3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 #110
R3-207005
02-12 November 2020

Online

Agenda Item:


Source:
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell - Moderator

Title:
Summary of Offline Discussion on UE Release Request
Document for:
Approval

1 Introduction

This is the report of the following email discussion.
CR0488r, TS 38.413 v16.3.0, Rel-16, Cat. A 

CB: # 106_UEreleaseReq

- agreeable to capture agreement as Rel-16 CR?

- need to liaise SA2?

(Nok - moderator)

rev in R3-207001
draftLS to SA2 R3-207002
Summary of offline disc 7005

2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

Agree R3-207001.
3 Discussion

3.1 Correction of UE Context Release Request
Tdoc R3-206226 explains IOT issue occurred due to the two possible interpretations of whether the list of PDU session IDs should be included in UE Release Request. 

· One interpretation considers the term “inactive” to be read according to TS 38.413 and therefore think that the list of PDU sessions should NOT be included in the UE Context Release Request message because the PDU sessions are inactive according to TS 38.413 section 9.3.1.2: 
	User inactivity
	The action is requested due to user inactivity on all PDU sessions, e.g., NG is requested to be released in order to optimise the radio resources.


· Another interpretation instead considers the term “inactive” to be read according to TS 23.502 and therefore think that the list of PDU sessions should be included in the UE Context Release Request message because the PDU sessions are established in the NG-RAN. 

A majority of companies seem to think that the second interpretation should be followed. However, as explained above, this is not the one immediately deduced from TS 38.413 and IOT issue occurred. Therefore, we propose to capture this in TS 38.413. The compromise in RAN3 meeting since this can be seen as a clarification, is to have release 16 CR. The release 16 CR in R3-206230 has been revised in R3-207001 changing the category from A to F.
R3-207001 has now been made available in CB folder.

Any final comment to R3-207001?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No comment.

	Huawei
	Ok to have R16-only CR for clarification. 

	Ericsson
	Stage-2 is clear enough. From the same paragraph in 23.502:
The List of PDU Session ID(s) indicates the PDU Sessions served by (R)AN of the UE

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

One company sees the stage 2 text enough quoting above sentence. However, the moderator thinks that the text highlighted above in yellow does not help. Indeed, it says that the PDU sessions reported by NG-RAN node are served by the NG-RAN node which is true, but it doesn’t say if the NG-RAN reports them always or only when they are active i.e. with traffic ongoing as per TS 38.413.

Also, TS 38.413 current interpretation is opposite as per definition of the “user inactivity” cause value. Therefore 38.413 needs to be aligned with TS 23.502. 

3.2 LS to SA2
The next question is if we send LS to SA2 to clarify this. Assuming RAN3 CR in R3-207001 agreed we do not think needed to have further LS sent to SA2 since stage 3 will be clear. Also, the clarification proposed in R3-207001 is actually the one following the reading according to TS 23.502 and therefore the advantage of choosing this solution is that it is aligned with TS 23.502 making clarification in TS 23.502 no more necessary.

Assuming RAN3 CR agreed we propose to not send an LS to SA2.

Is it OK to NOT send an LS to SA2 or you prefer not send?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK assuming consensus on R3-207001.

	Huawei
	No need to send any LS to SA2. 

	Ericsson
	Not needed

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

No LS can be agreed.
Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree R3-207001.
4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree R3-207001.
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