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Introduction

This document is for reporting the following offline discussion

· [AT116-e][004][NR16] CPUP split reply LS (CATT)


Scope: Determine agreeable parts in a first phase, if agreeable then agree on reply LS out Treat R2-2109344, R2-2111068, R2-2111069.


Intended outcome: Report, Approved LS out if applicable


Deadline: Friday W1 (Nov 5)

The participants are invited to leave their contact in the table below.

Contact list

	Company 
	Delegate name / Email

	CATT
	Erlin Zeng / erlin.zeng@catt.cn

	Vodafone
	chris.pudney@vodafone.com

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	mkitazoe@qti.qualcomm.com

	LG Electronics
	seungjune.yi@lge.com

	Apple
	fangli_xu@apple.com

	vivo
	kimba@vivo.com

	OPPO
	shicong@oppo.com

	MediaTek Inc.
	ming-yuan.cheng@mediatek.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	zhaoyang@huawei.com

	Nokia
	benoist.sebire@nokia.com

	ZTE
	liu.yu3@zte.com.cn

	Intel
	sudeep.k.palat@intel.com

	Samsung 
	June77.hwang@samsung.com


1 Discussion
In the incoming LS from RAN3 [1], the following action is required

ACTION: RAN3 respectfully asks RAN2 whether it is possible to use the default DRB to deliver downlink packets for a QoS flow without association to any DRB yet.
In the discussion paper [2] the issue was discussed, and the following proposal was made [2]

Proposal 1 
RAN2 discuss and confirm that gNB implementation allows delivery of DL packets to UE (via default DRB or via dedicated DRB) before the new QFI to DRB mapping is configured for the QoS flow. RAN2 reply to RAN3’s LS accordingly.
In order to form a common view to reply to RAN3’s question, companies are encouraged to answer the following question. 

Q1: Do you agree with the proposal 1 from [2], as shown above? 

	Company name
	Agree or not
	Comment if any

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Vodafone 
	Yes
	Actually, this is not “implementation allowed” BUT “mandatory for the gNB to send the DL packet on some DRB” (as the scenario in annex A.3 of TS 38.300 is that this QoS flow is known to the gNB and, in step 0 of annex A.3, the gNB seems to have informed the core network of the successful establishment of the flows that were requested by the CN!).

Discarding the packet in the gNB would mean that the data volume count in the core network is inaccurate.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Comments
	There is no default DRB in DL. The gNB should choose one DRB and send the packet through the DRB. The gNB should set the RDI bit to indicate that the UE should update the QoS flow to DRB mapping rule

	Apple
	Yes
	We confirm the gNB implementation can handle this case without any spec change. 

And the gNB implementation shall not rely on the DL SDAP header configuration. It is because the DL SDAP header is optionally supported/configured, and the main purpose is to support reflective mechanisms. 



	vivo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We prefer the current wording in the draft LS, as we usually do not mandate network behavior.

	Nokia
	Not as such
	From a RAN2 perspective, the default DRB is used in uplink to send data from a QFI for which no mapping rules are defined.

While the same concept can be used in downlink, this is an implementation choice. The gNB anyway decides of the QFI to DRB mapping. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes with comments
	Network can send DL data on any DRB and this is independent of whether the UL rules are configured or not.

However, if the network changes the DRB for a particular flow, AS cannot guarantee in sequence delivery of packets to the upper layers.  

While we agree with the comments from other companies that the gNB is expected to deliver packets to the UE, another valid implementation could be to delay the packets until the rules or DRB are established.   So we don’t see it necessary to mandate the gNB to send the packets on any DRB before establishing the UL rules.

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	In my understanding, if there is no restriction on which DRB should be mapping to the packet of which QFI mapping rule was not yet configured, it is gNB’s implementation to determine the DRB. So, have the same view of the P1.


Then a draft LS was also provided in [3], which directly follows the proposal 1 in [2]. Rapporteur’s understanding is that the reply LS should be straightforward if there is aligned view on proposal 1. But one more question is added to this discussion just in case companies have additional comments on the reply LS to RAN3. Note that if you already made comments to Proposal 1 you don’t need to repeat it here, but please provide additional comments if not already made to the previous question. 
Q2: Do you have any comments on the draft reply in [3]? 

	Company name
	Agree or not
	Comment if any

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Vodafone
	yes
	LS should make it clear that is mandatory for the gNB to do this (in the case that the gNB told the CN that it had established this flow)

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Comments
	First, we agree with Vodafone that the gNB must do this.

Secondly, there is no default DRB in the DL.

Thus, we propose to change the conclusion as follows.
gNB should deliver DL packets to UE (via dedicated DRB) even if the new QFI to DRB mapping rule is not configured for the QoS flow.

	Apple
	Yes
	We can indicate in the LS that no any spec change is needed. 

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with Apple

	OPPO
	Yes
	No spec change is needed

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Not as such
	We could just reply that 

the mapping of QFI to DRB is a gNB decision and it therefore possible to use any DRB to deliver downlink packets for a QoS flow without association to any DRB yet. Note that in RAN2, the concept of default DRB is limited to uplink for the UE to send data from a QFI for which no mapping rules are defined.

Whether spec changes are required in RAN3 should be a discussion to take place in RAN3.

On the mandatory behaviour, there is no need to state that the gNB shall transmit packets (of course it does, this is not the scope of the discussion).

	ZTE
	Yes
	No spec change is needed in RAN2.

	Intel
	Comments
	As indicated in our comments to the previous question, we propose to update the response as follows:

gNB implementation allows delivery of DL packets to UE (via any DRB of the PDU session) before the new QFI to DRB mapping for the UL is configured for the QoS flow.  Changing the DRB for a QoS flow can result in packets being delivered out of sequence to the upper layers.

	Samsung 
	No 
	


Summary of the discussions 
· Regarding the question raised by RAN3, 12 companies provided their views, among which 9 companies agree with the proposal as well as the draft reply in [1] and [2], i.e., There is clear majority. 

· 3 companies suggest adding that no RAN2 spec change is needed. But Rapporteur thinks this is already quite clear if we confirm gNB implementation allows such case. 

· 2 companies suggested to mention some mandatory gNB operation, which seems not directly related to the RAN3 question, and also that seems not agreeable to some other companies. 

· 1 company suggested to mention that gNB implementation also allows delaying the packets until the rules for DRB are established‎. But Rapporteur thinks this is not wrong but not sure if this is necessary in the reply LS, as the RAN3 question is ‘whether it is possible to use...’. 

· 1 company further suggested rewording to the draft reply, and also adding further clarification that from RAN2 point of view currently ‘default’ DRB is for uplink. Rapporteur thinks that it is fine to add that. 

Proposed WF based on the discussions 
Taking these discussions into account, the following proposal is made. 
Proposal A
RAN2 confirms the following understanding and include them in the reply LS to the RAN3 LS
· gNB implementation allows delivery of DL packets to UE via any configured DRB of the PDU session ‎before the new QFI to DRB mapping is configured for the QoS flow. ‎
· Note that from RAN2 perspective, the concept of ‘default DRB’ is limited to uplink.
2 Conclusions

TBD in the final version
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