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1. Introduction

This paper intends to discuss the need to introduce new QoS mapping ANDSF configuration for QCI to DSCP mapping in support of multiple bearer PDN connectivity.

2. Discussion
CR C1-174657 was agreed in CT1#106 meeting. However after more checking, we see many issues with this CR:

1). Basically the CR is proposing that the UE no longer needs to request UP-CIoT explicitly. The reasoning is “it is the eNB that decides when to trigger the use for a UE in connected mode with established RAB(s).  It is therefore sufficient with UP CIoT indication in UE network capability so the network via eNB can use RRC Suspend-Resume when other network critera are fulfilled”:

The UP CIoT support indication indicates whether the UE supports RRC Suspend-Resume, but it is the eNB that decides when to trigger the use for a UE in connected mode with established RAB(s). It is therefore sufficient with UP CIoT indication in UE network capability so the network via eNB can use RRC Suspend-Resume when other network critera are fulfilled A UP CIoT indication in additional update type has no meaning and introduces ambiguity and confusion of interpretation on the network side.


Proposal 1: Do not indicate UP CIoT in Additional update type IE.
It is true that the eNB will decide in the end whether to use or not the UP-CIoT optimizations, however beforehand the MME would have to already make a decision whether to use CP-CIoT or UP-CIoT, because for UP-CIoT, there is need to establish normal user plane via initial context setup. Therefore UE indication on CP-CIoT vs UP-CIoT is actually needed.

2). The CR further proposes to change UE "Preferred CIoT network behaviour” to UE "Requested CIoT network behaviour” and usage of CP-CIoT requires explicit UE request, vs no requests needed for UP-CIoT:
If the CIoT related indication in Additional update type IE shall be interpreted as a request to use a specific function, it is proposed to update the name of the indicator to the actual meaning to avoid misinterpretation.

Proposal 2: Rename the CIoT related indicator in Additional update type to “Requested CIoT network behaviour”

So change from current indication:

	Preferred CIoT network behaviour (PNB-CIoT) (octet 1)

	

	Bit

	4
	3
	

	0
	0
	no additional information

	0
	1
	control plane CIoT EPS optimization

	1
	0
	user plane CIoT EPS optimization

	1
	1
	reserved


to the following:

	Requested CIoT network behaviour (RNB-CIoT) (octet 1)

	

	Bit

	4
	3
	

	0
	0
	no additional information

	0
	1
	control plane CIoT EPS optimization

	1
	0
	value is not used

	1
	1
	reserved


This is completely against stage 2. In fact current stage 2 (TS 23.401) specifies that the UE is required to include which optimization it can support and preferred to use:

A UE includes in a Preferred Network Behaviour indication the Network Behaviour the UE can support and what it would prefer to use.
The Preferred Network Behaviour includes this information:

-     Whether Control Plane CIoT EPS optimisation is supported.
-     Whether User Plane CIoT EPS optimisation is supported.

-     Whether Control Plane CIoT EPS optimisation is preferred or whether User Plane Plane CIoT EPS optimisation is preferred.
-     Whether S1-U data transfer is supported.

3) The CR proposes no indication of UP-CIoT is interpreted as preference for CP-CIoT:

Proposed change to Subclause 5.3.15:
Furthermore, the UE may, separately from the indication of support, indicate preference request to use for control plane CIoT EPS optimization or user plane CIoT EPS optimization (see subclause 9.9.3.0B). The indication of preference is also considered as the request to use. No indicated request to use control plane CIoT EPS optimization is interpreted by the network as a preference for transfer of user data via user plane.

However UE attaching without PDN connection can indicate neither CP nor UP preference, taking no indication of CP preference as implicit UP preference would be wrong for such UE.

Based on these reasons, we believe the CR should not be agreed. 

3. Conclusion

Based on the above reasons, we believe the CR C1-174657 should not be agreed. 






































































