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1. Overall Description:
During developing stage 3 protocols for the EPS to 5GS handover with AMF re-allocation, CT4 observed several issues. After discussion, CT4 reached some conclusion on one issue while still has questions to SA2 on the remaining issues.

Conclusion 1: It is not suitable to use Namf_Communication_CreateUEContext by the initial AMF to relocate the UE context at the target AMF, instead new service operation should be defined.

During EPS to 5GS handover with AMF re-allocation, as described in TS23.502 clause 4.11.1.2.2.2 step 8a, the initial AMF invokes Namf_Communication_CreateUEContext to the target AMF to relocate the UE context at the target AMF.

However, during stage 3 specification implementation for eNS, CT4 found that the CreateUEContext service operation (defined in TS29.518) cannot be used in the EPS to 5GS handover with AMF re-allocation procedure, as there are some mandatory IEs are not used in this procedure, i.e. some mandatory IEs included in UeContextCreateData, such as attribute pduSessions (indicating the N2 SM Info received from NG-RAN), n2NotifyUri. (see TS29.518 clause 6.1.6.2.41).

Hence, CT4 decided to define new service operation – RelocateUEContext for the EPS to 5GS handover with AMF re-allocation, i.e. corresponding to step 8a of TS23.502 clause 4.11.1.2.2.2 the initial AMF invokes new service operation Namf_Communication_RelocateUEContext to the target AMF.


Meanwhile, CT4 has following questions on the remaining issues which need SA2 guideline and feedback:

Question 1: If the target RAN rejects the handover request, which AMF shall take responsibility to respond the source MME?

When the target RAN rejects the handover request, which AMF (the initial AMF or the target AMF) sends Forward Relocation Response to the source MME is not specified. If it is the initial AMF, the target AMF should send the NgAP cause, targetToSource Failure Transparent Container and N2 SM information per PDU session back to the initial AMF. If it is the target AMF, a ProblemDetails returned to the initial AMF (i.e. TS23.502 clause 4.11.1.2.2 step 13a) is sufficient, and the target AMF shall directly respond to the source MME and includes the necessary information (i.e. TS23.502 clause 4.11.1.2.2 step 14).

Question 2: If Handover Cancel is triggered, which AMF shall responsibility to respond the MME Cancel Relocation Request?

CT4 noticed that there is no procedural description in stage 2 specifications related to handover cancel where two AMFs are involved in the EPS to 5GS handover. Handover cancel may happen at any time, and one issue identified is which AMF should take the responsibility to send Relocation Cancel Response to the source MME. CT4 thinks it should depend on the procedure steps already executed, e.g. whether the initial AMF has sent CreateUEContext to the target AMF (i.e. TS23.502 clause 4.11.1.2.2 step 8a) and whether the target AMF has signalled its F-TEID to the source MME (i.e. TS23.502 clause 4.11.1.2.2 step 14).

Question 3: Is it better to include the entire Forward Relocation Request as one individual IE (of Byte[] type) in the N14 message sent by the initial AMF to the target AMF?

CT4 discussed if it will be better to send the entire Forward Relocation Request (as a binary JSON IE) to the target AMF. The main advantage seen is no need to convert the information in received Forward Relocation Request into individual JSON IEs (e.g. GTP source port, GTP Sequence Number, MME FTEID, Source-to-target transparent-container, UE Radio capability and so on). This will make API design cleaner, and if some additional information is added to the Forward Relocation Request in future, CT4 won’t need to define a new JSON IE.


2. Actions:
To SA WG2 group.
ACTION: 	CT4 kindly asks SA2 to take CT4 discussion into account and provide feedback to these issues.
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