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The following CRs were agreed by SA WG2 and are provided to TSG SA#80 for approval:

	Spec
	CR
	Rev
	Phase
	Subject
	Cat
	Version
	@ Mtg
	S2 TD
	Source to WG
	Work Item
	Clauses affected

	23.501
	0251
	6
	Rel-15
	Correction to DNN subscription
Agreed (with Qualcomm objection)
	F
	15.1.0
	S2-127BIS
	S2‑186028
	Intel, Telecom Italia, SAMSUNG
	5GS_Ph1
	5.6.1

	23.502
	0478
	3
	Rel-15
	Clarification on N1 data transfer for RRC-Inactive UE
Agreed (with Qualcomm objection)
	F
	15.1.0
	S2-127BIS
	S2‑186269
	China Mobile, Ericsson, China Telecom, China Unicom, CATT, Huawei, ZTE, Motorola Mobility, Lenovo, OPPO, LG Electronics
	5GS_Ph1
	5.2.2.4.2


Objection text from SA WG2 report:

S2 186028: Qualcomm believes that handling the rejection of an SM procedure such as a PDU session establishment at the MM layer as a notification of failed SM delivery does not convey to the SM layer that the issue is the DNN support, and the UEs have no mechanism to determine whether to attempt again.

S2 186269: The 'consequences if not approved' of the CR state: 'The consumer NF may not be able to know if the N1 message has been successfully delivered to UE'. This service operation though is only used in TS 23.502 for the MT SMS procedure in clause 4.13.3.6 and has well defined mechanisms on how the NF consumer SMSF can be informed for the success/failure of the procedure. As stated from several of the source companies in the SA WG2#127BIS meeting there is nothing broken with the existing SMS delivery procedures and the CR is not FASMO but an 'optimisation'.
The 'Reason for change' is incorrect since it claims that the additional procedure introduces reliability. This is based on the wrong understanding that when the UE is RRC-CONNECTED the NAS or data delivery is always reliable. In fact there was an SA WG2 study in Rel‑14 (as part of CIOT enh. SID) to introduce 'hop-by-hop' reliability for NAS transactions. Such functionality does not exist in 5GS and as such reliable delivery cannot be guaranteed in any case.

The (ab)use of N2 Location Reporting Control procedure introduces the following consequences:

-
extra signalling on N2 interface (possibly at every MT SMS delivery).

-
Possible race conditions if the NG-RAN node associates the N2 Location Reporting Request with


'shorter' RRC timers. This would lead to the need for extra paging for the UE when actually the DL


NAS PDU arrives and essentially extra power consumption for the UE.

-
Complex error handling in the NF consumer of the service (SMSF) since the N2 Location Request


Failure does not normally result in N2 release the AMF will still see the UE as CM-CONNECTED.

