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1 Introduction

This is the summary of the following come back:

CB: # 85_NAS_non-delivery

- need to wait for LS to be received before starting to work on this CB (LS received in 4126)

- clarify what NAS PDU is related to PDU session (especially in PDU session release message)? Need to clarify in semantics for NGAP?

- concentrate on q1

- check details

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-204054
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following corresponding to answer 1 of SA2 LS in R3-204126:

R3-203442 rev in 4242 – agreed.
R3-203443 rev in 4243 – agreed.

Issue 1: Discuss the answer 2 of SA2 LS received in R3-204126 at next RAN3 meeting. Answer 2 To be continued.
3 Discussion

3.1 PDU Session Release Command (answer 1 of SA2 LS)

The reply LS from SA2 in R3-204126 answer 1 says:

Ans 1: N1N2Transfer failure notification from AMF to SMF is not needed. Thus, NG-RAN node trigger of the NAS Non delivery procedure for PDU Session Release is not required. For PDU session Resource Release Command, there should be a PDU Session Resource Release response from RAN before UE context release occurs.

This confirms the interpretation that the NG-RAN node does not trigger the NAS PDU Non delivery procedure in this case.

Do you agree that NG-RAN node does not trigger the NAS PDU Non delivery procedure in this case?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	Ericsson
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Yes


3.2 PDU Session Release Command (answer 1 of SA2 LS)

It was agreed to focus our standards efforts on this case only at this meeting. The CR in R3-203442 removes the statement of triggering NAS NON Delivery PDU for failed class 1 procedures in order to settle the current situation. This corresponds to the current confirmed situation.

Of course, if any of the cases of answer 2 happens to be confirmed at next meeting or in the future, subsequent changes would be done. Agreeing on R3-203442 allows to start on stable grounds based on what we know today, on which we can build on top, if any case found.

Can we agree R3-203442? any comments?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	Prefer to simplify the descriptions if we have to agree the TP at this meeting since:

· Add “for a class 1 procedure is received and” may exclude the Downlink NAS Transport case (in this case, the NAS-non-delivery should be triggered). 
· Nokia: OK, this is another way to do.
· Too many details just for the PDU session release message. 

 Maybe a simple way is to keep the current texts, and just add:

· Trigger the NAS Non Delivery Indication procedure to report the non-delivery of any NAS PDU received from the AMF for the UE except the NAS-PDU in the PDU Session Resource Release procedure.
· Nokia: might need rewording.
Then at next meeting we can further consider whether there are other exceptions or any update (e.g., in a positive way to specify which NGAP messages can trigger the NAS non-delievery). 

	CATT
	Actually, the stage 2 change is more or less related to the answer of Q2.  

The added texts in R3-203442 is correct for handling of PDU Session Resource Release Command. 
Nokia: ok

However, the removal for the last sentence is not exactly correct as in some cases NG-RAN needs to trigger NAS Non Delivery Indication if UE is not reachable.
Nokia: ok.

	ZTE
	Prefer HW’ suggestions.

· Trigger the NAS Non Delivery Indication procedure to report the non-delivery of any NAS PDU received from the AMF for the UE except the NAS-PDU in the PDU Session Resource Release procedure.

Nokia: See my answer to Huawei.

	Samsung
	Only the second change is needed. Revert the first and third change.
Nokia: this is one option.

	Ericsson
	The first change is too detailed.
For St2, we could discuss if the current text in 38.300, “NAS PDU received from the AMF for the UE” means the NAS PDUs not related to PDU Sessions? 
If the companies think it is not clear, only need to clarify NAS PDU not related to PDU Session, received from AMF.
Nokia: this is another option.

	Qualcomm
	Puzzled by the proposal in 3442, are we really moving to release the UE when the UE is in another gNB? This paragraph is about mobility primarily and complete unreachability as in 23.501 is a sub-case. What happens then at the point of Xn handover?
With that, the deletion of the NAS Non-Delivery seems somehow incorrect. 
We really need to clarify what the original text was about (mobility or unreachability) before we go too far with this.
Other comments above already seem to assume answer to Q2, and extrapolate from there.
One option would be simply to say that the procedure is completed successfully (if no unsuccessful answer), this assumes that there will be sync later either at path switch or new context setup. But it is unclear that a context release should be performed in all cases (in mobility case, does this mean that the last gNB does not trigger RAN paging? Why would inactive mobility perform differently from Xn handover?).
Nokia: not sure to fully understand this comment. We are dealing with UE in RRC inactive not reachable. See new proposal below.
QC: can you please clarify in your view what the paragraph in 38.300 is about:

1) RAN paging failure 

2) UE not reachable in last serving gNB

The reason for change suggests #1, but I think this is wrong. #1 is captured in SA2 specs. This is a more general case.


SECOND ROUND

Please find revision of draftR3-204242 which tries to address the various comments. Comments on draftR3-204242:
	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Fine with the second bullet. The third bullet seems to dealt with Q2 related. Prefer to keep it as it is in this meeting.

	Ericsson
	The addition:
Trigger the UE Context Release Request indicating that the UE was not reachable if a PDU Session Resource Release procedure is received;

Will any NG-RAN node in this case not to release the UE context? 
Do not see need for this change.

	Qualcomm
	The current version (CATT_Sam_Erik_Nokia) isbasically how I read the original text…. It may need revision at next meeting but could be ok as a starter, but we should have a common understanding of whether this paragraph is addressing #1 or #2 as per my comment above.


Moderator’s summary:

Taking into account the comments of the second round, it is proposed to agree the last submitted update which just replaces the erroneous “shall” by a “may”.
3.3 Other Cases (answer 2 of SA2 LS)

The reply LS from SA2 in R3-204126 answer 2 says:

Ans 2: For "Initial Context Setup Request" & "PDU Session Resource Setup" which have non-PDU session related NAS messages, indication from RAN of failure of these non-PDU session related NAS messages may be needed.  SA2 requests RAN3 to decide how to handle the failure notification to AMF of these non-PDU session related NAS messages. 

Typically, "PDU Session Resource Setup" containing non-PDU session related NAS message is sent in RRC CONNECTED state, but SA2 identified one possible case (Selective activation of UP connection ) where it could be sent by the AMF also when the gNB and UE are in RRC Inactive state. 
SA2 will consider updates to their specifications based on RAN3 response.

It was decided to cover handle these cases at next meeting. However, we can capture initial thoughts on this answer.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	We note that SA2 is not sure whether indication from RAN is needed. They rely on us and are waiting RAN3 response.

For next meeting we propose to check first which non-PDU session related NAS message in involved in these cases, then to decide if special delivery failure notification is needed.

	Huawei
	In [R3-203641], we propose to report the NAS NON DELIVERY INDICATION for the UE level NAS-PDU in the "Initial Context Setup Request" & "PDU Session Resource Setup" in case of inactive UE unreachable.

The basic reason is that if the NAS-PDU (service accept) is carried in the PDU Session Resource Setup but failed to be delivered to the UE, there is no clear indication (e.g. cause value) to respond the transmission status. Though an alternate is that the AMF can notify the SMF when it receives the UE context release with the cause value, it seems CT4 may not support this based on the SA2 reply LS. 

But we can further discuss this issue at next meeting. 

	CATT
	For the answer of the Q2, RAN3 need to decide how to handle the failure notification in case of non PDU session related NAS PDU is received in "Initial Context Setup Request" & "PDU Session Resource Setup". Either reuse NAS Non-delivery procedure, or with some kind of indicator in the failure response message to AMF. 
This could be further discussed in the next meeting. 

	ZTE
	Prefer HW’ suggestions.

	Samsung
	RAN3 needs to decide how to handle the failure notification in case of non PDU session related NAS PDU is received in "Initial Context Setup Request" & "PDU Session Resource Setup".
"Initial Context Setup Request" & "PDU Session Resource Setup" can be discussed seperatly.

	Ericsson
	We need to discuss this at the next meeting. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Ericsson.


Moderator’s summary:

It is proposed to continue to discuss answer 2 of SA2 LS at next meeting.
4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: agree R3-204242 and R3-204243 which correspond to answer 1 of the SA2 LS only.
Proposal 2: continue to discuss answer 2 of SA2 LS at next RAN3 meeting.
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