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1
Overall description
SA2 thanks CT3 for the LS on “PFD provisioning procedure”. 
SA2 has discussed and agreed on the following answers. The agreed CRs are attached.
Q1: Should the NEF report this situation to the AF since it cannot push the PFDs either immediately or within the allowed delay?
[A1]  There may be different scenarios that the PFDs cannot be pushed:

Scenario-1 PFDs pushed to all the known (i.e. subscribed) SMFs within the Allowed Delay but some failed (e.g. due to communication failure);
Scenario-2 There is no subscribed SMF to notify the PFDs 
For Scenario-1, the NEF (PFDF) should report the situation to the AF, but the failure handling is left to stage 3;
For Scenario-2, the NEF (PFDF) sends successful response to the AF. 
Q2: If the answer to Q1 is yes, should the NEF report the situation to the AF even when there are no subscriptions at all?
[A2] See A1.
Q3: If the answer to Q1 is yes, and there is at least one SMF with no subscriptions, should the NEF report the situation to the AF? 

[A3] According to A1, NEF (PFDF) only ensures that PFDs are pushed to those explicitly subscribed SMFs (if any), therefore Q3 seems invalid.
Q4: Considering that the communication between the SMF and NEF may be decoupled from the communication between the NEF and AF due to the delay allowed by the AF (i.e. NEF can decide to push the PFDs within that allowed delay), if the NEF is not able to provision the PFD within the allowed delay, should the AF know that the allowed delay is not satisfied? 

[A4] Yes, see also A1. Since the Allowed delay indicates the expected time interval of PFD deployment from the AF and it is part of SLA, it is considered necessary to inform the AF when the Allowed Delay cannot be met. How the NEF (PFDF) informs the AF of the failed PFD push is left to stage 3.
Q5: If the answer to Q4 is yes, should the NEF report the situation to the AF when PFD are not provisioned to one or more (or all) SMF(s)?

[A5] It’s SA2 understanding there may not be an easy way to ensure data consistency within operator’s network, and sometimes it may be beneficial to have a best-effort approach, i.e. leave the successfuly provisioned SMF(s) as they are and do not fallback to the old PFD(s), and such option could be based on operator policy and SLA. SA2 would like to leave it to stage 3.  

Q6: Could SA2 confirm that in a deployment of several SMFs towards the NEF, the PFD data consistency between the different SMFs is ensured within the 3GPP network, and therefore, the NEF only needs to report to the AF if PFDs are either successfully or unsuccessfully provisioned to all SMFs?
[A6] SA2 expects that any failure could be reported, see also A5.
2
Actions
To CT3
ACTION: 
SA2 kindly ask CT3 to take this information into account.
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