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Decision/action requested

No actions required. This is only for information.
2
Meeting information
Scope: draft-rfc5448bis
Date and time: The 17th of March 15:00 CET to 17:00 CET
Setup:
The subject line tag [SA3/IETF][EAP] is to be used for email discussion. For the conference call, GoToMeeting in combination with TOHRU for hand raising. The meeting name for TOHRU is SA3-IETF-call. The participants are requested to follow the convention: Affiliation – Name, when configuring their personal information in the tools (GTM and TOHRU).
Chair: Noamen Ben Henda (SA3 chair) chairs the call and takes notes.
Participants: Ericsson - Jari Arkko, Lenovo - Andreas Kunz, Huawei - Zander Lei, Ericsson - Vesa Lehtovirta, Lenovo – Sheeba, Nokia-Suresh Nair, Ericsson - Mohit Sethi, DT - Thomas Paetzold, NCSC - James O, Qualcomm - Adrian Escott, MITRE – David, Huawei - He Li, Ericsson - John Preuß Mattsson, Huawei - Rong Wu, Ericsson - Vlasios Tsiatsis, Samsung - Rajavelsamy Rajadurai, NTT DOCOMO - Alf Zugenmaier, Apple - Ivy Guo, Mavenir - Ahmad Muhanna, CMCC- Chen, Verizon - Vinod, IETF/AD – Roman, Qualcomm – Anand.
3
Agenda and notes
	Discussion item
	Notes

	Opening
	Meeting opened at 15:00 CET. 

	Introducing draft-ietf-emu-rfc5448bis to TS 33.501 (Ericsson)
	Ericsson - Vesa: presents
NCSC - James: Looking through the data tracker and there were reviews of version 6 and 7 with major concerns on version 7. Were those concerns addressed in later IETF meetings?

Ericsson - Jari: It is the usual process and issues might be addressed over mailing lists by explanations not necessarily changes.

IETF (AD) - Roman: All comments so far were for clarifications. They did not require actual changes. The approval process is being held awaiting feedback from 3GPP. 

DCM - Alf: Since no major discussion, how shall we proceed since we cannot take decisions in this call. Would we require an LS?

Lenovo - Andreas: Editorial comments on 

· user privacy identifiers, maybe we need to clarify the SUPI and spell out the 5G GUTI since it might not be known. 

· First occurence of SUCI

Ericsson – Jari: yes agree
Lenovo – Andreas: Will send comments on the reflector

Qualcomm – Adrian: Proceduraly which release we should target. Why don't we just refer to the old RFC and rely on the profile in the annex. We might be creating a problem. What if we discover an error later? We would be then struggling to fix Release 15.

Docomo – Alf: Doesn't this problem apply regardless of the release we target.problem apply regardless of the Release we target.

Ericsson – Jari: Rather confident this is not an issue. There is a risk that people refer to the old RFC for implementation. We have been doing this in the past.

Qualcomm – Adrian: There is still risk that we make current UEs incompatible. Is that necessary?
Ericsson – Jari: If IETF changes the RFC then we have also a compatibility problem, but it is not the interest of anybody anyway. We need to make sure they are aligned, and it doesn't matter where the specification is.

Mavenir – Ahmad: Asks for clarifications on Qualcomm's position

Qualcomm – Adrian: What is the benefit of relying on this since what we have already covers our needs.

Docomo – Alf: so, the counter proposal is to refer to the old RFC but then what happens if the bis becomes an RFC will the old becomes obsolete

Ericsson – Vesa: yes, that was raised earlier so the old RFC will be still alive since the new one will be an update. It is tur that the current profile in 3GPP works technically. The goal from the new draft is to align the behaviour. With the old RFC in combination with the 3GPP profile, the behaviour is not entirely clear and might be confusing. If we keep referring to the old RFC, we will be more and more deviating in the future.

Huawei- Zander: What are the impat on existing implementations?
Ericsson – Vesa: Nothing should happen. The goal of the current discussion is to make sure we don't introduce any problems. Currently there are conflicts between the old RFC and the 3GPP spec if examined separately. They need to be read in combination to infer the correct behaviour.

Mavenir – Ahmad: Currently, using the 3GPP spec whilst relying on the old RFC is enough for implementation. There is no need actually to refer to the new RFC in the 3GPP specs.

Ericsson – Vesa: Then what is the point for IETF to do this work if we don't refer to it.

Mavenir – Ahmad: This a bit too late. It is past two releases now.

Ericsson – Jari: It is important to refer to newer documents since they cover other aspects as well such as the security considerations. 

Verizon – Vinod: question for clarification about clause 7.1 in the draft

Ericsson – Jari: clarifies

Huawei – Zander: This will take effect after approval in IETF so when do you think this will happen.

Ericsson – Jari: Technically it is approved but it is being held back for any feedback from 3GPP. Once ok the actual publication procedure will take two months.

Huawei – Zander: This fast reauthentication is not used in 5G. 

Ericsson – Jari: This RFC supports all the different versions not only the 5G ones so that is why it is included. From an implementation perspective it is beneficial to cover other cases as well not only 5G.

Qualcomm – Anand: It seems that there is no issue, except these minor editorials from Lenovo, that would hold the publication of the RFC. The second point is that for 3GPP, it doesn't seem necessary to refer to the new RFC, so it is better to just delete the EN and to avoid any unnecessary risk by refering to the new RFC. 

Ericsson – Jari: So, there is a disagreement on the second point.

Qualcomm – Anand: We don't see the benefit. It is too late to introduce this change now. It is risky. We can continue discussion in SA3 if we want to introduce this in later releases. For the publication of the draft we don't see any technical issues.

Docomo: It is not a good idea to use the new reference in later releases. The EN needs to be removed one way or the other. Proposal to add an informative reference to the new RFC.

Ericsson – Vesa: In general (example during 4G), when we identify the need to update an RFC, 3GPP usually continues its work in a parallel track. IETF needs to wait for 3GPP work to mature. It is difficult to make the RFC available before that (catch 22).

Qualcomm – Anand: For 4G we did use the dependency process and we worked together to make sure the RFC was available in the same time as 4G specs, but for 5G we didn't do that and we decided to do the profile in 3GPP independently.

CMCC - Chen: Question for the differences between reference RFC5448 and future RFC5448bis, both of them are the EAP-AKA’ sepecification. To be precise, the same EAP-AKA' has different details in these two specifications, implementations of these two RFC, whether there will be  interaction issues, including session id, username, export parameter.
Ericsson – Jari: clarifies.
Chair: Provides a summary of the discussion: No technical issue raised that prevents the publiciation of the RFC beyond the editorial comments raised by Lenovo. On the way forward in 3GPP (changes to TS 33.501), several options were discussed:

0. Do nothing and the EN is unresolved

1. Remove the EN in Rel-15 and with that the norm is the old RFC in combination with the profile in the annex

2. Remove the EN in Rel-15 and introduce the reference to the new RFC plus any other necessary changes

3. Remove the EN in Rel-15 and introduce the refence to the new RFC plus any other necessary changes in later releases, example Rel-17

4. Option 1 plus adding an informative reference to the new RFC

Any change proposals will have to be discussed during the official SA3 meetings (business as usual).

	Closing
	Action points:
· Lenovo – Andreas: to provide the editorial comments over the reflector

Meeting closed at 16:30 CET


