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1. S2-190xxxx (Agreed CR 1248 against TS 23.502 on "Corrections to information flow for downlink data delivery status")

Send any reply LS to:
3GPP Liaisons Coordinator, mailto:3GPPLiaison@etsi.org
1. Overall Description:

SA2 would like to thank CT3 for their LS and inform CT3 that SA2 has discussed the issues and provides the following feedback:
	Number
	CT3 Question
	SA2 Answer

	a
	How does the SMF detect the downlink delivery status in step 7? (CT3 had problems identifying the relevant information in the quoted subclause 4.2.3.) Does the SMF make that determination based on information on the UE status or based on information obtained from the UPF?
	The SMF configures the UPF to buffer packets identified by traffic descriptors and to report when packets are buffered and later discarded or transmitted.

	b
	Is any traffic filter information included in step 3?
	Yes, the UDM provides event and corresponding traffic descriptors to the SMF.

	c
	If so, is there a need to install any traffic filters for traffic detection in the UPF in step 3?
	Yes, the SMF provides the traffic descriptors for traffic detection to the UPF, 

	d
	If so, how would such filters interact with packet filters derived by the SMF from PCC rules obtained via the Npcf_SMPolicyControl service?
	The SMF configures the UPF based on the event information from the UDM without considering the PCC rules.

	e
	Can multiple traffic filters be supplied in steps 1 and 2?
	Yes, multiple filters are allowed.

	f
	If so, is there a need to identify the related flows in step 8?
	No, the traffic descriptors are only used in subscription for the downlink traffic differentiation from different AFs. 

	g
	Can ethernet traffic filters be supplied in steps 1 and 2 (despite the term IP filters)?
	Yes, it can be IP traffic filter(s) or Ethernet traffic filter(s).

	h
	Can the traffic descriptor in steps 1 and 3c also be of Ethernet type, and can there be multiple traffic descriptors? 
	Yes, see answer to e.

	i
	Is the traffic descriptor transferred in step 2 (the Nudm_EventExposure_Subscribe service operation seems to require an extension)?
	Yes, the UDM provides event and corresponding traffic descriptors to the SMF.

	j
	In step 3c, is the "Downlink delivery status" event with status "discarded" suitable instead of the separate event "Availability after DDN Failure"? (The agreed stage 3 procedures so far take that assumption and make the special event detection procedures in step 6e dependent on the presence of the traffic descriptor.)
	No. "Downlink delivery status" and "Availability after DDN Failure" are separate monitoring events for high latency communication. We should not use "Downlink delivery status" instead of the "Availability after DDN Failure".



2. Actions:

To CT3 group.

ACTION: 
SA2 respectfully asks CT3 to take the answers provided by SA2 and that related attached agreed CRs into account in the stage 3 work.
3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:
SA2 Meeting #135
14th October – 18th October 2019
Split, HR
SA2 Meeting #136
22th  November– 25th November 2019
Reno, NV, USA
