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1. 
Introduction
(As has been indicated by other companies in SP-190850), at the SA2#134 meeting in Sapporo in June 2019, the SA2 work plan was endorsed in S2-1908590. This work plan makes it clear that there is big Rel-15/Rel-16 maintenance effort as well as a total of 25 agreed Rel-17 study items. This SA2 work (overload) situation is highlighted in the figure below (where each SA2 meeting has 38 TUs available).
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SP-190672 from the SA Plenary Chair collates the votes made by the 108 3GPP members that responded, and gives a breakdown of votes by operators, vendors and verticals.

This document aims to propose a fair way of attributing the scarce “available for Rel-17” SA2 resources across the competing resource requests while also aiming to grow the 3GPP ecosystem for the benefit of all stakeholders (including existing customers and future potential customers).
Attached to this document is an extension of the spreadsheet used in SP-190672 that includes the Time Units needed for each SID/WID (as indicated in SA2 work plan in S2-1908590).

2. 
Discussion and Proposals 

2.1

Big Features vs Small Features

There are massive differences in the number of TUs requested by the competing SIDs/WIDs. For example  several (or many) small items of work could be completed in place of one of the larger pieces of work. 
Further, some of the large SIDs/WIDs may have collected co-signers/votes by adding objectives needed by only a small number of companies. 

These aspects are not reflected in SP-190672. 
The attached spreadsheet attempts to redress this balance by looking at the number of “votes cast per time unit” for the Study and Work Items by dividing the number of votes by the stated total time units for them. This approach seems to be a fairer way of assessing how to use the scarce SA2 TUs (and it should maximise the number of “votes” that are delivered in R17). 

Proposal A: “Votes per Time Unit” should be considered as one of the major metrics in deciding which features to include or exclude from the R17 SA2 Work programme.
If the “Votes per Time Unit” approach is used, then it can be seen that 4 of the top 6 features for each of the “3 sectors” would be included in R17.
Observation 1: the “Votes per Time Unit” provides a fair balance across the different sectors of the 3GPP eco system.
2.2
Avoid re-designing (from EPC to 5GCore) features that have gained very little market traction
2.2.1
MBMS: 

This was designed first for 2G and 3G and then redesigned for LTE and “EPC”. In LTE, equipment has actually been delivered and trials undertaken. However, market take up remains low.
For any broadcast service to succeed, there is a need to have multiple devices per cell which want to receive the same content at the same time, and which support the same radio and core technology. 

Observation 2: By specifying 5GC solutions that are different to “EPC” solutions, we further fragment the MBMS market and decrease the number of devices per cell.

The “EPC” MBMS core network is independent from the EPC that individual UEs use. It can be simply re-branded as a “5G Slice”.
Observation 3: the EPC MBMS core network does not require that legacy EPC equipment is retained.

When the 3GPP work started on Public Safety back in Release [11], the real need from “Public Safety” for MBMS was already uncertain. Since then:

1. there has been massive expansion in network bandwidth per site (which enables a massive increase in the number of simultaneous unicast public safety transmissions that can be supported per base station site by being prioritised over other normal/lower priority PLMN traffic); 

2. many more sites have been deployed (that decreases the number of emergency service personnel per site); and

3. more modern working practices have been deployed that reduce the need to use broadcast voice calls (e.g. use of smart phone location services to send the correct type of personnel to an incident, rather than e.g. a voice broadcast requesting whoever is nearest to a bank robbery to respond!)
Observation 4: the real market need for a 5GCore solution for MBMS for Public Safety is unproven, and the need will reduce with time as network capacity increases. 

Observation 5: Separate 5GC and “EPC” solutions for MBMS adds complexity to Public Safety operations, and, fragments the sizes of the multicast groups.
Observation 6: At a quick look (but not detailed analysis) 5MBS was voted for by many (perhaps 17) companies that do not seem to have authored/drafted (i.e. different to co-signing) many SA2 documents over the last 12 months. 
Proposal B: 5MBS should not be included in the R17 SA2 work programme as it is likely to further fragment the MBMS eco-system. 

Proposal C: any NR RAN work on MBMS should simply be coupled to an “EPC MBMS slice”.
2.2.2 ProSe/Device to device
This feature has gained little market traction since its introduction in Release [12].
For Public Safety D2D use cases, it is important that the devices are supporting the same technology. Adding an NR variant on top of the LTE variant of D2D further fragments the market and hence is detrimental.

Observation 7: Having NR and LTE variants of D2D reduces the chance that two public safety users will be using the same technology. This may endanger their safety.  

There is some interest in using NR SideLink from an “NR-relay” to extend coverage into buildings. However this seems a complex solution compared to using a NR UE to act as a WiFi hotspot.
Observation 8: WiFi tethering offers a much simpler solution to indoor coverage extension than SideLink.
Observation 9: At a quick look (but not detailed analysis) 5G_ProSe was voted for by many (perhaps 12) companies that do not seem to have authored/drafted (i.e. different to co-signing) many SA2 documents over the last 12 months.
Proposal D: 5G_ProSe should not be included in R17 SA2 work programme.
2.3 Take sensible risk by developing New Features

While it is difficult to predict which new features will be successful in the market, it is sensible to take some risks to see what might develop into successful features.

For example, Satellite based services ought to allow 3GPP features to be available across the whole Globe rather than limited to our existing “coverage maps”. This is an appealing aspect and may outweigh the dozen-or-so votes for 5GSat_Arch from companies that do not seem to have authored/drafted (i.e. different to co-signing) many SA2 documents over the last 12 months.
Proposal E: ensure that the R17 SA2 work programme offers good opportunities to expand the 3GPP eco-system.

2.4 Focus on where cost occurs
Within the core network, the majority of cost for an operator is associated with the User Plane processing rather than control plane processing. However, the vast majority of the SA2 SIDs/WIDs seem to focus on Control Plane aspects/
Proposal F: ensure that the R17 SA2 work programme offers good opportunities for reducing costs associated with increasing user plane traffic.

Summary

TSG-SA is requested to discuss the Observations above and to approve the Proposals as part of the solution to prioritisation of SA2 work programme for in Release 17.
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