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3GPP SA2 would like to thank BBF for the LS to 3GPP on status of work (BBF LIAISE-208 / S2-188252).
1. Reply to BBF’s questions and remarks
SA2 would like to provide following preliminary answers to BBF:

BBF question 1: UP transfer of QFI, RQI
Our membership is concerned about the overhead of communicating QFI and the reflective QoS indicator to 5G-RGs, We would appreciate commentary on the impact of a design decision not to support user plane communication of QFI and RQI to 5G-RGs on QoS support.
SA2 reply:
UE support of Reflective QoS is not mandatory in 5GS.

In case of lack of support of user plane communication of QFI and RQI to 5G-RG from the AGF, the Reflective QoS is not supported. Only the QoS for Uplink explicitly signaled via NAS to 5G-RG is supported, so the 5G-RG shall be provided with QoS rules applicable to the actual QoS flows , this may imply an increase of signaling between the SMF and the RG.  Lack of UE support of reflective QoS means difficulty to support specific application QoS for applications using multiple and rapidly changing short IP flows. Furthermore, without user plane communication of QFI  from the RG in up-link, there will be impact on the way UPF handles up-link traffic when it comes to bit-rate enforcement and charging.
SA2 would kindly request BBF to provide its considerations and decisions, when available. 

BBF question 2: Transfer of Requested NSSAI
Our membership is concerned about supporting the communication of Requested-NSSAI to AGF/(R)AN during registration; for example as part of a new access stratum protocol.  We would appreciate commentary on the impact of a design decision not to support communication of Requested-NSSAI during registration on Slice support, e.g., slice selection. 

SA2 reply:
Currently TS 23.501 defines in clause 5.15.5.2.1 as mandatory that UE(s) provide the Requested NSSAI in registration procedure to the network in RRC Connection Establishment and in the establishment of the connection to the N3IWF (as applicable), i.e.  Access Stratum layer (corresponds to a layer between the RG and the AGF) and in NAS. However TS 23.501 supports the case where the UE is not provisioned with any Configured NSSAI and consequently the UE does not provide any Requested-NSSAI at initial registration procedure. In that case, the (R)AN/AGF shall route incoming NAS messaged to a default AMF. The default AMF, based on the information included in NAS, checks whether it is the suitable AMF for serving the request or whether a different serving AMF shall be selected. If the default AMF is not the suitable serving AMF, then the default AMF will reroute the request to a suitable serving target AMF as describe clause 5.15.5.2.3 of TS 23.501. (The registration procedure with AMF Re-allocation is defined in TS 23.502 clause 4.2.2.2.3).

The consequence is more signaling at registration procedure due to the addional steps to perform AMF re-location when needed. 

SA2 would like to point out that a 3GPP UE shall be able to communicate other information together with NAS in other procedure e.g. 5G-S-TMSI for example in the Service Request procedure as defined in TS 23.502 clause 4.2.3.1. The service Request procedure is the procedure to be used to re-establish the signalling connectivity between the UE and the 5GC (moving from CM-IDLE to CM-CONNECTED state) when this connectivity has been broken (e.g. due to a AN failure). It may allow to recover the existing services of the UE (PDU Sessions and their IP addresses).
The 5G-S-TMSI is used in UE-initiated Service Request procedure in order to enable the AN to select the current serving AMF when the UE in moving from CM-IDLE to CM-CONNECTED state: In that case there is no procedure for a default AMF to redirect the UE (RG) request to the AMF serving the UE 

SA2 understands that providing 5G-S-TMSI in the AS layer during Service Request procedure is required for the procedure to operate, i.e. to (re)establish the signalling connectivity with the 5GC  so would like to understand why BBF sees a specific issue especially when the 5G 5G-S-TMSI would be communicated over Wireline access signalling.

BBF question 3: SSC mode

Comment is solicited on the appropriate SSC mode for very long-lived wireline sessions, and if SSC mode is a consideration given the following requirements.  The requirements to both the integration and interworking models are:
-A PDU session can literally last for months

-
May require that the same IP address, and/or framed routes be maintained across a session that is terminated and re-established by the network for the same user toward the same or a different UPF during maintenance procedures; for example for the purposes of load levelling, S/W or infrastructure upgrades, NFV operations, etc.

-
In addition, for the interworking scenario, the session may not be able to be terminated by the network such that the FN-RG re-initiates addressing procedures, so the assigned address must be maintained across brief outages and artifacts of network operation (maintenance windows, S/W upgrades, etc.).
SA2 reply:
For BBF subscriptions requiring to be associated with the same IP address regardless of the events impacting PDU Sessions: Support of static IP address associated with a subscription guarantees that the same IP address will be provided to PDU Sessions corresponding to a subscription.

SA2 is assuming  BBF will work on corresponding solutions for FN-RG.
BBF question 4: FN-RG Authentication
In the case where a FN-RG accesses 5G public services, while NOT supporting UICC/IMSI, BBF makes the assumption that the FN-RG authentication procedure being defined by BBF will be trusted by 3GPP. In Short: The FN-RG is authenticated by wireline access network. The 5GC authenticates the wireline access network over N2. Once the 5GC has authenticated the N2 peer as a genuine and trusted 5G AN, the 5GC trusts the SUPI received from the FN-RG attached to this 5G AN. BBF would like to have the confirmation from 3GPP that this assumption is shared and agreed between BBF/3GPP. See section 13.1 for more info.

SA2 reply: SA2 and SA3 will provide feedback at a later meeting.
BBF question 5: Co-located AGF/UPF support

The BBF would like to see support for a co-located AGF/UPF in Release 16, and therefore N2 procedures to be augmented to enable the AGF to provide information (to SMF) in order to guide SMF selection of the specific UPF instance that is co-located with the AGF user plane instance. See section 13.9.4. Could 3GPP confirm that this will be supported in Release 16?

SA2 reply: The SA2 TR already has a candidate solution 13 (in SA2 TR 23.716) intending to support Co-located AGF/UPF and SA2 will further work on Co-located AGF/UPF support with the intent to support this feature in 3GPP Rel16.
BBF remark 1: BBF has identified that extensions to the 3GPP defined CUPS protocol are required to support traditional broadband services. More details can be found in sections 6.7.3; 13.8.3; 14.1.3; 14.2.1.  Additional extensions requirement will be communicated to 3GPP as gaps are identified.
SA2 reply:
SA2  will study PFCP impacts due to clauses 6.7.3; 13.8.3; 14.1.3; 14.2.1 of the document attached to the input BBF LS; SA2 may provide further answers / comments at a later meeting.
BBF remark 2: BBF has come to a consensus to deprecate EAPoPPPoE as an option from our deliberations. We expect this to eliminate impacts to 5GC procedures as all remaining proposals are variations of EAP.
SA2 reply:
SA2 assumption is that NAS over PPPoE has been deprecated.

SA2 has currently 2 candidate solutions addressing registration procedure in TR 23.716: solution 2 in clause 6.2 based on usage of EAP-5G to encapsulate the NAS message.,  solution 3 in clause 6.3 based on perfomring EAP-Authentication over NAS which is carried over a protocol with a generic name to indicate that the protocol is to be selected by BBF.

SA2 would kindly request BBF to provide information on decision on the protocol between 5G-RG and FAGF. Furthermore SA2 would kindly request BBF to provide feedback on proposed solutions mentioned above.

BBF remark 3: The three PDU session types (IP, Ethernet, and Combo) are relevant and valuable for the BBF services. Therefore, the three PDU session types will be supported. See section 14.1.1.
SA2 reply: IP, Ethernet are supported in rel15. TR 23.716 has currently a candidate solution 10 for the combo.  TR 23.716 has currently candidate solutions 9 and 16 to  further improve IP PDU Session Type (IP address allocation, framed route).
BBF remark 4: Lawful intercept is a process to intercept telecommunications in accordance with the local country’s legislation and regulation. Those legislations and regulations vary from one country to another. Based on the country’s definition of broadband service, lawful intercept must either be performed through traditional wireline methods or through 3GPP wireless-defined methods. This will be the conclusion about LI in our study, unless 3GPP SA3 provides different feedback.
SA2 reply: SA2 assumes that SA3 will answer.
BBF remark 5: BBF has started studying a new deployment scenario titled “Migration” (section 12). Based on the integration scenario, this scenario intends to allow a flexible handling of legacy RG migration of services to the converged 5G core network. It assumes no modifications to the legacy Residential Gateway (FN-RG) but intends to allow migration of all RGs to the 5G core, at their chosen timing depending on its technical and commercial dependencies.
SA2 reply: TR 23.716 has a candidate solution 22 “Supporting BBF service migration”; SA2 will provide feedback at a later meeting.
3.
other SA2 remarks:

The latest version of SA2 document TS 23.716 can be found in ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/Specs/archive/23_series/23.716

http://www.3gpp.org/ftp/Specs/archive/23_series/23.716

Note: Latest version is dated August 2018.

The SA2 study is intended for completion for its November meeting
4. 
Actions:

To BBF:
SA2 kindly asks BBF to take the above answers into account and to provide any further guidance as deemed necessary.

SA2 would like to have BBF feedback on the following candidate solutions SA2 TR 23.716:

· The FWA (solution 19)

· Support of TR 069 (solution 20).

· For other solutions listed above feedback is welcome even though these solutions are considered less mature

3. Date of Next SA2 Meetings:
	3GPPSA2#129 
	OR 
	15 - 19 Oct 2018 
	Dongguan, CN

	3GPPSA2#129-Bis 
	OR 
	26 - 30 Nov 2018 
	West Palm Beach, Florida


