE with multiple PDU sessions and allocation methods receives IP address in different manner

	Impact to SMF
	Maintains lease timer, informs UPF of lease timer expiry.
Needs to manage case when lease timer expires, and other IP addresses allocated to PDU session remain.
SMF communicates IP address with CHF for billing.
	Needs to understand this IP address is not communicated to UE via N1
Needs to know when UPF has released IP allocation due to lease timer expiry.
SMF communicates IP address with CHF for billing

	Impact to UPF
	Needs to forward IP address and lease timer to SMF
	Maintains lease timer, informs SMF and UE of lease timer expiry.

Needs to manage case when lease timer expires, and other IP addresses allocated to PDU session remain

	Other Impacts
	UE behaviour same whether connected to release 15 SMF/UPF or release 16 SMF/UPF
Both SMF and UPF must support feature

Network can freely mix UE PDU sessions across of release 15 and release 16 capable UPF’s.
	UE behaviour different dependent on if connecting to release 15 or release 16 SMF/UPF
Both SMF and UPF must support feature

Network must carefully manage UE’s PDU sessions when a mix of release 15 and release 16 capable UPF’s are present in a network.


The above shows that solution #8 provides the simplest migration and interworking with release 15 functionality.  Therefore, it is proposed to conclude that Solution #8 be adopted for DHCP IP address communication, since this is the only open issues between Solution #8 and #20, it is proposed to modify the current conclusion to KI#2 to clearly identify Solution #8 as the conclusion for this Key Issue.
Proposal
It is proposed to make the following changes to TR 23.726:

**** Start of Changes ****

7.2
Conclusions for KI#2

It is concluded that solutions #8 and #12 be adopted and the required normative changes be made to TS 23.501 [2] and TS 23.502 [3]. 
**** End of Changes ****
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