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DAD at End of Day 8 for CT3#116e Meeting
	Agenda item
	Agenda item title
	CT3-21…
	Title
	Source
	Result
	Comments

	1
	Opening of the meeting
	
	
	
	
	MEETING STARTS  AT 7:00 UTC ON WEDNESDAY

	2
	Agenda/schedule
	3016
	other    CT3#116e guidance
	CT3 chair
	Noted
	

	2.1
	Approval of the agenda.
	3000
	AGENDA   Draft Agenda for CT3#116e Meeting
	CT3 chair
	Noted
	

	2.2
	Proposed schedule
	3001
	other    INFO Proposed Schedule for CT3#116e
	CT3 chair
	Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Registration of documents
	3002
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (at Deadline)
	CT3 chair
	Noted
	299 tdoc numbers allocated at deadline.

	
	
	3003
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (Start of Day 1)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	3004
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (Start of Day 2)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	3005
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (Start of Day 3)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	3006
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (Start of Day 4)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	3007
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (Start of Day 5)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	3008
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (Start of Day 6)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	3009
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (Start of Day 7)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	3010
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (Start of Day 8)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	3011
	other    Allocation of documents to agenda items (End of Day 8)
	CT3 chair
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Reports
	
	
	
	
	SCHEDULED FOR 1ST WEDNESDAY SESSION

	4.1
	Report from previous CT3 meeting
	3013
	report    Minutes of CT3#115e
	MCC
	Revised to 3313
	

	
	
	3313
	report    Minutes of CT3#115e
	MCC
	Approved
	

	4.2
	Report from previous CT plenary
	
	
	
	
	

	4.3
	Reports from other groups
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Items for immediate consideration
	
	
	
	
	SCHEDULED FOR 1ST WEDNESDAY SESSION

	5.1
	IPR disclosures
	Reminder from the Chair regarding the IPR policy:

“I draw your attention to your obligations under the 3GPP Partner Organizations’ IPR policies. Every Individual Member organization is obliged to declare to the Partner Organization or Organizations of which it is a member any IPR owned by the Individual Member or any other organization, which is or is likely to become essential to the work of 3GPP”.



	
	
	

	5.2
	Antitrust declarations
	Reminder from the Chair regarding the antitrust and competition laws:
“I also draw your attention to the fact that 3GPP activities are subject to applicable antitrust and competition laws and that compliance with said laws is therefore required of any participant of this TSG/WG meeting including the Chairman and Vice Chairman. In case of question I recommend that you contact your legal counsel.

The leadership shall conduct the present meeting with strict impartiality and in the interests of 3GPP.

Furthermore, I would like to remind you that timely submission of work items in advance of TSG/WG meetings is important to allow for full and fair consideration of such matters”.

	5.3
	Statement Regarding Engagement with Companies Added to the

U.S. Export Administration Regulations (EAR) Entity List in 3GPP Activities


	See https://www.3gpp.org/about-3gpp/legal-matters


	5.4
	Other items for immediate consideration
	
	
	
	
	For contributions to this agenda item, please contact the Chair in advance of the meeting.



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Received Liaison Statements
	3035
	LS in   Rel-17 LS Reply on NSI ID on N7 interface
	SA2
	Postponed till next meeting
	SCHEDULED FOR 1ST WEDNESDAY SESSION

Q1:
How does the SMF determine the NSI ID in this context? In this sense, please also clarify the meaning of the mention "if available".
SA2 Answer: Stage 2 specifications currently consider that SMF is not aware of the NSI ID of a PDU Session.  So, SMF cannot provide the corresponding NSI ID to the PCF. SA2 agrees to correct this as in the attachments. 
Q2:
What is the foreseen use case behind it? In other words, how this parameter is expected to be used by the PCF in the frame of the Npcf_SMPolicyControl service?

SA2 Answer:  NSI ID from SMF to PCF was introduced in S2-187506 so that PCF could use it to retrieve slice instance load information from NWDAF during Rel-15. 
Action proposed by Chair:

Ask the WG if CRs are needed based on the LS reply.

Ericsson: According to the LS reply, and considering the included S2-2102227, the NSI ID as event filter is only applicable when the consumer of the related event is NSSF and does not apply when the consumer is the PCF.

This correction needs to be brought to 29.520 (Rel-16 and Rel-17). Ericsson will bring contributions to CT3#117e to correct it.

In addition, there are NOTEs in 29.512 and 29.514 where it can be clarified the use of the term network slice instance. Ericsson will bring Rel-17 contributions to CT3#117e to clarify it.
CT3 agrees with the way forward.


	
	
	3036
	LS in   Rel-16 LS Response on the input parameters of the LCS subscription request from an AF via NEF
	SA2
	Postponed till next meeting
	Q3:
If the answer to Q1 is no, then how these parameters are derived by the NEF? Should these parameters only be stored and derived by the GMLC? In this case, this would mean that these parameters should be removed from the list of possible input parameters to be provided by the NEF in the Ngmlc_Location_ProvideLocation request.
ANSWER:   The parameter "External Client Type" may be provisioned in the NEF or GMLC per AF. It is used for privacy authorization in GMLC (23.273 6.1.2) or NEF (23.273 6.5.1). 

If provisioned in the NEF, when AF sends location request to NEF, based on the AF ID, NEF derive the “External (LCS) Client Type” and includ it in Ngmlc_Location_ProvideLocation request.

If not provisioned in NEF, NEF simply forwards the location request message from AF to the GMLC.

SA2 will continue to work the issue whether it is NEF or GMLC to determine the “External (LCS) Client Type”, in case the location request is sent by AF via N33 interface. It is expected SA2 will define a single solution.
The highlight texts has been further discussed by SA2 and conclusion is as follows:

When AF requests location to the NEF, NEF derives the LCS client type of the AF and provides to the GMLC in the same PLMN. In case of roaming, HPLMN GMLC will also provide the LCS client type of the AF to the V-GMLC. 

The LCS client type of the AF is a mandatory parameter for GMLC, If the GMLC does not receive it from NEF, GMLC will reply an error indication to NEF.
Action proposed by Chair:

Check if there are expected impacts and if the related CRs will be submitted.
Ericsson will make a proposal for the next meeting.


	
	
	3312
	LS in Rel-17 Work split for MBSF and MBSTF definition. 


	SA4
	Noted
	Preliminary conclusions have been drawn in clause 6.2 of TR 26.802 to identify potential standardization areas, specifically:
· Specify delivery methods to support 5MBS User Services using 5MBS capabilities. Currently, two delivery methods (object delivery method and transparent delivery method) are being studied in clause 7.3 of TR 26.802. Note, the object delivery method offers the function of sending entire files or DASH media segments via 5MBS.

· 5G Multicast Media Streaming is one scenario of 5MBS User Service.

· Define Nmbsf / Nx4 (based on xMB-C) and Nmbstf / Nx5 (based on xMB-U). (It is assumed that the MB2 interface will be supported in Release 17 “as is”.)

· Define the realization of Nx2 (between MBSF and MBSTF), which configures and controls the delivery functions (like the object delivery method)

SA4 expects to create a new specification TS 26.502 to document these potential standardization areas.

SA4 expects SA2 to define common procedures for Multicast Session and Broadcast session and related functionalities in MBSF and MBSTF in TS 23.247.

SA4 kindly asks SA2 to:
1)
Let SA4 know if SA2 has any comments on the work split proposed in clause 7.3 in the attached draft TR 26.802.

2)
Consider renaming xMB-C to Nmbsf or Nx4, and xMB-U to Nmbstf or Nx5, in line with the 5GC reference point naming convention.

3)
Take into account SA4 design considerations for the Nx2 reference point documented in clause 5.3 of the attached draft TR 26.802.

4)
Keep SA4 updated on the progress of TS 23.247.

Action proposed by Chair: Use this information as input material for the discussions on C3-213306 & C3-213307.                                      

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Release 7 and earlier releases
	RELEASE 7 AND EARLIER RELEASES ARE CLOSED. NO CR IS ALLOWED.

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Release 8
	
	
	
	
	

	8.1
	Release 8 IMS/CS Work Items

[IMS-CCR-IWIP]

[IMS-CCR-IWCS]

[IMS-CCR-Mn]

[FBI]

[PktCbl-Intw]

[ExtSIPI]

[FBI2-IOPSI]

[SIP_Nc]

[UUSIW]

[MAINT_R1]

[MAINT_R2]

[REDOC_TIS-C3]

[Overlap]

[CW_IMS]

[CCBS_CCNR]

[REDOC_3GPP2]

[MESSIW]

[MTSI_eMHI]

[AoIP-CN]

[ICSRA]

[CAT_SS]

[TEI8] – IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	8.2
	Release 8 Packet Core Work Items

[MBMS]

[PCC]

[DIAMGi]

[DIAMWi]

[SAES-St3-PCC]

[SAES-St3-intwk]

[TEI8] - PC
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Release 9
	
	
	
	
	

	9.1
	Release 9 IMS/CS Work Items

[IMS-CCR-IWIP]

[IMS-CCR-IWCS]

[FBI]

[ExtSIPI]

[SIP_Nc]

[CS-IBCF]

[IMS_IBCF]

[II-NNI]

[eIMS_RP]

[IMS_EMER_GPRS_EPS-SRVCC]

[MEDIASEC_CORE]

[TEI9] – IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	9.2
	Release 9 Packet Core Work Items

[MBMS]

[SAES-St3-PCC]

[MBMS_EPS]

[IMS_EMER_GPRS_EPS]

[PCC-Enh]

[TEI9] - PC
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Release 10
	
	
	
	
	

	10.1
	Release 10 IMS/CS Work Items

[IMS-CCR-IWIP]

[IMS-CCR-IWCS]

[CPM-SMS]

[OMR]

[II-NNI2]

[CCNL]

[ECSRA_LAA-CN] – IMS/CS

[NNI_DV]

[CIIC_ES]

[TEI10] – IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	10.2
	Release 10 Packet Core Work Items

[SAES-St3-PCC]

[SAES-St3-intwk]

[MBMS_EPS]

[PCC-Enh]

[IFOM-CT]

[ECSRA_LAA-CN] – PCC

[SMOG-St3]

[eMPS-CN]

[PCRF-FR]

[MAPCON-St3]

[PEST-CT3]

[NIMTC]

[TEI10] - PC
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Release 11
	
	
	
	
	

	11.1
	Release 11 IMS/CS Work Items

[IMS-CCR-IWIP]

[IMS-CCR-IWCS]

[OMR]

[NNI_DV]

[USSI]

[vSRVCC-CT] - IMS

[NNI_OI]

[IMSProtoc5]

[rSRVCC-CT] – IMS

[ACR_CS-CN]

[IPXS]

[eMPS_Gateway]

[NNI_timers]

[RAVEL-CT]

[MRB]

[MMTel_T.38_FAX]

[IOC]

[TEI11] – IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	11.2
	Release 11 Packet Core Work Items

[PCC]

[SAES-St3-intwk]

[SAES-St3-PCC]

[MBMS_EPS]

[PCC-Enh]

[SAPP-CT3]

[QoS_SSL-CT3]

[vSRVCC-CT] – PC

[rSRVCC-CT] – PC

[SIMTC-Reach]

[BBAI_BBI-CT]

[BBAI_BBII-CT]

[SaMOG_WLAN-CN]

[NWK-PL2IMS-CT]

[eNR_EPC]

[TEI11] - PC
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12
	Release 12
	
	
	
	
	

	12.1
	Release 12 IMS/CS Work Items

[eMEDIASEC-CT]

[IMS_TELEP]

[IMSProtoc6]

[EMC_PC]

[NNI_RS]

[eDRVCC]

[bSRVCC]

[ICS_IWE]

[CVO-CT]

[SIS_CT]

[FS_REVOLTE_IMS]

[BusTI-CT]

[UP6665]

[eIODB]

[ICEH248]
[ALTC]

[HISTORY_CT]

[EVS_codec-CT]
[TEI12] – IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	12.2
	Release 12 Packet Core Work Items

[SAES_WLAN_EPC_intwk]

[REST_AF_PC]
[ABC-CT3]

[UMONC-CT3]

[E2EMTSI-CT]

[P4C-F-CT3]

[eMBMS_Rest]

[NETLOC_TWAN_CT]
[MTCe-SDDTE-CT]
[ProSe-CT]
[CNO_ULI-CT]
[GCSE_LTE-CT]
[DOCME-PCC]
[PCSCF_RES]
[TEI12] - PC
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	Release 13
	
	
	
	
	

	13.1
	Release 13 IMS/CS Work Items

[QOSE2EMTSI-CT] – IMS/CS

[RTCP_MUX]

[DRuMS-CT] – IMS

[IMSProtoc7]
[INNB_IW]
[EVSoCS-CT]
[SDPCN_IMS]
[ROI-CT]
[mSRVCC]
[MCPTT-CT] – IMS

[eWebRTCi_CT]]

[eDRX-CT]

[TEI13] – IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	13.2
	Release 13 Packet Core Work Items

[UPCON-DOTCON-CT]
[VoE-UTRAN_PPD-CT]
[QOSE2EMTSI-CT] – PC

[DRuMS-CT] – PC

[eUMONC-CT3]
[cDOCME_PCC]
[MONTE-CT]

[NBIFOM-CT]

[eProSe-Ext-CT]
[AESE-CT]
[FMSS-CT]

[SEW1-CT]
[EPC_SIG_RACE]

[MCPTT-CT] – PC
[MBMS_enh-CT]
[DiaPri]
[CIoT-CT]
[TEI13] - PC
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	Release 14
	
	
	
	
	

	14.1
	Release 14 IMS/CS Work Items

[MMCMH-CT]
[IMSProtoc8]
[PWDIMS-CT]
[REAS_EXT]
[MCPTTProtoc1]
[CH14-DCCII-CT]
[SPECTRE-CT]
[MCImp-eMCPTT-CT]
[MCImp-MCDATA-CT]
[MCImp-MCVIDEO-CT]
[ISAT]
[TEI14] – IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	14.2
	Release 14 Packet Core Work Items
[NonIP_GPRS-CT]
[CUPS-CT]
[DLoCMe]
[V8-CT]
[V2X-CT]
[SDCI-CT]
[AULC-CT]
[AE_enTV-CT]
[DBPU]
[PS_DATA_OFF-CT]
[TEI14] – PC
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	Release 15
	
	
	
	
	All WIs completed



	15.1
	Study on Policy and Charging for Volume Based Charging [FS_PC_VBC]
	
	
	
	
	CP-172135

	15.2
	CT aspects on 5G System - Phase 1 [5GS_Ph1-CT]

Please use agenda items 15.2.x to contribute to the TR and the TSs according to the scope below. Use this level only for generic topics.
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.1
	Technical Report (TR 29.890)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.2
	Access and Mobility Policy Control Service (TS 29.507)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.3
	Session Management Event Exposure Service (TS 29.508)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.4
	Session Management Policy Control Service (TS 29.512)
	3120
	CR 0753 29.512 Rel-15 Correct the error code MISS_FLOW_INFO
	Huawei
	Not Pursued
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

Revision of C3-212543
Ericsson: agrees with setting it to not pursued.


	
	
	3302
	CR 0793 Rel-15 Wrong referenced SmPolicyDecision data type
	ZTE
	Revised to 3519
	LATE
Wrong date.

Ericsson: agrees with the proposed CRs.

Since a revision of the CRs is needed to correct the meeting date, could you please also correct the typo in the reason for change “instedad” -> “instead”?
ZTE makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.


	
	
	3519
	CR 0793 Rel-15 Wrong referenced SmPolicyDecision data type
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3303
	CR 0794 Rel-16 Wrong referenced SmPolicyDecision data type
	ZTE
	Revised to 3520
	LATE
Wrong date.

See 3302.



	
	
	3520
	CR 0794 Rel-16 Wrong referenced SmPolicyDecision data type
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3304
	CR 0795 Rel-17 Wrong referenced SmPolicyDecision data type
	ZTE
	Revised to 3521
	LATE
Wrong date.

See 3302.



	
	
	3521
	CR 0795 Rel-17 Wrong referenced SmPolicyDecision data type
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	15.2.5
	Policy Authorization Service (TS 29.514)
	3114
	CR 0300 29.514 Rel-15 Correction on 404 Not Found
	ZTE
	Revised to 3522
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

Revision of C3-212240
Wrong date.

Ericsson: agrees with the proposed CRs, with the only remark of the update of the meeting date.



	
	
	3522
	CR 0300 29.514 Rel-15 Correction on 404 Not Found
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3115
	CR 0301 29.514 Rel-16 Correction on 404 Not Found
	ZTE
	Revised to 3523
	Revision of C3-212241

Wrong date.

See 3114.



	
	
	3523
	CR 0301 29.514 Rel-16 Correction on 404 Not Found
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3116
	CR 0302 29.514 Rel-17 Correction on 404 Not Found
	ZTE
	Revised to 3524
	Revision of C3-212242

Wrong date.

See 3114.



	
	
	3524
	CR 0302 29.514 Rel-17 Correction on 404 Not Found
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3253
	CR 0319 29.514 Rel-15 Attribute and data type corrections
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3260
	CR 0320 29.514 Rel-16 Attribute and data type corrections
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3263
	CR 0321 29.514 Rel-17 Attribute and data type corrections
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	15.2.6
	Policy and Charging Control signalling flows and QoS parameter mapping (TS 29.513)
	3246
	CR 0267 29.513 Rel-15 Correction of missing interaction for updating UDR data based on usage report
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Not Pursued
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

Huawei: Please find my comments below.

1) As defined in 29.512, the PCF shall store the remaining allowed usage when all PDU sessions related to the same DNN and S-NSSAI combination for a user are terminated. There is no requirement that the PCF needs to update the remaining in the UDR during the update of PDU session.

2) The existing figure is not removed.

Ericsson: It is out of 3GPP whether the PCF carries out intermediate updates. So far, it is implementation specific. Note that according to specified procedures, no other 3GPP NF than the PCF that reads the accumulated usage could update it, so there is no actual need to update the UDR with partial updates based on the PCEF/SMF report.

There might be deployments that e.g. want to check at any time the current usage for a UE and a PDU session, and to do so they would like to have the most up to date info in the UDR, and demand PCF implementations to update UDR whenever the PCF receives the report from the PCEF… but still I did not see any 3GPP requirement to support so. Or if there is any SA2 hint/input on it, please, correct me.  

There might be implementations that e.g. create the accumulated usage report once the usage monitoring control is activated in the PCEF, and this might occur at session modification (e.g., accumulation dependent on RAT type) and update UDR once the condition ceases again. But still they are implementation options, since accumulation resource could have been created at SM Policy association creation, and finally updated at PDU session termination.

I don’t see it is needed a correction. It might be ok to go forward with a clarification in the sense mentioned above. In that case, note that 4b could be a “201 created” response only when the accumulated usage report is created, and “204 no content” or “200 OK” when the resource is updated.

ZTE: I share the same comment as Ericsson and Huawei.

1)  The procedure updating remaining allowed usage in UDR based on usage report from SMF should be defined in 29.512 first.

2)  In 29.519, only "201 created" response code for PUT method for UsageMonitoringInformation resource is supported, which implies the resource cannot be updated.

Nokia: 23.502 clause 4.16.5 (SM Policy Association Modification), step 4 says:

“If the SMF reported accumulated usage for the PDU session in step 1 the PCF deducts the value from the total allowed usage for the subscriber, DNN, and S-NSSAI in the UDR by invoking Nudr_DM_Update (SUPI, DNN, S-NSSAI, Policy Data, Accumulated Usage data, updated data) service operation.”

This whole thing has caused us issues and I think it is necessary to at least clarify in 29.513 what the PCF does if it receives a usage report. Yes, maybe we can add it as a “may” with a short NOTE that summarizes Ericsson’s explanation if it’s too late to comply with the above stage 2 requirement.

What do you think?

Ericsson: For Ericsson is fine to specify that the PCF may update the remaining usage in the UDR at the reception of the accumulated usage from the SMF. 

If it is agreed it is a clarification more than a correction, it should be moved to Rel-17.
Nokia: Given the existence of the UDR in the figure and various “may”-steps, I think that the absence of this “may”-step in the current versions can be interpreted as “the PCF shall not update the UDR”, which is a mistake.

The misalignment with stage 2 makes things worse.

ZTE: In order to be consistent in CT3 specs, 29.512 should also be updated to support the "may" case, if "may" step is added in 29.513.

BTW, please note in 29.519, the update to UsageMonitoringInformation resource is not allowed (only 201 created is supported for PUT method), instead, PATCH method on SessionManagementPolicyData resource is defined for remaining usage update in the UDR.

Ericsson: The absence of specification means that the concerned topic is unspecified. None can claim that a PCF implementation that updates the UDR at the reception of usage monitoring from the SMF is incorrect. The UDR API allows it. There is no additional control specified anywhere in 29.512 that prevents it.

As I see it, by including now a new step indicating “may upate UDR” we will achieve alignment with SA2, but nothing else… we will not be changing any existing implementation or conditioning a new one…



	
	
	3247
	CR 0268 29.513 Rel-16 Correction of missing interaction for updating UDR data based on usage report
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Not Pursued
	See 3246.

	
	
	3248
	CR 0269 29.513 Rel-17 Correction of missing interaction for updating UDR data based on usage report
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3562
	See 3246.
Nokia: I have changed the Rel-17 CR (3248) from category A to category F, using the Work Item Code TEI17, making the added step optional, and performing also the corrections indicated by Xiaojian.

I will soon upload a draft for the fix that is required in 29.512, hoping that we can agree on it, too. R1 is made available.

Ericsson: The only comment is to add 5GS_Ph1-CT in the list of WICs.
Nokia makes r2 available. A proposal for a CR to TS 29.512 is provided.
Huawei: Thanks for your update. I check the 23.503, there’s only one NOTE to indicate this issue.

NOTE 2:  The PCF maintains usage thresholds for each Monitoring key and PDU Session that is active for a certain DNN and S-NSSAI combination and UE. Updating the remaining allowed usage after the SMF reporting, minimizes the risk of exceeding the usage allowance.

So I still prefer that we have a similar NOTE to capture it.

Nokia: I don’t think that the “clarification” that I am adding is a NOTE in stage 2. All the contrary, it is a MANDATORY step in stage 2 (see 23.502), which we have implemented as optional in stage 3.

The NOTE that you cited is just an (additional) explanation of why it is beneficial to update the UDR. The text that I am adding is about what to do and how to do it. Accordingly, the proper way forward would actually be to keep the changes and also add the NOTE that you cited.

What do you think?
Huawei: 23.503 only defines that if the last PDU Session of a user for a DNN and S-NSSAI combination is terminated, the PCF shall store the remaining allowed usage, i.e. the information about the remaining overall amount of resources, in the UDR. 

I understand there is a misalignment between 23.502 and 23.503. It is the same situation as the subscription data in the VPLMN as you proposed previous meeting. If you would like to have a normal procedure defined in stage 3, I prefer that we send a LS to SA2.
Nokia: check if you are fine with the NOTE-based solutions for 3248. R3 is made available.

And for the respective 29.512 alignment, r2 of that CR is made available.

Ericsson is fine with 3248 r3.

For the CR to TS 29.512 , I’d suggest to refer to 29.519 instead of specifying the procedure, e.g. The PCF can also update the related usage monitoring information in the UDR as defined in 3GPP TS 29.519 [15] according to the received usage report(s).
In “NOTE y”, the blank space should be a nonbreaking space.

Nokia: I have updated the draft of the 29.512 CR (r3 available).
Huawei is fine with the updates.

Ericsson is fine with the updates.

ZTE is fine with the updates.

Revision moved to 17.32.2.


	15.2.7
	Network Data Analytics Services (TS 29.520)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.8
	Interworking between 5G Network and External Data Networks (TS 29.561)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.9
	Usage of the Unified Data Repository Service for Policy Data, Application Data and Structured Data for Exposure (TS 29.519)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.10
	Packet Flow Description Management Service (TS 29.551)
	3111
	CR 0077 29.551 Rel-15 Correction of request URI in 4.2.2.2
	ZTE
	Revised to 3507
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

Wrong date.



	
	
	3507
	CR 0077 29.551 Rel-15 Correction of request URI in 4.2.2.2
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3112
	CR 0078 29.551 Rel-16 Correction of request URI in 4.2.2.2
	ZTE
	Revised to 3508
	Wrong date.



	
	
	3508
	CR 0078 29.551 Rel-16 Correction of request URI in 4.2.2.2
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3113
	CR 0079 29.551 Rel-17 Correction of request URI in 4.2.2.2
	ZTE
	Revised to 3509
	Wrong date.



	
	
	3509
	CR 0079 29.551 Rel-17 Correction of request URI in 4.2.2.2
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	15.2.11
	Network Exposure Function Northbound APIs (TS 29.522)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.12
	Binding Support Management Service (TS 29.521)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.13
	Background Data Transfer Policy Control Service (TS 29.554)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243  (CT1 leading)

	15.2.14
	Spending Limit Control Service (TS 29.594)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.15
	UE Policy Control Service (TS 29.525)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.16
	Policy Control Event Exposure Service (TS 29.523)
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.2.17
	5G Impacts in existing TSs
	
	
	
	
	CP-183243 (CT1 leading)

	15.3
	IMS Stage-3 IETF Protocol Alignment [IMSProtoc9]
	
	
	
	
	CP-171099 (CT1 leading)

	15.4
	CT aspects of Northbound APIs for SCEF-SCSAS Interworking [NAPS-CT]
	3057
	CR 0423 29.122 Rel-15 Wrong event name
	Huawei
	Not Pursued
	CP-172149



	
	
	3058
	CR 0424 29.122 Rel-16 Wrong event name
	Huawei
	Not Pursued
	

	
	
	3059
	CR 0425 29.122 Rel-17 Wrong event name
	Huawei
	Not Pursued
	

	
	
	3243
	CR 0445 29.122 Rel-15 Format of location information
	Huawei
	Revised to 3510
	3GU needs to be aligned with the WI codes in the CR.
Ericsson: As we discussed in last meeting, 
we’re not preferring to have detail encoding/decoding definition for SCEF/NEF, especially upon the issues for Rel-15, Rel-16 impacting existing implementation & SCS/AS and AF in live network.

SCEF/NEF should just transfer the octetstring to string, not encoding/decoding. 

And not such “<””>” formatting requirement as described as the <mcc><mnc><ci>. And even for formatting “-“ separator with mcc-mnc-ci is better.
Huawei will make a proposal without any coding, referring to the southband data type definition.

Huawei: I am fine to remove the precise format definition. R1 is made available.
Ericsson: For the added Table Notes, prefer to put in the applicable table description,

I noticed you specify “NEF” only scenario referring to 29.571, means SCEF only applicable to 29.272 references?

How about the consideration for this updates, whether upon you’ve checked related TS that NEF can only connect to 5GC NFs, not 4G NE?  

I’m also asking our product to check and comments, will be back soon.
Huawei: The NOTEs are added similar as e.g. NOTE 8 in Table 5.3.2.1.2-1, NOTE 2 in Table 5.4.2.1.2-1. And since TS 29.122 is the 4G SCEF specification, that’s why I put the NEF related information into the NOTEs. My understanding is that the NEF can’t interact with the 4G NFs, e.g. PCRF, HSS.

Ericsson: Ok I’m fine to accept this table NOTE like the others.

Anyway consider the SCEF, NEF scenario may be a bit complicated interworking with external SCS/AS or AF,

Prefer you could together add NOTE that the coding between SCS/AS and SCEF can be implementation specific.
Huawei: My understanding such coding for implementation specific will not be described in the TS, similar as e.g. lot of other IEs which use string as data type, all those IEs without precise format are all implementation specific, which is common sense.

Hope that’s fine to you.
Ericsson is fine with r1.

Nokia is fine with r1.


	
	
	3510
	CR 0445 29.122 Rel-15 Format of location information
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3244
	CR 0446 29.122 Rel-16 Format of location information
	Huawei
	Revised to 3511
	3GU needs to be aligned with the WI codes in the CR.

	
	
	3511
	CR 0446 29.122 Rel-16 Format of location information
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3245
	CR 0447 29.122 Rel-17 Format of location information
	Huawei
	Revised to 3512
	3GU needs to be aligned with the WI codes in the CR.

	
	
	3512
	CR 0447 29.122 Rel-17 Format of location information
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3396
	CR 0451 29.122 Rel-15 Essential corrections to 204 in PATCH in NIDD API
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3548
	Huawei is fine with r0.

	
	
	3548
	CR 0451 29.122 Rel-15 Essential corrections to 204 in PATCH in NIDD API
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	wrong spec version in coverpage       
Ericsson corrects the mistake and uploads the final version in Inbox.

	
	
	 3397
	CR 0452 29.122 Rel-16 Essential corrections to 204 in PATCH in NIDD API
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	Huawei is fine with r0.

	
	
	3398
	CR 0453 29.122 Rel-17 Essential corrections to 204 in PATCH in NIDD API
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	Huawei is fine with r0.

	
	
	3391
	CR 0448 29.122 Rel-15 Corrections on PATCH operation for ChargeableParty API
	Huawei 
	Agreed
	Huawei makes r0 available.
Ericsson: I’m fine the CRs, please just remove the extra “a” before “chargeable” both in the cover page and the 1st change.



	
	
	3392
	CR 0449 29.122 Rel-16 Corrections on PATCH operation for ChargeableParty API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Huawei makes r0 available.
See 3391.

	
	
	3393
	CR 0450 29.122 Rel-17 Corrections on PATCH operation for ChargeableParty API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Huawei makes r0 available.
See 3391.

	15.5
	CT aspects of Enhanced Calling Name Service [eCNAM-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-171181 (CT1 leading)

	15.6
	EPC enhancements to support 5G New Radio via Dual Connectivity, CT aspects [EDCE5-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-171045 (CT4 leading)

	15.7
	Enhancements to Mission Critical Video - CT aspects [eMCVideo-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-181084 (CT1 leading)

	15.8
	IMS impact due to 5GS IP-CAN [5GS_Ph1-IMSo5G]
	
	
	
	
	CP-180094 (CT1 leading)

	15.9
	CT aspects on enhanced VoLTE performance [eVoLP-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-173109

	15.10
	CT aspects of 3GPP PS data off function – Phase 2 [PS_DATA_OFF2-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-181082 (CT1 leading)

	15.11
	Policy and Charging for Volume Based Charging [PC_VBC]
	
	
	
	
	CP-180051

	15.12
	Common API Framework for 3GPP Northbound APIs [CAPIF-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-180151

	15.13
	SRVCC for terminating call in pre-alerting phase [bSRVCC_MT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-180153 (CT1 leading)

	15.14
	Mobile Communication System for Railways [MONASTERY]
	
	
	
	
	CP-182202 (CT1 leading)

	15.15
	Enhancements to Call spoofing functionality [eSPECTRE]
	3089
	CR 1026 29.165 Rel-15 Correction on Calling number verification using signature verification and attestation information
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	CP-180096 (CT1 leading)



	
	
	3090
	CR 1027 29.165 Rel-16 Correction on Calling number verification using signature verification and attestation information
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3091
	CR 1028 29.165 Rel-17 Correction on Calling number verification using signature verification and attestation information
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	15.16
	CT aspects of 5G Trace management [NETSLICE-5GTRACE-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-182051 (CT4 leading)

	15.17
	Technical Enhancements and Improvements [TEI15]
Please use agenda 15.17.1 and 15.17.2 for IMS/CS and Packet Core respectively.

If the topic is related to previous release, please use both TEI15 and the WI code of previous release (e.g. TEI15, AULC-CT)
	
	
	
	
	

	15.17.1
	TEI15 for IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	

	15.17.2
	TEI15 for Packet Core
	
	
	
	
	

	15.18
	OpenAPI version updates
	3462
	CR 0303 29.520 Rel-15 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	China Mobile
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	Release 16
	
	
	
	
	

	16.1
	Multi-device and multi-identity [MuD]
	
	
	
	
	CP-200148 (CT1 leading)



	16.2
	IMS Stage-3 IETF Protocol Alignment [IMSProtoc16]
	
	
	
	
	CP-183084 (CT1 leading)

	16.3
	Enhancement of 5G PCC related services [en5GPccSer]
	3278
	CR 0789 29.512 Rel-16 Correction to Same PCF requests to BSF
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3300
	CP-183246



	
	
	3300
	CR 0789 29.512 Rel-16 Correction to Same PCF requests to BSF
	Ericsson
	Not Pursued
	Missing Tdoc number in cover page header.

Huawei: We think the CR is not an essential correction as It has been described in 4.2.2.2 of 3GPP TS 29.521 that when the BSF supports the "SamePcf" or the "ExtendedSamePcf" feature, the PCF can check whether there is an existing binding information.
Ericsson: This CR indicates that the PCF shall first determine whether the feature(s) is supported, because if it is not, the PCF cannot check with the BSF if there is an existing PCF binding information, i.e., nothing of the subsequent existing text really applies.
On the contrary, if this checking about feature support is not done, unnecessary signaling and unnecessary binding information would be created in the BSF. E.g.:

(Rel-15 BSF and Rel-16 PCF which supports the SamePcf features)

1- Rel-16 PCF receives SM Policy Association create, including IP address, and determines the same PCF needs to be selected, and no SM Policy association for the UE/DNN/SNSSAI exists in this PCF

2- The Rel-16 PCF selects (blindly) a Rel-15 BSF and sends the binding creation request including the “paraCom” attribute. The PCF indicates its support of “SamePcf” feature.

3- The Rel-15 BSF doesn’t support “SamePcf” feature, so it doesn’t know about the “paraCom” attribute and ignores it. The Rel-15 BSF creates the requested binding. The Rel-15 BSF replies with the “201 Created” status code. Within the supported features it indicates the BSF does not support “SamePcf” feature.

4- The Rel-16 PCF receives a “201 created” response that doesn’t mean there is no other PCF handling the combination (because the Rel-15 BSF did not support “SamePcf” feature). The Rel-16 PCF realizes it did select a wrong BSF, so, if there are other BSFs to try, the Rel-16 PCF will try it again (blindly) with another BSF. In parallel, the Rel-16 PCF removes the binding created in step 3. 

5- Meanwhile, the SMF is waiting for a SM Policy association creation response…

I see it can be considered a FASMO.

Huawei: As defined in 6.1.1.2.2 of TS 23.503, the assumption is that for DNN, S-NSSAI combinations where usage monitoring be applied, the same BSF instance or the same BSF SET is selected for all UE PDU Sessions to the same DNN, S-NNSAI.
So if the BSF set is not supported, the PCF only needs to interact with one PCF instance Id. If BSF set is supported, it means that the PCF has to interact with each instance to check whether there is an existing PCF binding information when the SamePcf feature is supported. But if the SamePcf is not supported by the BSF, because the capability of each instances shall be the same, the PCF interacts with one of them and finds the SamePcf is not supported as defined in 29.521.

From above analysis, if the SamePCF is not supported, the PCF only needs to check with the BSF for one time.

Ericsson: The way to achieve that the same BSF instance/BSF set is selected is via PCF local configuration or by determining the BSF instance to select supports SamePcf and/or ExtendedSamePcf feature, as indicated in the CR.

There might be BSFs that might be selected (SNSSAI, DNN match) but don’t support these features (e.g Rel-15 BSFs or Rel-16 BSFs that don’t support them).

The SamePcf and ExtendedSamePcf features could be supported even if BSF Set is not supported. They are independent functionalities, addressing different needs. No need to mix up one thing with the other in this discussion

Did you mean with one BSF instance Id? Fine…. As any other interaction with any other APIs. An API request/response can only end up on “instances”.

PCF needs to select a BSF instance that supports SamePcf or ExtendedSamePcf feature. If that BSF instance belongs to a BSF set it implies that eSBI procedures can be applied in subsequent interactions, as with any other API.

The SamePcf might not be supported just because not all BSFs e.g. have been upgraded to Rel-16. So the PCF might interact with more than one BSF. And even only one unnecessary interaction should be avoided.

I disagree with the conclusion. The only way to ensure there is no unnecessary check with the BSF if by determining if the BSF supports the features beforehand. 

Huawei: As I said, the PCF only needs to check with a BSF for one time to find whether the BSF supported the feature. If the BSF supports it, the checking is completed; otherwise, the checking is not needed any more.  

In our specifications, we support two mechanisms to support the feature checking. 1) via NRF discovery 2) feature negotiation via the API. It will be optional for the NF service consumer to determine which mechanism can be used for check whether required feature is supported. We don’t mandate that the NF service consumer shall check the feature supported by the producer via the NRF discovery when the NF service consumer initiates the request which requires this feature. For this issue, I also think it shall not be mandated.

Ericsson: To summarize the arguments shared during discussion held in yesterday’s CC:
The CR indicates that the PCF needs to determine that the BSF supports:

· SamePcf feature, to avoid fruitless attempts to check if there is another PCF for the same combination

· ExtendedSamePcf feature, to avoid interoperability issues, because of NBC request in case the UE address is not present and/or the N5/Rx address(es) is not present.

The CR does not specify the way for the PCF to determine the features of the BSF beforehand. In a NOTE indicates that it can be via configuration or via BSF profile check. 

If an implementation prefers to determine whether the BSF supports the feature via feature negotiation (e.g. learning from each BSF interaction), there might be one fruitless attempt (which will require clean up) or one NBC interaction request per selectable BSF not supporting the features. 

If the specification does not cover that the PCF needs to determine the features supported by the BSF, there will be no implementation that even try to learn from supported features via feature negotiation procedure.

Huawei: On first bullet, it is not an essential correction.

On second bullet, your CR (C3-213280) has updated that the UE address and the N5/Rx address(es) shall be provided if ExtendedSamePcf feature is not supported. I think the NBC request will not be initiated considering your update. I found similar statement in 29.521.
Huawei: Now we can see this is a comment issue to know the feature supported by the API. As you propose that it could be based on configuration or NRF discovery. We can add a clarification in 29.521.

Ericsson: Could you please indicate what should I add to 29.521?

And what’s your feedback on these CRs to 29.512?

Huawei: I think CRs to 29.512 are not needed as the condition on the parameters checking can be described in TS 29.521. Current text is referring the procedure defined in TS 29.521, so people can understand how to perform the parameters checking.
For the CRs to 29.521, I propose to add following NOTE:

NOTE x1: Before requesting the BSF to check if there is an existing PCF binding information for the same UE ID, S-NSSAI and DNN combination registered by other PCF(s), the PCF determines whether the BSF supports the "SamePcf" and/or "ExtendedSamePcf" features either via local configuration or by checking the BSF profile retrieved from the NRF as specified in 3GPP TS 29.510 [29]. 

Ericsson: I agree to postpone Rel-16 to 29.512.

I’d rather keep the Rel-17, moving it to TEI17 with the contents as in 3279_r1.


	
	
	3279
	CR 0790 29.512 Rel-17 Correction to Same PCF requests to BSF
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3301
	

	
	
	3301
	CR 0790 29.512 Rel-17 Correction to Same PCF requests to BSF
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3559
	Missing Tdoc number in cover page header.

See 3300.
R1 is made available. Proposal to move the revision to 17.31.2.

Huawei is fine with r1.

Revision moved to 17.31.2



	
	
	3280
	CR 0108 29.521 Rel-16 Correction to ExtendedSamePcf feature
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3560
	Huawei: We think the CR is not an essential correction as I usually when we don’t mention a supported feature, it means that this supported feature is not supported.
Ericsson: Typically, when a feature is defined, it is only needed to specify the behaviour related to the new attributes that the feature define.

In this case, the definition of the feature “ExtendedSamePcf” did not add new attributes, but changed the presence condition of existing attributes from mandatory to optional, removing the required related property from the OpenAPI file. 

If it is not clearly specified that only when the ExtendedSamePcf feature is supported the UE address and N5 addressing may be provided and when the ExtendedSamePcf feature is not supported both shall be provided, we may encounter misinterpretations and interoperability problems.

These CR were triggered because of internal discussions and confusion on this regard.
ZTE: To avoid confusion specification, we support this CR. 

Huawei: I can agree that you merge this CR into another essential CR from Rel-16 or make a Rel-17 only.

Please also check text proposal in the rev1. R1 is made available by Huawei.

Ericsson: The proposal is accepted. R2 is made available.
In addition, a detailed checking of the wording related to the ExtendedSamePcf feature and the related interoperability problems has brought two additional mistakes:

Clause 4.2.5.2, when indicating the MAC address of the served UE, in step b, indicates:

1)    the "addMacAddrs" attribute containing the new complete list of additional MAC addresses if the additional MAC address information is modified, or if the "ExtendedSamePcf" feature is supported, the current list of IPv6 address prefixes if it was not previously provided;

Which is incorrect, since the addMacAddrs shall not encode the current list of IPv6 address prefixes, but the current list of MAC addresses.

Table 5.6.2.2-1 Is missing a new note to indicate that that When the "ExtendedSamePcf" feature is not supported, either, both pcfDiamHost and pcfDiamRealm, and/or at least one of "pcfFqdn" or "pcfIpEndPoints" shall be included.
Further details about these two new changes are developed in the coversheet.

Please, let me know whether you agree with the proposed revisions.

Ericsson makes r2 available.
Huawei: Why do we need 2nd change? The bullet describes IP address rather than MAC address.

Ericsson: The second change is correcting this text below:
the "addMacAddrs" attribute containing the new complete list of additional MAC addresses if the additional MAC address information is modified, or if the "ExtendedSamePcf" feature is supported, the current list of IPv6 address prefixesMAC address(es) if it was not previously provided;

We need it.

Can I ask for the tdocs?
Huawei: See 3281.
Ericsson: Now I see I placed the correction in the wrong bullet in the mirror CR.

I’ll send now the updated versions.



	
	
	3560
	CR 0108 29.521 Rel-16 Correction to ExtendedSamePcf feature
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3281
	CR 0109 29.521 Rel-17 Correction to ExtendedSamePcf feature
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3561
	See 3280.
Ericsson makes r2 available.
Ericsson makes r3 available.


	
	
	3561
	CR 0109 29.521 Rel-17 Correction to ExtendedSamePcf feature
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	16.4
	CT aspects on Enablers for Network Automation for 5G
[eNA]
	3030
	CR 0268 29.520 Rel-16 Adding missing description for partial failure operation
	KDDI, Huawei
	Agreed
	CP-192259

Revision of C3-212600

	
	
	3031
	CR 0269 29.520 Rel-17 Adding missing description for partial failure operation
	KDDI, Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212601

	
	
	3032
	CR 0340 29.522 Rel-16 Adding description for partial failure operation of AnalyticsExposure API
	KDDI, Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3033
	CR 0341 29.522 Rel-17 Adding description for partial failure operation of AnalyticsExposure API
	KDDI, Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3103
	CR 0045 29.591 Rel-16 Presence condition of eventsRepInfo attribute
	ZTE
	Revised to 3525
	Wrong date.
Nokia: I believe that this change is not backwards compatible.
Further, how does mandating the input for PUT and POST can co-exist with the statement about "using the default values if omitted" (which is still there)?

At this stage, I would rather change it to optional instead of mandatory, keeping the instruction to use default values if it is absent. Otherwise we can keep it as "C" and write something like "it shall be included if the NEF is not able to use default values for passing the subscription to the AF".
Huawei: I also share the same view as Nokia, and suggest to only change the P column to ‘O’.
ZTE: I revised the CR based on your comments changing to O. R1 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r1.
Nokia is fine with r1.

	
	
	3525
	CR 0045 29.591 Rel-16 Presence condition of eventsRepInfo attribute
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3104
	CR 0046 29.591 Rel-17 Presence condition of eventsRepInfo attribute
	ZTE
	Revised to 3526
	Wrong date.
See 3103. R1 is made available. Huawei is fine with r1. Nokia is fine with r1.

	
	
	3526
	CR 0046 29.591 Rel-17 Presence condition of eventsRepInfo attribute
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3124
	CR 0316 29.514 Rel-16 Adding NWDAF as the consumer of Npcf_PolicyAuthorization service
	China Telecom
	Revised to 3527
	Nokia: This interface is not used in Rel-16 according to 23.288 Table 6.2.2.1-1, while it would not be ok to require this change in Rel-16 NWDAF software now (practically requiring to add software that shall not be used according to the specs).

If agreed, the Rel-17 version of the figures needs to be merged with the TEI17_DCAMP CRs that add also the PCF (for a UE) to the consumers of the service.
China Telecom: I only checked the TS23.502, not TS23.288 before.
And since the NWDAF doesn't collect any data from PCF in Release 16 and 17 for now, i prefer to add a NOTE in clause 4.2.1 to indicate it because NWDAF is as a consumer of PCF both in Table 5.2.5.1-1 of TS23.502 and Table 6.2.2.1-1 of 23.288, and also other parts in clause 6.2.2.1 of TS23.288.

Pls let me know if it's fine with you?

Nokia: You mean to add a NOTE instead of the changes proposed in the current CRs, right?

I am certainly fine with a NOTE in the Rel-17 CR. For the Rel-16 CR, I guess that a NOTE would not be FASMO, but I see your point.

An alternative would be to keep your changes but add normative text saying that “the NWDAF is not required to act as an NF service consumer of the Npcf_PolicyAuthorization service for any known/specified procedure”, which is a bit ridiculous, but actually in line with the current stage 2 “approach” .
I prefer to just add a NOTE.

China Telecom: I think it's better to clarify this in 29.514 to make alignment, since the NWDAF is added as the consumer in both 23.502 and 23.288. R1 is made available.

Nokia: I am ok with r1.

Please just write “However, there is no […]" instead of “While there is no […]", and remember to remove the changes on changes.
China Telecom will do the change with the new tdoc number.


	
	
	3527
	CR 0316 29.514 Rel-16 Adding NWDAF as the consumer of Npcf_PolicyAuthorization service
	China Telecom
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3125
	CR 0317 29.514 Rel-17 Adding NWDAF as the consumer of Npcf_PolicyAuthorization service
	China Telecom
	Revised to 3528
	

	
	
	3528
	CR 0317 29.514 Rel-17 Adding NWDAF as the consumer of Npcf_PolicyAuthorization service
	China Telecom
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3356
	CR 0360 29.522 Rel-16 Consistency for websocket in AnalyticsExposure
	Ericsson, Huawei
	Agreed
	Huawei is fine with this version.
Ericsson makes 3356 available. The change is in the coversheet with Huawei support.

	
	
	3355
	CR 0350 29.522 Rel-17 Consistency for websocket in AnalyticsExposure
	Ericsson, Huawei
	Agreed
	Huawei is fine with this version.
Ericsson makes 3355 available. The change is in the coversheet with Huawei support.

	16.5
	CT aspects on eSBA
[5G_eSBA]
	3022
	CR 0169 29.507 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3401
	CP-190191 (CT4 leading)

This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file for Npcf_AMPolicyControl API.
ZTE: Some missing changes in  4.2.4.2,  4.2.4.3 and Table 5.5.3.2-2 for the capital letter issue: 307 Temporary redirect
Ericsson: has the same comments on C3-213022 and its mirror in C3-213023.
Comments:

1. Clauses 4.2.4.2 and 4.2.4.3: bullet "if errors occur when processing the HTTP POST request, send an HTTP error response or, if the feature "ES3XX" is supported, an HTTP redirect response as specified in subclause 5.7." need to be corrected i.e. reference to clause 5.7 for redirection response needs to be removed.

2. Missing update of clause 4.2.5 to remove reference to clause 5.7 for redirection responses.

3. RedirectResponse data type needs to be added in table 5.6.1-2.

4. Missing update of clause 5.7.1: information about redirection responses needs to be removed.

5. According to the drafting rules each table shall be followed by an empty "Normal" style paragraph ("Enter" key) so deleting them as it is done in clauses 5.3.3.3.1, 5.3.3.3.2, 5.3.3.4.2.2, 5.5.2.2 and 5.5.3.2 is not correct and these changes need to be removed.

6. Styles used in CR are corrupted i.e. style used for the OpenAPI file is not "PL".

Additional comment on bullet 1 & 2: for handling of HTTP redirection responses when the feature "ES3XX" is supported a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 should be added (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085]).

Huawei: In addition to ZTE and Ericsson comments with which we fully agree, I only want to add a proposal to reuse the same formulation proposed by Ericsson in 3085_r1 for 4.x.x.x clauses.
Nokia makes r1 available.
Ericsson: Same comments applies to r1 versions of C3-213022 and C3-213023.

I do not understand why you changed reference to clause 5.7 for the error responses to clause 5.7.1 in clauses 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3 and 4.2.5. 

I believe this change is not needed. Also hard spaces are missing when referencing to subclause 6.10.9 in clauses 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3 and 4.2.5.

Further, we have a special case in this TS and information about possible responses on the received HTTP requests is provided within the bullet list which starts with ‘the NF service consumer shall:’ or ‘the PCF shall:’ so we should avoid duplicated ‘NF service consumer/PCF shall’. To explain what I mean I updated these CRs. Also format of the OpenAPI file is correct in TS, but was not correct in the CR, therefore alignment with formats from TS should not be done with track changes so I removed formatting of the OpenAPI file.

 R2 is made available.
Nokia is fine with r2.

Huawei is fine with r2.


	
	
	3401
	CR 0169 29.507 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3023
	CR 0170 29.507 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3402
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file for Npcf_AMPolicyControl API.
See 3022.
R1 is made available.

Ericsson makes r2 available.

Nokia is fine with r2.

Huawei is fine with r2.

	
	
	3402
	CR 0170 29.507 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3024
	CR 0133 29.508 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3403
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file for Nsmf_EventExposure API.
ZTE: Some missing changes in  4.2.4.2,  4.2.4.3 and Table 5.5.3.2-2 for the capital letter issue: 307 Temporary redirect
Ericsson: has the same comments on C3-213024 and its mirror in C3-213025.
Comments:

1. Missing update of clauses 4.2.2.2, 4.2.3.3, 4.2.4.2 and 4.2.5.2 to remove reference to clause 5.7 for redirection responses.
For handling of HTTP redirection responses when the feature "ES3XX" is supported a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 should be added (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085]).

2. RedirectResponse data type needs to be added in table 5.6.1-2.

3. Missing update of clause 5.7.1: information about redirection responses needs to be removed.

4. According to the drafting rules each table shall be followed by an empty "Normal" style paragraph ("Enter" key) so deleting them as it is done in clauses 5.3.3.3.1, 5.3.3.3.2, 5.3.3.3.3, 5.5.2.3.1 and 5.5.3.3.1 is not correct and these changes need to be removed.

5. Styles used in CR are corrupted i.e. style used for the OpenAPI file is not "PL".

6. OpenAPI file in release 16: proposal to remove a 204 response on PUT method before 307 response (as it is in release 17), currently it is placed between 308 and 400 response.

Huawei: In addition to ZTE and Ericsson comments with which we fully agree:
· I propose to reuse the same formulation proposed by Ericsson in 3085_r1 for 4.x.x.x clauses.

· The words "temporary" and "redirect" of "307 temporary redirect" should also take capital letters in Tables 5.5.2.3.1-3 and 5.5.3.3.1-3 and clause 4.2.2.2.

Nokia makes r1 available.
Nokia: Please find in _r2 for both documents small changes (hard space, reference 5.7). R2 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r2.

Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3403
	CR 0133 29.508 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3025
	CR 0134 29.508 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3404
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file for Nsmf_EventExposure API.
See 3024.

	
	
	3404
	CR 0134 29.508 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3026
	CR 0156 29.525 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3405
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file for Npcf_UEPolicyControl API.

ZTE: Would you take this chance to correct in 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3, Table 5.5.2.2-2 and Table 5.5.3.2-2: 307 Temporary redirect?

Ericsson: has the following comments:
1. Clause 4.2.4.3: bullet " if errors occur when processing the HTTP POST request, shall send an HTTP error response or, if the feature "ES3XX" is supported, an HTTP redirect response as specified in subclause 5.7" need to be corrected i.e. reference to clause 5.7 for redirection response needs to be removed.

2. Missing update of clauses 4.2.3.1, 4.2.4.2 and 4.2.5 to remove reference to clause 5.7 for redirection responses.

3. RedirectResponse data type needs to be added in table 5.6.1-2.

4. Missing update of clause 5.7.1: information about redirection responses needs to be removed.

5. According to the drafting rules each table shall be followed by an empty "Normal" style paragraph ("Enter" key) so deleting them as it is done in clauses 5.3.3.3.1, 5.3.3.3.2, 5.3.3.4.2.2 and 5.5.2.2 is not correct and these changes need to be removed.

6. Styles used in CR are corrupted i.e. style used for the OpenAPI file is not "PL".

Additional comment on bullet 1 & 2: for handling of HTTP redirection responses when the feature "ES3XX" is supported a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 should be added (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085]).
Huawei: In addition to ZTE and Ericsson comments with which we fully agree:
· I propose to reuse the same formulation proposed by Ericsson in 3085_r1 for 4.x.x.x clauses.

· The words "temporary" and "redirect" of "307 temporary redirect" should also take capital letters in Tables 5.5.2.2-2 and 5.5.3.2-2 and clauses 4.2.4.2 and 4.2.4.3.

Nokia makes r1 available.
Nokia makes r2 available. Further small update based on Ericsson’s hints done for 29.507 CRs (shall, hard space).

Huawei is fine with r2.
Ericsson is fine with r2.

	
	
	3405
	CR 0156 29.525 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3027
	CR 0157 29.525 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3406
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file for Npcf_UEPolicyControl API.

See 3026.

Ericsson: has the following comments:
1. Clauses 4.2.4.3 and 4.2.4.2: bullet " if errors occur when processing the HTTP POST request, shall send an HTTP error response or, if the feature "ES3XX" is supported, an HTTP redirect response as specified in subclause 5.7" need to be corrected i.e. reference to clause 5.7 for redirection response needs to be removed.

2. Missing update of clauses 4.2.3.1 and 4.2.5 to remove reference to clause 5.7 for redirection responses.

3. RedirectResponse data type needs to be added in table 5.6.1-2.

4. Missing update of clause 5.7.1: information about redirection responses needs to be removed.

5. According to the drafting rules each table shall be followed by an empty "Normal" style paragraph ("Enter" key) so deleting them as it is done in clauses 5.3.3.3.2, 5.3.3.4.2.2, 5.5.2.2 and 5.5.3.2 is not correct and these changes need to be removed.

6. Styles used in CR are corrupted i.e. style used for the OpenAPI file is not "PL".

Additional comment on bullet 1 & 2: for handling of HTTP redirection responses when the feature "ES3XX" is supported a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 should be added (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085]).
Nokia makes r1 available.

Nokia makes r2 available. Further small update based on Ericsson’s hints done for 29.507 CRs (shall, hard space).
Huawei is fine with r2.

Nokia: I missed in 3027 the affected clause 5.6.1 and 5.7.1. I am sorry about that. Therefore, the update to C3-213027_r3 for Rel-17 (correct in C3-213026_r2 for Rel-16 CR). R3 is made available.


	
	
	3406
	CR 0157 29.525 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3028
	CR 0091 29.594 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3407
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file for Nchf_SpendingLimitControl Service API
Ericsson: has the same comments on C3-213028 and its mirror in C3-213029.
Comments:

1. Missing update of clauses 4.2.2.3, 4.2.4.2 and 4.2.4.3 to remove reference to clause 5.7 for redirection responses.
For handling of HTTP redirection responses when the feature "ES3XX" is supported a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 should be added (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085]).

2. RedirectResponse data type needs to be added in table 5.6.1-2.

3. Missing update of clause 5.7.1: information about redirection responses needs to be removed.

4. According to the drafting rules each table shall be followed by an empty "Normal" style paragraph ("Enter" key) so deleting them as it is done in clauses 5.3.3.3.1, 5.3.3.3.2, 5.5.2.3.1 and 5.5.3.3.1 is not correct and these changes need to be removed.

5. Styles used in CR are corrupted i.e. style used for the OpenAPI file is not "PL".

Nokia makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3407
	CR 0091 29.594 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3029
	CR 0092 29.594 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3408
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file for Nchf_SpendingLimitControl Service API.
See 3028.

	
	
	3408
	CR 0092 29.594 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3075
	CR 0305 29.514 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3409
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Npcf_PolicyAuthorization.
Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· I propose to reuse the same formulation proposed in 3085_r1 for all 4.x.x.x clauses.

· Description of the "RedirectResponse" data type "Contains a redirection related information."

Ericsson: I accepted all of them and also in these CRs I implemented your comment provided on C3-213086
· Description of the "3gpp-Sbi-Target-Nf-Id" header in all its occurrences: "Identifier of the target NF (service) instance ID towards which …"

R1 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3409
	CR 0305 29.514 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3076
	CR 0306 29.514 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3410
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Npcf_PolicyAuthorization.
See 3075.

	
	
	3410
	CR 0306 29.514 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3077
	CR 0050 29.523 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3411
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Npcf_EventExposure.
Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· I propose to reuse the same formulation proposed in 3085_r1 for all 4.x.x.x clauses.

· Description of the "RedirectResponse" data type "Contains a redirection related information."

Ericsson: I accepted all of them and also in these CRs I implemented your comment provided on C3-213086
· Description of the "3gpp-Sbi-Target-Nf-Id" header in all its occurrences: "Identifier of the target NF (service) instance ID towards which …"

R1 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3411
	CR 0050 29.523 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3078
	CR 0051 29.523 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3412
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Npcf_EventExposure.
See 3077.

	
	
	3412
	CR 0051 29.523 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3079
	CR 0067 29.554 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3413
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Npcf_BDTPolicyControl.
Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· I propose to reuse the same formulation proposed in 3085_r1 for all 4.x.x.x clauses.

· Description of the "RedirectResponse" data type "Contains a redirection related information."

Ericsson: I accepted all of them and also in these CRs I implemented your comment provided on C3-213086
· Description of the "3gpp-Sbi-Target-Nf-Id" header in all its occurrences: "Identifier of the target NF (service) instance ID towards which …"
R1 is made available.

Huawei is fine with r2.


	
	
	3413
	CR 0067 29.554 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3080
	CR 0068 29.554 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3414
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Npcf_BDTPolicyControl.
See 3079.

	
	
	3414
	CR 0068 29.554 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3081
	CR 0296 29.520 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Revised to 3415
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Nnwdaf_EventsSubscription.
Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· I propose to reuse the same formulation proposed in 3085_r1 for all 4.x.x.x clauses.

· Description of the "RedirectResponse" data type "Contains a redirection related information."

Ericsson makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3415
	CR 0296 29.520 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3082
	CR 0297 29.520 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Revised to 3416
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Nnwdaf_EventsSubscription.
See 3081.

	
	
	3416
	CR 0297 29.520 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3083
	CR 0106 29.521 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Revised to 3417
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Nbsf_Management.

Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· I propose to reuse the same formulation proposed in 3085_r1 for all 4.x.x.x clauses.

· Description of the "RedirectResponse" data type "Contains a redirection related information."

Ericsson makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3417
	CR 0106 29.521 Rel-16 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3084
	CR 0107 29.521 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Revised to 3418
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Nbsf_Management.

See 3083.

	
	
	3418
	CR 0107 29.521 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3123
	CR 0781 29.512 Rel-16 Redirect Responses
	Huawei
	Revised to 3419
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI files
Ericsson: has the same comments on C3-213123 and its mirror in C3-213162.
Comments:

1. Missing update of clauses 4.2.3.2, 4.2.3.3, 4.2.4.2 and 4.2.5.2 to remove reference to clause 5.7 for redirection responses.
For handling of HTTP redirection responses when the feature "ES3XX" is supported a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 should be added (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085]).

2. RedirectResponse data type needs to be added in table 5.6.1-2.

3. Missing update of clause 5.7.1: information about redirection responses needs to be removed.

4. OpeAPI file: remove added lines after 308 response on GET method, 307 and 308 responses on POST method for update, and after 307 and 308 responses on POST method for delete.

Huawei makes r1 available.
Ericsson: I have the following comments:
· On draft_C3-213123r1 version:
clauses 4.2.3.2 and 4.2.3.3: in added paragraph PCF should be replaced with SMF.

· On draft_C3-213162r1 version:
clauses 4.2.3.2 and 4.2.3.3: in added paragraph PCF should be replaced with NF service consumer; and
CR cover page, reason for change: first sentence should start with "In".

Huawei makes r2 available.
Ericsson is fine with r2.

	
	
	3419
	CR 0781 29.512 Rel-16 Redirect Responses
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3162
	CR 0786 29.512 Rel-17 Redirect Responses
	Huawei
	Revised to 3420
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI files
See 3123.

	
	
	3420
	CR 0786 29.512 Rel-17 Redirect Responses
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3173
	CR 0042 29.517 Rel-16 Redirection responses
	Huawei
	Revised to 3421
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections on the OpenAPI file for Naf_EventExposure API.
Ericsson: has the same comments on C3-213173 and its mirror in C3-213174.
Comments:

1. Missing update of clauses 4.2.2.3, 4.2.3.2 and 4.2.4.2 to remove reference to clause 5.7 for redirection responses.
For handling of HTTP redirection responses when the feature "ES3XX" is supported a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 should be added (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085]).

2. RedirectResponse data type needs to be added in table 5.6.1-2.

3. Missing update of clause 5.7.1: information about redirection responses needs to be removed.

Huawei makes r1 available.
Ericsson: . I have the following comments on r1 versions:
· table 5.6.1-2: missing description and applicability (ES3XX) for the RedirectResponse data type. For description we agreed to add: "Contains redirection related information.".

Huawei makes r2 available.
Ericsson is fine with r2.

	
	
	3421
	CR 0042 29.517 Rel-16 Redirection responses
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3174
	CR 0041 29.517 Rel-17 Redirection responses
	Huawei
	Revised to 3422
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections on the OpenAPI file for Naf_EventExposure API.
See 3173.

	
	
	3422
	CR 0041 29.517 Rel-17 Redirection responses
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3175
	CR 0047 29.591 Rel-16 Redirection responses
	Huawei
	Revised to 3423
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections on the OpenAPI file for Nnef_EventExposure API.
Ericsson: has the same comments on C3-213175 and its mirror in C3-213176.
Comments:

1. Missing update of clauses 4.2.2.2.3 and 4.2.2.4.2 to remove reference to clause 5.1.7 for redirection responses.

2. Missing update of clause 4.2.2.3.2 to remove reference to clause 5.1.7 for redirection responses and to correct reference to clause 5.1.7 for error responses.

3. RedirectResponse data type needs to be added in table 5.1.6.1-2.

4. Missing update of clause 5.1.7.1: information about redirection responses needs to be removed.

Additional comment on bullet 1 & 2: for handling of HTTP redirection responses when the feature "ES3XX" is supported a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 should be added (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085]).
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson: I have the following comment on r1 versions:
· table 5.1.6.1-2: missing description and applicability (ES3XX) for the RedirectResponse data type. For description we agreed to add: "Contains redirection related information.".

Huawei makes r2 available.
Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3423
	CR 0047 29.591 Rel-16 Redirection responses
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3176
	CR 0048 29.591 Rel-17 Redirection responses
	Huawei
	Revised to 3424
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections on the OpenAPI file for Nnef_EventExposure API.
See 3175.

	
	
	3424
	CR 0048 29.591 Rel-17 Redirection responses
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3308
	CR 0080 29.551 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection 
	ZTE
	Revised to 3425
	LATE
Ericsson: has the same comments on C3-213308 and its mirror in C3-213309.
Comments:

1. Clauses 4.2.2.2, 4.2.3.3, 4.2.5.2: PCF should be replaced with PFDF.

2. Clause 4.2.4.2: PCF and PFDF should be replaced with "NF service consumer" and name of the HTTP method should be corrected to POST.

3. Additional comment on C3-213309, clause 4.2.4.3: PCF and PFDF should be replaced with "NF service consumer".

4. In clauses 4.2.2.2, 4.2.3.3, 4.2.4.2, 4.2.4.3 and 4.2.5.2: reference to subclause 5.8 for redirection responses should be replaced with a reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 (please monitor the outcome of email discussion on [17.4] [C3-213085])
Huawei: In addition to Ericsson’s comments with which we fully agree:
· I propose to reuse the same formulation proposed by Ericsson in 3085_r1 for 4.x.x.x clauses.

· Table 5.5.3.3.1-3 should also be corrected.

· Description of the "RedirectResponse" data type "Contains a redirection related information."

ZTE makes r1 available.
To Huawei: Table 5.5.3.3.1-3 should also be corrected", this table only exists in Rel-17 version, which was already corrected in 3309_r0.
Ericsson is fine with r1.

Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3425
	CR 0080 29.551 Rel-16 Temporary and Permanent Redirection 
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3309
	CR 0081 29.551 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	ZTE
	Revised to 3426
	LATE
See 3308.

	
	
	3426
	CR 0081 29.551 Rel-17 Temporary and Permanent Redirection
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	16.6
	CT aspects of Access Traffic Steering, Switch and Splitting support in 5G system
[ATSSS]
	3101
	CR 0779 29.512 Rel-16 Correction on wrong referenced attributes
	ZTE
	Revised to 3513
	CP-190201 (CT1 leading)

Wrong date.
Huawei: Last two changes are not needed from my point of view. Other changes are fine with me.
ZTE: May I ask why? We don't need to mark each attribute of the data type with the applicable feature when the data type is already marked with the same applicable feature, right?

Huawei: I think it is not problem to keep it. Right? In the future, if we need to add new attributes with new feature in the data type, we will have to add the ATSSS feature for these existing attributes.

Ericsson: Ericsson agrees with the proposed CR.

About whether the feature name can be removed from all the attributes of a data type which in its declaration in 5.6.1 already specifies applicability of the feature, we agreed so time ago. For consistency with that agreement I would support the proposal in the CR and allow to remove the individual applicability info.

If in the future the data type is extended and new attributes are added, those new attributes would depend on a new feature, e.g. EnATSSS, which would be added to the applicability column of the corresponding attribute. 

If the new attributes do not belong to any feature (?) then, I agree that we would need to bring back the now deleted applicability information.

ZTE to Huawei: For your concern "In the future, if we need to add new attributes with new feature in the data type, we will have to add the ATSSS feature for these existing attributes.", let's take C3-213127 from Huawei for example, TsnBridgeInfo data type with feature TimeSensitiveNetworking extended to include two new attribute with feature TimeSensitiveCommunication,  TimeSensitiveNetworking feature is not added for the existing attributes.

We can discuss it in today's CC and try to find the rule.
CT3 agrees that the data types in a data structure related to a feature do not have to indicate the applicability to that feature. If a new data type is added to this data structure it will refer to the new added feature, if applicable.



	
	
	3513
	CR 0779 29.512 Rel-16 Correction on wrong referenced attributes
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3102
	CR 0780 29.512 Rel-17 Correction on wrong referenced attributes
	ZTE
	Revised to 3514
	Wrong date.

See 3101.



	
	
	3514
	CR 0780 29.512 Rel-17 Correction on wrong referenced attributes
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	16.7
	CT aspects of 5GS enhanced support of vertical and LAN services
[Vertical_LAN]
	3105
	CR 0307 29.514 Rel-16 Correcting the unit of periodicity
	ZTE
	Revised to 3515
	CP-201174 (CT1 leading)

This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file.
Wrong date.

Nokia: This change is NBC.

It should be implemented only in Rel-17 in a BC manner, e.g., using a new, separate attribute.

ZTE: The key issue is that the SMF is not able to map the periodicity in units of seconds received from the AF via the PCF to a period of time in units of microseconds sending to RAN, it should be addressed from Rel-16, otherwise the TSN functionality cannot work.

Considering currently TSN feature is not implemented by any operator, I still prefer correcting it as the CR proposes.
BTW, strickly speaking, Temporary and Permanent Redirection CRs are also NBC, right?
Ericsson: I agree that strictly speaking, changing units from second to microseconds is NBC.
But…

What would do a TSN AF if when encoding periodicity, e.g 1.5 seconds, cannot encode it? Since we’re in the scope of deterministic applications, this AF would not even try to send the request, right?… i.e., for these applications the API is completely wrong, unusable.

As it is encoded today, the only TSN applications that could demand backwards compatibility are the ones working _always_  at _any_time and _invariably_ with periodicity in seconds, which might not even be a realistic scenario.

We can discuss it further, but it is the kind of correction that either we correct it as indicated in the proposed CR, or simply, things will not work.

If in the meeting we decide to leave the old attribute, for me, it would be only for a very strong adherence to the NBC rule… but no implementation would ever use it.

I’m fully supportive of applying the finally agreed change from Rel-16. For the reasons above, I see it is essential.

Huawei: Considering the NBC issue, I propose that we can define a new attribute with a feature control from Rel-16.

Nokia: This sounds safer to me, but, based on the previous discussions and explanations, I won’t object if someone insists on changing the existing one.

China Mobile: I echo Ericsson and ZTE's view on this issue.  We need to make the feature more usable. Thus, I can support ZTE's proposal.


	
	
	3515
	CR 0307 29.514 Rel-16 Correcting the unit of periodicity
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3106
	CR 0308 29.514 Rel-17 Correcting the unit of periodicity
	ZTE
	Revised to 3516
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file.
Wrong date.

See 3105.



	
	
	3516
	CR 0308 29.514 Rel-17 Correcting the unit of periodicity
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3108
	CR 0309 29.514 Rel-17 Removal of tsnBridgeInfo from EventsNotification data type
	ZTE
	Merged with 3110 into 3517
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file.
Wrong date.

See 3117.

Huawei: The row is not completed deleted. Could you please fix it?

ZTE makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

ZTE merges 3108 into this CR and makes r2 available.

Ericsson is fine with r2.

	
	
	3517
	CR 0309 29.514 Rel-17 Removal of tsnBridgeInfo from EventsNotification data type
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3117
	CR 0312 29.514 Rel-16 Removal of tsnBridgeInfo from EventsNotification data type
	ZTE
	Merged with 3109 into 3518
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file.
Wrong date.

Nokia: Is it ok to just remove the attribute?

Firstly, removing an unused attribute is not strictly necessary, i.e. not FASMO, while even if we agree to do it, it should IMHO be done via deprecation (there are examples in 29.510).

ZTE: This unused "tsnBridgeInfo" attribute leads misunderstanding.Firstly, it's included in EventsNotification data type, but not mentioned in the corresponding procedure. Secondly, EventsNotification data type containing "tsnBridgeInfo" used during non-first notifications for TSN implies that "tsnBridgeInfo" could be changed. Hence it's an essential correction.

Why not remove it directly? It's safe and simpler.

I would also like to hear the opinions of other companies.

Ericsson:

I think that just removing an attribute that it is not being used because it is not needed and it is not specified in the service procedures should be ok. Otherwise we would be creating unnecessary uneasiness in the reader of the spec when actually encoding the API.

I see it different from the deprecated attributes in 29.510 where e.g. a previously specified array, which was in use for an API, is replaced and thus deprecated by a new map, which would improve searches and handling of the related property. Implementations need to be aware of the preference to use the new attribute (map) so that they stop using and implementing the previous one (array).

We can discuss it during the meeting.
Nokia understands the arguments and is ok.
Huawei: The row is not completed deleted. Could you please fix it?

ZTE makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

ZTE merges 3109 with this CR and makes r2 available.

Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3518
	CR 0312 29.514 Rel-16 Removal of tsnBridgeInfo from EventsNotification data type
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	16.8
	CT aspects of Enhancing Topology of SMF and UPF in 5G Networks
[ETSUN]
	
	
	
	
	CP-190192 (CT4 leading)

	16.9
	CT aspects of System enhancements for Provision of Access to Restricted Local Operator Services by Unauthenticated UEs
[PARLOS]
	
	
	
	
	CP-190197 (CT1 leading)

	16.10
	CT aspects on enhancement of network slicing
[eNS]
	
	
	
	
	CP-201161 (CT1 leading)

	16.11
	CT aspects of Enhancement to the 5GC LoCation Services
[5G_eLCS]
	
	
	
	
	CP-192260 (CT4 leading)



	16.12
	CT Aspects of Media Handling for RAN Delay Budget Reporting in MTSI
[E2E_DELAY]
	
	
	
	
	CP-190193 (CT4 leading)

	16.13
	Cellular IoT support and evolution for the 5G System
[5G_CIoT]
	3126
	CR 0757 29.512 Rel-17 Correction to PCC control for DDD status and availability after DDN failure events
	Huawei
	Agreed
	CP-200147 (CT1 leading)

Revision of C3-212579

This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file.
Ericsson: agrees with the proposed CRs.


	
	
	3163
	CR 0756 29.512 Rel-16 Correction to PCC control for DDD status and availability after DDN failure events
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212578

This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file.
See 3126.

	16.14
	CT aspects on wireless and wireline convergence for the 5G system architecture
[5WWC]
	
	
	
	
	CP-192079 (CT1 leading)



	16.15
	Volume Based Charging Aspects for VoLTE
[VBCLTE]
	
	
	
	
	CP-191206

	16.16
	CT aspects of optimisations on UE radio capability signalling
[RACS]
	
	
	
	
	CP-200058 (CT4 leading)

	16.17
	Service Based Interface Protocol Enhancement
[SBIProtoc16]
	3020
	discussion    Discussion on nested cardinality
	China Mobile
	Noted
	CP-191060 (CT4 leading)
C4-213028 

Discuss it in both CT3 & CT4 reflectors.
CT3 has not identified this issue in their specifications yet.
CT3 accepts the proposal decided in CT4.

	
	
	3021
	discussion    Nested cardinality
	China Mobile
	Noted
	C4-213029 

Discuss it in both CT3 & CT4 reflectors.
Nokia: while the Rel-17 CR in 3030 is ok, I believe that for Rel-16 this CR does not correct any FASMO.



	16.18
	CT aspects of eV2XARC
[eV2XARC]
	3055
	CR 0343 29.522 Rel-16 Wrong attribute name in the OpenAPI file
	Huawei
	Agreed
	CP-201350 (CT1 leading)

This CR introduces a backwards compatible correction to the OpenAPI specification file of the ServiceParameter API.
Nokia: I think that this change is NBC, because the OpenAPI has precedence compared to the spec text.

We cannot change an attribute name.

Huawei: I missed this important aspect. R1 is made available.
Nokia is fine with r1.

Ericsson: R1 doesn’t solve the issue.

There is already inconsistency in the data type used in resource creation and subsequent update.

If a PATCH is used, the attribute ParamOverUu is *merged* into the resource representation, so at the end, both ParamOverUu & paramOverUu should exist in the resource representation but the PATCH response uses the ServiceParameterData which doesn’t include ParamOverUu. Therefore, my conclusion is the PATCH is NOT working as expected. We should fix it by changing the openAPI file.

I recall CT3 TS had similar issues in the past and we fixed it by using the consistent attribute name.
Huawei:  I agree with you and see now that the problem is indeed more complicated than initially expected. I am fine to correct the attribute name as initially proposed if the WG agrees with such way forward.

Also, the PATCH response should normally include the ServiceParameterDataPatch as per Table 5.11.1.3.3.5-2, but the OpenAPI file contains ServiceParameterData as you have pointed out. This also needs to be corrected. The easiest way is to update Table 5.11.1.3.3.5-2. What do you think?
Ericsson: Yes, initial proposal can solve the issue.

It will be good that Table 5.11.1.3.3.5-2 can be updated (have ServiceParameterData instead of ServiceParameterDataPatch) in this meeting.

Nokia: You mean what is done in 3087, right?
Ericsson: Right, 3087 already corrects that table.
Ericsson: the CR set C3-213087 and C3-213088 submitted under same work item code already corrects table 5.11.1.3.3.5-2.

Nokia: Right, ok, then I also think that changing the attribute name in the OpenAPI as per the original CR is indeed the best way forward…

Huawei: . Then, I propose to forget about 3055_r1 and 3056_r1 and revert back to the initial versions, i.e. 3055 and 3056. Can I hence ask if you have any additional comments on these CRs?

Ericsson: each CR set should keep initial scope i.e. C3-213055 and C3-213056 should not cover update of clause 5.11.1.3.3.5.


	
	
	3056
	CR 0344 29.522 Rel-17 Wrong attribute name in the OpenAPI file
	Huawei
	Agreed
	This CR introduces a backwards compatible correction to the OpenAPI specification file of the ServiceParameter API.
See 3055.

	
	
	3087
	CR 0345 29.522 Rel-16 Data type in 200 OK response to PATCH
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3088
	CR 0346 29.522 Rel-17 Data type in 200 OK response to PATCH
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	16.19
	CT aspects of 5G URLLC

[5G_URLLC]
	3109
	CR 0310 29.514 Rel-16 Alignment of procedure name
	ZTE
	Merged 
	CP-192022 (CT4 leading)

Wrong date.
Huawei: The CR is not an essential correction. 

Ericsson: The proposed changes are correct and they’re good to have in the specification. But they’re not FASMO.

If it is ok for all, could you bring these changes to any of the CRs with corrections for Vertical_LAN to 29.514 (e.g. 3108/3117)?



	
	
	3110
	CR 0311 29.514 Rel-17 Alignment of procedure name
	ZTE
	Merged 
	Wrong date.
Wrong TS version.
See 3109.


	16.20
	Enhancement of 3GPP Northbound APIs [eNAPIs]
	
	
	
	
	CP-192184



	16.21
	CT Aspects of 5GS Transfer of Policies for Background Data [xBDT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-192182

	16.22
	CT aspects of SBA interactions between IMS and 5GC [eIMS5G_SBA]
	
	
	
	
	CP-192023 (CT4 leading)

	16.23
	CT aspects of application layer support for V2X services[V2XAPP]
	
	
	
	
	CP-192077 (CT1 leading)

	16.24
	xMB extension for mission critical services [MC_XMB-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-192253

	16.25
	CT aspects of enhancements for Common API Framework for 3GPP Northbound APIs [eCAPIF] 

	
	
	
	
	CP-192254

	16.26
	CT aspects of Service Enabler Architecture Layer for Verticals [SEAL]

	3187
	CR 0024 29.549 Rel-16 Notification URI
	Huawei
	Agreed
	CP-192255 (CT1 leading)



	
	
	3188
	CR 0025 29.549 Rel-17 Notification URI
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	16.27
	CT aspect of single radio voice continuity from 5GS to 3G [5G_SRVCC]
	
	
	
	
	CP-193014 (CT4 leading)



	16.28
	Technical Enhancements and Improvements [TEI16]
Please use agenda 16.28.1 and 16.28.2 for IMS/CS and Packet Core respectively.

If the topic is related to previous release, please use both TEI16 and the WI code of previous release (e.g. TEI16, SDCI-CT)
	
	
	
	
	

	16.28.1
	TEI16 for IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	

	16.28.2
	TEI16 for Packet Core
	3047
	CR 0773 29.512 Rel-16 Deactivation Time for time conditioned session rule
	Ericsson, ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3121
	CR 0754 29.512 Rel-16 Correct the error code MISS_FLOW_INFO
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212544

Ericsson agrees with the proposed CR(s).


	
	
	3122
	CR 0755 29.512 Rel-17 Correct the error code MISS_FLOW_INFO
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212545

See 3121.

	16.29
	OpenAPI version updates
	3463
	CR 0172 29.507 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	Preliminary estimation of needed CRs.

	
	
	3464
	CR 0137 29.508 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	

	
	
	3465
	CR 0159 29.525 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	

	
	
	3466
	CR 0093 29.594 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	

	
	
	3467
	CR 0326 29.514 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Ericsson
	
	

	
	
	3468
	CR 0054 29.523 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Ericsson
	
	

	
	
	3469
	CR 0069 29.554 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Ericsson
	
	

	
	
	3470
	CR 0304 29.520 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	China Mobile
	
	

	
	
	3471
	CR 0110 29.521 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	China Mobile
	
	

	
	
	3472
	CR 0796 29.512 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3473
	CR 0044 29.517 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3474
	CR 0050 29.591 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3475
	CR 0082 29.551 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	ZTE
	
	

	
	
	3476
	CR 0362 29.522 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3542
	CR 0057 29.486 Rel-16 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
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	Release 17
	
	
	
	
	

	17.1
	Rel-17 Work Items
Please use agenda item 17.1 for Discussion Papers or Working Plans not related to an existing  Work Item or submitted WID.
	
	
	
	
	

	17.1.1
	New or revised Work Items
	3018
	WID new   Rel-17 System enhancement for redundant PDU session
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3314
	Huawei: I check that the related SA2 CRs have not been agreed yet and CT3 impacts have not been concluded. It is premature to agree this WID from my point of view.
Ericsson: In relation to the progress of the related stage 2 requirements, I’d like to ask for some further information about if there are any open issue related to the mentioned CRs (CR 2736 to TS 23.501, CR 2658 to TS 23.502) or if in the other hand their contents can be considered stable.

In relation to the Expected Output chapter, as far as I understand it, there is no impact in 29.512 and 29.514 as per current progress in stage 2 and SA2 WID definition. Do you agree with it? If it is so, I’d prefer to remove them from the WID for the time being.

Qualcomm: I agree on the following, the basis of this in 23.501 CR 2736 adds Editor’s Note:  “It is FFS if and how the URSP rules can be used to configure PDU Session Pair ID”, so with a keyword “if”, can we add aspects related to URSP?

Also as mentioned in the following I am not clear how e.g. 29.512 is related to URSP impact.

It would be also good if instead of just saying “impact on URSP”, please shed some more light on the CT3 specific aspect of the impact, e.g. is the impact on provisioning etc.?

Nokia: I agree that the stage 2 requirements are not complete (see editor’s notes). It is fine for me to remove 29.512 and 29.514 in the current version of the WID. Is it ok to keep 29.513 with including the word potential?

Is it fine for the time being and in relation to stage 2 to say:

CT3 (if the normative requirements will be specified)
1)  Potential impact on UE Route Selection Policy (URSP) rules for the provisioning of redundant PDU sessions

2)  Introduction of an identification of the PDU session pair

I will submit a revision, if you can agree with something like that.

Ericsson: If it is being challenged by SA2 whether the URSP rules are used to convey information of paired PDU sessions (as the SA2 WID says) I see it is very premature to agree in the WID, unless the progress in SA2 during this meeting allows us to have a stable stage 3 definition.
Qualcomm is fine with the proposal from Nokia.

Monitor SA2 discussions.

Nokia makes r1 available.

Nokia: I got the following CT1 information:

The WID is postponed because there is no agreed CR yet. CT3 decided to re-discuss the CT WID next Tue or Wed based on the progress in SA2.
Nokia: Daily update with the same status: SA2 CR was technically endorsed last meeting, being revised and still discussed this meeting. Tomorrow is the revision deadline, day after is the final deadline. Therefore, let’s wait until tomorrow (Wednesday).


	
	
	3314
	WID new   Rel-17 System enhancement for redundant PDU session
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Postponed till next meeting
	

	
	
	3019
	WID revised   Rel-17 CT aspects of support of enhanced Industrial IoT
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3315
	Huawei: As SA2 has much progress since last meeting, I propose to revise the CT3 part in the WID at this time, e.g. the word “potential” can be removed in some cases.
Nokia: I will propose a revision with:

Potential remove in most of places (may be kept in point 4 related to UDR).

Nokia makes r1 available.

Nokia: I uploaded revision 2, which also includes the CT4 updates (current assumption that there will be no more updates). There were no CT1 comment. CT1 and CT4 Tdoc numbers missing currently.
Huawei: As support of Time Sensitive Communication other than TSN is a major enhancement, I propose to add it in the CT3 impacts.
Nokia: I think, this is something general holding true and not only for CT3. From my point the introduction sentence in the Justification pointing to SA2 seems sufficient.

Ericsson: I’d like to bring back the Potential impact in bullet 3) and then keep Potential impacts on PCF to handle additional parameters for TSC QoS (because I did not see any…, so far…or?).

For TS 29.512, Impacts to N7 to support survival time and time domain delivery, and exposure of TSC services. If I’m not missing anything, I did not see so far any impact because of UL synchronization.

For TS 29.514, Impacts to N5 to support survival time and time domain delivery, and exposure of TSC services. Same for UL synch.
Nokia: the requested changes are included in revision 4 now (revision increased to 4 due to changes done by CT1 and CT4 directly after upload of revision 3).
Huawei is fine with r4.

Ericsson is fine with r4.

Nokia: I got the hint that further comments are unlikely in CT1 and CT4, I will upload this revision to the inbox on Wednesday.



	
	
	3315
	WID revised   Rel-17 CT aspects of support of enhanced Industrial IoT
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Endorsed
	CT3 can endorse the WID.

	
	
	3034
	WID revised   Rel-17 Revised WID on CT aspects on Same PCF Selection For AMF and SMF
	China Telecommunications
	Revised to 3545
	CT3 is ready to endorse this WID.

	
	
	3545
	WID revised   Rel-17 Revised WID on CT aspects on Same PCF Selection For AMF and SMF
	China Telecommunications
	Endorsed
	CT4 comments included.

	
	
	3093
	WID new   Rel-17 CT Aspects of Application Layer Support for Uncrewed Aerial Systems (UAS)
	Huawei
	Endorsed
	Revision of C3-212364

CT3 is ready to endorse this WID.

	
	
	3169
	discussion   Rel-17 Discussion paper on 5MBS work split
	Huawei
	Revised to 3306
	C4-213363

Discuss it in both CT3 & CT4 reflectors.

	
	
	3306
	discussion   Rel-17 Discussion paper on 5MBS work split
	Huawei
	Noted
	

	
	
	3170
	WID new   Rel-17 New WID on CT aspects of the architectural enhancements for 5G multicast-broadcast services
	Huawei
	Revised to 3307
	

	
	
	3307
	WID new   Rel-17 New WID on CT aspects of the architectural enhancements for 5G multicast-broadcast services
	Huawei
	Revised to 3540
	Discuss it in both CT3 & CT4 reflectors.

Huawei: Please note that I will correct the completion date to March 2022 (instead of June 2022) in clause 5 in the next version of the WID that I will share. I am also planning to add a NOTE in clause 5 to indicate that potential new CT3 TSs are FFS based on the progress of Stage 2 work. Waiting for other comments before doing so.
Ericsson: 

1)CT3 related consideration, whether still follow CT4 inside 5GC, CT3 PCC and external IWK , when considering work split ?
If Yes to 1), 
a. Upon below just blue circled MBSF, MBSTF i/f, then seems Nmb1 should also belong to CT3. And also missing Nmb6 in CT3 scope, which now in SA2 pCR updated as Nmb10.
b. TS 23.247 v0.2.0 clause 5.3.2.2 MB-SMF function does not including northbound function, then what’s the services in N29mb, only MB-SMF event exposure in CT3 scope like SMF Event Exposure?

2) SA2: Need to close monitoring the concurrent SA2#145e progress, and only cover the concluded stable contents in 5MBS WID scope.
c. SA2#145e, more than 100 pCRs/CRs submitted for 5MBS, with different solutions e.g. on how does AF/NEF provides service requirement to PCF, and MB-SMF discover the PCF. 

and below 5MBS system architecture also have proposed pCR to complete the interface scope with updated aligned SBI reference points

a. TS 23.247 in SA2#114e indicates 50% complete, therefore still extensive updates in the coming meetings expected. => For those not conclude as completion, not suitable in current CT WID scope. 
3)SA4 LS with TR 26.802 v1.2.0 focus on clauses 5.3, 6.2, 7.3, not yet defining Nmb2 interface i.e. how to interact between MBSF and MBSTF, which will impact e2e procedures. 

Hence, hope above parts could be effectively considered on effective working splitting , and not cover not stable scope in current 5MBS WID scope.

Nokia: I agree that a new specification will be required, if SA2 defines new services offered by the PCF. Therefore, a note like that is fine for me.

Huawei: Revised WID provided. Summary:
· CT3 and CT1 tdoc numbers are also added to ease the tracking of the changes in all groups and also keeping the WID aligned.

· WID completion date was aligned with stage 3 freeze for Rel-17, which is March’22.

· Editor’s notes try capturing stage 2 open issues, which implies the WID must be revised in near future, every time SA2 makes a change that has stage 3 implications.

Nokia: We agree with the proposed work split. Discussion between Nokia and Huawei on CT4 details in the reflector.
Huawei to Ericsson:

Nmb1: We need to focus more on the service based interfaces exposed by each NF. So I understand that your proposal is to have the Nmbsmf services (e.g. TMGI allocation, MB session start/stop, etc.) related to Nmb1 interface should rather be defined by CT3, right?

On Nmb6/Nmb10: Ok, I can add it. Can you please share the tdoc number of the SA2 pCR you are referring to?
On N29mb: Exactly, this will depend on Stage 2 progress, i.e. either we are able to reuse the existing Nsmf_EE service or we need to define a new dedicated Nmbsmf_EE service.

On TS 29.116: Can you please further clarify your comment?

Can you please clearly indicate which impacts should not be considered in the CT WID for the time being? As you have noticed, several impacts are on purpose indicated as “potential” in order to cope with the fact that Stage 2 is not yet stable enough.
Huawei: I believe N29 interface should be used by two producers: (a) by MB-SMF and (b) by NEF, hence the work split should be as follows:
· New MB-SMF producer API should provide all necessary services across all relevant interfaces, including to NEF consumer over N29. CT4 scope

· NEF producer should provide specifically the Event Exposure service to MB-SMF consumer over N29. CT3 scope.

Concerning shaky stage 2, like interface names and so forth, I believe we should capture all unstable matter with Editor’s notes, but we should start working on topics that are already clear. Rel-17 for stage 3 freezes in March 2022 and I believe time for completing 5MBS stage 3 work is pretty short. We would be shooting our own feet, so to speak, if we postpone the WID approval till September 2021.

Please consider agreeing the WID at the end of this meeting cycle with whatever modifications are necessary and then revisiting the WID in our August meetings. Hope, this would work with you too.

Nokia to Ericsson:

On N29mb: The work split should be defined according to existing CT4 and CT3 ToRs. MB SMF services related to Nmb1, e.g. for TMGI allocation/deallocation, MBMS session start/update/release, that are consumed by MBSF (or NEF for N29mb, if applicable) should be in CT4 remit (with the exception of event exposure, see my next response). 
MB-SMF event exposure can be specified by CT3, like SMF event exposure.
We handle this WID like any other WID, i.e we can add editor’s notes to reflect open points, and the WID can be refined in Q3 as appropriate according to the latest stage 2 development.

Same comment as Huawei otherwise, it is not clear which parts of the proposed WID you wish to amend.

I support Huawei’s response that we need to allow starting stage 3 work in Q3, as there is much CT3 and CT4 work for this WID, which assumes that we sort out the work split discussion and identify new TSs now, for all aspects that we can already conclude. Aspects that we cannot conclude can be deferred to Q3.

Ericsson: Comments provided in the file, also with the updates in the WID on i/f naming and adding missing ones which are all impact to CT3, mainly considering that May CR overriding April CR , should be presented for WID to Plenary.

And upon Wednesday SA2 conclusion approval result could be followed in CT WID effectively.

Huawei: R1 is made available with some of the comments. For others:
· “The following areas of work are expected to be covered but will be adjusted to the final conclusions of the SA2 normative requirements.” >> This part is not added because it is already captured via the ENs.
· I understand that keeping the work split is not OK for Ericsson. Do CT4 colleagues and the other companies in CT3 agree with this? Cf. Giorgi’s question below.

We think on our side that it has an added value.
· As previously indicated, I have added a NOTE in clause 5 to clarify that new TSs under CT3 remit will be identified during next meeting based on the progress of Stage 2.

Nokia: I am confused by the following comment: 

· I understand that keeping the work split is not OK for Ericsson. Do CT4 colleagues and the other companies in CT3 agree with this? Cf. Giorgi’s question below.
as I don’t read this in Ericsson’s comments, nor does the annotated WID from Ericsson suggest to remove the proposed work split between CT3 and CT4. Did I miss anything? 

The work split is of course essential to allow starting the work in Q3.  

Huawei: I refer to this part “NRF remains a producer”.
Huawei: R3 is made available.
Summary of the changes:
· Justification clause 3. The text commented by Maria was removed and replaced by a straightforward statement proposed by Abdessamad.

· Objective clause 4:

· First two paragraphs modified as proposed by Maria. The only change is, I left “e.g. 3GPP TS 23.247”, because this is key stage 2 spec.

· Controversial part is removed altogether. CT3 and CT4 worksplit is basically clear with the current text in the Objective (4) and Expected Output (5) clauses.

· CT1 correction is added, based on the latest CT1 discussions.

· CT3 part is as proposed by Maria, subject to further CT3 discussions, if any.

Ericsson: My  comments “TS 23.247 do not contains CT3/CT4 scope, we cannot describe the not existing stage 2 contents” address to remove below, since no such description in TS 23.247.
3GPP TS 23.247 v0.2.0 specifies the following producer – consumer relations:

-    NRF remains a producer (http server) for all NFs (http clients). CT4 scope.

-    MB-SMF is a producer (http server) for SMF, AMF, AF, NEF, MBSF (http clients). CT4 scope.

-    NEF is a producer (http server) for AS (http client). CT3 scope.

-    MBSF is a producer (http server) for AS (http client). CT3 scope.

-    PCF is a producer (http server) for MB-SMF (http client). CT3 scope.

I’m keeping the following CT working split description, which is CT group scope, and further comments mostly in CT3 working part.

Hope no misunderstanding in between. 

Would you send your updated revision, then we could further check and comments.

Huawei uploads C4-213370 in the Inbox. Few notes:
· The zip file contains a clean version and a revision marked version.

· I got the latest CT1 tdoc number, but still don’t have new CT3 tdoc number. I will revise the CT4 version once again when I’ll get CT3 one. 

· Vodafone was added as a supporting company to CT1 version. So, I updated the list of supporting companies to Huawei, HiSilicon, one2many, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell and, Vodafone.



	
	
	3540
	WID new   Rel-17 New WID on CT aspects of the architectural enhancements for 5G multicast-broadcast services
	Huawei
	Endorsed
	CT3 can endorse this one.

	
	
	3190
	discussion   Rel-17 Discussion on UAS WID update
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	See 3192.

	
	
	3192
	WID revised   Rel-17 Revised WID on CT aspects for Support of Unmanned Aerial Systems Connectivity, Identification, and Tracking
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Revised to 3316
	Revision of CP-210287

Huawei: agrees with the revised WID but with few following comments:

· stage 2 mentions USS is external AF, hence, we suggest the new TS is for AF services except Naf_EventExposure.

· Objective for CT3: UAS-NF is NEF, the objective should be adjusted accordingly

· 29.522 will be impacted for sure, and also TS 29.591.
Qualcomm makes r1 available.
Samsung: One clarification. UAS API is exposed by UAS-NF or USS? And if UAS-NF is NEF, shouldn’t the UAS API be exposed by NEF and defined in TS 29.522?
A dedicate TS is acceptable.

Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3316
	WID revised   Rel-17 Revised WID on CT aspects for Support of Unmanned Aerial Systems Connectivity, Identification, and Tracking
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Revised to 3541
	Qualcomm uploads it in the Inbox.

	
	
	3541
	WID revised   Rel-17 Revised WID on CT aspects for Support of Unmanned Aerial Systems Connectivity, Identification, and Tracking
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Endorsed
	Revised to add the Unique Identifier.

Available in the Inbox.

	
	
	3240
	WID new   Rel-17 Enhancements of 3GPP Northbound Interfaces
	Huawei
	Revised to 3357
	Revision of C3-212362

Qualcomm: It is not clarified what are the new “Technical enhancements of EDGE APIs” for TS 29.558, and why a different WID than EDGEAPP needs to cover it while we are in the midst of working on TS 29.558?
Huawei: The NBI17 WI also specify common protocol aspects applicable to all of the northbound APIs, e.g. description field should be added for object type data type, more status code referred from TS 29.122 (like 3XX redirection code) etc. That’s not considered by stage 2 requirement.
Since the EDGEAPP APIs are also northbound APIs, the APIs should also follow the same common design principle as other northbound APIs to avoid misalignment. 
Ericsson: What’s the reason adding 24.558 of CT1 in NBI17 WI?  it’s not the Northbound API interworking with external network.

Prefer to remove it.

Qualcomm to Huawei: Agree with the explanation.

Huawei: We consider that the CT1’s EDGEAPP APIs are also exposed to external entities, as the Edge network, they are also Northbound APIs, that’s why the TS 24.558 is included, to avoid misalignment of the common aspects definition, e.g. description field should be defined for object type data etc. Refer to Justification clause: … to enable external entities and third party Application Servers/Functions to access a set of exposed 3GPP network services and capabilities in a secure and controlled manner.
Qualcomm: I missed one point: for sake of completeness on the following point, we should add EDGEAPP also in 2.3 then.

Huawei: I will update the WID as you said.
Huawei: After discussion in CT1’s CC, CT1 also provide the similar comment that the CT1’s EDGE APIs are not NB APIs, I agree and proposed to change the title to be more generic, e.g. include Application Layer APIs, which is acceptable by CT1.

The WID is updated by changing the title to ‘Enhancements of 3GPP Northbound Interfaces and Application Layer APIs’, and update sections 1, 2.3, 3, 4 accordlingly, and remove ‘, if defined’ for the impacted TS 24.558 (comment received from CT1) and add more supporting companies.

R1 is made available.

Qualcomm: Based on my internal discussion, I have one more request: can you please rephrase 29.558 impact to “Technical enhancement of EDGEAPP APIs over EDGE-3/6/9”, we would have a similar comment from CT1 side that my colleague will also connect about (Technical enhancement of EDGEAPP APIs over EDGE-1/4). 
Huawei makes r2 available. Compared with r1, the description for TS 24.558 and TS 29.558 is updated as we discussed during the CT3 CC, and more supporting company added.

Qualcomm is fine with r2.
Ericsson: Would you update the newly added paragraph 
“3GPP also specify the Application Layer APIs (i.e. EDGEAPP APIs defined in 3GPP TS 24.558), in order to expose the EDGE network services and capabilities by the EES and ECS to the EEC in a secure and controlled manner.”

=>

3GPP also specify the Edge Application Layer APIs for the client in the UE to consume (i.e. EDGE APIs defined in 3GPP TS 24.558), in order to expose the EDGE network services and capabilities by the EES and ECS to the EEC in a secure and controlled manner.

Note: when Application layer API is mentioned, it implies the Application Layer API for consumer in the UE.
To cater for TS 24.558 exactly.

Huawei: I am fine to rewording the description, but my understanding is that other EDGEAPP APIs are also Application Layer APIs, right? Such NOTE seems the answer is not.

Huawei makes r3 available.
Ericsson is fine with r3.

	
	
	3357
	WID new   Rel-17 Enhancements of 3GPP Northbound and Application Layer APIs
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3254
	WID new   Rel-17 New WID on enhanced Service Enabler Architecture Layer for Verticals
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Revised to 3317
	Huawei: Only one concern is that it’s unclear to us the work split among the eSEAL, UASAPP and eV2XAPP on enhancement of SEAL part.

Ericsson: For CT3, the expected work scope , 

suggest to add “support supplementary location information”, according to S6-210921.

And since SEAL is the Service Enabler Architecture Layer for Verticals, 

Suggest the V2X common applicable features e.g. location related features, which can be commonly used by UASAPP or other V2X APP, should be defined in eSEAL scope.

The unique features not commonly applicable to other APP, should be defined in UASAPP or other V2X APP separately.
Samsung: To our understanding, the procedures/features applicable to all verticals (as defined in stage#2 TS 23.434) will be specified in the eSEAL WID, while how the procedure will be used along with clarifying vertical specific aspects will be handled in vertical specific WID. 
Samsung to Ericsson: ok to include the proposed addition. Can you clarify which exact feature from V2X APP can be moved to eSEAL. Ideally, we need to follow stage#2. If stage#2 decided to keep the feature in 23.434 then we can implement n eSEAL.
Samsung makes r1 available:

· As per Ericsson’s comment, updated objective to include “Support supplementary location information”
· New supporting companies.

· Details of Rapporteur for new TS 24.ab1 updated.

· As per Huawei’s suggestion and Samsung’s clarification during yesterday’s conference call, following Note is added. Let me know if this clarifies.

NOTE 2:              Services/features applicable to multiple verticals (as per TS 23.434) will be specified in this WID, and the usage of these services/features and the vertical specific clarifications will be specified in respective verticals WIDs.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3317
	WID new   Rel-17 New WID on enhanced Service Enabler Architecture Layer for Verticals
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Endorsed
	CT3 can endorse the WID.

	
	
	3262
	WID revised   Rel-17 Revised WID on CT aspects for enabling Edge Applications
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Revised to 3323
	CT3 can agree on it. Waiting for endorsement from CT1.
Samsung makes r1 available:

· Add NTT as supporting company.
· Coversheet update - corrected CP approved number to CP-203106.



	
	
	3323
	WID revised   Rel-17 Revised WID on CT aspects for enabling Edge Applications
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Agreed
	CT3 can agree on it. Waiting for CT1 endorsement.

	
	
	3274
	WID new   Rel-17 CT aspects of Architecture enhancements for 3GPP support of advanced V2X services - Phase 2
	Huawei, HiSilicon /Christian
	Revised to 3318
	LATE

Nokia: I assume that this WID lists no impact on 29.522 because it assumes that ALL new parameters (related to DRX configuration) will be encoded within the existing "paramOverPc5" attribute of the Service Specific parameters. Do we have sufficient confirmation from CT1 (which is responsible for the encoding of "paramOverPc5") for this, in order to be able to exclude with certainty that new attributes will be needed in the Service Specific parameters in 29.522?
Ericsson: I have similar concerns as Nokia mentioned on 29.522 currently missing in clause 5 impacted existing TS,

Since in clause 4 Objective already including the potential impact to the NEF northbound i/f:

For CT3, the expected work includes:

· potential impacts to the PCC framework for V2X services in 5GS with regards to apply PC5 DRX configuration for V2X services;
· potential impact to the NEF northbound interface to support PC5 DRX configuration for V2X services;

Then, seems the potential impact to 29.522 also need to be added in clause 5 to be aligned with clause 4.  

Otherwise, if sound evidence of no impact to 29.522, then clause 4 should be aligned in description.
Huawei: TS 29.522 was missed. We will add it in the revision.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Nokia is fine with r1.

Ericsson is fine with r1.


	
	
	3318
	WID new   Rel-17 CT aspects of Architecture enhancements for 3GPP support of advanced V2X services - Phase 2
	Huawei, HiSilicon /Christian
	Revised to 3543
	CT3 can endorse this WID.

	
	
	3543
	WID new   Rel-17 CT aspects of Architecture enhancements for 3GPP support of advanced V2X services - Phase 2
	Huawei, HiSilicon /Christian
	Endorsed
	

	
	
	3207
	WID revised   Rel-17 Revised WID on CT aspects on Dynamic management of group-based event monitoring
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	CT3 can agree with the WID waiting from the endorsement from CT4.

	
	
	3299
	WID revised Rel-17 Revised WID on Enhancement of Network Slicing Phase 2
	ZTE
	Revised to 3319
	LATE

Huawei: Please find below our comments on this revised eNS_Ph2 WID proposal:
· The impacts to NEF to support NSAC need to be also added in the CT3 part of clause 4.

· The corresponding updates to clause 5, i.e. adding TS 29.122 and TS 29.522 to the list of impacted specifications, need to be considered as well.

Nokia: I agree with Huawei but only partially:

· The impacts on NEF to support NSAC are partially captured in clause 4 by the bullet “Impacts on NEF to allow the AF to subscribe to event notifications regarding network slice information”. We just need to extend this bullet to capture also the exposure of information from the NSAC. Subscribing is one thing. Asking about the max number of UEs allowed in a slice is a different thing…

· Extend the description of the 29.522 (which is already there) impact in clause 5 accordingly. I see no need to add 29.122, since the features will be only in 5G. Do I miss something?

Huawei: I fully agree with you, except for not adding TS 29.122. The latter will be impacted as the MonitoringEvent API will be impacted, cf. CRs 3053 and 3054.
Nokia: Good point, ok for 29.122.

ZTE: I agree with Huawei that 29.122 is impacted due to the re-used Monitoring Event API. ZTE makes a proposal for TS 29.122 & TS 29.522 impacts.
Huawei provides minor editorial corrections.

Nokia: ok for me as well.

ZTE makes r1 available.

Huawei is fine with r1.

Ericsson: Considering that current stage 2 work for PCC part of CT3 is related to UE-Slice-MBR, and discussions for Total-Slice-MBR are starting now, a suggestion is made for the CT3 impacts.
Monitor SA2.
ZTE: For Total-Slice-MBR, following SA2 CRs were agreed in the last meeting:
- S2-2103480, defines that SM PCF interacts with the UDR to update the remaining maximum data rate per S-NSSAI in the UDR.

- S2-2103068, extends UDR policy data to include remaining maximum data rate per S-NSSAI.

S2-2104573 (revision of S2-2103480) and  S2-2104659 (revision of S2-2103068) submitted in this SA2 meeting doesn't change the main body, therefore I propose not to add "potential" for Total-Slice-MBR related impacts.

And for the terminology "Total-Slice-MBR", it seems SA2 will not make the alignment and use "Total-Slice-MBR" in this meeting, hence I keep "NW Slice maximum data rate" to be aligned with SA2 WID at least.
Ericsson is fine with r2.

ZTE makes r3 available, with CT1 & CT4 stable changes.


	
	
	3319
	WID revised Rel-17 Revised WID on Enhancement of Network Slicing Phase 2
	ZTE
	Endorsed
	CT3 can endorse this WID.

	
	
	3305
	WID revised Rel-17 Revised on CT Aspects of 5G eEDGE


	Huawei
	Revised to 3322
	LATE
Ericsson:
In clause 4, CT3:
· For the potential DNS enhancement to support EAS discovery, please, clarify why CT3 needs to specify any specifics for DNS functionality (shouldn’t it be handled by IETF instead?)

· For the potential impacts on AF/EAS/SMF/PCF/NEF to support enhancements for PSA co-existence, please, clarify PSA co-existence to which feature from 23.548 it refers to.

· For the last bullet, AF/EAS subscribes low latency exposure of QoS monitoring results via Local NEF/SCEF and PCF, please, formulate it in terms of CT3 impacts.

Huawei:
· Fine to remove it.

· That’s based on the conclusion of TR 23.748, solution#52, and sine TS 23.548 is not completed, hence, ‘potential impacts’ are indicated in the WID.

· what about ‘Impacts on AF/EAS/SMF/PCF/NEF to support low latency exposure of QoS monitoring results.’?

Ericsson:
Fine with first and third bullets.

About the second one, if it is referring to this conclusion for KI#2, 9.2.8:

It is recommended for normative phase to consider enhancing the runtime coordination so AF can provide guidance to SMF in relation to former and new connection coexistence at Edge Relocation.
NOTE:      Solution #31 and Solution #52 include proposals in this area.

Would it be ok to rephrase it to:

“potential impacts on AF/EAS/SMF/PCF/NEF to support enhancements for PSA co-existence former and new connection coexistence at Edge Relocation”?
Huawei is fine with the rewording. R1 is made available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3322
	WID revised Rel-17 Revised on CT Aspects of 5G eEDGE


	Huawei
	Endorsed
	CT3 can endorse this proposal.

	
	
	3311
	WID revised Rel-17 Revised Enhancement to the 5GC LoCation Services-Phase 2
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3320
	LATE
Check discussions with CT4.

Ericsson provides r1.

Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3320
	WID revised Rel-17 Revised Enhancement to the 5GC LoCation Services-Phase 2
	Ericsson
	Endorsed
	CT3 can endorse this one.

	17.1.2
	Contributions on Work Items

Please use agenda item 17.1.2 for those (P-)CRs related to Work Items that are not approved yet and thus do not have an assigned agenda item.
	
	
	
	
	

	17.2
	Stage 3 of Multimedia Priority Service (MPS) Phase 2
[MPS2]
	3039
	CR 1700 29.212 Rel-17 29.212 PCC Support for MPS for DTS
	Perspecta Labs, CISA ECD, AT&T, Verizon, Ericsson, T-Mobile USA
	Agreed
	CP-201207

Revision of C3-212379

	
	
	3041
	CR 0749 29.512 Rel-17 29.512 PCC support for MPS for DTS
	Perspecta Labs, CISA ECD, AT&T, Verizon, Ericsson, T-Mobile USA
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212380

This CR includes a backwards compatible feature addition to the OpenAPI file of Npcf_PolicyControl.

	
	
	3042
	CR 1654 29.214 Rel-17 29.214 AF Session Control for MPS for DTS
	Perspecta Labs, CISA ECD, AT&T, Verizon, Ericsson, T-Mobile USA
	Revised to 3332
	Revision of C3-212381

Huawei: I don’t find the requirement for the Provisioning of MPS for DTS AF Signalling Flow Information. Could you please provided it?

Perspecta provides references from TS 22.153, 23.203, 23.401 & 23.503.

Huawei: There are still some questions which are not clear to me in the DTS case.
1) What kind of AF signaling is established between the UE and AF？IMS signalling?

2) How to negotiation the bearer used for the AF signalling?

3) What’s the different from the IMS Multimedia Priority Services? Why can’t we re-use the existing procedure for IMS Multimedia Priority Services?

Perspecta Labs:

The signalling used depends upon the design of the MPS for DTS server and its user interface, but will most likely protocol be HTTP to support web browser access from the UE. A service user would use a web browser or a UE application to interact with the MPS for DTS server to invoke or revoke MPS for DTS.

Negotiation should not be required for that, there would not be SDP or any parameters to negotiate.

The existing MPS procedures are to set up an IMS voice/video call between two UEs or between a UE and a conferencing server.  

Perspecta Labs makes r1 available. The changes are:

· Removed IMS restoration specific details from the seventh change (4.4.y)

· Added the fifth change, 4.4.5, a small change to subscription to notification of provisioning of signalling path status to be applicable also to non-IMS restoration signalling paths.

· Added the eleventh change, 5.3.17, modified Media-Component-Number AVP description to be applicable also to non-IMS restoration signalling paths.

Huawei: Comments provided in r2. R2 is made available by Huawei.

Perspecta Labs makes r3 available.

In addition to your changes, I made these editorial changes:

· Section 4.4.x:
The PCRF shall install the event trigger for the MPS for DTS request using the corresponding procedures specified in 3GPP TS 29.212 [8] if the AF requests the notification.
· Section 4.4.y:
The AF shall additionally provide the MPS-Identifier AVP and a Media-Component-Description AVP including a Media-Sub-Component AVP(s) representing the AF signalling IP flow.
· Section 4.4.y:
The PCRF shall set appropriate QoS values for the AF signalling IP flow and install the corresponding dynamic PCC rule at the PCEF and the QoS rule at BBERF if applicable.

I also deleted your deleted text to avoid changes on changes.

Huawei: I think the change to the Subscription to Notification of Signalling Path Status is not needed. 

And the new added text is conflict with the existing text:

If the signalling path is for IMS restoration, the Media-Component-Description AVP shall contain the Media-Component-Number AVP set to "0", otherwise, the Media-Component-Number AVP shall be set to the ordinal number of the Media-Component.

If the procedures in Clause 4.4.5a are not applied, the Media-Sub-Component AVP shall contain the Flow-Number AVP set to "0", and the rest of AVPs within the Media-Component-Description and Media-Sub-Component AVPs shall not be used in this case.

If you prefer to specify the setting of the Media-Component-Number AVP, I can agree accept you original proposal that The Media-Component-Description AVP shall contain the Media-Component-Number AVP set to "0" in 4.4y.

Perspecta Labs: R4 is made available. Changes:

· Reverted Media-Component-Number AVP to "0" in 4.4.5

· Removed 4.4.5 since now there are no changes in it

Huawei is fine with r4.


	
	
	3332
	CR 1654 29.214 Rel-17 29.214 AF Session Control for MPS for DTS
	Perspecta Labs, CISA ECD, AT&T, Verizon, Ericsson, T-Mobile USA
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3043
	CR 0293 29.514 Rel-17 29.514 AF Session for control of MPS for DTS
	Perspecta Labs, CISA ECD, AT&T, Verizon, Ericsson, T-Mobile USA
	Revised to 3333
	Revision of C3-212382

This CR includes a backwards compatible feature addition to the OpenAPI file of Npcf_PolicyAuthorization.
See 3042.
Perspecta Labs makes r1 available. The changes are:

· Removed IMS restoration specific details from the fourth change (4.2.2.12.z)

· Added the sixth change, 4.2.3.17, a small change to provisioning of signalling flow information for de-provisioning to be applicable also to non-IMS restoration signalling paths.

· Added the tenth change, 4.2.6.7, a small to subscription to notification of signalling path status to be applicable also to non-IMS restoration signalling paths.

Perspecta Labs: See 3042. I made changes similar to yours to the 5G (now r2):
· Reverted “medCompN” to “0”
· Deleted “PCC rules related to the AF signalling IP flows could have been provisioned to SMF using the corresponding procedures specified in 3GPP TS 29.512 [8] at an earlier stage (e.g. typically at the establishment of the QoS flow for AF Signalling IP Flows)."
· Added “The PCF shall set appropriate QoS values for the AF signalling IP flow and shall install the corresponding dynamic PCC rule for the AF signalling IP flows.”



	
	
	3333
	CR 0293 29.514 Rel-17 29.514 AF Session for control of MPS for DTS
	Perspecta Labs, CISA ECD, AT&T, Verizon, Ericsson, T-Mobile USA
	Agreed
	

	17.3
	PFD Management Enhancement
[pfdManEnh]
	
	
	
	
	CP-210183



	17.4
	Service Based Interface Protocol Improvements Release 17

[SBIProtoc17]
	3060
	CR 0775 29.512 Rel-17 Additional missing description fields in OpenAPI specification files
	Huawei
	Agreed
	C3-212359 (CT4 leading)

This CR introduces backwards compatible changes to the OpenAPI specification file of the Npcf_SMPolicyControl API.
Ericsson is fine with this CR.



	
	
	3061
	discussion   Rel-17 Discussion paper on on respecting 3GPP Forge executing rules
	Huawei
	Noted
	C4-213357

Discuss it in both CT3 & CT4 reflectors.

Ericsson: we have the following comments to this contribution:
· In our view, the particularities of the GitLab tools should not be documented in a 3GPP TS, so we are not in favor in moving forward with this CR in its current form.

· What we could document in 29.501 are the specific guidelines or requirements that motivated each specific lint rule:

· Some (most) of them are already documented, such as the recommendation to have description fields in reusable schema components, or the requirement to have a "servers" section when applicable, etc. For those, we don’t need to add anything else.

· Some of them are obvious rules that simply relate to the correctness of the OpenAPI spec itself. For example, having a "required" item in an object definition, and not having a corresponding "properties" definition is simply an error that needs to be corrected, but we don't need to mention it explicitly in 29.501, either.

· Example of rules that could be documented are, for example, to not use TABs or non-break spaces, and we could add such consideration in clause 5.3.2; so we would support revising the CR in that direction.

There has been discussions about whether it would be appropriate to document formally the overall process for handling OpenAPI specs, including the details about the GitLab repository, branches, tags, and overall process, including the usage of the tools. Some people have suggested to create a 21-series TR for that. We (E///) would be supportive of that approach. But that's a separate discussion, not related in principle with this CR.
Ericsson: Regarding the version v1 that you uploaded, I still have some further comments:
· It is fine having the first 2 bullet points in section 5.3.2, since it deals with _formatting_; however, the other 3 points are not about formatting really, so they should not be put under this section. What I would suggest for the 2nd bullet is to clearly identify what is an "unbreakable space" and a "normal space"; we should refer to them by their UTF-8 standard names and code: 'NO-BREAK SPACE' (U+00A0) and 'SPACE' (U+0020). Let me remind that the reason for which we are adding this restriction is because it is actually legal in YAML to have these 2 chars (tabs and non-break spaces), it's only that they should be expressed and used correctly, and we (3GPP) never do that when we copy/paste text from MS Word.

Something else that would fit under this section, even when it's not part of your CR, could be a recommendation to not have trailing spaces in the YAML files. That's a recommendation from some YAML linters (yes, there are linters even for YAML itself !) so we (3GPP) might consider adopting that (as a should)

· The 3rd bullet could possibly belong to section 5.3.14 ("Attribute Presence Conditions"), but in the form of a NOTE. I would suggest to not mention that the required attribute should not contain an empty list, because that's illegal in OpenAPI / JSON Schema. At most, we could indicate in such NOTE that object schema definition should not have property names in the "required" for which a corresponding property definition does not exist; this point could make sense to be emphasized, because such schema definition is legal in OpenAPI / JSON Schema, and it just happens that in 99.99% of cases those schema definitions happen due to errors and are unintentional definitions.

· The 4th bullet, about $ref sibling properties, I'd suggest to remove it, since there is nothing 3GPP-specific here, and the restriction to ignore any property (other than $ref) in a reference object comes from the definition of the JSON Reference standard itself (draft-pbryan-zyp-json-ref-03)

· The 5th bullet, if we keep it, deserves its own 5.3.x clause. And we should not say that it needs to be unique, because that's already said in the OpenAPI spec. What we could say under this new section is whether having operationId properties is a "shall", a "should" or a "may", and why. This field has been added to our OpenAPI definitions since day one, when we did not really have much experience with OpenAPI. But, as of today, I'm not certain of how much value does it really add. 
Regarding:

· Otherwise, can you please provide more details, if available, on this 21-series TR project?

There is nothing "available", really; it's only random ideas that people have put on the table with views to how to document formally everything related to 3GPP Forge/GitLab, but maybe this deserves a different thread. You could maybe check with CT Chair for further info.
Huawei: Comments considered. For 5th bullet, I think that this is a good practice, but I am open to other opinions. I have made a proposal in 3357_v2. If agreeable to everybody, we can proceed with it. I am fine to remove it otherwise. R2 is made available.
Ericsson: Only a few minor comments:
· There is a typo in 5.3.2, last bullet -> Trainling

· On this same bullet, I'd suggest to clarify what are trailing spaces (e.g. to not read it as "white spaces at the end of the file"). We could say:

              Trailing spaces (white spaces at the end of a line) should not be used in OpenAPI specification files

· I'd also suggest to change the title of the CR and the cover page (reason for change, summary of changes, etc..), to not refer to a lint tool, which is not mentioned anywhere else in the 3GPP TS's. We could put as title, for example, "Additional  guidelines for OpenAPI specification files", and re-do the other fields in the cover sheet accordingly.

With those changes, E/// would be happy to co-sign the CR, if you are ok with it.

Huawei makes r3 available.
Ericsson is fine with r3.
Matrixx: I am wondering about the new ‘Operation identifiers’ just with a small description inside of the new chapter:

Service operations defined in an OpenAPI specification file should be assigned an Operation ID.

Is there a reference available for more details?

Huawei: An example is provided to illustrate this guideline, I do not see what we can do more. When you say “reference”, what do you mean by that?

Matrix: The illustration of the parameter with the example is very good but my comment was regarding the guidance on ‘Formatting of OpenAPI specification files’ given in clause 5.3.2 in which I would assume to see a reference to ‘Operation identifiers’ if ‘an OpenAPI specification file should be assigned an Operation ID’ or I am wrong?

Ericsson: The request to move the considerations about OperationIDs to a different clause (other than 5.3.2) came from us (Ericsson).

The reason is that 5.3.2 deals exclusively with formatting; i.e.: usage of YAML (and not JSON) for documenting OpenAPI specs, character encoding and character sets to be used, how to format it in MS Word documents, etc… More examples of text that could fit this clause would be if, eventually, 3GPP would decide to apply specific formatting (such as syntax coloring highlight) to OpenAPI text blocks, as it has been done in SA4 TS's, for example. 

But, OperationID is a totally different aspect (it's a functional aspect). It's an attribute (unique string) assigned to a certain operation on a given resource; the usage and purpose is documented in the OpenAPI 3.0.x spec but, in brief, it's mainly related to hints for automatic code generators, and also to be used in relation to the "link" mechanism in OpenAPI. But it definitely has nothing to do with formatting.
Matrixx: Having the usage and purpose of OperationID was my original question where this attribute is documented which is now clarified:

the attribute  is defined according to OpenAPI Specification.


	
	
	3085
	CR 0007 29.535 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Revised to 3364
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction to the OpenAPI file Naanf_AKMA.
Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· The sentences "If the feature "ES3XX" is supported, the HTTP <Method> request from the PCF may be redirected as specified in subclause 5.8." in 4.x.x.x clauses is not needed in our opinion, they do not have any substantial added value.

· Description of the "RedirectResponse" data type: "Contains a redirection related information."

Ericsson: I will revise CR to correct description of "RedirectResponse" data type.
I believe that in 4.x.x.x clauses we should provide a reference to the procedure which describes extended support of HTTP redirection responses i.e. to clause 6.10.9 from TS 29.500. Since in table 5.1.8-1 there is a detailed description of feature ES3XX with the reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9,  I used indirect reference in 4.x.x.x clauses.

However, I can agree that providing a reference to clause 5.1.8 which lists supported feature might be strange.

I can update 4.x.x.x clauses to provide a direct reference to TS 29.500, clause 6.10.9 for handling of HTTP redirection responses. What do you think?

Huawei: I still don’t see the need to have this sentence at all in 4.x.x.x clauses because everything is already described in TS 29.500 which applies to all 5G SBI APIs + the descriptions in the resources and used features clauses of this TS. This being said, I am open to see your new proposal with a direct reference to TS 29.500.

The intention is also to be aligned across all the specification on this matter. Nokia and Huawei TSs do not contain such sentences. Now if we think that such sentences are needed, we should in my opinion agree on a common formulation to apply everywhere.

Ericsson: R1 is made available. I added proposed sentence and I am willing to agree on common text.

Further, TSs from Nokia and Huawei currently contain in clauses 5.7/5.1.7 describing error responses information about redirection responses, and in clauses 4.x.x.x reference to clauses 5.7/5.1.7 for redirection responses. These statements are not correct and will need to be removed.
CT3 agrees with this proposal for all TSs. 
Huawei: The formulation that Ericsson have proposed is OK for me, but it needs to be the same for all the other CRs as already mentioned. Agree with last comment from Ericsson.

Ericsson: Based on our discussion on [TEI17_DCAMP] [17.11] [C3-213086] [r1] version related to the support of the "ES3XX" feature by all 5G APIs introduced in the current release I removed support of the "ES3XX" feature from the Naanf_AKMA API. To avoid possible confusion I just would like to remind that all 5G_eSBA CRs still need to be aligned with text proposed in clauses 4.2.2.2.2 and 4.2.2.3.2 of C3-213085_r1. R2 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r2.

Huawei: shouldn’t the WI code be NBI17 for this CR?
Ericsson: TS 29.535 is 5G SBI TS and therefore it is part of SBIProtoc17. Hence it is not included within the scope of NBI17 work item.
Huawei accepts the comment and is fine with r2.


	
	
	3364
	CR 0007 29.535 Rel-17 Redirect responses with "application/json" media type
	Ericsson, China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3283
	CR 0008 29.535 Rel-17 Optional header clarification
	China Mobile Communications Group Co.,Ltd.
	Revised to 3365
	Ericsson: requirement related to the mandatory HTTP custom header fields shall be aligned with SBI template i.e. text "shall be applicable" should be changed to "shall be supported".
Proposal is to align text for the support of the optional HTTP custom header fields and the mandatory HTTP custom header fields to say:

· "The mandatory HTTP custom header fields specified in clause 5.2.3.2 of 3GPP TS 29.500 [4] shall be supported, and the optional HTTP custom header fields specified in clause 5.2.3.3 of 3GPP TS 29.500 [4] may be supported."

Or
· "The Naanf_AKMA Service API shall support mandatory HTTP custom header fields specified in clause 5.2.3.2 of 3GPP TS 29.500 [4] and may support optional HTTP custom header fields specified in subclause 5.2.3.3 of 3GPP TS 29.500 [4]."

China Mobile makes r1 available.

Huawei: 3283_r1 is fine for me, I had the exact same comment as Ericsson. 

China Mobile makes r2 available.

Huawei is fine with r2.

Ericsson is fine with r2.

	
	
	3365
	CR 0008 29.535 Rel-17 Optional header clarification
	China Mobile Communications Group Co.,Ltd.
	Agreed
	

	17.5
	IMS Stage-3 IETF Protocol Alignment

[IMSProtoc17]
	
	
	
	
	CP-201167 (CT1 leading)

	17.6
	Study on enhanced IMS to 5GC Integration Phase 2
[FS_eIMS5G2]
	
	
	
	
	CP-201358 (CT1 leading)

	17.7
	Authentication and key management for applications based on 3GPP credential in 5G [AKMA-CT]
	
	
	
	
	CP-203107



	17.8
	CT aspects on PAP/CHAP protocols usage in 5GS [PAP_CHAP]
	
	
	
	
	CP-210251


	17.9
	CT aspects for enabling Edge Applications [EDGEAPP]
	3094
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Eees_SessionWithQoS service description and API spec
	NTT corporation, Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Revised to 3324
	CP-203106

Ericsson: Since Ethernet and MAC is not included in TS 23.558, please remove all the related attributes, data types and Features.

And only need features related to websocket, the other features for QoS can be supported directly as base function.

Huawei: I share the same comment as Ericsson, and another mainly concern from us is that whether the API is also applicable for 4G, or only for 5G? 

NTT: TS 23.558 v2.1.0 describes interface EDGE-2 as follows.

====================

EDGE-2 reference point enables interactions between the EES and the 3GPP Core Network functions and APIs for retrieval of network capability information. It supports:

- access via SCEF and NEF APIs as defined in 3GPP TS 23.501 [2], 3GPP TS 23.502 [3], 3GPP TS 29.522 [4], 3GPP TS 23.682 [17], 3GPP TS 29.122 [5]; or

- direct access to core network functions with the EES deployed within the MNO trust domain (see 3GPP TS 23.501 [2] clause 5.13, 3GPP TS 23.503 [12], 3GPP TS 23.682 [17]).

NOTE: EDGE-2 reference point reuses 3GPP reference points or interfaces of EPS or 5GS considering different deployment models.

====================

Then I thought EDGE-3 interface should support the parameter described in corresponding procedure of TS 29.522(5GS Nnef) and TS 29.122(EPS T8). However, as you indicated, TS 23.558 does not describe MAC in the description of the stage 2 requirement.

If there is no objection to remove MAC and the features other than websocket, we will remove these from the p-CR.

 NTT: R1 is made available.
I modified the pCR as follows, based on the offline discussion. 

- modified the service procedures for optimization and improvement of accuracy.

- Removed UserPlaneEventReport definition.

- Added UserPlaneEventReport of TS 29.122 as a re-used data type.

- Removed all the "MAC" / ”Eth~” related descriptions.

- Removed the Supported features other than " Notification_test_event " and "Notification_websocket".

- Removed the duplicated Data type (UserPlaneEvent) from Table 8.z.5.1-2.

- Added editor’s note to the bottom of the table for SessionWIthQoS and the table for Feature negotiation.

- Modified the "P" column of "events" and "ipFlows" to M from O, to align with Cardinality.

- Editorial modifications.

- Added Huawei as a cosigner.

Huawei:
Please find further comments on r1:

· 2: remove 29.512 but add reference 29.214, reference number please use [29214] for TS 29.214, [29514] for TS 29.514

· 5.z.2.2.2: change 29.512 to 29.514 in ‘or the PCF (as specified in 3GPP TS 29.512 [29512])’

· SessionWithQoSPatch: ipFlows and events are all optional during modification; cardinality of altQoSReferences is 1..N

NTT: . I modified as follows based on your comments, and modified some editorials.

· 2: Removed 29.512 and add 29.214

· 5.z.2.2.2: Corrected the specification number from 29.512 to 29.214 

· Table 8.z.5.2.3-1: Modified the Presence condition of ipFlows and events (mandatory -> optional)

· 8.z.5.2.2: Type: SessinoWithQoS -> Type: SessionWithQoS

· 8.z.2.2.3.1: “~ in table 8.z.2.2.3.2-1.” -> “~ in table 8.z.2.2.3.1-1.”

R2 is made available.
Huawei: I am fine with r2, but please do not forget to change the Cardinality of altQoSReferences to 1..N (not 0..N) in Table 8.z.5.2.3-1, when the final version is uploaded.

NTT: I modified the cardinality and uploaded as C3-213324.
Yali is fine with 3324.


	
	
	3324
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Eees_SessionWithQoS service description and API spec
	NTT corporation, Samsung Electronics Iberia SA, Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3264
	Work Plan   Rel-17 Work plan for CT3 aspects of EDGEAPP
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Noted
	On track. WI will be finished by Dec-2021.

	
	
	3265
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Eees_AppClientInformation service description
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Revised to 3325
	Huawei: agrees with the proposal but with few following comments:

· Add AC as one abbreviation

· 5.y.1: the Editor’s Note should be moved to the definition of the data type which is included as payload during the creation of subscription;

· 5.y.2.1: some extra spaces should be removed from the 1st column of the Table

· 5.y.2.1: whether the API can also be used for one-time, periodic reporting?

· 5.y.2.3.2: last parag.: after receiving the POST request, the EAS shall respond to the EES with 204 No Content

· 5.y.2.4.2: suggest to indicate the status code for successful modification, i.e. 200 OK and 204 No Content

· Using quotation mark to indicate the attribute

Samsung:

· AC is already present in Abbreviation clause of the TS.

· This EN is to handle any security aspects in service operation descriptions. If it is not clear, please propose text alternative. The API definition already has EN to handle security aspects.  

· Will do

· To our understanding yes, but the one time report will come on the notification target. Not as response to the subscription request message.  

· Will do

· Will add this in bullet b

· Which attributes are missing?

Samsung: R1 is made available with the implementation of the following comments:
· In, 5.y.2.1: some extra spaces removed from the 1st column of the Table.
· As agreed in conference call yesterday, removed the term "continuous"

· 5.y.2.3.2: added that the EAS shall respond to the EES with 204 No Content

· 5.y.2.4.2: Updated with applicable status codes for successful modification, i.e. 200 OK and 204 No Content

· Placed quotation mark for ACInfoNotification, easId, subscriptionId

Huawei: Seems the extra spaces are not removed from the 1st column of the Table in 5.y.2.1, could you please double check it?

And please remove ‘The EES may respond with.’ in 2b of clause 5.y.2.4.2.
Samsung makes r2 available.

Huawei is fine with r2.


	
	
	3325
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Eees_AppClientInformation service description
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3266
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Eees_AppClientInformation API definition
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Revised to 3326
	Ericsson: It seems AC type in ACFilter data type should be singular according to TS 23.558, and the whole AC filter should be optional.

And data type ACProfile, EASInformation, ACServiceKPI are already defined in TS 24.558, so we can refer them instead of having duplicated definition.

Huawei: Please find following comments:
· Table 8.y.2.1-1: suggest to indicate clearly that PUT for fully replace, PATCH for partial update

· Table 8.y.2.2.3.1-6: no needed due to 200 is not defined for the operation;

· 8.y.4.2.1: remove ‘The EES shall subscribe to the AC information via the Individual Application Client Information Subscription resource.’

· 8.y.4.2.2: rewording ‘during the creation or modification of Individual Application Client Information Subscription’
· Table 8.y.5.2.2-1: Indicate the applicable values of the ReportingInformation as a NOTE

· 8.y.5.2.6: MSISDN, external UE Id can also indicate the UE Id

Samsung to Ericsson: 

If the AC filter is optional, then what is the EAS subscribing for? Agree, stage 2 has single AC type in the subscription. But from implementation perspective in stage 3, it is possible that the EAS may subscribe for multiple AC types where other filter parameters same through a single subscription. Array of AC Types are included to handle such scenario. Let me know if its ok with this explanation. 

For the comment on TS 24.558, agree can be reused. Will do in the revision.

Samsung to Huawei:

· Will do.

· Agree and that why Its n/a. The table is taken from the SBI template. So kept the table and mentioned n/a.
· Will do
· Will do
· Will add note
· As per definition of Gpsi in TS 29.571, table 5.3.2, below,  GPSI is either external identifier or MSISDN
String identifying a Gpsi shall contain either an External Id or an MSISDN. It shall be formatted as follows:

-External Identifier: "extid-<extid>, where <extid> shall be formatted according to clause 19.7.2 of 3GPP TS 23.003 [7] that describes an External Identifier.

-MSISDN: "msisdn-<msisdn>, where <msisdn> shall be formatted according to clause 3.3 of 3GPP TS 23.003 [7] that describes an MSISDN.

Pattern: '^(msisdn-[0-9]{5,15}|extid-.+@.+|.+)$'

So, both external UE Id and MSISDN are covered by definition.

Samsung: Based on the comments received and agreement made during yesterday’s conference, please find the revised version here C3-213266_r1.

Following is implemented

· ACFilter in made optional in ACInfoSubscription data type.

· ACType in ACFilter is made singular. 

· Removed ACProfile, EASInformation, ACServiceKPI data types and used the “ACProfile” from TS 24.558.

· Table 8.y.2.1-1: Indicated in the description that PUT for fully replace, PATCH for partial update
· 8.y.4.2.1: removed ‘The EES shall subscribe to the AC information via the Individual Application Client Information Subscription resource.’
· 8.y.4.2.2: reworded as suggested - ‘during the creation or modification of Individual Application Client Information Subscription’
· Table 8.y.5.2.2-1: Indicated the applicable values of the ReportingInformation in the NOTE.
· Based on comment in 3265, removed the term "continuous" from all API definition and service description. Keep it generic.

Huawei is fine with r1.
Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3326
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Eees_AppClientInformation API definition
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3268
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Miscellaneous alignments
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Revised to 3327
	Huawei: agrees with the proposal but based on stage 2 requirement, the service continuity support includes the indication and also a list of supported ACR scenarios, hence, better to define a new data type including both information not split it into two IEs within the EESProfile.

Samsung: Agree, the stage 2 requirement is specifies to indicate the supported ACR scenarios as well through the service continuity support IE. The pCR adds an EN to handle the same. We can define a new data type while resolving the EN. Let us know if the pCR is fine with this understanding.

Samsung: As discussed during the conference call, updated the Service Continuity Support attribute with new Data Type of enumeration Type “ACRScenario”. EN is added to further align the definition of “ACRScenario” data type with TS 23.558. R1 is made available.
Huawei: It’s still unclear for the enumeration values for the ACRScenario, would prefer to keep EN for the definition of ACRScenario at this stage to be solved if stage 2 is stable.

Samsung: Agree, the list for ACRScenario data type needs further alignment. There is EN captured in r1 version (“ACRScenario” data type clause), to address the same. Let me know.
Huawei: For the enumeration values for ACRScenario defined in r1, e.g. EEC_INITIATED, EEC_EXECUTED_VIA_SOURCE_EES etc.

I can’t find them in stage 2, could you show where describe them? 
Samsung: Various ACR scenarios are illustrated in Clause 8.8.2 of TS 23.558 (Stage 2). The enumerations are derived based on the ACR scenarios from stage 2. There is no direct mention of these enumerations in stage 2. 
Huawei: I am fine with r1 but please change ‘SORUCE’ to ‘SOURCE’ for the last value in the final version.

Samsung makes r2 available.

Huawei is fine with r2.



	
	
	3327
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Miscellaneous alignments
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3272
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Eees_TargetEASDiscovery service definition
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Revised to 3547
	Huawei: We need to wait for the final reply LS from CT4 on API design principle.

Samsung: All the EAS registrations are handled by the EES and the information about EAS is available at EES which can be represented as resource. We think it is relevant and appropriate to define the custom operation against this resource. 
Samsung: Based on today’s conference call discussion, please find r1. In the rev 1, the API definition is updated using HTTP GET method. Let me know if this version is fine. 
Huawei: Please find few comments as follows:

· For the subscriber EES, why restrict to S-EEC? Just for my clarification.

· Suggest to rewording clause 8.a.2.2.1 to ‘This resource allows the source EAS (S-EAS) or source EES (S-EES) to discover the target EAS (T-EAS) information from the EES.’

Samsung makes r1 available. As per stage 2, 23.558, during service continuity, the Eees_TargetEASDiscovery service is initiated by a source EAS or a source EES. Hence the service description and API definition captures the terms S-EAS and S-EES. Hope this clarifies.

Huawei is fine with r2.
Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3547
	pCR  29.558 Rel-17 Pseudo-CR on Eees_TargetEASDiscovery service definition
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3328
	TS 29.558 v0.4.0
	Samsung Electronics Iberia SA
	
	

	17.10
	Reliable Data Service Serialization Indication 

[RDSSI]
	
	
	
	
	CP-203234 (CT1 leading)

	17.11
	CT aspects on Dynamically Changing AM Policies in the 5GC [TEI17_DCAMP]
	3086
	pCR  29.534 Rel-17 Removal of editor's notes on redirect responses
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3358
	C3-212361

Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· As this is a new TS, a new supported feature is not needed.

· In clauses 4.x.x.x, the sentence "If the feature "ES3XX" is supported, and the PCF determines the received HTTP <Method> request needs to be redirected, the PCF shall send an HTTP redirect response as specified in clause 5.8. " should be removed as it does not have any added value.

· Description of the "3gpp-Sbi-Target-Nf-Id" header in all its occurrences: "Identifier of the target NF (service) instance ID towards which …"

· Description of the "RedirectResponse" data type: "Contains a redirection related information."

Ericsson:

· For the new supported feature, we commented to have it for the 5GC APIs. We were introducing it even for the APIs which didn’t specify any use of 308/307 before, to precisely indicate the specific behaviour for the redirection codes for failover mechanisms, and create awareness on client and server side. E.g. TS 29.517 (Naf_EventExposure API) was introduced in release 16 and we agreed to add support of the "ES3XX" feature, so why should not use the same approach in release 17.

· same answer as for AKMA CR [C3-213085].
· I will correct all of them in next P-CR version.
· I will correct it in next P-CR version.
Ericsson: R1 is made available. I still need a feedback regarding to support of the "ES3XX" feature.
Huawei: Regarding the need to define a feature, I have further checked internally and we still believe that a new feature is not needed to new Rel-17 APIs. Feature control is needed and was used for APIs defined in Rel-15/Rel-16 in order to enable to cover all interoperability cases.

Apart from the above point, I am fine with 3086_r1.
Ericsson: Ericsson is fine with not introducing support of the "ES3XX" feature only if we agree to apply same rule to all 5G APIs introduced in the current release. As I indicated in CC this rule was not applied for the Naanf_AKMA API.

I removed support of the "ES3XX" feature. R2 is made available.
Huawei: Some additional comments:
· Please add a full stop in the description fields of tables 5.3.3.3.3-4 and 5.3.3.3.3-5 where it was forgotten.

· Why the sentence “If the PCF determines the received HTTP <Method> request needs to be redirected, the PCF shall send an HTTP redirect response as specified in clause 6.10.9 of 3GPP TS 29.500 [4]” was not added in clauses 4.2.4.2, 4.2.7.2 and 4.2.7.3?

Ericsson makes r3 available.
Huawei is fine with r3.

	
	
	3358
	pCR  29.534 Rel-17 Removal of editor's notes on redirect responses
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3203
	CR 0351 29.522 Rel-17 Support AM Influence service
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3204
	CR 0352 29.522 Rel-17 Support AM Policy Authorization service
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3205
	CR 0353 29.522 Rel-17 Resource, methods and data model for AM Policy Authorization service
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3378
	Huawei: The proposal in this CR is not complete, i.e.:
· No 4.x procedure part provided.

· Not all the input parameters of the Nnef_AMInfluence_Create operation listed in clause 5.2.6.23.2 of TS 23.502 are provided in the AppAmContextExpData data type (e.g. AF transaction ID, DNN, S-NSSAI, External Group Identifier, application identifier, throughput requirements, service coverage requirements, policy duration, etc.).

· Same comment for the other service operations, several parameters are missing!

Therefore, and before providing further comments, I would suggest that this CR is postponed to next meeting in order to have a more complete proposal based on more stable stage 2 requirements.

Ericsson: I specified TS 23.502 clause 5.2.6.22 defines Nnef_AMPolicyAuthorization service , in reason for change in cover page.

Why you refer to clause 5.2.6.23.2 of TS 23.502  which is NOT relevant to this CR ?

5.2.6.23.2            Nnef_AMInfluence_Create operation

And for all the other APIs resources, methods and data model, with the comparable fulfillment already have lots CR and step by step implementation keeping step with stage 2.
Hence, looking forward if you’d provide relevant comments, currently I still have sufficient time to update if suitable accepted, or put EN FFS like other WIs implementation practices.
Huawei: I was actually referring to clause 5.2.6.22 in TS 23.502. The provided comments are however still valid. In addition:
· You are referring to data types defined in TS 29.534 which are not yet complete and have several ENs.

· As already mentioned, it is a bit strange to agree on the definition of the API aspects without having the procedures part.

· I don’t see the rush to define this service/API in this meeting as there may be still some stage 2 work on it. 

Therefore, we still propose to postpone this CR in order to have a more complete proposal. It doesn’t matter to have ENs, but we should at least have a minimum basis.
Now just as an anticipation step, please find below the complete list of comments that we have identified so far:

· The procedure part of this API is not provided.

· Please remove the dash from the Application-AM-contexts in table 5.x.1.1-1.

· Format of the “string” data type in Table 5.x.1.3.2-1 is not correct.

· Not all the input parameters of the Nnef_AMPolicyAuthorization_Create operation listed in clause 5.2.6.22.2 of TS 23.502 are provided in the AppAmContextExpData data type (e.g. throughput requirements, service coverage requirements, policy duration, etc.), can you please explain why?

· Same comment for the other service operations, some parameters are missing!

· AppAmContextUpdateData is defined in this API, but in the table Table 5.x.2.2-1, it is re-used from 29.534.

· Extra space at the end of the 5.x.1 title needs to be removed.

· "events-subscriptions" is not a resource variable and should hence not be listed in table 5.x.1.4.2.

· Use "events-subscription" instead of "events-subscriptions" everywhere

· Should be "5.x.4" for the "Used features" clause.

· In Table 5.x.2.3.2, definition column, it should be “URI” (instead of “Uri”) everywhere, and “…within the AppAmContextExpData data type …”

Nokia: I agree with Huawei and I have two further points:

1) Where does the requirement for a "termination notification" come from?

2) There is a "t" missing in AppAmContexExpRespData in table 5.x.1.2.3.2-2 and from "AppAmContexUpdateData" in table 5.x.1.3.3.3-2.

Ericsson:
I’ve updated all comments and adding editor’s notes FFS similar as some of other ongoing APIs. For the "termination notification" request is following TS 29.534 clause 4.2.7.3 description:

4.2.7.3   Notification about AF application AM context termination 

This procedure is invoked by the PCF to notify the NF service consumer that the AF application AM context is no longer valid, as defined in 3GPP TS 23.501 [2], 3GPP TS 23.502 [3] and 3GPP TS 23.503 [14].

R1 is made available.

Nokia: Can you please refer to specific stage 2 clauses that require the termination notification? I still can’t find it, sorry if I am being blind…

Otherwise the rest of the changes and the FFSs look ok to me for now.

Huawei:
Please find below some further comments from our side.
· Please consider the following changes:

5.x.1.2.1          Introduction

This resource allows an AF to request theNEF to creatione of a new Individual application AM context resource for a given AF.

· In the definition of the AppAmContextExpData data type:

· Why the TimeWindow data type is used to encode the policyDuration attribute and not another data type like the DuractionSec data type?

· It is not clear to me from the current stage 2 requirement how the “throughput requirements” should be expressed. Can you please hence explain why you used the BitRate data type?

· Same question for the ServiceAreaInfo data type, based on which stage 2 requirements this design choice was made?

· Same comments for the AppAmContextUpdateData data type.

· Should use “eventsSubscriptions” everywhere. It is “eventsSubscription” in figure 5.x.1.1-1 and Table 5.x.1.1-1, whereas “eventsSubscriptions” is used in clause 5.x.1.4.2.

· I agree with Apostolos’s comment on the termination notification and prefer not to define it for now instead of defining it and add an EN.

As already mentioned, please also note that we cannot agree on this CR if the procedures part is not defined and prefer to postpone it. In addition, and based on the above comments, we still believe that postponing the CR is the best way forward.

Ericsson makes r2 available.
For the question on TimeWindow, since TimeWindow data type identifies the time interval (duration) with a start time and a stop time, is clear for service coverage area based policy control, I just consider the service coverage area traffic load and resources usages differently between different time, if simply consider DurationSec without Date time consideration will be risky of adding burden to radio resource in unwanted busy time. 
Hence hope you could accept this consideration, otherwise I can initiate LS to ask SA2 clarification on policy duration.  
On throughput requirements, “throughput” has been widely expressed by BitRate, e.g.  in TS 23.288 clause 6.9.2.

On ServiceAreaInfo, I just further checked stage2 specifications, in TS 23.503 clause 6.1.2.6.1 has description on service coverage area, so I have just updated the data type.
Same reply for AppAmContextUpdateData data type.

On “eventSubscriptons” updated consistently as “eventsSubscription”, since your early comments to remove the ending “s”.

On termination notification, I just removed all the termination notification parts.

I’ll provide 3379 of procedures part follow the style of some existing API in 29.522 for checking soon, and I’ve checked that NO further TEI17_DCAMP discussion in current SA2#145e. Hence please kindly support the CR implementation efforts, and further enhancement can be done similar as the CR history I just checked with lots updated CRs references
Nokia: “reqResSvCvArea" is defined as the “requested restricted areas”. Firstly, I would expect the AF to provide a list of “requested (non-restricted) areas” (with the purpose of extending the areas that are already covered by subscription), and not the opposite. Stage 2 speaks about “service coverage requirements”. Not sure. In any case, the cardinality should be fixed as 1..N.

Huawei: Please find below some additional comments from my side. In the interest of time and in order to not block this CR from progressing, please consider the following changes:
· Please remove the following attributes from tables 5.x.2.3.2 and 5.x.2.3.3 and keep the ENs saying that the full list of attributes is FFS: reqThrputUl, reqThrputDl, policyDuration, reqResSvCvArea
· Remove the added ServiceCoverageAreaInfo data type.
· Add an EN to the resources clause (below 5.x.1 for example) saying that further changes may be applied based on stage 2 normative work progress.

I don’t think we will be able to reach an agreement on the above points today.

Ericsson: I’m fine to accept Nokia’s comments in another change to service coverage area request, just override by Huawei’s removement comments, so just remove it in this meeting .

Hence I just updated as Huawei’s latest comments remove the related parts and add EN, consistently in the 3 CRs: 3205, 3206, 3379.
R3 is made available.

Huawei: please also update Table 5.x.2.2-1 to remove the data types that are not yet used. You can do it in the formal revision.



	
	
	3378
	CR 0353 29.522 Rel-17 Resource, methods and data model for AM Policy Authorization service
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3379
	CR 0361 29.522 Rel-17 Procedures for AM Policy Authorization service
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	Ericsson makes the first version available.
Ericsson: I’m fine to accept Nokia’s comments in another change to service coverage area request, just override by Huawei’s removement comments, so just remove it in this meeting .

Hence I just updated as Huawei’s latest comments remove the related parts and add EN, consistently in the 3 CRs: 3205, 3206, 3379.
Huawei: Please find my comments below:
· In the first EN, an you please also mention that the procedures below may be updated based on the progress of the associated stage 2 requirements?

· Please update the various clauses based on the comments that I have sent on 3205_r2 and add the same ENs to indicate that the final list of input/output attributes is FFS.

Ericsson makes r1 available.

Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3552
	LS Out for Nnef_AMPolicyAuthorization Input parameters
	Ericsson
	Approved
	Ericsson makes a first version available.

Huawei is fine with it.
Nokia: In question 2 of the LS might be better to ask explicitly also something like:

“Does the input about service area coverage refer to allowed areas, to restricted areas, or both is possible?”



	
	
	3206
	CR 0354 29.522 Rel-17 API definition of AM PolicyAuthorization service
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3380
	This CR introduces a new OpenAPI file.
Huawei: We have more or less the same comments as for CR 3205 and the same proposal as well to postpone the CR.

Ericsson: Please refer to my same reply to C3-213205. 

I cannot see the relevant reason to postpone, please make a careful corresponding checking then comments back.

And I could follow the other WIs implementation practices as mentioned.

Huawei: Same answer as for CR 3205 and same proposal to postpone to our next meeting.
Also as an anticipation step and in addition to the comments to 3206, please find below some additional comments:

· The parameters of Throughput requirements, service coverage requirements and expire during are not included in the AppAmContextExpData and AppAmContextUpdateData.

· AmEventsNotification is not defined in this API, shall refer to 29.534.

· AmEventsSubscData is not defined in this API, shall refer to 29.534.

Ericsson makes r1 available.
Ericsson: I just further updated with the 3205r1 added parts in API definition. R2 is made available.
Huawei: Please check the comments that I have sent on 3205_r1.

For both CRs (3205_r1 and 3206_r2), I am still waiting for some internal feedback and may send further comments later. As already indicated for 3205, our preference is still to postpone the CR to next meeting in order to have more inputs from stage 2.
Ericsson makes r3 available. and I’ve checked that NO further TEI17_DCAMP discussion in current SA2#145e.

Hence please kindly support the CR implementation efforts, and further enhancement can be done similar as the other APIs CR history I just checked with lots updated CRs references. 
Huawei: Please check my latest comments and proposed way forward on 3205. It also applies to this CR.
Ericsson: I’m fine to accept Nokia’s comments in another change to service coverage area request, just override by Huawei’s removement comments, so just remove it in this meeting .

Hence I just updated as Huawei’s latest comments remove the related parts and add EN, consistently in the 3 CRs: 3205, 3206, 3379.
R4 is made available.

Huawei is fine with r4.


	
	
	3380
	CR 0354 29.522 Rel-17 API definition of AM PolicyAuthorization service
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3275
	Work Plan   Rel-17 Work plan for TEI17_DCAMP WI
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3321
	Huawei: 
· It should be TS “29.523” instead of “23.523”.

· It should be “Nnef_AMInfluence” instead of “Nnef_Aminfluence”.

· In clause 3, the CRs related to “NEF support for dynamic change of AM Policies” should not be listed for the time being as they are not yet agreed.

Ericsson: I’ll correct the identified typos. In relation to clause 3, there are no CRs related to task 2, “NEF support for dynamic change of AM Policies”, listed. The column C3 Tdoc(s) is empty.

At the end of the CT3#116 meeting the WP will contain the status of the tasks planned for TSG#92. If for task 2 the CRs submitted to this meeting are agreed, they will be listed, otherwise, I’ll indicate that the CRs are postponed to the next meeting.

Huawei: Then why not completely remove these lines for now, and only add them at the end of CT3#116-e? It is confusing to see them listed with empty tdoc numbers in front of them.
Ericsson makes r1 available.

Huawei is fine with r1.

Huawei: Regarding this work plan, Huawei would be interested to contribute on the BSF related enhancements, of course if it is OK for you. Huawei has actually actively participated to the associated Stage 2 requirements.

In this sense, would you also please add Huawei to the list of supporting companies in the next revision of the WID?

Ericsson: In relation to task 5, “Impacts in PCF discovery and selection. BSF updates” Ericsson has already started to draft the contributions planned for TSG#93 for 29.521 (we’re with internal discussions now). For TSG#93 plenary cycle, and if agreed by China Telecom, I can add Huawei as contributor to 29.513.

I’m happy and ready to add Huawei as contributor to task 5 for the TSG#94 on needed contributions.

Huawei is fine with the proposal.
Ericsson: Find r2 to indicate that clause 3 includes the agreed CRs at the beginning of CT3#116 and thus remove the dependency with the ongoing discussions and keep consistency with the WID.

	
	
	3321
	Work Plan   Rel-17 Work plan for TEI17_DCAMP WI
	Ericsson
	Noted
	In the next version of the WID, Huawei will be a supporting company.

	
	
	3276
	discussion    AF influence of AM policies for multiple Applications
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	
	
	3277
	CR 0295 29.514 Rel-17 Support of subscription to application detection notification for a PDU session
	Ericsson, China Telecom
	Revised to 3532
	Revision of C3-212590

This CR impacts the Npcf_PolicyAuthorization OpenAPI file with a backwards compatible feature.
Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· As described in the discussion paper in 3276, stage 2 is not yet clear enough on this matter and still contains some inconsistencies that need to be clarified first. Therefore, this proposal should be postponed to the next meeting, when sufficient inputs from Stage 2 are available, and revert back to the latest version agreed during our last meeting in 2590.

Ericsson: I see stage 2 is at the stage 2 level of detail and gives room to stage 3 for the proper encoding of the scenarios.

Which inconsistencies do you see in stage 2 they might not be aware of?

Huawei: Provides some extracts from the discussion paper in 3276 and highlights the text that refers to an application id.

In addition, the agreed CR 2590 already anticipates the possibility to subscribe to one or multiple application ID(s). I don’t see the rush to remove the ENs.

One other possible solution (for the sake to make sure that we have no ambiguity during our next meeting) would be to send an LS to SA2 to clearly ask them to clarify these aspect. Then, we can safely remove the ENs during our next meeting.

Ericsson: If CT3 decides that we cannot move forward by our own and an LS is needed, I’ll not object.
Before taking that decision, I’d like just to provide more specific stage 3 argumentation to this discussion:

· TS 29.512 specifies that a PDU session can have more than one PCC rule installed.
· TS 29.512 specifies that the SDF of a PCC rule can be either flow filters or an AppId (29.512, 5.6.2.6) . There is no constraint that indicates that there can be only one PCC rule with SDF encoded as appId. 
· TS 29.512, 4.2.2.7 indicates “PCF may provision PCC rule(s) for application detection and control as defined (…)”, so that the PCF can subscribe to the App detection of one or more applications running in a PDU session. It is possible to report the traffic detected for one or more applications as specified 5.6.2.19, apDetectionInfos attribute.
So, we could conclude that CT3 already agreed that the traffic of more than one application (AppIds) can flow within a PDU session (DNN and S-NSSAI). This is not a question to ask to SA2. Do we agree on it?
If we agree on it, when it comes to N5 and the PCF for a UE requesting to the PCF for a PDU session to subscribe to App detection control event for the applications running in a PDU session, I think we can also agree, and leave for the implementations the freedom to use it or not. As indicated in the discussion paper:

Conclusion 1: The PCF for a UE may have retrieved more than one Application Id for a DNN and S-NSSAI.
For the AF requests, I understand that under the AF “realm”, there might be more than one applications and therefore an AF request could gather the requirements for the applications in that realm, if at the time of sending the request, they’re well known. 
I understand from the concerns from Huawei that the ambiguity from stage 2 may come in this regard, and whether the Nnef_AMInfluence service could gather in the same request one or more Application Identifiers. Right? 

I’m fine to write an LS to ask about including one or more Application Identifiers in the same Nnef_AMInfluence service request.

Huawei: 
On the feasibility aspect, I agree that the traffic of more than one application (AppIds) can flow within a PDU session (DNN and S-NSSAI).. As a reminder, this is by the way also considered in the current version of 3277 (with ENs), and we did not object to it.

On N5, This implication cannot be made just because it is feasible. Valid and clear stage 2 requirements should confirm this as we are touching the procedural aspects here. Maybe that Stage 2, for some reason that is unknown to us now, would not want that a PCF for a UE subscribes for more than one application. That is simply the point I am trying to make.

Huawei confirms their concerns. The other part is that stage 2 is not clear enough with regards to this aspect. I fully agree that it is feasible and maybe more optimal from a pure signaling point of view and I am not disputing these aspects (that is why we agreed the CR with this solution already in place), but we should not rush to remove ENs before we get a clear confirmation from Stage 2. I think that we still have enough time before stage 3 freeze.

An LS would be much appreciated.

Ericsson: R1 is made available, which brings back the Editor’s notes CT3 did not agree to remove in this meeting.
Huawei is fine with r1.
.



	
	
	3532
	CR 0295 29.514 Rel-17 Support of subscription to application detection notification for a PDU session
	Ericsson, China Telecom
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3359
	LS Out for AM Influence requests for multiple applications
	Ericsson
	Approved
	Ericsson makes r0 available.
Nokia: I would propose to extend the first question as:

Question 1: Can an AF influence AM Policies based on the start/stop of one or more application(s) for a DNN, S-NSSAI? In the affirmative case, can it be done as part of the same request, and if yes, does this mean that the request shall apply when all provided applications are detected or when any of the applications is detected?
I would also like to understand where the confusion regarding question 2 arises from? In my understanding, AFs can request whatever they want and, if the request is authorized, it is also forwarded to the UDR/PCF. What is authorized and what isn’t depends on the deployment. Which part of the stage 2 specs could restrict the scenario described in question 2?

Ericsson: Question 1 is updated.

Question 2 arises from the ongoing discussion, where it is held that there is not enough information to conclude the Npcf_PolicyAuthorization service could include in the same request for traffic detection more than one applications. 

If for the same UE, AF_1 requests policies on the detection of app_1 (SNSSAI, DNN) and AF_2 request policies on the detection of app_2 (SNSSAI, DNN), then the PCF for the UE, at UE registration, should ask for notification of traffic detection for app_1 and app_2. And, if it is so, why not doing it in the same request?

R1 is made available.
Nokia: Doesn’t question 2 overlap with question 3 then? If we have an answer in question 3 (either “yes” or “no”), then why do we need to discuss about question 2 at all?

Ericsson: Do you mean that if we conclude that the reply to Q2 is YES, different AFs could request policies for different applications in the same DNN/SNSSAI then we don’t need to discuss Q3?
Nokia: I rather mean the following:

In your previous response you explained that the reason for asking question 2 is to figure out if there is a case in which “the PCF for a UE should ask for notification of traffic detection for app_1 and app_2. And, if it is so, why not doing it in the same request?”

But question 3 asks this question directly. I read question 3 as:

“Is there a case in which the PCF for a UE should ask for notification of traffic detection for app_1 and app_2. (And, if it is so, why not doing it in the same request?)”

Therefore:

If the answer in question 3 is “yes” then “why not do it in the same request”?

If the answer in question 3 is “no” then “we cannot do anything in the same request”.

So what is question 2 good for?
Huawei: I fully agree with Nokia’s comment. In addition, please find some additional changes that I propose in 3359_r1_aem.
Ericsson to Nokia:
Question 2 is about what the AF may request (i.e. Nnef service). Ericsson understanding is that AF_1 can request influence AM Policies based on detection of app_1 and AF_2 do so for app_2, both for the same UE, DNN, SNSSAI. From the discussion held, Ericsson did not get any support about this understanding from other companies. That’s the reason for asking the question.  

Question 3 is about what the PCF for a UE can request (i.e. Npcf_PolicyAuthorization). The reason for asking it is that no other company supported the Ericsson proposal to remove the Editor’s note in this meeting.

if Question 1 is YES then Question 3 will be YES. 

If Question 2 is YES for me the reply to Q3 should be YES. 

But some company may indicate that each separate AF request (Nnef req) should imply a separate Npcf request, and then Question 3 will be NO. For me this scenario does not make any sense (as indicated in the discussion paper, it increases the signalling unnecessarily). Hope if this reply occurs it is accompanied with some reasoning.   

The answer to Q3 would be NO if the answer to Q1 and Q2 is NO… If answer to Q1 is NO and to Q2 is YES, the reply to Q3 should be YES.

For me the reply to Q2 should be always YES and there is no need to ask it. 

It is CT3 group who is questioning if the reply could be NO. If it ever happened that the Q2 reply is NO, then NEF/PCF should provide the means to control the scenario does not happen and thus CT3 needs to know it.

Nokia: On Q2, this is a misunderstanding. I agree with you and thus so strongly that I think we don’t even need to ask the question. If Huawei or any other company has a different understanding, then we can ask the question, otherwise we all agree that this is possible. However, I just don’t see how agreeing on this provides an answer to the two other questions that we have…
Question 3 was written in a way that is synonymous to a “yes” of question 2 (on which we actually already agree, I think…). If we want to make it different we need to ask if it is possible “in the same request” (i.e. as Huawei re-wrote it in his suggestion). Now I agree with you that stage 3 is more qualified to have an opinion on this, but unfortunately the required/optional inputs of stage-2-defined operations (and their “cardinality”) still falls under stage 2 realm.

If answer to Q2 is yes, the answer to question 3 would still be yes, because question 3 was not asking about “the same request”. It was asking in general (in one or more requests…).
I think it is good to first have correct stage 2 operation descriptions and then comply with them.

we should ask the question 2 only if any other company disagrees.
Nokia to Huawei: I agree with Huawei’s version, but I think we could also mention why there are different views, i.e., add “in order to optimize signalling” or similar when talking about the case of providing multiple applications.

Ericsson:
I think Question 2 is relevant.

Question 2 is about what the AF may request (i.e. Nnef service). Ericsson understanding is that AF_1 can request influence AM Policies based on detection of app_1 and AF_2 do so for app_2, both for the same UE, DNN, SNSSAI. From the discussion held, Ericsson did not get any support about this understanding from other companies. That’s the reason for asking the question.  

Question 3 is about what the PCF for a UE can request (i.e. Npcf_PolicyAuthorization). The reason for asking it is that no other company supported the Ericsson proposal to remove the Editor’s note in this meeting.

If Question 1 is YES then Question 3 will be YES. 

If Question 2 is YES for me the reply to Q3 should be YES. 

But some company may indicate that each separate AF request (Nnef req) should imply a separate Npcf request, and then Question 3 will be NO. For me this scenario does not make any sense (as indicated in the discussion paper, it increases the signalling unnecessarily). Hope if this reply occurs it is accompanied with some reasoning.   The answer to Q3 would be NO if the answer to Q1 and Q2 is NO… If answer to Q1 is NO and to Q2 is YES, the reply to Q3 should be YES

For me the reply to Q2 should be always YES and there is no need to ask it. 

It is CT3 group who is questioning if the reply could be NO. If it ever happened that the Q2 reply is NO, then NEF/PCF should provide the means to control the scenario does not happen and thus CT3 needs to know it.
Ericsson to Nokia: For me, asking Q3 agreeing on the reply Q2 is YES does not make more sense.

What is what we’re really asking SA2 if we agree that the reply is YES?

Nokia: With Q3 (as formulated in Huawei’s version) we are asking if they are fine with adjusting/fixing/changing the service operation descriptions in 23.502 to unambiguously allow for multiple application identifiers, because it is up to stage 2 to decide if they prefer “lower signalling” or “simpler operations” (note that it is not only the PCF for the UE, which may choose to implement messages with either one or multiple appIds, it is also the PCF for the PDU Session, which will be forced to be able to handle requests with multiple appIds).

Isn’t this a stage 2 decision?
Huawei: I agree with Nokia. I think that we should stop speculating about what would be SA2’s answers to each one of the questions we are asking them, and focus more on making our questions clear enough. There may be several logics and understandings, and SA2 needs to clarify what they really want/mean.

Therefore, can you please check 3359_r1_aem and let us know you opinion on it?

Ericsson to Nokia: In relation to Q3, even if SA2 specifies a single application Id per request in the Npcf_PolicyAuthorization, CT3 could optimize the request in gathering the related AppIds in the same request. At least, optimization of the interfaces has been traditionally under CT remit. And in this case it would not be anything else than the optimization of the interface.

The PCF for the PDU session will cope with multiple appIds anyhow, either because of multiple subscription requests or because a single subscription with multiple Ids.

R3 is made available. As I said, I’m fine with sending it to solve the topics related with multiplicity of Apps in the handling of AM policies…
For the Npcf_PolicyAuthorization, and the PCF for the PDU session, I don’t see the reason for involving SA2.

Huawei: I see that you have kept Question 2, please hence find below some proposed changes.
· What do you mean by “different AFs may request to influence different AM policies for the same application”?

· Question 2 is even more confusing now, especially this part: “at the reception of the detection of the related application(s)”. I am hence still not convinced that it is needed.

· Some proposed changes:

CT3 understands that different AFs may request to influence AM policies for the same UE, DNN, and S-NSSAI based on the detection of different applications, and for the same UE, DNN, and S-NSSAI. It might be also possible that different AFs may request to influence different AM policies for the same application.

Question 2: In the above scenario above, what’s the PCF for a UE behaviour at the reception of the detection of the related application(s)? 

Ericsson: R4 is made available. A new question 4, in relation to this topic of multiple applications and multiple PDU sessions, is added to ask for clarification about BSF subscription parameters, and whether the PCF for a UE can subscribe in the same request to the notification about a newly registered or deregistered PCF for more than one PDU sessions. 

Huawei: Question 2 is however still confusing for me. The use case you are describing is when 2 different AFs request to influence AM policies for the same UE/DNN/S-NSSAI based on the detection of the same application, right? In this case, and before we get to notifications, maybe that the request from one of the two AFs will not be accepted by the PCF as it concerns the same UE/DNN/S-NSSAI and the same application as an existing subscription. I still want to understand what you want to achieve via this question and it seems that its scope/objective is changing.

Nokia: I am fine with r4.

With regard to question 2, I think it is now sufficiently decoupled from the other questions and it focuses only on clarifying the expected PCF behaviour in case of “conflicting” requests, which is a valid question and the answer can be reflected in stage 3 specs, including the specification of relevant errors etc.

I could of course also live without question 2, in which case, we would just leave the respective PCF behaviour “up to the implementation” (also ok, I guess…).

Ericsson to Huawei: A UE can establish more than one PDU sessions, to the same or different S-NSSAI/DNN, right?

Let’s assume UE_bob establishes 2 PDU sessions, to different S-NSSAI/DNN, S/D_1, and S/D_2 

AF_1 request influence RFSP to RFSP_1 when App1 is detected for  S/D_1, and AF_2 requests to influence RFSP to RFSP_2 when App2 is detected for S/D_2.

How is this handled in the PCF for the UE?

The same question applies when S/D_1 = S/D_2 or even when App_1 = App_2

Huawei: The use case you are trying to capture is perfectly clear to me, no problem about that. I am simply questioning the formulation of the question that is not clear in my opinion. It should be formulated to first question how the PCF handles conflicting requests to influence AM policies before asking about how the associated notifications are handled. Do you see what I mean?

Ericsson makes r5 available.
Huawei is fine with r5.


	
	
	3498
	TS 29.534 v0.2.0
	Ericsson
	
	

	17.12
	N7 Interfaces Enhancements to Support GERAN and UTRAN [TEI17_NIESGU]
	3286
	CR 0772 29.512 Rel-17 Support of event trigger for GERAN and UTRAN access over N7 interface
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Revised to 3544
	C3-212514

Revision of C3-212575

Ericsson is fine with this CR.

Nokia: Do we really need to introduce the RAI_CH trigger? Can’t we implement the routing area change using the SAREA_CH trigger (as actually described in the changes of the respective text in 5.6.3.6 and in line with the stage 2 changes)? If we do introduce RAI_CH, why are we changing SAREA_CH at all?

I might have misunderstood something…
Ericsson: The stage 2 CR I wanted to check was the one in the coversheet, S2-2103045, CR#0559 to 23.503.

And you’re right, the RAI_CH event is not defined in 23.503

Looking at 23.203 it was not defined there either (I don’t see it), but it exists in 29.212 (RAI_CHANGE (12)) in addition to user location change. So it seems that stage 3 at that time allowed this additional level of granularity.

So, having said so, I’m fine either way.

Removing it will imply changes in 5.6.3.6 and A2. Keeping it will imply an additional update in B.3.4.3 to include “RAI_CH” together with SAREA_CH and SCELL_CH.

China Mobile: As for now, China Mobile do not have strong opinion to keep RAI_CH event in SA. If no one insist to match the EPC definition, I can remove the changes for now.
R2 is made available.

Nokia is fine with r2.
Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3544
	CR 0772 29.512 Rel-17 Support of event trigger for GERAN and UTRAN access over N7 interface
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Agreed
	

	
	
	C4-213333
	Extention of userLocationInfo attribute to support GERAN/UTRAN access
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Noted
	Discuss it in both CT3 & CT4 reflectors.

Huawei: The API name in other comments of coversheet and in OpenAPI is Nsmf_NIDD API, A.2 Nsmf_NIDD API.
Nokia: In the other comments, the text should say that the CR adds new features rather than corrections (cf this is a Cat. B CR, and in terms of API versioning, “corrections” and “new features” are handled differently).
Ericsson: In the other comments, please, include the list of affected APIs (according to the data type finder tool):
TS29486_VAE_HDMapDynamicInfo.yaml

TS29502_Nsmf_PDUSession.yaml

TS29507_Npcf_AMPolicyControl.yaml

TS29512_Npcf_SMPolicyControl.yaml

TS29514_Npcf_PolicyAuthorization.yaml

TS29518_Namf_Communication.yaml

TS29518_Namf_EventExposure.yaml

TS29518_Namf_Location.yaml

TS29519_Exposure_Data.yaml

TS29520_Nnwdaf_AnalyticsInfo.yaml

TS29520_Nnwdaf_EventsSubscription.yaml

TS29525_Npcf_UEPolicyControl.yaml

TS29540_Nsmsf_SMService.yaml

TS29571_CommonData.yaml

TS29591_Nnef_EventExposure.yaml

TS32291_Nchf_ConvergedCharging.yaml

TS32291_Nchf_OfflineOnlyCharging.yaml

 China Mobile makes r1 available.



	17.13
	CT aspects on Dynamic Management of Group-based Event Monitoring [TEI17_GEM]
	3208
	CR 0438 29.122 Rel-17 Update procedures to support HSS initiated GEM partial cancellation
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3329
	CP-210185

Huawei:

The solution seems not completed, due to lack of specification of SCS/AS initiated group member cancellation, required by TS 23.682 CR 0477, I am fine to add an EN for further definition.
For HSS initiated group member cancellation, please find following comments:

· 4.4.2.3 should also be updated;

· Change feature name to ‘Partial_group_cancellation’ to indicate the group based scenario

· 4.4.2.4: can’t find the id from ‘an identifier for the event to be deleted from the HSS’ from stage 2 or CT4

· 4.4.2.4: what does ‘the SCEF shall sets the stored number of reports of the indicated UE(s) to maximum number of reports’ means?

· 4.4.2.4: regardless of whether the maximum number of reports apply to the subscription, upon receipt of the cancelled UE identifiers, the SCEF shall forward the UE identifier to the SCS/AS, right? 

· 4.4.2.4: the last parag. is no needed, since it’s not the SCEF to determine the last UE in the group has been cancelled or not, but the HSS. 

Ericsson makes r1 available.

First two bullets accepted.

Third bullet: ] I just follow the same description in the upper paragraph, anyway to be more specific, I just changed to “SCEF Reference ID” and updated in the upper paragraph with consistent description.
Fourth bullet: This is to implement the exact description in the approved TS 23.682 CR0477 clause 5.6.9 step 3. When maximum number of report is applicable to the Monitoring Event Reporting, SCEF shall set the number of report to the subscribed maximum no. of reports upon deletion.

Fifth bullet: Yes, already specified as ”includes such UE identifier(s)” in the change description.

Sixth bullet: fine adding HSS description, just keeping this paragraph since necessary descriptions to this final cancellation step, like “the SCEF shall delete the group monitoring related resource "Individual Monitoring Event Subscription ", send an HTTP POST message including the subscription identifier and a cancellation indication to the identified destination. "etc. shall be defined.

Huawei: provides some updates in r2.
Ericsson accepts the comments and removes changes on changes. R3 is made available.

Huawei is fine with r3.


	
	
	3329
	CR 0438 29.122 Rel-17 Update procedures to support HSS initiated GEM partial cancellation
	Ericsson, Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3209
	CR 0439 29.122 Rel-17 Updates to support notification of GEM partial cancellation
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3330
	This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file applicable to MonitoringEvent API.
Huawei: agrees with the proposal and would like to co-sign but with few following comments:

· Change feature name to ‘Partial_group_cancellation’ to indicate the group based scenario

· 5.3.2.2.2: the new NOTE is no needed due to already mentioned in the procedure clause, and for the external Id and MSISDN, it’s common sense that ‘shall present for the same UE’ in any API request, no need to describe here

· 5.3.2.2.2: extend the description for both new attributes to ‘Identifiers the cancelled external Ids/MSISDNs within the active group via the ‘externalGroupId’ attribute within the MonitoringEventSubscription data.

Ericsson makes r1 available.
Huawei: please do a small revision to change ‘a certain UEs’ to ‘partial group member(s)’ in Table 5.3.4-1.
Ericsson makes r2 available.

Huawei is fine with r2.


	
	
	3330
	CR 0439 29.122 Rel-17 Updates to support notification of GEM partial cancellation
	Ericsson, Huawei
	Agreed
	

	17.14
	CT aspects on Same PCF Selection for AMF and SMF [TEI17_SPSFAS]
	
	
	
	
	CP-210071 (CT4 leading)

	17.15
	CT aspects of Access Traffic Steering, Switch and Splitting support in the 5G system architecture; Phase 2 
[ATSSS_Ph2]
	3095
	CR 0776 29.512 Rel-17 Support of Threshold Condition
	ZTE
	Revised to 3454
	CP-210136 (CT1 leading)

This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Wrong date.

Huawei: Please find the below questions and comments from my side.

1) The format of quotation mark is not correct.

2) The threshold is applicable to the load balancing mode with fixed split percentages.

3) As there may be one or two parameters in the thresCon attribute, it is not clear that when the measurement of RTT and Packet Loss Rate on both accesses do not exceed the value of “thresCon” attribute

4) Keep consistent with the SA2 CR agreed in the last meeting. (S2-103299)

ZTE: Ok with 1). For 2) Yes, when the "steerModeValue" attribute is set to "LOAD_BALANCING", "3gLoad" indicating a fixed split percentage shall be provided, and 

"thresCon" may be provided when the new feature is supported.

On 3) how about "when the measurement of RTT and/or Packet Loss Rate on both accesses", or do you have good text proposal?

On 4) What inconsistent do you mean?  I don't see the gap with SA2 CR.
Huawei: On 2) In agreed CR, for the Load-Balancing steering mode with fixed split percentages (i.e. without the Autonomous load-balance indicator), the PCF may provide one or more threshold values together with the split percentages. I think we need to indicate that Autonomous load-balance indicator is not provided in this case. The fixed split percentages will be ignored when Autonomous load-balance indicator is provided.  On 3) ok. On 4) Indicate the agreed CR in the cover page and consider above comments.

Ericsson:  agrees with the need of the CR.

We had some detailed comments may help to this discussion, and to consider if agreeable.

To align with S2-2103299 CR0545 to 23.503 and S2-210330 CR2811 to 23.501 we’d like to propose the rewording to 4.2.6.2.17.

In the data types table and OpenAPI file, ThresholdCondition -> ThresholdValue, and thresCon -> thresValue

Table 5.6.2.39 NOTE X2 does not exist but exists in 3096, so indicate so in the coversheet.

ZTE to Huawei:
On 2) "thresCon" may be provided when the new feature is supported.

On 4) What inconsistent do you mean?  I don't see the gap with SA2 CR.

ZTE makes r1 available.
Huawei: In table 5.6.2.39:

1) The description of the thresValue attribute shall be aligned the procedure, i.e. “fixed split percentages” needs to be added for LOAD_BALANCING”

2) NOTE x2 can be removed.

3) NOTE x1 is not needed from my point of view as it is described in the procedure.

Ericsson is fine with r1.
ZTE: Would you agree that I remove the "fixed split percentages" for LOAD_BALANCING?

Ericsson: With “fixed split percentages” SA2 indicates that the values provided in the 3gLoad need to be followed, unless there are network misbehaviors described in the threshold values, that only in that case, the fixed split percentage can be adapted so that the non-misbehaving access assumes the load that ensures again both accesses work properly.

It is only when the steering mode indicator says that the UE can autonomously decide how to split the load the fixed split percentage in 3gLoad can be ignored.

Why we need to remove it?
Huawei to ZTE: What I prefer is to keep consistent with the procedure part for the thresValue attribute.

I don’t see the description of NOTE 2 in that table, so I propose to remove the NOTE 2 in the description part of the thresValue attribute.

ZTE: Because I understand no matter indicating “with fixed split percentages” or not, the "3gLoad" atrribute shall always provided for LOAD_BALANCING. But as you said, it emphasizes the 3gLoad should be followed, I'm fine to add it.
r2 is made available with the following changes:

- NOTE x1 is removed

- "with fixed split percentages" is added in Table 5.6.2.39-1.

ZTE to Huawei: The content of NOTE 2 is added by 3096, which is indicated in the coverpage.
Huawei: I’m not sure NOTE x1 is correct, as the indication will take precedence when both are provided in my understanding of stage 2 requirement.
ZTE: Maybe I missed something in stage2 spec. Could you please tell me in which clause stage 2 say so?

Huawei provides comments in r3. R3 is made available.
ZTE: The added text "When all measured parameters  for both accesses do not exceed the provided threshold values, the UE and UPF shall apply the fixed split percentages." is redundant, since it is already indicated in the same bullet "the traffic load distributed across accesses indicated in"3gLoad" attribute shall only apply when the measurement of RTT and/or Packet Loss Rate on both accesses do not exceed the values for RTT and/or Packet Loss Rate provided respectively in the  "rttThres" and/or "plrThres" attributes".

The rest changes are fine. ZTE makes r4 available.

Huawei is fine with r4.


	
	
	3454
	CR 0776 29.512 Rel-17 Support of Threshold Condition
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3096
	CR 0777 29.512 Rel-17 Support of Steering Mode Indicator
	ZTE
	Revised to 3455
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Wrong date.

Huawei: It is not described that UE_ASSISTANCE is applied to LOAD_BALANCING in stage 2. Actually, UE_ASSISTANCE is not clear in stage 2. The requirement for this CR is not mature.
ZTE: 23.503 h00, clause 6.1.3.20 specifies:
The MA PDU Session Control information in a PCC rule may contain only one of the following Steering Mode Indicators:

-     Autonomous load-balance indicator: This indicator may be included only when the Steering Mode is Load-Balancing and indicates whether autonomous load-balance operation is allowed. Further details are specified in TS 23.501 [2] clause 5.32.8.

-        UE-assistance indicator: It indicates that the UE can decide how to distribute the UL traffic based on its internal state (e.g. battery level), and that the UE can request from UPF to apply the same distribution for the DL traffic. Further details are specified in TS 23.501 [2] clause 5.32.8.

And it is defined in 23.501, clause 5.32.8 (see S2-2103308 agreed in last SA2 meeting):

Steering Mode Indicator Indicates either autonomous operation or UE-assistance operation if steering mode is set to "Load Balancing".

Therefore it's clear that UE_ASSISTANCE is applied to LOAD_BALANCING in stage 2, the only unclear thing is whether the UE-assistance indicator can be applied to additional steering modes, thus an Editor's note is left in this CR.

Huawei: But your CR doesn’t indicate the agreed CR in the cover page. We need to monitor the progress in this SA2 meeting.

I notice that, in that agreed CR, in the normal cases, although with this indicator provided, the UE shall apply the Steering Mode provided by the network. Does it mean that network can provide other steering modes? Anyway, we need to add some clarifications.

The format of quotation mark is not correct. Please check it.

Ericsson: agrees on the need of the CR so that stage 3 can progress its work on ATSSS_Ph2.
Please, consider the following comments (some of them already provided by Huawei):

· 4.6.2.17, please, replace curly quotations by the correct ones "

· For the UE_ASSISTANCE indicator, instead of “ask the UPF to distribute the DL traffic” please replace it by “the UE may inform the UPF how it decided to distribute the UL traffic” (see S2-2103308)

· To align with 3095 comments, replace thresCon by thresValue

ZTE makes r1 available.
Huawei: I propose to add the sentence “In the normal cases, although with this indicator provided, the UE shall apply the Steering Mode provided by the network” for the UE-assistance indicator.

Ericsson is fine with r1.
ZTE makes r2 available with Huawei’s proposed text.

Huawei: I’m not sure NOTE x1 is correct, as the indication will take precedence when both are provided in my understanding of stage 2 requirement.
ZTE makes r3 available, adding the Editor’s note for the exclusive attributes.

Huawei is fine with r3.


	
	
	3455
	CR 0777 29.512 Rel-17 Support of Steering Mode Indicator
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	17.16
	CT aspects of support of enhanced Industrial IoT
[IIoT]
	3107
	Work Plan   Rel-17 Normative stage 2 CRs and mapping to CT3 CRs before CT3#116e
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	CP-210279 (CT1 leading)

On track compared with the current SA2 status.



	
	
	3127
	CR 0760 29.512 Rel-17 Support Time Sensitive Communication other than TSN
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3334
	Revision of C3-212454

This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Ericsson: agrees with it with some minor editorials:
· 4.2.4.23 there is a highlighted s in “TimeSensitiveCommunication”

· 5.8 typo “featute”

Huawei makes r1 available.

Huawei makes r2 available.
Ericsson: When applying the change to homogenize towards the term TSC user plane some minor editorials have occurred:

4.2.4.23         Missing TSC in “A UMIC carries TSC user plane node management information”
Not removed e in “a.             the SMF detects new TSC user plane node e ports which supports exchange of Port Management Information Containers. The SMF shall send to the PCF, if available:”

Extra – and tab in “the TSC user plane node Id received from the UPF encoded in the "bridgeId" attribute;-        “

Please, consider them for the revision to upload in the Inbox.
Huawei makes r3 available.

Ericsson is fine with r3.


	
	
	3334
	CR 0760 29.512 Rel-17 Support Time Sensitive Communication other than TSN
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3128
	CR 0296 29.514 Rel-17 Support Time Sensitive Communication other than TSN
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3335
	Revision of C3-212455

This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.

Ericsson: There are some minor comments in the text:
· In 4.2.2.1

-    Provisioning of bridge TSC user plane node management information and port management information.
· In 4.2.3.1

-    Provisioning of bridge TSC user plane node management information and port management information.
· In 4.2.5.1

· Notification about TSC user plane nodebridge management information and/or port management information detection, Individual Application Session Context exists
· Notification about 5GS TSC user plane nodeBridge Information, no Individual Application Session Context exists
· General about “bridge”: (5GS) bridge has been replaced sometimes by 5GS user plane node, other times by TSC user plane node, or by user plane node. If possible, it would be good to homogenize the term and I’d prefer to use TSC user plane node. If you agree with this comment, please, apply it also to 3127.

· 5.8 there is a highlighted s in “TimeSensitiveCommunication”

Otherwise, the CR is fine for us.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.


	
	
	3335
	CR 0296 29.514 Rel-17 Support Time Sensitive Communication other than TSN
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3129
	CR 0265 29.513 Rel-17 Support Time Sensitive Communication other than TSN
	Huawei
	Revised to 3336
	Ericsson: The only comment for this CR is to use the TSC user plan node, if agreed in 3128. Otherwise the CR is fine for me.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson: Only one minor editorial consequence of the update:
Step 6, 5.2.2.3, there is an extra e “TSC user plan nodee information”
Please, correct it before uploading the CR to the Inbox.
Huawei makes r2 available.
Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3336
	CR 0265 29.513 Rel-17 Support Time Sensitive Communication other than TSN
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3130
	CR 0761 29.512 Rel-17 Support survival time
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212456

This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.

	
	
	3131
	CR 0297 29.514 Rel-17 Support survival time
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
	Revised to 3337
	Revision of C3-212457

This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Ericsson: 3106 proposes to correct the time units of the periodicity to microseconds, to be able to support time units as a rational number of seconds. When the Survival Time is indicated as a multiple of the Periodicity (Survival Time in Number of Messages) it would have a precision of microseconds. To achieve the same precision when the Survival Time is expressed in time the data type for the “surTimeInTime” attribute should also be an integer indicating time units in microseconds (instead of DurationSec).
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.


	
	
	3337
	CR 0297 29.514 Rel-17 Support survival time
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3132
	CR 0408 29.122 Rel-17 Support Time Sensitive Communication
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3340
	Revision of C3-212371

This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3340
	CR 0408 29.122 Rel-17 Support Time Sensitive Communication
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3135
	CR 0313 29.514 Rel-17 Support time domain
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Merged 
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Ericsson: These CRs collide with 3288 and 3289 and the merging process needs to be discussed.
The main difference is that 3288 and 3289 define the time domain as an attribute out of the TscaiContainer data type because the current understanding is that the TscaiContainer data type define the TSCAI properties that apply to the UL and/or DL flows of a TSC burst while the time domain refers to the time domain of the TSC application, which does not differ depending on whether the TSC application flow is UL or DL.
Huawei: I’m ok with both solutions. Let’s the opinion from other companies.


	
	
	3136
	CR 0327 29.522 Rel-17 The procedure of time synchronization exposure
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3533
	Revision of C3-212373

Ericsson wants to recheck it.

Ericsson: After checking the CRs included in the coversheet (S2-2102032 and S2-2102033) I’ve not been able to conclude that 4.4.x.2 will be developed as proposed.
I’m missing very relevant information.

Time Synch information, if I got it right according to current level of stage 2 specs, will be delivered inside PMIC/BMIC containers…During Rel-16 the delivery of these containers was through AF/PCF/SMF…  In Rel-17 I’m missing details about if the procedure would develop like 23.502 4.15.6.2 (with the SMF subscribing with UDM for containers update?), or like 4.15.6.7-1 (with PCF delivering containers in a similar way as in Rel-16). Or please, correct me if I’m wrong otherwise.

If there is no further info in stage 2, I’d propose to remove the paragraphs starting with “Upon receipt of the corresponding HTTP POST message” and “Upon receipt of the corresponding HTTP PUT message”, since the editor’s note at the end already covers these concerns.

Huawei: I remove the sentence you indicated. R2 is made available.
Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3533
	CR 0327 29.522 Rel-17 The procedure of time synchronization exposure
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3137
	CR 0328 29.522 Rel-17 The resource and methods of time synchronization exposure
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212374

	
	
	3138
	CR 0329 29.522 Rel-17 The OpenAPI file of time synchronization exposure
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212375

This CR introduces a new OpenAPI file.

	
	
	3164
	CR 0787 29.512 Rel-17 Support time domain
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Merged 
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.

	
	
	3165
	CR 0326 29.522 Rel-17 Support time Sensitive Communication
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3331
	Revision of C3-212372

Ericsson: “5GS user plane node information” is not specified in clause 4.2.5.16 in TS 29.514 as described in the NOTE in the last change, 
Would you check this?

Huawei: Clause 4.2.5.16 is being updated by C3-213128 in this meeting.

Ericsson: Ok, upon the agreed C3-213128r1 contains “TSC user plane node information”, please also adjust the same description, then I’ll be fine with this.

Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3331
	CR 0326 29.522 Rel-17 Support time Sensitive Communication
	Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3288
	CR 0791 29.512 Rel-17 Support of TSCAI time domain
	Ericsson 
	Merged with 3164 into 3338
	Ericsson makes the merged CR available.
Huawei: I’m fine with the revision except the type “adetermine”
Ericsson makes r2 available.

	
	
	3338
	CR 0791 29.512 Rel-17 Support of TSCAI time domain
	Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3289
	CR 0324 29.514 Rel-17 Support of TSCAI time domain
	Ericsson
	Merged with 3135 into 3339
	Ericsson makes the merged CR available.
Huawei: Please find some editorial comments below.
1) Format of 2nd bullet in first change is not correct.

2) The NF service consumer may indicate TSCAI input information and/or TSC QoS related information for new TSN streams by adding, in the "ascReqData" attribute, one or more media component entries within the "medComponents" attribute including the "tsnQos" attribute and including the "tscaiInputUl" attribute and/or the "tscaiInputDl" attribute and/or, when the feature "TimeSensitiveCommunication" is supported, the "tscaiTimeDom" attribute as described in subclause 4.2.2.24. (The time domain can’t be provided without the TSCAI.)

Ericsson makes r2 available.
Huawei is fine with r2.

	
	
	3339
	CR 0324 29.514 Rel-17 Support of TSCAI time domain
	Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	17.17
	CT aspects of Enhanced support of Non-Public Networks

[eNPN]
	
	
	
	
	CP-210139 (CT1 leading)

	17.18
	Enhancement of Network Slicing Phase 2
[eNS_Ph2]
	3053
	CR 0422 29.122 Rel-17 New Network slice status reporting events for the MonitoringEvent API
	Huawei
	Revised to 3427
	CP-210288 (CT4 leading)

This CR introduces a backwards compatible new feature to the OpenAPI specification file of the MonitoringEvent API.

ZTE: We have the following comments on this CR:
1) 3.2, Do we really need to add the abbreviation “NSAC” which is only used as the feature name?

2) For the MonitoringType NUM_OF_REGD_UES_AND_ESTD_PDU_SESSIONS, I think it’s redundant since the AF can subscribe to NUM_OF_REGD_UES and NUM_OF_ESTD_PDU_SESSIONS separately. 

Otherwise, if AF subscribes to NUM_OF_REGD_UES_AND_ESTD_PDU_SESSIONS with different threshold values for the number of registered UEs and the number of established PDU session, the condition of report is both threshold values are reached or any one of threshold values is reached? The logic would be complicated. 

Besides, this MonitoringType cannot support the case that AF subscribes for UE numbers based on threshold reporting and PDU session numbers based on periodic reporting, because the threshold values and the reporting period are mutually exclusive.

Furthermore, in S2-2103479, 4.15.3.2.x,,step1 indicates the AF sends Nnef_EventExposure_Subscribe/Unsubscribe Request (Event ID, Event Filter, Event Reporting information) message to the NEF. The Event ID parameter defines the subscribed event ID, i.e., Number of Registered UEs or Number of Established PDU Sessions. Therefore SA2 requirement is not clear.

3) S2-2103479, 4.15.3.2.x,,step 6 indicates: If the subscription is for event based notification (e.g. based on the monitored event reaching a threshold value), the Event Reporting information parameter contains confirmation for the event fulfilment. 

But according to NetworkSliceStatusInfo data structure proposed in C4-213355, this confirmation is just sending the threshold back, it’s quite strange. Propose to use an attribute to explicitly indicate the reporting type (e.g. EVENT_TRIGGERED, PERIODIC) which should be included in the subscription and the notification.

4) For the subscription base on threshold reporting, once the threshold is reached, is it always reported? There would be mass reports.

For example, the threshold of registered UEs number is set to 1000, when the registered UEs number is 1001 the event is triggered, when 1002, is triggered again, when 1003, is triggered ….. 

Ericsson: has below comments:
Table 5.3.2.1.2-1: Definition of type MonitoringEventSubscription, change to NOTE 1 is not needed. NOTE1 only specify on the applicable feature, the not specified feature is not applicable.

5.3.2.3.2             Type: MonitoringEventReport, The inclusion of SNSSAI is a Violation to SA3 requirement in clause 5.9.2.3 of 33.501 so it shall be removed from the event report:

“-   Internal 5G Core information such as DNN, S-NSSAI etc., shall not be sent outside the 3GPP operator domain.”

Huawei to ZTE:

1) I think that it “nice to have”, but I can remove it if you strongly think that it is not necessary.

2) The current stage 2 requirements also indicate that the AF can subscribe to both events at the same time in clause 5.2.21.x.2 (S2-2103479). The same formulation is also present in clause 5.2.21.x.4            that defines the Nnsacf_SliceEventExposure_Notify service operation and clause 4.15.3.2.x, step 6. That is why we proposed to have the “NUM_OF_REGD_UES_AND_ESTD_PDU_SESSIONS” as well. Therefore, I think that Stage 2 still needs further clarifications on this point, i.e. whether subscribing to both events at the same time is allowed or not. Then my proposal would be to remove this event for now, add an EN related to it and send an LS to SA2 to ask them to clarify this point. Would this proposal be OK for you? Please check 3053_r1.
3) Can I ask why, what would be the problem? I think that there is no need to have this attribute because the reporting type can be guessed from the provided information during the subscription (either thresholds or a reporting period). Also, this can prevent having a different reporting type per event type if stage 2 confirms that both events can be subscribed at the same time. Anyway, in order to capture your concerns, I have added an EN to capture this point. Please let me know if it is OK for you?
4) As discussed in the CT4 reflector, this is something that needs to be clarified by stage 2 as well. Therefore, I propose to also add this question in an LS to be sent to SA2. Would this proposal be OK for you?
Huawei to Ericsson: Not necessarily (e.g. "externalId", "msisdn"), and what is the harm in adding this indication explicitly?
SNSSAI is removed in r1.
Please also note that there are discussions in CT4 on the name of the new data types defined in TS 29.571 via CR C4-213355. The current status is:
NetworkSliceThreshold -----> SACThreshold (but this will change for sure)

NetworkSliceStatusInfo -----> SACEventStatus (seems to be the consensus for now)

I will hence make the associated updates to this CR in the next version that I will share.

Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson: Prefer to remove the added not applicable description in Note 1 in Table 5.3.2.1.2-1, to avoid later new features one by one to be added for not applicable description. 
It’s clear and effective with applicable Note description.

& please remove "NUM_OF_REGD_UES_AND_ESTD_PDU_SESSIONS" in the table description for attribute snssai, and change the data type to Snssai.

Huawei makes r2 available.
Ericsson: the data type change to Snssai is still needed.
Huawei: Can you please explain why you have such preference?
Ericsson: Since the agreed SA2 CR S2-2103479 does remove multiple slices in 5.2.21.x.2.

ZTE: 5.3.2.1.2, instead of extending the existing NOTE 9, please add a new NOTE for "tgtNsThreshold" and "repPeriod" attributes indicating:

For the NSAC feature, the "repPeriod" attribute and the "tgtNsThreshold" attribute are mutually exclusive.

Huawei: If the concern is to not introduce complexity as per Stage 2 requirements, I agree to switch to the Snssai attribute. R3 is made available. Please note that I have also made the below changes in 3053_r3:
· The new data types names are changed as follows, and their description in table 5.3.2.1.1-1 is updated.

· NetworkSliceThreshold -----> SACInfo

· NetworkSliceStatusInfo -----> SACEventStatus

This is per the agreement reached in CT4 for CR C4-213355 (v3).

· As suggested by ZTE, I have added a new NOTE to Table 5.3.2.1.2-1 instead of updating NOTE 9 as initially proposed.

· I have added the following sentence “This attribute shall be provided if the "monitoringType" attribute is set to "NUM_OF_REGD_UES" or "NUM_OF_ESTD_PDU_SESSIONS"” to the description of the “tgtNsThreshold” attribute in table 5.3.2.1.2-1.

· I have slightly updated the description of the “nSStatusInfo” attribute in table 5.3.2.3.2-1 due to the fact that the “snssai” attribute was removed.

· I have added the ENs also below table 5.3.2.3.2-1 as it is also concerned in my opinion.

ZTE is fine with r3.
Ericsson is fine with r3.


	
	
	3427
	CR 0422 29.122 Rel-17 New Network slice status reporting events for the MonitoringEvent API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3457
	LS Out Clarifications to the operational network slice status reporting
	Huawei
	Approved
	Huawei makes first version available.

ZTE is fine with r0.

	
	
	3054
	CR 0342 29.522 Rel-17 New Network slice status reporting events for the MonitoringEvent API
	Huawei
	Revised to 3428
	This CR introduces backwards compatible changes to the OpenAPI specification file of the Nudr_DataRepository API for Application Data.
ZTE: We have the following comments:
1)  3.2, Do we really need to add the abbreviation “NSAC” which is only used as the feature name?

2) If the comments on 3053 related to the data type definition in 29.122 are accepted, then the procedure description in 29.522 should be updated accordingly.

Ericsson: Same comments to 3053 applies to this CR, please remove “snssai” in the monitoring event report.

Huawei:Please check my answers to your comments on CR 3053 and the new version of this CR in 3053_r2. Please also note that there are discussions in CT4 on the name of the new data types defined in TS 29.571 via CR C4-213355. The current status is:

NetworkSliceThreshold -----> SACThreshold (but this will change for sure)

NetworkSliceStatusInfo -----> SACEventStatus (seems to be the consensus for now)

I will hence also make the associated updates to this CR in the next version that I will share.
Ericsson is fine with r2.

ZTE: 
if the event report is threshold based (...), the "nSStatusInfo" attribute shall contain a confirmation for reaching the targeted threshold value together with the current network slice status information for the network slice as the "snssai" attribute,
// Please clarify how does "nSStatusInfo" attribute contain the confirmation, and indicate the "snssai" attribute is the one included in the request.

if the event report is periodical based (...), the "nSStatusInfo" attribute shall only provide the current network slice status information  and/or established PDU Sessions for the network slice identified by the "snssai" attribute.

// yellow part should be removed, and also please indicate the "snssai" attribute is the one included in the request.

Huawei: Please check 3054_r2 where I have taken the comments onboard, in addition to the changes corresponding to the updates made in 3053_r3. R2 is made available.
ZTE is fine with r2.


	
	
	3428
	CR 0342 29.522 Rel-17 New Network slice status reporting events for the MonitoringEvent API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3097
	CR 0171 29.507 Rel-17 Serving PLMN UE Slice-MBR control
	ZTE
	Revised to 3456
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.

Wrong date.

Ericsson: agrees with the proposed CR with the following comments:
· The data type used to indicate the UE-Slice-MBR per S-NSSAI, the ueSliceMbrs attribute, is encoded as an array. This implies that the whole array has to be sent always, instead of only the changed ones when applicable. The PCF logic is simplified if only the changed UE Slice AMBR is indicated, which would be achieved if the ueSliceMbrs is encoded with a map (with key the S-NSSAI).  

· 4.2.2.1 Question for clarification, what does the AMF send to the PCF:

· the subscribed UE-Slice-MBR for all the subscribed S-NSSAIs?, or 

· the subscribed UE-Slice-MBR for the allowed S-NSSAIs? 

Please, confirm that it is the subscribed UE-Slice-MBR for the allowed S-NSSAIs and clarify so in the text.  
· 4.2.3.1 Better to specify it as: “When a subscribed UE-Slice-MBR change occurred, the updated UE-Slice-MBR(s) (..) as “ueSliceMbrs” and then in x2 “the corresponding authorized values encoded in the “ueSliceMbrs” attribute”

· Minor editorials, e.g. in the 5th change and the indication that the trigger is met when the change occurs in the allowed S-NSSAIs:

· -    "UE_SLICE_MBR_CH", i.e. UE-Slice-MBR change: the UDM notifies the AMF that the subscribed UE-Slice-MBR(s) has changed and the S-NSSAI(s) is within the allowed S-NSSAI(s);
ZTE: I confirm that the AMF sends to the PCF the subscribed UE-Slice-MBR for the allowed S-NSSAIs, since it's clearly stated in S2-2103473, hence the SA2 CR is indicated in r1 coverpage.
Please note that in C4-213195_r1, the common data type "UeSliceMbr" is changed to "SliceMbr" not including S-NSSAI, and this CT4 CR is also indicated in the coverpage. R1 is made available.
Ericsson: There are some clauses that overlooked the indicated updates:
· 4.2.2.3.x -> UeSliceMbr -> SliceMbr

· 4.2.3.2 -> Replace “;” by “.”

· -           "UE_SLICE_MBR_CH", i.e. UE-Slice-MBR change: the UDM notifies the AMF that the subscribed UE-Slice-MBR(s) has changed and the S-NSSAI(s) is within the allowed NSSAI; 

· 5.6.2.5 -> UeSliceMbr -> SliceMbr

Otherwise the CR is fine for me.
ZTE makes r2 available.
Huawei: Please find below some additional comments from our side.
· Tables 5.6.2.2/.3/.4/.5 and the OpenAPI file: “UE-Slice-MBR(s)”.

· Tables 5.6.2.2/.3/.4/.5 and the OpenAPI file: “The key of the map is the S-NSSAI ofto which the UE-sSlice-MBR belongs to.”

· Table 5.6.2.3 and the OpenAPI file: “One or more subscribed UE-Slice-MBR(s) as part of the AMF Access and Mobility Policy. Shall be provided when available.”

· Table 5.6.2.4 and the OpenAPI file: “One or more updated subscribed UE-Slice-MBR(s) as part of the AMF Access and Mobility Policy. Shall be provided for trigger the "UE_SLICE_MBR_CH" policy control request trigger.”

Nokia: Just one comment with regard to modelling “ueSliceMbrs” as a Map.

The Update operation is performed via POST (not PATCH with patch/merge etc…) and I have the impression that based on the existing descriptions, the default behaviour upon reception of a “ueSliceMbrs” in the PolicyAssociationUpdateRequest would still be to replace the entire existing “ueSliceMbrs” with the received one. Am I wrong?
Ericsson: We need then to remove the ambiguity that remains in the text then.
Clause 4.2.3.3 needs to be updated:

-    if the "UE-Slice-MBR_Authorization" feature is supported, the authorized AMF Access and Mobility Policy (see subclause 4.2.2.3) UE-Slice-MBR(s) corresponding to the updated UE-Slice-MBR(s), encoded as "ueSliceMbrs" attribute;

Would that work?

ZTE: Do you mean the POST update should contain the complete list of attributes, i.e., array should be used instead of map ?
Otherwise, if map is used in the POST update, we should further clearly indicate as follows for example:

-
A new entry of the map shall be added by supplying a new SNSSAI as the key and the corresponding sliceMbr instance as the value.

-
An existing entry of the map shall be modified by supplying the existing SNSSAI as the key and the corresponding sliceMbr instance as the value.

-
An existing entry of the map shall be deleted by supplying the existing SNSSAI as the key and "NULL" as the value.

-
For an unmodified entry of the map, no entry needs to be provided within the map.

Nokia: I agree with the wording proposed by ZTE.
ZTE makes r3 available.

Nokia is fine with r3.

Huawei is fine with r3.

Ericsson is fine with r3.


	
	
	3456
	CR 0171 29.507 Rel-17 Serving PLMN UE Slice-MBR control
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	17.19
	CT aspects for Support of Uncrewed Aerial Systems Connectivity, Identification, and Tracking
[ID_UAS]
	3191
	Work Plan   Rel-17 ID_UAS CT4 Work plan
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	CP-210287 (CT1 leading)

SA2 is progressing. Qualcomm may call for a conference at some time in June for the work split.



	
	
	3233
	CR 0788 29.512 Rel-17 Support of UAV controller IP address
	Huawei
	Postponed till next meeting
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Qualcomm: I propose we note this for now till there are agreed changes in stage-2 to Npcf_SMPolicy on this. Again, I think the CR is very useful and I would like that we make use of it as soon as we have corresponding agreements in stage-2.

Ericsson: I agree with the comments from Qualcomm.
Let’s wait for SA2 requirements before agreeing this CR, since it is not covered what the PCF would do with these additional addresses, considering the PDU session IP address is already available and it is not indicated why it cannot be reused.



	
	
	3189
	CR 0349 29.522 Rel-17 UAS NEF Northbound API
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Postponed till next meeting
	Samsung: I have the following clarifications on this CR. 
1. Regarding custom operation for the UAS API, as NEF can have resource representing all the registered UAVs at the network and the custom operation can be defined on that resource. 

2. In, 5.x.5.3.3, what does “authMsg” consist of? Is it the information about the authentication method to be used? Can you clarify. 

Qualcomm:

1. Normally on the northbound where NEF is the service provider for the external AF, the resource would normally not be needed to save any information, hence I did not add a resource. I don’t have a strong opinion on this but would like to understand this better.
2. Authentication message in stage-2 is any binary data based on the authentication method used, so its contents are mostly open. I’ll see if I can clarify more in the CR.
Ericsson: Upon 23.256 specify ID_UAS applicable both in 5GC and EPC, and existing impact TS describe TS 29.122 and 29.522 Possible update. Wonder why this CR is defined in 29.522?

And wonder how is the USS Service defined in stage 2 supporting reauth and revoke reauth ?
Qualcomm:

UAS interworking with EPC is outlined in Figure 4.2.2-3 of TS 23.256, which shows two aspects that answer the question:
1. There is no support of UAS in standalone EPC: the interworking support is realized with 5G-capable “combo nodes”.

2. The UAS-NF is a NEF functionality, according to agreed stage-2, SCEF does not support UAS-NF capabilities.

Hence the API goes to 29.522 and not 29.122. I am OK to remove this impact from the WID in a revision.

Reauthentication and revocation are not USS service, rather NEF service (i.e. NEF is the service provider). These are specified in cl 5.2.4 and 5.2.7 of TS 23.256, respectively.
Samsung: As general RESTful practise, it is better to associate the custom operation with a resource than a direct functional operation on the API, unless it is not possible. Since UAVs are registered at the 3GPP core network, the NEF can maintain a resource collection of registered UAVs.
Huawei: We also consider it’s also applicable for SCEF+NEF interworking scenario, hence, seems TS 29.122 is the most suitable place to define the API, similar as Nnef_APISupportCapability service.

Since stage 2 still ongoing discuss the definition of the service, the CR should align with the conclusion of stage 2, i.e. S2-2104435.



	17.20
	CT Aspects of 5G eEDGE

[eEDGE_5GC]
	3139
	CR 0763 29.512 Rel-17 Add user plane latency requirement in PCC rule
	Huawei
	Revised to 3343
	C3-212519 (CT1 leading)

Revision of C3-212384

This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Wrong TS version.

Nokia: There is just a typo: featute.
Ericsson: In addition to Nokia’s comment, please, update the feature name in 5.6.1 to EnEDGE.

Also, update the CR date to reflect a date closer to CT3#116e meeting.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Nokia is fine with r1.


	
	
	3343
	CR 0763 29.512 Rel-17 Add user plane latency requirement in PCC rule
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3140
	CR 0428 29.122 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Revised to 3344
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Wrong TS number in coversheet

Nokia: There is just a typo: featute.
Ericsson: Cover page:

29.112 => 29.122

And please specify the corresponding SA2 requirement in reason for change.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Huawei makes r2 available.

Nokia is fine with r2. It seems there are still various “featutes” in the spec but not from your CR.
Ericsson: I also agree the description of the new feature better to be generic covering the related features in eEDGE_5GC WI.

Anyway, If time concerned, I’m still fine with r2.



	
	
	3344
	CR 0428 29.122 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3141
	CR 0347 29.522 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Revised to 3345
	Nokia: Ok, but "may" must be changed to "shall", like in the sentence before the new one.
If the local notification is required, then the flag SHALL be set.
Ericsson: Please specify the corresponding SA2 requirement in reason for change.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Nokia is fine with r1.

Ericsson: Coverpage, Summary of changes, “may” => “shall”, to be aligned with the updated changes in the main body.
Huawei makes r2 available.

Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3345
	CR 0347 29.522 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3142
	CR 0782 29.512 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Revised to 3346
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.

Wrong TS version.

Nokia: 
1) The first change should be re-written as "Defines the target of the QoS Monitoring reports, it is determined by the PCF and can be either the PCF or the AF. If it is the AF, it may be indicated that a local notification is required, i.e. from the UPF to the AF via the local NEF.", because local notification is a "sub-case" of the "AF case", and not a separate/different one, as the current text suggests.
2) Maybe we need to define "local NEF" somewhere…?

3) In 4.1.4.4.6 the local notification indication should be covered by "target of reporting", because it was described above as being part of it. We are not yet referring to "attributes" here anyway, but rather pieces of information. If you want to mention it, then in the same row, e.g., "target of reporting, potentially including an indication that local notification is required".

4) In 4.2.3.25, re-write as "[…] if the feature "EnEDGE" is supported and the PCF determines that local notification is required based on the related indication received from the AF". This is in line with the existing sentence before the new one and is so because the PCF can still determine to ignore the indication.

5) The attribute "localNotifInd" has not been added in the OpenAPI.

Please consider adding Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell as co-signers to this one, if the above changes are more or less agreed.
Ericsson: Before proceeding with this CR I need to ensure there are stable stage 2 requirements.

I did not see any requirement in 23.503 about Local NEF. Is there any CR submitted to SA2 to 23.503 for the ongoing SA2 meeting? And to 23.501/23.502? 
Huawei: I check 23.548, it has indicated that based on the indication of local event notification and operator's policy, the PCF may include an indication of local event notification (including target local NEF address) within the PCC rule that it provides to the SMF. I think requirement is already there. If you think it is not enough, I will add the 23.503 CR  in the SA2 meeting.

We treat the NEF as a AF in TS 29.512, I don’t indicate the NEF in the revision either.
Nokia: I also assumed that your CR was fine based on 23.548, but maybe we need to wait because 23.548 is not yet officially released or can we already work based on 23.548 requirements?

Besides this, I agree with your approach to not mention the NEF and with the rest of the changes and I only have two small comments:

1) In the first change please replace “via the UPF” with “by the UPF to the AF” (to use same “language” as the previous row and because “via” can mean that other NFs are also involved)

2) In the OpenAPI, please write “Boolean” as “boolean”.

Huawei: I don’t remember we ever discussed whether a TS which has not been released can be a requirement for stage 3 work. Huawei makes r2 available.

Nokia is fine with r2.

Ericsson: I indicated in my initials comments it was very premature to agree on this CR. If companies decide to progress it, it has to be taken into account the SA2 outcome in this meeting, otherwise it should be postponed.
So, if you want to move ahead, please, indicate in the coversheet the dependency with 23.503 CR#0587 and 23.502 CR#2687

In 4.1.4.2.1:

· Target of reporting: Defines the target of the QoS Monitoring reports, it can be either the PCF or the AF or the Local NEF, decided by the PCF

· indicate that when the indication of local notification is included, the target Local NEF is the target of reporting.

In 4.2.3.25:

In the NOTE: The QoS monitoring report can be sent to the PCF as described in subclause 4.2.4.24 or to the AF directly as described in 3GPP TS 29.508 [12] based on the PCF decision or to the Local NEF as described in 3GPP TS 29.xxx [xx] based on AF request.

Editor’s note: it is FFS the service the UPF (Nupf_EventExposure) uses to notify the Local NEF. 

either the notification URI within the "notifUri" attribute and the notification correlation id within the "notifCorreId" attribute if the PCF determines that the notification shall be sent to the AF directly from the SMF or the notification URI within the "notifUri" attribute, the notification correlation id within the "notifCorreId" attribute corresponding to the Local NEF and the "localNotifInd" attribute set to true if the feature "EnEDGE" is supported and the PCF determines that local notification by the UPF to the Local NEF is required based on the local notification indication received from the AF.

Please, adapt the text below to indicate that the SMF includes the indication of local notification to the PSA UPF via N4 if received.

When the SMF receives the PCC rule, the SMF shall send a QoS Monitoring request to the PSA UPF via N4 as defined in 3GPP TS 29.244 [13] and NG-RAN via N2 signalling to request the QoS monitoring between PSA UPF and NG-RAN as defined in 3GPP TS 29.503 [34].

And also the paragraph:

If the PCF receives the request to disable the QoS monitoring from the AF or Local NEF, the PCF shall update the PCC rule with the "refQosMon" attribute set to NULL. The PCF may also remove the corresponding QoS Monitoring Data if no PCC rule is referring to it.
Please, add a paragraph developing what occurs if the AF or Local NEF remove or set to false the local notification indication. 
5.6.2.40: indicate that when the EnEDGE feature is supported, the notifUri may indicate the notification address of the Local NEF and the notifCorreId may indicate the correl Id of the Local NEF.

Huawei: I adopted most of your comments except that SMF includes the indication of local notification to the PSA UPF via N4 if received. I think current text is generic enough to cover this case.

R4 is made available.

Nokia: Is maybe something wrong with NOTE x2?

It says that notifUri and notifCorreId shall not set to NULL if EnEDGE is supported, but actually the text describes such as scenario.

Three minor changes:

· There is a double “the” in the first bullet of the last bullet list of clause 4.2.3.25.

· “Loca” vs “Local” typo in the Description of “notifCorreId”.

· If you revise anyway, you may also change “local notification” to “direct notification” also in the cover page.

Huawei: They shall not be set to the NULL if the feature is not supported. R5 is made available.
Nokia is fine with r5.
Ericsson:

On the new changes, please, consider the following comments:

*4.1.4.2.1: NF->AF or Local NEF

*4.2.3.25
· If the PCF receives the request to disable the direct event notification to the local NEF or AF by the UPF, the PCF shall:
· -    update the PCC rule with the "refQosMon" attribute referring a QosMonitoringData instance which does not include the "directNotifInd" attribute set to true; or 
· -    update the corresponding QosMonitoringData instance by including the "directNotifInd" attribute set to false. 
· The SMF shall request to the UPF to disable the notification to the AF/(Local)NEF via N4 as defined in 3GPP TS 29.244 [13] and shall start sending the related notifications to the received Notification URI and notification correlation Id, if applicable.
When the EnEDGE feature is supported, the subscription to notification of QoS monitoring events is disabled by removing the “notifUri”, the “notifCorrelId” and the “directNotifInd” attribute, if available. When the EnEDGE feature is not supported, the subscription to notification of QoS monitoring events is disabled by replacing the QosMonitoringData instance.  
It was not possible to remove the notifUri and the notif
*5.6.2.40: Add “or AF”.

It was not possible to remove the notifUri and the notifCorreId in Rel-16, so in Rel-16 the only mechanism to indicate the SMF how to disable the notification was via replacing the QoS monitoring instance. I’m fine with including the possibility to remove the notification related attributes in Rel-17 to indicate so.
Huawei makes r6 available.
Ericsson: Please, replace the curly quotations by ”. Otherwise it is fine with me.

Huawei uploads the final version.


	
	
	3346
	CR 0782 29.512 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3143
	CR 0314 29.514 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Revised to 3347
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file.
Nokia: 
1) The first change needs to be re-written as "[…] and, if the feature "EnEDGE" is supported and the local notification of QoS Monitoring data is required, it may also include the "localNotifInd" attribute set to true.", because it currently has some mistakes and reads as if the feature would apply also to the "notifCorreId" attribute.
2) In 4.2.6.8, replace "location" with "local"

3) In the descriptions of the attribute in the tables add the sentence: "It may be present when the event "QOS_MONITORING" is subscribed."

Ericsson: As indicated to 3143, the exposure via Local NEF indication is embedded in an e2e procedure that I did not see specified in SA2. Please, correct me if I’m wrong.

If there are evidences that the SA2 req can be stable enough for CT3#116e meeting because of agreed SA2 CRs, I’ll be fine to discuss these our stage 3 CRs. Otherwise, I’d prefer stage 3 doesn’t go ahead of SA2.

Huawei: I update the reason of change to capture the requirement in stage 2. R2 is made available.
Nokia: r2 is fine for me, assuming that we are allowed to reference 23.548 for the requirement…
Huawei makes r3 available, aligned with stage 2 CR.
Nokia: I am fine with r3, but please fix the ending of bullets “c” and “d” in 4.2.6.8 (full stop vs semicolon vs “; and”) before uploading.

Ericsson: Minor comments provided.

Huawei makes r4 available.

Ericsson is fine with r4.



	
	
	3347
	CR 0314 29.514 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3144
	CR 0266 29.513 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Revised to 3348
	Nokia: Ok, but I would re-write the first change as:
"Within the AsSessionWithQoSSubscription data type, the AF includes the QoS monitoring information within the "qosMonInfo" attribute and, if the feature "EnEDGE" is supported and local notification is required, the "localNotifInd" attribute set to true."

… because otherwise the feature is understood as being required for the entire sentence.

Ericsson: However, as indicated with the related CRs about local NEF indication, I’d prefer to wait for SA2 stable outcome before proceeding with these CRs.

Huawei makes r1 available.

Nokia: r1 looks good (always assuming we can reference 23.548…).

Huawei: R2 is made available, aligned with SA2 CR.

Nokia is fine with r2.

Ericsson:

I see the detail level to describe the notification to the local NEF is higher than the general description of the overall procedure.
I’d prefer an approach like this one:

Step 1: To create a subscription to the QoS monitoring information, the AF invokes the Nnef_AFsessionWithQoS_Create service operation to the NEF by sending the HTTP POST request to the "AS Session with Required QoS Subscriptions" resource. Within the AsSessionWithQoSSubscription data type, the AF includes the QoS monitoring information within the "qosMonInfo" attribute and, Iif the feature "EnEDGE" is supported, the AF may request  and the direct QoS monitoring event notification sent byfrom the UPF to the Local NEF or AF is required, the "directNotifInd" attribute set to true.
Step 8:

If the AF subscribes to QoS monitoring event, the PCF includes the related subscription information within the corresponding PCC rule(s). If the PCF determines that the QoS monitoring event notification shall be sent to the NEF directly from the SMF, or when the feature "EnEDGE" is supported, the PCF received the indication of direct QoS monitoring event notification, the PCF includes the notification URI pointing to the NEF within the "notifUri" attribute, and the notification correlation id assigned by the NEF within the "notifCorreId" attribute, and the direct QoS monitoring event notification within the "directNotifInd" attribute, if available, as specified in 3GPP TS 29.512 [9]. If the indication of direct event notification is received, the PCF includes the received notification URI within the "notifUri" attribute, the notification correlation id within the "notifCorreId" attribute and the "directNotifInd" attribute set to true as specified in 3GPP TS 29.512 [9].
Step 10:

10. When the SMF receives the PCC rule, the SMF shall send a QoS Monitoring request to the UPF and NG-RAN as defined in 3GPP TS 29.512 [9].

When the SMF receives the indication of direct QoS monitoring event notification within the PCC rule, the SMF shall send to the UPF the request to report directly to the NEF the QoS monitoring events. The procedure ends here.
Huawei makes r3 available.

Ericsson is fine with r3.



	
	
	3348
	CR 0266 29.513 Rel-17 Support of Network Exposure to EAS via Local NEF
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3230
	CR 0254 29.519 Rel-17 Support of User Plane Latency requirement
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212387

This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file for Nudr_DataRepository API Application Data.
Ericsson agrees with the proposed CR.

	
	
	3231
	CR 0357 29.522 Rel-17 Support of EAS deployment information
	Huawei
	Revised to 3349
	This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file for TrafficInfluence API.

Ericsson: 
5.4.3.3.y Type: DnsSerInfoPerDnai,  Table Note shall be: At least one of the "dnsIpv4Addr" attribute or the "dnsIpv6Addr" attribute shall be included.
5.4.3.3.u  Type: Ipv6AddressRange,  No need for new data type ipv6AddressRange, it is already defined in TS 29.222.

Huawei makes r1 available.
Nokia: "EASDeployment" shall be changed to "EASDeploymentInfo" in the OpenAPI.

The same applies for C3-213232.

Ericsson: I’m fine with the updates in C3-213231_r1, also agree Nokia pointed changes is needed.
Huawei makes r2 available.

Nokia is fine with r2.

Ericsson: Upon our SA2 information, currently SA2#145e has lots CRs and discussions on SMF/EASDF Configuration, 

Including upon SMF/EASDF Configuration provisioning is actually not relevant to PCC procedure, then whether should be Nnef_TrafficInfluence be impacted or not.

Would you wait a bit, let’s how could SA2 be effectively concluded soon.  

And Other specs impact then could be effectively specified in the cover page.



	
	
	3349
	CR 0357 29.522 Rel-17 Support of EAS deployment information
	Huawei
	Postponed till next meeting
	

	
	
	3232
	CR 0256 29.519 Rel-17 Support of EAS deployment information
	Huawei
	Postponed till next meeting
	This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file for Nudr_DataRepository API Application Data.
Nokia: See 3231.
Ericsson: There are competing contributions in SA2 ongoing meeting on this topic. Either we wait for the SA2 meeting outcome or we postpone this CR to the next meeting.



	
	
	3242
	Work Plan   Rel-17 CT3 Work Plan for eEDGE_5GC
	Huawei
	Noted
	On track.

	
	
	3249
	CR 0270 29.513 Rel-17 Updates of PCC procedures related to AF influence on URSP
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Verizon
	Revised to 3350
	Huawei: I have following comments:

1) It is not clear the meaning that supported feature is supported as there is no enhancement over N15 interface.

2)  Last change is not needed as we have no similar change for V2X.

3)  URSP replaces UE policy.

Nokia:

1) Steps 6A and 6B span also across the PCF-UDR interface, where the EnEDGE feature exists and its support is required for this “may” statement to be applicable. But maybe it is sufficient/better indeed to write “If the PCF has received service specific parameters for URSP influence in step 6a” instead of “If the "EnEDGE" feature is supported”. What do you think?

2) It is not strictly required since it is an “e.g.”, but it provides clarification and we are in an open release, so why not add it? (we could also add it for V2X… or not…). In any case, it’s an “e.g.”, so if you insist, I can remove it, no problem.
3) Sorry, I am not sure I understood the exact suggested change. Can you clarify?
Ericsson:  agrees with the need of the CR.
Going into the details, we have some comments:

· Please mind that this CR is contributing on the same clause as 3048. In this case, every step in clause 5.5.8 is updated referring to 5G ProSe in addition ot V2X. The same approach should be followed for influence on URSP rules, for consistency (i.e. not only step 6 should be updated)

· The feature name “EnEDGE” refers to the UDR feature to support AF influence on URSP rules, right? If it is the case, and to be able to cover other future cases that influence URSP rules for other reasons than Enhanced EDGE, consider to rename the feature to e.g. “URSPInfluence” (open to better naming proposals). When referring to the feature, indicate if the feature “xxx” defined in 3GPP TS 29.519 and 3GPP TS 29.504 is supported.

· Better to refer to URSP rules than to UE Policies.

Nokia: I made the title and the descriptions of the first steps more generic, coordination with C3-213048 will be required.

For the feature, I used the wording that I proposed to Huawei in my previous e-mail, because if the feature is not supported in Nudr_DataManagement, then the described scenario will not happen anyway, so I don’t think we need to mention any feature here.

I am still using “UE Policy” for consistency with other procedures of the specification and with referenced TSs. It is UE Policies that are provisioned (including URSPs). Again, as a reminder, UE Policy as a term includes URSP, but does not include V2XP and ProSeP.
R1 is made available.
Ericsson: As you mention, coordination with C3-213048 is required. Now, current version of 3249 and pre-agreed version of 3048 collide in some clauses. So they cannot be agreed by now.
I like the way 3249 proposes to make more generic the text, but still ProSeP needs to be clearly reflected. Anyhow, either both CRs are merged, or separate and coordinated updates may be needed in both CRs.

About the detailed comments:

· Bullet 7 in 5.5.1 and 5.5.8 title must be the same

· URSP rules versus UE Policies:

According to 29.525, 4.2.2.2.1, UE Policy consists of ANDSP, URSP, V2XP (and will include ProSeP). According to 23.503, 6.6, UE Policy information consists of ANDSP, URSP, V2XP and ProSeP. So, UE Policy term gathers all of them. 
Then, the sentence “may derive UE Policy” , which is used only in the scope of influence of URSP rules, should be replaced by “may derive URSP rules”.

Nokia: I think it is better to discuss during the call how we want to proceed with regard to the alignment with 3048, before I start doing revisions here.

With regard to the “UE Policy” issue, you are right, I was confused because 3048 adds separate statements for V2XP and ProSeP (in addition to UE Policy), but this was for the RAN/N2 part. I will fix this in the next iteration.

Nokia makes r2 available. It addresses previous concerns and integrates changes from 3048 in 5.5.8.

With this, changes in 5.5.1 and 5.5.8 can be removed from 3048.
Huawei: . It is overall fine for me, except for the following changes from 3048 that were not implemented in 3249_r2 in clause 5.5.8:
· Step 1, first paragraph:

· Missed change for 3048: “1. To provide the service specific parameters …”

· There is an unnecessary space at the end of the paragraph that needs to be removed: “to the "Service Parameter Subscriptions" resource .”.

· NOTE 1: A comma was not added: “NOTE 1:       For details of Nnef_ServiceParameter_Create/Update/Delete service operations, refer to 3GPP TS 29.522 [24].”.

· Please add “5G” before “ProSe” in the 3 occurrences in clause 5.5.8.

If they are ok for you, the we (Huawei) would be happy to cosign the CR.

Ericsson is fine with r2. Is CR 3048 then merged into 3249?
Nokia: 3048 contains other changes, it is hence not merged into 3249. Only the conflicting changes in 5.5.1 and 5.5.8 are moved to 3249.
Nokia makes r3 available, including last comments from Huawei. Huawei is added as cosigner.

Huawei is fine with r3.
Ericsson is fine with r3.


	
	
	3350
	CR 0270 29.513 Rel-17 Updates of PCC procedures related to AF influence on URSP
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Verizon, Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3250
	CR 0257 29.519 Rel-17 UDR application data update to support AF influence on URSP
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Verizon
	Revised to 3351
	This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature in the OpenAPI file of the Nudr_DataRepository API for Application Data.
Huawei: agrees with the CR but please do a small revision by changing the cardinality of the new attribute in array to 1..N.

Nokia makes r1 available.
Ericsson: In addition to the ongoing discussion about the detailed encoding of the attributes provided by the NEF, please, also consider:

· as indicated in the comments to 3249, to be able to cover other future cases where an AF may influence URSP rules for other reasons than Enhanced EDGE, if you agree with it, please consider to rename the feature to e.g. “URSPInfluence” (open to better naming proposals…AFInfluenceURSP…or similar). Is there a 29.504 CR submitted to CT4 for this meeting?

Nokia: I don’t have a very strong opinion but I would like to understand the general strategy in terms of granularity of the features. I fully understand your point, but we have already “packed” different things in the EnEDGE feature (and in many other features…), because they are introduced by the same “5GC feature” (here enhanced edge computing).

Yes, we could introduce a new feature for URSP influence and I see the possible advantage, but why not do the same for EASdeploymentInfo, UserPlaneLatencyRequirements, edgeIssueXXX etc then?

Nokia makes r2 available. I added FFSs about the possibilities of i) using CT1 encoding for urspInfluence and ii) separating out a feature for URSP influence and using it instead of EnEDGE.
Ericsson is fine with r2. The only thing is, before uploading the CR to the Inbox, please correct the abbreviation URSP.

Nokia makes r3 available.

Ericsson is fine with r3.


	
	
	3351
	CR 0257 29.519 Rel-17 UDR application data update to support AF influence on URSP
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Verizon
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3252
	CR 0158 29.525 Rel-17 Support of UE policy updates for AF influence on URSP
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Verizon
	Revised to 3352
	Huawei: The attribute definition shall be align with the definition in 29.519. We prefer to re-use the encoding defined in CT1. Then we can simplify the description of the URSP construction.

Nokia: As I responded to Ericsson based on the 29.522 CR:

I believe we should not “expose” the entire encoding of URSP to the AF, firstly because there are many parts that are not applicable for AF influence and, secondly, in order to be flexible to use inputs that are different to the 5GC-internal URSP encoding and can be translated/converted either by the NEF or the PCF (two such examples are the cardinality of DNN and the potential translation of DNAIs to spatial validities that are used in the actual URSP rule). Finally, I believe that in NFs that have nothing to do with NAS, it is simpler to avoid CT1-encoding whenever possible (maybe not for us, but for our developers).

What do you think?

Ericsson: In addition to the ongoing discussion, please, also consider:
· as indicated to 3249, the feature name “EnEDGE” refers to the UDR feature to support AF influence on URSP rules, right? If it is the case, and to be able to cover other future cases that influence URSP rules for other reasons than Enhanced EDGE, consider to rename the feature to e.g. “URSPInfluence” (open to better naming proposals). When referring to the feature, indicate if the feature “xxx” defined in 3GPP TS 29.519 and 3GPP TS 29.504 is supported.

· There is no need to define feature support in Npcf_UEPolicyControl (i.e. change in 5.8 doesn’t apply), there is no change in the API that needs to be published via feature control.

Nokia: I removed the feature from 5.8, I clarified in the text that refers to the EnEDGE feature that I am talking about the Nudr_DataManagement service, and I added FFSs for the possibilities of i) using CT1 encoding for urspInfluence and ii) separating out a feature for URSP influence and using it instead of EnEDGE (see also the 29.519 CR). R2 is made available.

Ericsson: About the description in 4.2.2.2.1.1 of the attributes of UrspRuleRequest, if it is aligned with the conclusion for 29.522, I’m fine.

The only update would be in clause 4.2.2.2.1.1 to correct the reference to the 29.519 subclause from 6.2.15 -> 6.4.2.15

Nokia makes r2 available. The contents of 4.2.2.2.1.1 are IMHO fine based on the current status, but can be re-examined based on how the added FFSs are resolved anyway.

Ericsson is fine with r2. Just one very minor thing: before uploading the CR to the Inbox, please, in the coversheet, in the affected clauses 4.2.4.Z (new)
Huawei is fine with r2.


	
	
	3352
	CR 0158 29.525 Rel-17 Support of UE policy updates for AF influence on URSP
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Verizon
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3269
	CR 0359 29.522 Rel-17 Updates of ServiceParameter Service to support AF influence on URSP
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Verizon
	Revised to 3353
	This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature in the OpenAPI file of the ServiceParameter API.
Ericsson: For the new defined data types: 5.11.2.3.X Type: UrspRuleRequest,  and 5.11.2.3.Z  Type: RouteSelectionParameterSet
Why detailed structure needs to be detail defined in TS 29.522 for URSP?

Suggest to refer CT1 TS encoding (like V2X parameters, ProSe parameters) to keep simple and aligned data model.

If you could accept above change suggestion, Ericsson would like to cosign this CR.
Nokia: I believe we should not “expose” the entire encoding of URSP to the AF, firstly because there are many parts that are not applicable for AF influence and, secondly, in order to be flexible to use inputs that are different to the 5GC-internal URSP encoding and can be translated/converted either by the NEF or the PCF (two such examples are the cardinality of DNN and the potential translation of DNAIs to spatial validities that are used in the actual URSP rule). Finally, I believe that in NFs that have nothing to do with NAS, it is simpler to avoid CT1-encoding whenever possible (maybe not for us, but for our developers).
Ericsson: Ok, agree then fine to keep current data type definition.

Nokia makes r1 available. I added FFSs for the possibility of i) using CT1 encoding for urspInfluence and ii) separating out a feature for URSP influence and using it instead of EnEDGE.

Ericsson: Upon further checking clause 4.15.6.10, 2)           Service Parameters.
              Information on the AF guidance for URSP determination which consists of a list of rules that associate an application traffic descriptor with requested features for the candidate PDU sessions the application traffic may use:

I’ve further question/comments to clause 5.11.2.3X  type UrspRuleReuest definition , 

1) Why trafficDesc and routeSelParamSets attributes are defined both as Mandatory? this is not aligned with 23.502 definition.

2) Please clarify the relationship between trafficDesc and routeSelParamSets, otherwise add editor note FFS.

3) TrafficDescriptor data type is referring to 29.122 type TrafficDescriptor, which is defined still according to table 5.2.1 of TS 24.526.

Nokia:

1) Based on the cited text, you have a point. I just considered a UrspRuleRequest without a route selection parameter set meaningless and didn’t notice this. But, as you say, at least the traffic descriptor, could theoretically be pre-configured for an AF in the NEF. Is it ok if I add an EN as follows beneath the table: “It is FFS to check the cardinality and the presence condition of the attributes of Table 5.11.2.3.X-1 when stage 2 has reached sufficient maturity”?
2) Is it ok if I extend the Description field of routeSelParamSets as “Route Selection Parameter Sets, i.e. sets of parameters that may be used to influence the Route Selection Descriptors of the URSP for applications with traffic that matches the “trafficDesc” attribute”?

3) Stage 2 says that the traffic descriptor shall be “as defined for the URSP rule in TS 23.503 [4] Table 6.6.2.1-2”, which corresponds with the data type of Table 5.4.2.3.2-1. Therefore, contrary to the rest of the inputs, this one shall -according to stage 2- not differ to the actual contents of a URSP rule. But there might indeed be other (dis)advantages in elaborating this input as well. In any case, can we consider this to be covered by the FFS that I already added with regard to the encoding and re-consider them all together based on that?
Ericsson:

1) traffic descriptor without e.g. DNN and/or S-NSSAI is still valid case, in some use cases means the traffic flow identified by the traffic descriptor is applicable to all DNN and/or S-NSSAI.

So we should 1stly follow stage 2 definition of “may” concept, then I’m fine with EN FFS.

2) I think the attributes in type RouteSelectionParameterSet is not fully under/match “trafficDesc” attribute, if time limited, prefer you add editor’s note FFS.

3) Yes, tricky compared that mis-alignment in between, e.g. traffic descriptor in 5.2.1 in 24.526 contain more other parameters and not fully match with 5GC scope. If time limited, prefer to add editor’s note FFS.

Nokia: I made the attributes “O” (also reflected in the text) and added an FFS as agreed. R2 is made available.

Nokia: I am sharing r3 in which I removed the “required” section in the OpenAPI for the two parameters that I converted from “M” to “O” (because I had forgotten to do it in r2). R3 is made available.

Ericsson is fine with r3.

	
	
	3353
	CR 0359 29.522 Rel-17 Updates of ServiceParameter Service to support AF influence on URSP
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Verizon
	Agreed
	

	17.21
	Enhancement to the 5GC Location Services - Phase 2

[5G_eLCS_ph2]
	
	
	
	
	CP-210075 (CT4 leading)

	17.22
	CT aspects of proximity based services in 5GS
[5G_ProSe]
	3048
	CR 0258 29.513 Rel-17 5G ProSe related updates to PCC procedures
	Huawei, CATT
	Revised to 3534
	C3-212358 (CT1 leading)

Revision of C3-212385

Ericsson is fine with the CR.

Nokia: Just to summarize our agreement, please wait until I provide a revision r2 of 3249, in which I will integrate (with some modifications) your changes in clauses 5.5.1 and 5.5.8 of 3048.
As soon as I share 3249r2 in the other thread, I will ping you here again so that you check it and remove the mentioned clauses from 3048.

Huawei: Comments provided to 3249_r2. Assuming they are accepted, I have gone ahead and removed clauses 5.5.1 and 5.5.8 from 3048. R1 is made available.
Ericsson is fine with r1.



	
	
	3534
	CR 0258 29.513 Rel-17 5G ProSe related updates to PCC procedures
	Huawei, CATT
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3049
	CR 0253 29.519 Rel-17 5G ProSe related updates to Nudr
	Huawei, CATT
	Revised to 3553
	Revision of C3-212563

This CR introduces backwards compatible changes to the OpenAPI specification file of the Nudr_DataRepository API for Application Data.
Ericsson is fine with the CR.

	
	
	3553
	CR 0253 29.519 Rel-17 5G ProSe related updates to Nudr
	Huawei, CATT
	Agreed
	Add CR numbers.

	
	
	3050
	CR 0325 29.522 Rel-17 5G ProSe related updates to the Nnef_ServiceParameter Service
	Huawei, CATT
	Revised to 3554
	Revision of C3-212378

This CR introduces backwards compatible changes to the OpenAPI specification file of the Nnef_ServiceParameter API.
Ericsson is fine with the CR.

Add CR numbers.

	
	
	3554
	CR 0325 29.522 Rel-17 5G ProSe related updates to the Nnef_ServiceParameter Service
	Huawei, CATT
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3051
	CR 0153 29.525 Rel-17 5G ProSe related updates to the Npcf_UEPolicyControl Service
	Huawei, CATT
	Revised to 3555
	Revision of C3-212386

This CR introduces backwards compatible changes to the OpenAPI specification file of the Npcf_UEPolicyControl API.
Ericsson is fine with the CR.

Add CR numbers.

	
	
	3555
	CR 0153 29.525 Rel-17 5G ProSe related updates to the Npcf_UEPolicyControl Service
	Huawei, CATT
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3504
	TS 29.mno v0.1.0 (Application Function ProSe Service)
	CATT
	
	

	17.23
	Enablers for Network Automation for 5G - phase 2
[eNA_Ph2]
	3037
	CR 0295 29.520 Rel-17 Complete definition of the Nnwdaf_MLModelProvision API
	Huawei, China Mobile
	Revised to 3366
	C3-212360

Nokia: I think that the following changes are required:
1) In 5.b.3.2, "NWDAF Events Subscriptions resource" should be replaced with "NWDAF ML Model Provision Subscriptions resource" in many places throughout the CR. The generic text about "events" in some places, e.g. 5.b.5.2.1, should ideally also be replaced with something that fits this particular resource.

2) I would change "NwdafMLModelProvsSubsc" to "NwdafMLModelProvSubsc" and "NwdafMLModelProvsNotif" to "NwdafMLModelProvNotif" (without "s").

3) Event Reporting requirements are not included in the service description in 23.288 so they should not be in the API.

4) MLAnalyticsId should not be defined. NwdafEvent should be referenced instead. Defining a separate data type for AnalyticsInfo was already redundant. We don't need to repeat the mistake.

5) Add ENs also beneath the tables that have the many "FFS" entries.

6) Why do we need the defined 404 application error? What does it add compared to the standard 404 code (I know we have it also in AnalyticsSubscription and I am probably missing something, just for my clarification…)?

Ericsson: Just to add another comments, 

For 307 and 308 response code, data type ProblemDetails shall be change to  RedirectResponse.

Huawei: For event reporting requirement, I put it FFS whether it’s needed or not, and for the generic text about events, it’s correct, right? Many subscribe/notify APIs use this event description. I suggest to keep it in current API. Hope that’s fine to you. R1 is made available.

Huawei: Please check C3-213037_r2 which also removes FFS for all the dedicate events but add an general EN to define more information later in clause 5.b.6.2.6. R2 is made available.
Nokia: I see three remaining open issues:
1) Event Reporting requirements are in many subscribe/notify APIs but not by default in all of them. If they are to be included, they shall be listed in the stage 2 inputs, and in this case they are not. I can also think that many of the them may be indeed meaningless for ML model provisioning. I think they should be removed completely, both from the general text, and from the API, until stage 2 requires them (if they decide to do so). You can refer to the similar discussion/confusion for the evtReq of AnalyticsInfo.

2) MLAnalyticsId should not be defined. NwdafEvent should be referenced instead. Defining a separate data type for AnalyticsInfo was already redundant. We don't need to repeat the mistake.

3) (new) Why do we use the “notifId” attribute here? The requirements are exactly the same with the EventsSubscription API, where we resolve the issue of correlation/decorrelation based on the subscriptionId and the fact that a consumer-selected notification correlation identifier can also be inherent in the notifUri (I required at all), WITHOUT an additional attribute for the notification correlation identifier. I personally think that this approach is better and that we don’t need “notifId”. What do you think?

Ericsson: Thanks for updates with 307 and 308 response code data type changed to  RedirectResponse.

For MLModelProvisioning, I mostly share Nokia’s comments, that not analytics event reporting but the ML Model information ( as defined in stage 2 just address of ML Model) to be provided.

Ericsson: I think the title need to be changed and remove “Complete”, since e.g. data types just with initial definition e.g. as below, and I cannot fine the Nnwdaf_MLModelProvision API definition.
Huawei makes r3 available.

Nokia is fine with r3.

Ericsson is fine with r3.


	
	
	3366
	CR 0295 29.520 Rel-17 Complete definition of the Nnwdaf_MLModelProvision API
	Huawei, China Mobile
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3044
	Work Plan   Rel-17 Work Plan of eNA_Ph2
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Withdrawn
	

	
	
	3045
	Work Plan   Rel-17 Work Plan of eNA_Ph2
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Withdrawn
	

	
	
	3046
	Work Plan   Rel-17 Work Plan of eNA_Ph2
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Noted
	On track.

	
	
	3133
	CR 0136 29.508 Rel-17 Nsmf_EventExposure supports RAT Type Change Event
	China Telecom
	Revised to 3367
	This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature to the OpenAPI file.
Nokia: I see no such requirement in 23.502 clause 5.2.8.3, can you please clarify?
China Telecom: This feature was approved in last SA2 meeting. Pls check the related CRs: S2-2103289 and S2-2103290.
Nokia: Then please just fix the second change as follows:

X.  for an RAT type change:

a)   new access RAT type as "ratType" attribute;

… because “access type” is a different event (for 3gpp vs non3gpp).

China Telecom makes r1 available.
Nokia is fine with r1. Remember to clean up changes on changes.



	
	
	3367
	CR 0136 29.508 Rel-17 Nsmf_EventExposure supports RAT Type Change Event
	China Telecom
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3171
	CR 0299 29.520 Rel-17 Service operations of Nnwdaf_MLModelProvision service
	Huawei, China Mobile
	Revised to 3368
	Nokia: This CR is subject to the outcome of the discussion of C3-213037.

Samsung: Would like to know why PATCH method is no used for update subscription operation. 

Ericsson: TS 23.288 clause 7.5.4 Nnwdaf_MLModelProvision_Notify, 

only defines notify the address of Model file, together with the Analytics ID and Notification Correlation Information. 

No requirement on such detail information as described in the last change, 

Hence prefer to remove them.

Samsung: Again, Noticed in TS 23.288, clause 6.2A.0 contains below EN, hence need to have same EN in this CR for ML model update, or remove the update description.

Editor's note:    Whether/how ML model consumer NWDAF (i.e. AnLF) can negotiate the ML model update is FFS.

Huawei makes r1 available.
Ericsson: Thank you taking my suggestion removed the last part in the last change, Just to comments that r1 still to be revised,

1) all those comment to 213037 apply to this CR, e.g. event reporting not defined in stage2 for ML model provision service shall not be presented.

2) Mismatch between the 2 CRs, e.g. I cannot find "eventNotifs" attribute in 213037_r2, also cannot find MLEventNotif data type in Table 5.b.6.1-1

3) Cannot fine the stage 2 defined “address of Model file” in notification.

4) My comments on EN in another mail ie. ML model update is FFS, means should not defined, is still not considered

Huawei makes r2 available. At that moment, I already shared 3037_r2, the CRs were already alignment with each other. For the 3rd comment, I add a EN already in 5.b.6.2.6 of 3037_r2 which is also kept in the latest revision. Please double check!
Nokia is fine with r2.
Samsung: I see that you have added an EN to handle PATCH for partial update. I am fine with r1 (?) 

Ericsson: Thanks adding Editor’s Note:      It’s FFS that whether and how the ML model consumer NWDAF (e.g. AnLF) can negotiate the ML model update.

Just upon this EN in TS 23.288 and No subscription update description in clause 7.4.2 Nnwdaf_DataManagement_Subscribe service operation,

Hence,Prefer to remove the subscription update descriptions, i.e. remove PUT method in this CR at current stage.

Huawei: I am fine with the proposal, it can be added later if needed. R3 is made available.

Ericsson is fine with r3.

	
	
	3368
	CR 0299 29.520 Rel-17 Service operations of Nnwdaf_MLModelProvision service
	Huawei, China Mobile
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3172
	CR 0300 29.520 Rel-17 Service description of Nnwdaf_MLModelProvision service
	Huawei, China Mobile
	Revised to 3369
	Ericsson: Upon TS 23.288, clause 5.1 NOTE 3:        Sharing of ML models or ML model meta data is limited to single vendor environments in this Release of the specification.
And clause 6.2A.0 The procedure for ML model provisioning is limited to a single vendor environment in this release of the specification.

Clause 4.b.1.1, Please add normative description or NOTE after the first paragraph, for the ML model

NOTE :     ML model provisioning is limited to a single vendor environment in this release of the specification.

Clause 4.b.1.1,  in the 2nd bullet of This service:, 

-             notifies the NF service consumers with a corresponding subscription about observed events. => ML model information.

And change “observed” to analytics in the following descriptions.

(MTLF) => NWDAF(MTLF) to follow the same description in SA2, align with the concept of MTLF inside NWDAF, 

the figure also need to be changed with NWDAF (MTLF) as service provider.

Clause 4.2.1.3, ML model related analytics information => ML model information  ( since only the ML model address is provided according to TS 23.288 clause 7.5.4)

If you agree above comments, I’d like to cosign this CR, and can also updates the CR for review.

How about your consideration?  
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson: Clause 4.b.1.1,  in the 2nd bullet, please remove “analytic”, to be same as the original comments, to be aligned with stage 2 definition.

-             ML model analytic information. => ML model information

Huawei makes r2 available.

Ericsson is fine with r2. Just please remove track of change in the cover page before upload to inbox.



	
	
	3369
	CR 0300 29.520 Rel-17 Service description of Nnwdaf_MLModelProvision service
	Huawei, China Mobile, Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3221
	CR 0301 29.520 Rel-17 Extensions to User Data Congestion Analytics
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3370
	This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file applicable to Nnwdaf_EventsSubscription API.
Wrong revision.

Samsung: One minor comment, in 5.1.6.2.8 – description of gpsis attribute needs correction. Identifies the external identifier of the UE. 
Nokia: Ok, but it may be better to change the cover page to reflect only what is implemented, while "SUPI" shall be replaced by "GPSI" in the description in table 5.1.6.2.8-1.
Ericsson makes r1 available.
Samsung is fine with r1.

Huawei: agrees with the CR but please do a small revision to correct the editorial errors in the cover page, e.g idenfieies, externsions

Nokia is fine with r1.
Ericsson: I’ve corrected the typo in the cover page,

and upon the discussion in CC for new feature, I’ve added UserDataCongestionExt feature, and updated table 5.1.6.2.8 NOTE to simply as clear event applicability. Otherwise with existing UserDataCongestion and the new UserDataCongestionExt 2 features applicability, will arouse more than one target UE attribute present issue. R2 is made available.

Ericsson: I just updated changes in clause 5.1.6.2.8 as r3. R3 is made available.

Huawei is fine with r3.


	
	
	3370
	CR 0301 29.520 Rel-17 Extensions to User Data Congestion Analytics with gpsi
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3222
	CR 0043 29.517 Rel-17 Extensions to User Data Congestion Analytics
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3371
	LATE
Nokia: I think that the following changes are required:
1) In table 5.6.2.6-1, "USER_" should be "USER_DATA_CONGESTION".

2) Rename "timeIntev" to "timeInterv", "period", or "measurePeriod"

3) Optionally use UL/DL instead of Ul/Dl in the attribute names, but ok…

Ericsson: I’m fine with 1) and 2), keeping 3) Ul/Dl still follow the attribute naming rule, i.e. the 2nd letter shall be lower case, e.g. in TS 29.571 Table 5.4.4.35-1: Definition of type SmallDataRateStatus. R1 is made available.
Huawei: Please find our comments on r1 as follows:
· Suggest not using UserDataCongestionInfo to avoid the same name defined in other TSs, e.g. 29.520, prefer to UserDataCongestionInfoFromAF or UserDataCongestionCollection

· 5.6.2.x: why the time interval is required?

· 5.6.2.x: please shorten the attribute names which include ‘throughput’

· 5.6.2.x: whether one of the throughput value should be provided?

· 5.6.2.x: time stamp is missed

Ericsson:

· fine, change to UserDataCongestionCollection.
· Since TS 23.288, Table 6.8.2-2 requires Measurement period as described for time interval, just consider “measurement period” is too long as attribute, so use “timeInterv”.
· fine with throughputPeakUl => throughputPkUl, throughputPeakDl => throughputPkUl changed.

· No such requirement in TS 23.288 Table 6.8.2-2, e.g. both average and peak throughput can be provided.
· Similar as the existing AfEvent, timestamp is included in Type AfEventNotification.
R2 is made available.

Huawei: stage 2 does not require the measurement period as mandatory, right? Ok with the rest of comments.
Ericsson accepts the comments and makes r3 available.

Huawei is fine with r3.

Nokia is fine with r3.


	
	
	3371
	CR 0043 29.517 Rel-17 Extensions to User Data Congestion Analytics
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3223
	CR 0049 29.591 Rel-17 Extensions to User Data Congestion Analytics
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3372
	LATE
Nokia: Same comments as for 3222.

Ericsson: Refer to 3222. R1 is made available.

Huawei: Same comment as 3222.
Ericsson: Refer to the same reply as 3223. R2 is made available.

Ericsson: I just updated r3 change to reusing UserDataCongestionCollection data type in TS 29.517. R3 is made available.
Huawei: Please check the reply for 3222. 

My understanding is that the UserDataCongestionCollection as defined in r2 is the same as the one defined in 3222, right? If yes, then I would suggest it can be simply reused.

Ericsson: I had updated r3 reusing UserDataCongestionCollection in 3222. Check r3.

Huawei is fine with r3.

Nokia is fine with r3.


	
	
	3372
	CR 0049 29.591 Rel-17 Extensions to User Data Congestion Analytics
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3234
	pCR  29.552 Rel-17 Procedures for Analytics Exposure
	Huawei
	Revised to 3373
	Ericsson: 

5.2.1, i.e. => e.g., and remove “or untrusted AF” since currently no Stage 2 description on untrusted AF obtain information from NWDAF, instead NEF role in between can be described.
5.2.2.2  untrusted AFs => NEF or via NEF in title, and describe untrusted AF ó NEF ó procedures together to be complete and clear.

And considering NEF is NF service consumer to NWDAF, and the procedure is the same as the other NF service consumer, 

Prefer should include NEF in the 5.2.1 NF service consumer scope, then in 5.2.2.2 the related NEF ó NWDAF procedure descriptions can refer to 5.2.1, focus on e2e and NEF ó untrusted AF procedures.

If you agree above update proposal, Ericsson would like to cosign this pCR.
Huawei: I am fine to remove ‘trusted’ and ‘untrusted’, just keep AF. 

Right, NEF is one NF service consumer, and it already indicated by the NFs, hence, my understanding no need to list it dedicately in 5.2.1. EN is added in 5.2.2.2, details will be defined later. Huawei makes r1 available.
Ericsson: Ok with EN in this meeting. Ericsson is fine with r1.


	
	
	3373
	pCR  29.552 Rel-17 Procedures for Analytics Exposure
	Huawei, Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3235
	other   Rel-17 Skeleton of TS DCCF Services
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3236
	other   Rel-17 Scope of TS DCCF Services
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3237
	other   Rel-17 Introduction of DCCF Services
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3238
	other   Rel-17 Service description for Ndccf_DataManagement service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3239
	other   Rel-17 Service description for Ndccf_ContextManagement service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3255
	CR 0047 29.523 Rel-17 Partitioning criteria for applying sampling in specific UE partitions in PCF exposure
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212391

This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature to the OpenAPI file for Npcf_EventExposure API.

	
	
	3256
	CR 0294 29.520 Rel-17 Partitioning criteria for applying sampling in specific UE partitions in NWDAF event exposure
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
	Revised to 3374
	Revision of C3-212357

Huawei: I can’t find ‘Only for Nnwdaf_AnalyticsSubscription_Subscribe’ from Table 4.15.1-1 TS 23.502. And if sampling ratio is applicable for the NWDAF AnalyticsInfo API, why the criteria should not apply?

Nokia: Below is a bullet from 23.288 clause 6.1.3:

-    (Only for Nnwdaf_AnalyticsSubscription_Subscribe) Analytics Reporting Parameters as per Event Reporting parameters defined in Table 4.15.1-1, TS 23.502 [3].

The CR is based on this, putting aside for a  moment the very good question that you raised, i.e., why have all the rest of the Event Reporting parameters (not only the sampling ratio!) been implemented in AnalyticsInfo... Do you know the answer? “Analytics/Event Reporting parameters” do not even appear in the description of the Nnwdaf_AnalyticsInfo_Request service operation in 7.3.2 of 23.288.

I have no strong opinion and I am also fine with adding the partitioning criteria on the premise that “we have already implemented the rest”… What do others think?
Ericsson: Actually sample ratio is not used in Nnwdaf_AnalyticsInfo API, the other reporting parameters in TS 23.502 Table 4.15.1-1 are not used in Nnwdaf_AnalyticsInfo API either.

For TS 29.520, Type NnwdafEventsSubscription implement TS 23.502 Table 4.15.1-1 Event Reporting Information with ”evtReq” by referring to TS 29.523 defined Type ReportingInformation.
Type NnwdafEventsSubscription is only used in Nnwdaf_EventsSubscription API, hence TS 23.502 table 4.15.1-1 reporting parameters is still applicable only in Nnwdaf_EventsSubscription API.
Type EventReportingRequirement within Type EventSubscription, is defining the extra/additional per event specific reporting information, which is referred by Nnwdaf_AnalyticsInfo API.

While the NOTE in the Table of Type EventReportingRequirement , describes the "sampRatio" is Not applicable.

Hence, TS 29.520 implementation is stilling align with stage 2 that sample ratio and other reporting parameter in TS 23.502 table 4.15.1-1 is only applicable in Nnwdaf_EventsSubscription API, 

so need to keep this fulfillment for partitionCriteria.

TS 29.523+CT#115e implemented Type ReportingInformation.
Nokia: I think there is a misunderstanding.

The NOTE of 5.1.6.2.7 does not apply to the AnalyticsInfo API, but only to the EventsSubscription API (with the sole purpose of avoiding double-provisioning of the sampRatio in the high-level requirements and the “extra” requirements).

Therefore, in my understanding, sampRatio _is_ applicable to AnalyticsInfo, together with all the rest of the Event reporting information included in the EventReportingRequirement data type.

Maybe I am confused somewhere? Can you check?

Ericsson: Upon the reason for change and discussions in CC, that TS 23.288 clause 6.1.3 describes Analytics Reporting Parameters as per Event Reporting parameters defined in Table 4.15.1-1, TS 23.502 are "Only for Nnwdaf_AnalyticsSubscription_Subscribe".

Prefer follow stage 2, and upon different understanding currently, so just take back the editor’s note in 4.3.2.2.2 as the second change:

It is FFS for specify if the "partitionCriteria" attribute of the "ana-req" attribute may be used Nnwdaf_AnalyticsInfo service.

R1 is made available.

Nokia: I am fine with r1. But since the “sampRatio” applies (even if this was a misalignment with stage 2), I think that -unless relevant clarifications happen in stage 2 in the meantime- we should add the partitioning criteria at the next meeting also for AnalyticsInfo, and I had already started preparing a CR version for this option.
Huawei: I am also fine with r1. I share the same view with Nokia, and consider it’s make sense to use the sampling ratio and partitioning criteria also for the AnalyticsInfo API, the NWDAF will use those information to partitioning UEs.

Ericsson: I understand your consideration, would also consider both SA2 and CT3 could be better aligned in next meeting.

i.e. I’d further discuss with our SA2 colleague, if they can agree, we’ll prepare CR for the suitable scenario then could be better aligned.



	
	
	3374
	CR 0294 29.520 Rel-17 Partitioning criteria for applying sampling in specific UE partitions in NWDAF event exposure
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3257
	CR 0270 29.520 Rel-17 Adding time when analytics needed and revised time to analytics subscriptions
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei, Ericsson
	Revised to 3375
	Revision of C3-212596

This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature to the OpenAPI files of the Nnwdaf_EventsSubscription and Nnwdaf_AnalyticsInfo APIs.

Nokia: We would like to provide r1 in order to address the issue that rvWaitTime had been defined as DateTime, although it should be a time interval, i.e. Uinteger, in line with (well-thought and thoroughly discussed) agreements in stage 2, as well as the text descriptions of this CR in clause 4. R1 is made available.
Ericsson: I can accept your consideration, just please change the data type to refer to TS 29.571 type DurationSec.

Huawei: I am fine to change it as time interval and also fine to reuse the DurantionSec data type.
Nokia makes r2 available.

Huawei is fine with r2.

Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3375
	CR 0270 29.520 Rel-17 Adding time when analytics needed and revised time to analytics subscriptions
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Huawei, Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3270
	CR 0302 29.520 Rel-17 Correction of the description of the snssaia attribute
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Revised to 3376
	This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature to the OpenAPI file
Huawei: agrees with the CR with one suggestion is to remove the last two sentences of the description field of snssaia in the OpenAPI file to make it general and avoid future update.

Nokia makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1. Please remove the changes over changes in the final version.
Nokia makes r2 available as the clean version.

Huawei is fine with r2.

Ericsson: Upon the correction title and contents, please change the Cat B => F, and change the backwards compatible feature => correction in the cover page.

Nokia makes r3 available.

Ericsson is fine with r3.


	
	
	3376
	CR 0302 29.520 Rel-17 Correction of the description of the snssaia attribute
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3271
	CR 0131 29.508 Rel-17 Partitioning criteria for applying sampling in specific UE partitions in SMF exposure
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212390

This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature to the OpenAPI file for Nsmf_EventExposure API.

	
	
	3284
	other    TS skeleton of TS for Analytics Data Repository Services
	China Mobile Communications Group Co.,Ltd.
	Revised to 3535
	Ericsson: TS 23.288+SA2#144e only defines below Nadrf_DataManagement SO in Table 10.1-1: NF services provided by ADRF. Wonder How to consider below clauses in the skeleton, mapping to above  SO ?

4.2.2.2             Nadrf_DataRetrieval_Subscribe service operation

4.3.2.2             Nadrf_DataManagement_Subscribe service operation

4.3.2.3             Nadrf_DataManagement_Notify service operation

4.3.2.4             Nadrf_DataManagement_Fetch service operation

China Mobile makes r2 available. BTW, I have rechecked the CRs agreed in SA2#114e, and still the CR 0236, 0237, 0238, and 0239, which proposed by Nokia, introduced Nadrf_DataRetrieval_Subscribe service in clause 6.1.4 and 6.2.6.3 and had no changes in SA2#115e.
And editor's note to indicate the alignment of services and service operation name needed exist in the Draft 23.288.

I have deleted Nadrf_DataRetrieval by now.
Ericsson is fine with r2. Please, remove changes on changes before uploading in the Inbox.

China Mobile: For the TS skeleton, I believe there will not be changes in the revision. So the changes (including change on changes)will not exist in the revision.


	
	
	3535
	other    TS skeleton of TS for Analytics Data Repository Services
	China Mobile Communications Group Co.,Ltd.
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3285
	other    TS skeleton of TS for Messaging Framework Adaptor Services
	China Mobile Communications Group Co.,Ltd.
	Revised to 3536
	Ericsson: TS 23.288+SA2#144e only defines Nadrf_DataManagement SO in Table 9.1-1: NF services provided by MFAF. Wonder why Nnfaf_3daDataManagement_DeConfigure SO not present in the skeleton, while the others are included?
China Mobile: I also switch the clause order of Nmfaf_3daDataManagement service and Nmfaf_3caDataManagement in the skeleton. R1 is made available.
Ericsson is fine with r1. Please, remove changes on changes before uploading in the Inbox.

China Mobile: The changes (including change on changes)will not exist in the revision of TS skeleton.



	
	
	3536
	other    TS skeleton of TS for Messaging Framework Adaptor Services
	China Mobile Communications Group Co.,Ltd.
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3295
	other    Pseudo-CR on Introduction of Services offered by the ADRF
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Revised to 3537
	LATE
Ericsson: Would you check with TS 23.288+SA2#144e CR implemented version only defines below Nadrf_DataManagement SO in Table 10.1-1: NF services provided by ADRF?

China Mobile makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3537
	other    Pseudo-CR on Introduction of Services offered by the ADRF
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3296
	other    Pseudo-CR on Introduction of Services offered by the ADRF
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Withdrawn
	

	
	
	3298
	other    Pseudo-CR on Introduction of Services offered by the MFAF
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Revised to 3377
	LATE
Huawei: agrees with the pCR but please do a small revision to change ADRF to MFAF in Table 4.1-1.
China Mobile: I also switch the clause order of Nmfaf_3daDataManagement service and Nmfaf_3caDataManagement in the pCR. R1 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3377
	other    Pseudo-CR on Introduction of Services offered by the MFAF
	China Mobile Com. Corporation
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3499
	TS 29.552 v0.2.0
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3500
	TS 29.abc v0.1.0 (DCCF services)
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3501
	TS 29.def v0.1.0 (ADRF services)
	China Mobile Com.Corporation
	
	

	
	
	3502
	TS 29.ghi v0.1.0 (MFAF service)
	China Mobile Com.Corporation
	
	

	17.24
	BEst Practice of PFCP

[BEPoP]
	3210
	CR 0536 29.061 Rel-17 Update procedures to support L2TP for CUPS
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3429
	CP-210074 (CT4 leading)

Revision of C3-212488

LATE
Huawei: Please find the below questions and comments from my side.

1) CPUS shall be corrected to CUPS in the second paragraph.

2) Can you clarify the scenario where a PGW-U may be configured with the multiple LAC names and addresses for a given APN in step 3 of call flow? 

3) We prefer that FQDN is not sent to the P-GW, i.e. the SMF/PGW-C performs the FQDN resolution and sends the IP address of LNS to the UPF. So please remove the FQDN in the step 3 of call flow.

Ericsson makes r2 available.

Huawei: The Scenario where a PGW-U may be configured with the multiple LAC names and addresses for a given APN in step 3 of call flow is still not clarified?

Huawei: Your didn’t remove the complete scenario. Please also remove the sentence: For a given APN requiring L2TP function, multiple LACs may be configured to be connected with multiple LNSs in the Data Network.

Ericsson: Ok, I just removed this sentence.
R3 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r3.

	
	
	3429
	CR 0536 29.061 Rel-17 Update procedures to support L2TP for CUPS
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3211
	CR 0537 29.061 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP in RADIUS message flow
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3430
	Revision of C3-212346

Huawei: Please find the below questions and comments from my side.

1) I remember that Tunnel-Password needs the confirmation from the SA3 as indicated in the LS agreed in the last meeting. Please remove it for the time being.

2) As only L2TP is supported, the Tunnel-Type is not needed.

3) As Tunnel-Medium-Type can be recognize from the Tunnel-Server-Endpoint, the Tunnel-Medium-Type is not needed.

4) Don’t understand how indicate more than one set of “Tunnelling” attribute as there is no Tunnelling attribute.

5) What’s the meaning of the other optional attributes starting with “Tunnel-“ attribute? The attribute is not included in this TS but indicated in the RFC 2868?

Ericsson:

1) Yes, in the LS reply I mentioned this, while upon the approved SA2 CRs including Tunnel password in the necessary parameters for setting up L2TP tunnel towards the LNS. So need to also implement Tunnel-Password, and I’ve add table NOTE x as below, according to RFC2868 clause 5 Security considerations.

2) RFC2868 need to be followed, in which Tunnel-Type need to be defined.
3) RFC2868 need to be followed, in which Tunnel-Medium-Type need to be defined.

4) please refer to RFC2868 3.8. Tunnel-Preference.

5) the other optional attributes meaning please refer clause 3.3, 3.6, 3.7, 3.9 and 3.10 in RFC 2868.

Huawei: Please check my change proposal. R1 is made available by Huawei.
Ericsson: I’m fine with adding EN for Tunnel password, 

Just need clarify again: 

Tunnel-Type is the exact attribute used by LNS to inform the type of tunnel e.g. value 3 represents L2TP.

Tunnel-Server-Endpoint itself does not contains L2TP information, LNS address encoding need to depend on Tunnel-Medium-Type. (please see below I highlighted on RFC 2868 clause 3.4 words),

Tunnel-Server-Endpoint provided/authorized in Access-Accept message, is actually the external DN-AAA server decision and fulfillment already widely used for long times following RFC 2868.

I don’t think the legacy DN-AAA server implementing RFC 2868 in Access-Accept message can be changed.
For SMF or SMF+PGW-C product implementation, if the optional attributes Tunnel-Type and Tunnel-Medium-Type are not yet supported, then it’s up to product analysis and implementation specific checking whether fine or not, which is out of the specification scope. while suggest still carefully check RFC 2868 description then to consider feasible product implementation.
Ericsson makes r2 available.

Huawei is fine with r2.


	
	
	3430
	CR 0537 29.061 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP in RADIUS message flow
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3212
	CR 0538 29.061 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP in Diameter message flow
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3431
	Revision of C3-212347

Huawei: Find the below questions and comments from my side.

1) AAA command only applies to the case that the L2TP tunnel information received from the DN-AAA server. So the APN configuration case doesn't needs to be described.

2) AVP code number doesn’t need to be described.

3) As only L2TP is supported, the Tunnel-Type is not needed.

4) As Tunnel-Medium-Type can be recognize from the Tunnel-Server-Endpoint, the Tunnel-Medium-Type is not needed.

Ericsson: I’m fine with 1) and 2), while Tunnel-Type and Tunnel-Medium-Type is needed, 

Tunnel-Type is legacy LNS fulfillment to indicate support tunnel type,  Tunnel-Medium-Type is also described in RFC2868 Tunnel-Server-Endpoint description needed for coding the LNS address.

And both of them are included in LS reply C3-212569, in which last meeting Huawei has no comments. R1 is made available.

Huawei: See comments in 3211.

Ericsson: Same reply as for 3211, I just updated with the same alignment. R2 is made available.

	
	
	3431
	CR 0538 29.061 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP in Diameter message flow
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3213
	CR 0107 29.561 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP for CUPS
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3310
	Revision of C3-212348

Ericsson provides a revision.

	
	
	3310
	CR 0107 29.561 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP for CUPS
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3432
	Huawei: Please find the below questions and comments from my side.

1) Can you clarify the scenario where a UPF or UPF+PGW-U may be configured with the multiple LAC names and addresses for a given DNN?

2) We prefer that FQDN is not sent to the UPF+PGW-U, i.e. the SMF/PGW-C performs the FQDN resolution and sends the IP address of LNS to the UPF. So please remove the FQDN in the step 3 of call flow.

Ericsson makes r1 available.

Ericsson: I also removed the multiple LACs sentence in this CR. R2 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r2.

	
	
	3432
	CR 0107 29.561 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP for CUPS
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3214
	CR 0108 29.561 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP in RADIUS message flow
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3433
	Revision of C3-212349

Huawei: Please find the below comments from my side.

1) RFC 2868 is added but is not referred in this CR.

2) PGW-C and PGW-U are not mentioned in clause 16.4

So the CR is not needed.
Ericsson: I removed PGW-C and PGW-U, keeping SMF+PGW-C in the change, and adding Note for other tunnel attributes refer to RFC2868. R1 is made available.

Huawei: The NOTE has been added in 29.061. I think it is not needed in 29.561.
Ericsson: I removed the Note,  keeping SMF+PGW-C in clause 11.3.1 and RFC2868 in reference, since 29.561 is also supporting L2TP tunnel for SMC+PGW-C and referred by stage 2 specs .

Huawei: I’m not sure if we can add a reference in a TS but it is not referred.

Ericsson: Ok, I just removed RFC 2868 in the Reference for this CR. R3 is made available.

Huawei is fine with r3. Please remove the 1st change when you upload the final version as it does not change anything.



	
	
	3433
	CR 0108 29.561 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP in RADIUS message flow
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3215
	CR 0109 29.561 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP in Diameter message flow
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3434
	Revision of C3-212350

Huawei: PGW-C and PGW-U are not mentioned in clause 16a.4 currently. But CR C3-213212 introduces them. The CR depends on the discussion on that CR.

Ericsson makes r1 available.

Huawei: The NOTE has been added in 29.061, so it is not needed in this CR.
Ericsson makes r2 available. I removed the Note,  keeping SMF+PGW-C in clause 12.6.1, since 29.561 is also supporting L2TP tunnel for SMC+PGW-C and referred by stage 2 specs .

Meanwhile, this CR correct the wrong Diameter messages subclause 16.4 to be 16a.4 of TS 29.061 reused in TS 29.561, which I think actually is essential correction also need to be implemented in Rel-15 and Rel-16.

So, I’d prefer to also apply Rel-15 and Rel-16 CR to implement this correction together.
Huawei: I am fine with r1. But I don’t think it is an essential correction to the subclause numbering.


	
	
	3434
	CR 0109 29.561 Rel-17 Updates to support L2TP in Diameter message flow
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3441
	CR 0111 29.561 Rel-17 Adding support for providing L2TP information through N6 interface
	China Telecommunications, Ericsson
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-213161 in 17.31.2.

	17.25
	CT aspects of 5GC architecture for satellite networks

[5GSAT_ARCH-CT]
	3267
	CR 0322 29.514 Rel-17 Satellite backhaul change event
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3341
	CP-210149 (CT1 leading)

This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature to the OpenAPI file
Huawei: I think proposed event is very simple, so we don’t need to have the dedicated clauses to describe it. I propose to describe it in the general clauses.

Ericsson: The CR is revised to complete and clarify the event is reported in the subscription response when the PCF previously subscribed with the SMF to sat backhaul changes. R1 is made available.

Note that the updated CR still keeps the changes in separate clauses. The reason is that in this TS new events are being handled in different clauses, as e.g. TSN events, and other examples. When it is so specific functionality as it is the case of Sat backhaul changes, it gives more visibility to them, in opposition to general purpose events applicable to any kind of PDU session, as Access type change, PLMN change, etc, which are described in the general clause. The proposed way is more consistent with how the TS has been evolving. Hope you’re fine with it.
Huawei: In general, I’m with your proposal.

But I think we don’t need to specify how to unsubscribe the event in 4.2.3.x1 and 4.2.6.x1 because it can be covered by the general clause. Another reason is that you don’t specify the behavior for the PCF when the event is unsubscribed. 

Ericsson makes r2 available.

Huawei is fine with r2.


	
	
	3341
	CR 0322 29.514 Rel-17 Satellite backhaul change event
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3273
	CR 0052 29.523 Rel-17 Satellite backhaul change event
	Ericsson 
	Revised to 3342
	This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature to the OpenAPI file
Huawei: In table 5.6.3.3-1, reword the descriptions of the event just like: Indicates that a change between different satellite backhaul category, or non-satellite backhaul, has been detected. 

Ericsson makes r1 available. In addition, I’ve removed “if applicable” in the description of the satBackhaulCategory because whenever there is a backhaul change the corresponding category is available and applicable.
Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3342
	CR 0052 29.523 Rel-17 Satellite backhaul change event
	Ericsson 
	Agreed
	

	17.26
	CT aspects of Enhanced application layer support for V2X services

[eV2XAPP]
	3145
	CR 0022 29.486 Rel-17 Support Local MBMS
	Huawei
	Revised to 3505
	C3-212354 (CT1 leading)

Revision of C3-212450

The CR introduces a backward compatible feature to the OpenAPI file of VAE_FileDistribution service
Ericsson: Upon internal discussion, we still have the security concerns on local MBMS information parameters of the operator network deployment is not disclose to 3rd party AF.
Still Only clear description on “Such local MBMS information can be pre-configured in the VAE server based on service requirements or deployment needs.

To progress, prefer to add description on the local MBMS information only applicable to the operator trusted VAS, or at least with the corresponding EN FFS.
Huawei: R1 is made available.

I add a sentence “The information only can be provided by the NF service consumer in the trust domain.” in the description of the localMbmsInfo attribute. Please check it.

Ericsson is fine with r1.


	
	
	3505
	CR 0022 29.486 Rel-17 Support Local MBMS
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3146
	CR 0023 29.486 Rel-17 Introduction of VAE_HDMapDynamicInfo service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212451

	
	
	3147
	CR 0024 29.486 Rel-17 Procedure of VAE_HDMapDynamicInfo service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212452

	
	
	3148
	CR 0025 29.486 Rel-17 Resources and methods of VAE_HDMapDynamicInfo service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212453

	
	
	3149
	CR 0026 29.486 Rel-17 OpenAPI file of VAE_HDMapDynamicInfo service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212564

The CR introduces a backward compatible feature to the OpenAPI file of VAE_FileDistribution service

	
	
	3193
	CR 0055 29.486 Rel-17 CAPIF support
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3506
	Samsung: I have the following on this CR. 
1. Clause x.1, following text is not needed, as it doesn’t add any additional clarification with respect to mapping to VAE aspects.

In a centralized deployment as defined in 3GPP TS 23.222 [TS23222], where the CAPIF core function and API provider domain functions are co-located, the interactions between the CAPIF core function and API provider domain functions may be independent of CAPIF-3/3e, CAPIF-4/4e and CAPIF-5/5e reference points. 
2. In clause X.2,

a. which entity is API invoker? To our understanding it is the VAS server right? And not the VAE server. Please clarify. 

b. Terms are mixed. Sometimes VAL server and sometimes its NF service consumer. Please use the term consistent with what is present in the TS.

c. The last two paragraphs are repetitive. Can be removed, as it is covered in TS 33.122, on how the API request is authorized using Oauth 2.0 mechanism. Please clarify if you are you intending to add any additional clarification with this text, which is not covered in 33.122 and 29.222? 

Ericsson:

1. It is the same text we used in all other NB TSs (e.g. 29.549, 29.116), it just offers the generic description here for centralized deployment. If you think it is wrong, we can remove all of them from other NB TSs.

2. we have two API invokers (VAE server and VAS server for VAE-E & Vs respectively). I will make it consistent.
b.I will use “the NF service consumer (e.g. V2X application specific server)”.

c. Again, this is the same text used in all other NB APIs. It specifies the behaviour for the invoker (2nd last pg.), esp. pointing to the procedure in 29.222 to be used. The last pg. has the claim saying no scope is defined (we have same statement in 5GC TSs). Therefore, It is useful for the developer.
R1 is made available.

Samsung: I see that you want to maintain consistency with other TSs and I am fine with it. 
One minor comment on rev1, in the last paragraph, red text should be replaced with green text. Let me know if my understanding is not aligned.

The VAE APIs do not define any scopes for OAuth2 authorization. It is the NF service consumer (e.g. V2X application specific server) VAE server’s responsibility…
Ericsson makes r2 available.

Samsung is fine with r2.

	
	
	3506
	CR 0055 29.486 Rel-17 CAPIF support
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	17.27
	CT aspects on support for Signed Attestation for Priority and Emergency Sessions

[TEI17_SAPES]
	3092
	CR 1029 29.165 Rel-17 Support for signed attestation for emergency and priority IMS sessions
	Ericsson, AT&T
	Revised to 3354
	CP-210272 (CT1 leading)

Perspecta Labs: The CR looks good. Should there be an additional reference in table A.1? Clause 29 is referenced, which is analogous to X34.

Ericsson: I added missing update. R1 is made available.

Perspecta Labs is fine with r1.

NTT is fine with r1.
Huawei: Please find below some further comments from our side:
1) The two “renumbering after review” mentions are not needed.

2) Can you please clarify the relationship between “table 6.1.3.1/120” and Line 1 in Table C.3.1.19: Signed attestation for emergency and priority IMS sessions?

3) In Table C.3.1.19: Signed attestation for emergency and priority IMS sessions: X.34.1 should be X.34.2 and X.34.2 should be X.34.3.
Ericsson:

1) I removed text and did renumbering of items after added Priority-Verstat header field, please check r2 version.
2) Support of item 120 from table 6.1.3.1  is needed to support the "Calling number verification using signature verification and attestation information" for the IMS priority calls since a 200 (OK) response to a REGISTER request including a "sip.607" feature-capability indicator (defined in RFC 8197) in a Feature-Caps header field shall be supported at the roaming II-NNI as specified in clause 29.

3) Corrected.

R2 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r2.

Depends on CT1 CR.

Ericsson: Based on comment provided on TS 24.229 CR (submitted as C1-213073) the Priority-Verstat header field should not be provided within the MESSAGE method.

CR on TS 29.165 is accordingly updated please check r3 version. R3 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r3.


	
	
	3354
	CR 1029 29.165 Rel-17 Support for signed attestation for emergency and priority IMS sessions
	Ericsson, AT&T
	Agreed
	

	17.28
	Enhancements of 3GPP Northbound Interfaces [NBI17]

	3062
	CR 0426 29.122 Rel-17 Respecting 3GPP Forge executing rules
	Huawei
	Revised to 3538
	C3-212362

Ericsson: due to the dependency on TS 29.501 CR #0106 [C4-213357] Ericcson would like to postpone this CR till CT4/CT3 agree on way forward.

Huawei: As indicated in today’s CC, I am of course fine to wait for the outcome of the discussions on TS 29.501 CR #0106 [C4-213357].
Huawei: Based on the agreement in CT4 for TS 29.501 CR #0106 [C4-213357], please check 3062_r1 where I have made similar changes.

R1 is made available.

Ericsson: has the following comments on r1 version:
1. CR cover page, clauses affected: add missing clauses.

2. Align CR title with 29.501 CR: "Additional guidelines for OpenAPI specification files" and remove reference to a lint tool from the reason for change, summary of changes, and consequences if not approved.

Huawei makes r2 available.

Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3538
	CR 0426 29.122 Rel-17 Respecting 3GPP Forge executing rules
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3063
	CR 0197 29.222 Rel-17 Correction of the clause subclause terminology
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3064
	CR 0198 29.222 Rel-17 Corrections to the CAPIF_API_Invoker_Management_API Data Model clause
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3065
	CR 0199 29.222 Rel-17 Corrections to the CAPIF_Auditing_API Data Model clause
	Huawei
	Revised to 3381
	Ericsson: has a problem with the description of SupportedFeatures data type. This CR proposes: "Contains the features supported by an API." (same in 3071). For other APIs there is a reference to table in clause describing "Feature negotiation" e.g. for CAPIF_API_Invoker_Management_API: "Used to negotiate the applicability of optional features defined in table 8.4.6-1."
We believe descriptions of SupportedFeatures data type should be aligned.

Huawei: The reason why I proposed this definition is because the SupportedFeatures data type is used to encode a query parameter in Table 8.8.2.2.3.1-1, and in this case it does not contain the supported features from the ones defined in clause 8.8.6.
I can modify it to “Contains the features supported by an API.” so that it is generic. What do you think?

Ericsson: My preference is: Contains the supported features.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3381
	CR 0199 29.222 Rel-17 Corrections to the CAPIF_Auditing_API Data Model clause
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3066
	CR 0200 29.222 Rel-17 Corrections to the CAPIF_Events_API Data Model clause
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3067
	CR 0201 29.222 Rel-17 Corrections to the CAPIF_Logging_API_Invocation_API Data Model clause
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3068
	CR 0202 29.222 Rel-17 Corrections to the CAPIF_Publish_Service_API Data Model clause
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3069
	CR 0203 29.222 Rel-17 Corrections to the CAPIF_Security_API Data Model clause
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3070
	CR 0205 29.222 Rel-17 Miscellaneous corrections to the AEF_Security_API
	Huawei
	Revised to 3382
	Ericsson: it is obvious that clause 9.1.2.2.4 placed between clauses 9.1.2 and 9.1.2a does not belong there and that should be removed. I hope that MCC can confirm removal as proposed by this CR instead of voiding it.
Since clause 9.1.2.2.4 is not listed on CR cover page, in clauses affected field then reason for change should explain why it should be deleted.

Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3382
	CR 0205 29.222 Rel-17 Miscellaneous corrections to the AEF_Security_API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3071
	CR 0204 29.222 Rel-17 Miscellaneous corrections to the CAPIF_Discover_Service_API
	Huawei
	Revised to 3383
	Ericsson: Ericsson has a problem with the description of SupportedFeatures data type. This CR proposes: "Contains the features supported by an API." (same in 3065). For other APIs there is a reference to table in clause describing "Feature negotiation" e.g. for CAPIF_API_Invoker_Management_API: "Used to negotiate the applicability of optional features defined in table 8.4.6-1."

We believe descriptions of SupportedFeatures data type should be aligned.

Huawei: I have the same answer as for CR 3065.
Ericsson: I have the same proposal as for 3065: Contains the supported features.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3383
	CR 0204 29.222 Rel-17 Miscellaneous corrections to the CAPIF_Discover_Service_API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3072
	CR 0177 29.222 Rel-17 Missing data type in the CAPIF_API_Provider_Management_API Data Types tables
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212078

	
	
	3073
	CR 0178 29.222 Rel-17 Missing data type in the CAPIF_Routing_Info_API Data Types tables
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212429

	
	
	3074
	CR 0180 29.222 Rel-17 Missing data types in the CAPIF_Access_Control_Policy_API Data Types tables
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212081

	
	
	3118
	CR 0427 29.122 Rel-17 Support of 204 No content response code for PFDs update(NBI17)
	ZTE
	Revised to 3384
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file for the PfdManagement API.
Wrong date.



	
	
	3384
	CR 0427 29.122 Rel-17 Support of 204 No content response code for PFDs update(NBI17)
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3119
	CR 0206 29.222 Rel-17 Support of 204 No content response code for service API definition update(NBI17)
	ZTE
	Revised to 3385
	This CR introduces a backward compatible feature in the OpenAPI file for the CAPIF_Publish_Service_API.

Wrong date.

Samsung: One minor suggestion, 

Table 8.2.2.3.3.203, for clarity purposes, please update the description of the serviceAPIDescription as follows

 “Definition of the service API updated successfully and the updated service API definition is returned”

Samsung is fine with r1.



	
	
	3385
	CR 0206 29.222 Rel-17 Support of 204 No content response code for service API definition update(NBI17)
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3134
	CR 0429 29.122 Rel-17 Adding notificationDestination in NpConfigurationPatch data type
	China Telecom, Huawei
	Agreed
	This CR introduces a backward compatible correction in the OpenAPI file.

	
	
	3150
	CR 0050 29.486 Rel-17 Reception report for downlink message delivery
	Huawei
	Agreed
	This CR introduces a backwards compatible feature to the OpenAPI file of VAE_MessageDelivery API.

	
	
	3151
	CR 0051 29.486 Rel-17 Reception report for uplink message delivery
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3152
	CR 0052 29.486 Rel-17 Behaviour of the VAE server for VAE_ApplicationRequirement Service
	Huawei
	Revised to 3435
	Samsung: Some minor comments
· Clause, 5.4.2.2.2 and 5.4.2.3.2, 

· reference to 29.549 needs correction, it is “23.549” currently.

· Replace “NRM” with “SEAL NRM” server.

Huawei makes r1 available.

Samsung is fine with r1.

	
	
	3435
	CR 0052 29.486 Rel-17 Behaviour of the VAE server for VAE_ApplicationRequirement Service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3153
	CR 0053 29.486 Rel-17 Behaviour of the VAE server for VAE_DynamicGroup Service
	Huawei
	Revised to 3436
	Samsung: In the first change to 5.5.2.2.2, please clarify why VAE server interacts with VAE client. May be rephrase as follows
Then the VAE Server shall interact with the VAE Client to notify the dynamic group information as specified in the 3GPP TS 24.486 [x].

Huawei makes r1 available.

Samsung is fine with r1.

	
	
	3436
	CR 0053 29.486 Rel-17 Behaviour of the VAE server for VAE_DynamicGroup Service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3154
	CR 0054 29.486 Rel-17 Behaviour of the VAE server for VAE_ServiceContinuity Service
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3159
	CR 0430 29.122 Rel-17 Supporting 204 No Content during configuration procedure on NpConfiguration API
	China Telecom, Huawei
	Merged with 3219 into 3386
	This CR introduces a backward compatible correction in the OpenAPI file.

Huawei: 3159 needs a revision to merge 3219.
Ericsson makes r1 available, with 3219 merged into it.

China Telecom stores 3386 in the Inbox, the same with 3159r1 that added Ericsson as the cosigner.
Ericsson is fine with it.


	
	
	3386
	CR 0430 29.122 Rel-17 Supporting 204 No Content during configuration procedure on NpConfiguration API
	China Telecom, Huawei, Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3177
	CR 0431 29.122 Rel-17 204 No Content during modification procedure on MonitoringEvent API
	Huawei
	Merged with 3218 into 3387
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of MonitoringEvent API.
Huawei makes r1 available. The only change is add Ericsson as cosigner. See 3218.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3387
	CR 0431 29.122 Rel-17 204 No Content during modification procedure on MonitoringEvent API
	Huawei, Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3178
	CR 0432 29.122 Rel-17 204 No Content during modification procedure on AsSessionWithQoS API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of AsSessionWithQoS API.

	
	
	3179
	CR 0433 29.122 Rel-17 204 No Content during modification procedure on ChargeableParty API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of ChargeableParty API.

	
	
	3180
	CR 0022 29.549 Rel-17 204 No Content during modification procedure on SS_GroupManagement API
	Huawei
	Revised to 3437
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of SS_GroupManagement API.

Samsung: The Open API change needs correction. Replace 200 with 204.
Huawei makes r1 available.
Samsung is fine with r1.



	
	
	3437
	CR 0022 29.549 Rel-17 204 No Content during modification procedure on SS_GroupManagement API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3181
	CR 0023 29.549 Rel-17 Support redirection for SEAL APIs
	Huawei
	Revised to 3438
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections on OpenAPI files for SS_LocationReporting API, SS_GroupManagement API, SS_UserProfileRetrieval API, SS_NetworkResourceAdaptation API, SS_Events API and SS_KeyInfoRetrieval API.
Samsung: We have the following comments on this.
· In all the table description update for 3XX code, no need to mention service operation in the description. We can just say something like, “Temporary redirection response message and shall include………..”
· Why to repeat the 3XX response codes in every table. Instead an additional NOTE in the table like “The mandatory HTTP redirection codes as listed in clause 5.2.10 of 3GPP TS 29.122”, each should suffice right? And the detailed handling of 3XX code can be captured in 29.122.

· Why should notification destinations support 3XX redirection code?

· Clause 7.1.1.2.3.3.3, correct the table 4 and 5 as 7.1.1.2.3.3.3-4 and 7.1.1.2.3.3.3-5

Huawei: Same reply as 3182 for comments 1-3, and I am fine with the 4th comment.

Ericsson:  has the following comment:
· Clause 7.6.1.2.2.3.1: incorrect identities of all tables except the first table, also in text where the references to tables from this clause are provided need to be corrected.

Huawei makes r1 available.
Ericsson is fine with r1.

Samsung: I am fine with r1. As discussed over conference call, we are fine with the proposed way (in the CR) of handling 3XX codes support, to maintain consistency with other TSs. 



	
	
	3438
	CR 0023 29.549 Rel-17 Support redirection for SEAL APIs
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3182
	CR 0207 29.222 Rel-17 Support redirection and mandatory error codes for CAPIF APIs
	Huawei
	Revised to 3388
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections on OpenAPI files for CAPIF_Discover_Service_API, CAPIF_Publish_Service_API, CAPIF_Events_API, CAPIF_API_Invoker_Management_API, CAPIF_Security_API, CAPIF_Access_Control_Policy_API, CAPIF_Auditing_API, AEF_Security_API, CAPIF_API_Provider_Management_API and CAPIF_Routing_Info_API.
Samsung: We have the following comments similar to C3-213181, on this.
· In all the table description update for 3XX code, no need to mention service operation in the description. We can just say something like, “Temporary redirection response message and shall include………..”
· Why to repeat the 3XX response codes in every table. Instead an additional NOTE in the table like “The mandatory HTTP redirection codes as listed in clause 5.2.10 of 3GPP TS 29.122”, each should suffice right? And the detailed handling of 3XX code can be captured in 29.122.

· Why should notification destinations support 3XX redirection code?

Huawei:

· The changes are alignment with the support of redirection with other northbound APIs, e.g. APIs defined in TS 29.486, 29.522, 29.122, and also for 5GC APIs, use the similar description. My understanding the description should be same in this specification, otherwise, all of other APIs should also be updated.

· same answer as above.
· it’s agreed previously for 5GC APIs and NB APIs, that the notification also can support the optional 3XX redirection code. Hence, TS 29.122 clause 5.2.10 also describe the mechanism.
Ericsson: has the following comments:
1. Clause 8.2.2.2.3.1: incorrect style of added note in table 8.2.2.2.3.1-3.

2. Clause 8.2.2.2.3.2: incorrect identities of the third, fourth and fifth tables.

3. Clause 8.4.2.3.3.2: identity of clause is correct but it is placed in TS within clause 8.4.2.2 "Resource: On-boarded API invokers" instead of clause 8.4.2.3 "Resource: Individual On-boarded API Invoker" and when implementing this CR this clause should be moved after clause 8.4.2.3.3.1. So proposal is to update CR cover page, "Other comments:" field to indicate this i.e. "When implementing this CR clause 8.4.2.3.3.2 should be moved after clause 8.4.2.3.3.2."

4. Clause 9.1.2a.3.2: incorrect identities of all tables except the first table, also in text where the references to tables from this clause are provided.
Huawei makes r1 available.
Ericsson: I made mistake when providing comment in bullet 3 below what should be added to CR cover page. It should be:

"When implementing this CR clause 8.4.2.3.3.2 should be moved after clause 8.4.2.3.3.1."
Can you correct this in the final version? I am fine with the other changes.
Huawei makes r2 available.

Ericsson is fine with r2.

Samsung is fine with r2.


	
	
	3388
	CR 0207 29.222 Rel-17 Support redirection and mandatory error codes for CAPIF APIs
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3183
	CR 0434 29.122 Rel-17 Update of notification destination for ResourceManagementOfBdt API
	Huawei
	Revised to 3389
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of ResourceManagementOfBdt API.
Ericsson: Our comments to this CR is not backward compatible, a feature doesn’t span 2 releases.

How about your consideration?

Huawei: I can’t understand why it’s not BC change, since the notification URI is optional to be included, not required, if the peer does not recognize it, then just ignore it, will not reject the request from the client, right? I don’t see any problem.

For the feature, I don’t think that the feature can’t span 2 releases, in some other specifications, also some new IEs can be provided only when some feature is supported, wherein, the feature has been introduced in previous release. In this scenario, the notification URI can only be provided when the BDT notification is supported. And the feature is optional not mandatory, why NBC? Could you please clarify.
Huawei: As discussed during CC, we agreed to define a new generic feature to support the enhancement. R1 is made available.
Ericsson is fine with r1. And will use the same enNB feature applicability for notification destination.



	
	
	3389
	CR 0434 29.122 Rel-17 Update of notification destination for ResourceManagementOfBdt API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3184
	CR 0435 29.122 Rel-17 Update of notification destination for ChargeableParty API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of ChargeableParty API.
Ericsson: Upon No PUT method in this API, 

and PATCH method meaning is just described as “Activate or Deactivate” sponsoring by a chargeable party,  

Then it’s a bit tricky to consider introducing notificationDestination in PATCH. How about your consideration?
Huawei: I just noticed the description for the PATCH in the table, which actually is incorrect since based on the definition of ChargeablePartyPatch data type, the sponsoringEnabled is not required, it means that the PATCH is not required  to activate/deactivate the sponsoring, and many other information can also be updated, e.g. flow information, usage threshold as we discussed before.

We didn’t say the PATCH can only be used for modification when the PUT is also defined, and as mentioned in the reason for change, it’s possible for the AF to also update the notification destination during the modification procedure. 

For the PUT operation, as listed in the work plan, it’s also considered and can be defined later. 

I can revise the CR to also update the description in the table for PATCH which is incorrect. What do you think?

Ericsson: The sponsoringEnabled attribute is present and defined as optional in ChargeablePartyPatch data type,

Anyway I’m fine with you revise the CR to also update the description in the table for PATCH.

Then will further review r1 and comments.



	
	
	3185
	CR 0436 29.122 Rel-17 Update of notification destination for AsSessionWithQoS API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of AsSessionWithQoS API.

	
	
	3186
	CR 0348 29.522 Rel-17 Update of notification destination for TrafficInfluence API
	Huawei
	Agreed
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of TrafficInfluence API.

	
	
	3216
	CR 0440 29.122 Rel-17 Updates 204 No Content in NIDD API
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3399
	This CR introduces backward compatible corrections to the OpenAPI file of NIDD API.
Huawei: agrees with the CR but please do a small revision to update clause 5.6.3.3.3.3, and the OpenAPI file accordingly.

Ericsson makes r1 available.

Huawei: I just noticed that the 204 No Content has been already introduced into the PATCH in the OpenAPI file from Rel-15, but unfortunately, not given in the main body, I would prefer to correct it from Rel-15.
Could you please ask TDoc numbers for the essential corrections from Rel-15 under NAPS-CT WI? 

For support of 204 in PUT, I am fine either also update it together with the PATCH from Rel-15, or only keep it in Rel-17.

Ericsson: To avoid more impacts, I’d prefer to keep 204 in PUT only in Rel-17. 

Ericsson makes r2 available.Versions for Release 15 & 16 are made available.

Huawei is fine with r2.


	
	
	3395
	CR 0440 29.122 Rel-17 Updates 204 No Content in PUT in NIDD API
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3217
	CR 0441 29.122 Rel-17 Updates 204 No Content in RacsParameterProvisioning API
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3394
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction into the OpenAPI file applicable to RacsParameterProvisioning API.
Huawei agrees with the CR but please do a small revision to update clause 5.16.3.3.3.2, and the OpenAPI file accordingly.

Ericsson makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3394
	CR 0441 29.122 Rel-17 Updates 204 No Content in RacsParameterProvisioning API
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3218
	CR 0442 29.122 Rel-17 Updates 204 No Content in MonitoringEvent API
	Ericsson
	Merged  
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction into the OpenAPI file applicable to MonitoringEvent API.
Huawei: After offline discussion, 3218 will be merged into 3177, 3177 is used as basis. 



	
	
	3219
	CR 0443 29.122 Rel-17 Updates 204 No Content in NpConfiguration API
	Ericsson
	Merged
	This CR introduces backward compatible correction into the OpenAPI file applicable to NpConfiguration API.
Huawei: After offline discussion, 3219 will be merged into 3159, 3159 is used as basis. 



	
	
	3220
	CR 0444 29.122 Rel-17 Updates notification destination via PATCH operation in NIDD API
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3399
	This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file applicable to NIDD API.
Huawei: Please do a small revision to change the cardinality to 0..1.

Ericsson makes r1 available.

Huawei is fine with r1.

Ericsson: I just added enNB applicability for notification destination. R2 is made available.
Huawei: The enNB added by 3183 is for Bdt API.

And for this CR, my understanding is no need to introduce the feature, the situation is different with 3183 due to feature issue. The Client can use GET to know whether the notification destination is updated correctly or not.

Ericsson: Fine, since you think no need to introduce the feature, then I’ll still take r1 as agreed version to be uploaded to inbox.
Huawei agrees with r1.


	
	
	3399
	CR 0444 29.122 Rel-17 Updates notification destination via PATCH operation in NIDD API
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3241
	Work Plan   Rel-17 CT3 Work Plan for NBI17
	Huawei
	Noted
	Huawei asks for contributors. It will be handled offline. Check case by case on section 6.

	
	
	3261
	CR 0358 29.522 Rel-17 Correction of the cardinality of tempValidities
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3287
	CR 0026 29.549 Rel-17 204 No Conent for resource modification in SS_LocationReporting API
	China Mobile Communications Group Co.,Ltd.
	Agreed
	

	17.29
	Enhancement of 5G PCC related services in Rel-17 [en5GPccSer17]
	3052
	CR 0774 29.512 Rel-17 Additional corrections to the PDU Session with offline charging only indication
	Huawei
	Revised to 3360
	C3-212363

Correct WI code.
Ericsson: Just one comment in 4.2.6.1: 
· according to the change proposed in 5.6.2.4, the bullet should say “the charging method of the PDU session or the PDU session with offline charging only.

And a question about 5.6.2.4: shouldn’t NOTE 4 we rephrased to indicate the behavior when both online/offline charging methods are omitted but Offline Charging Only is present?
Huawei: Agrees with the comment. For the question, I agree, please hence check the proposal in 3052_r1. I have also updated NOTE 6 to mention the dependency to the "OfflineChOnly" feature. Please let me know if it is OK for you. R1 is made available.

Ericsson: In the bullet list, I would simply say “the charging method of the PDU session” since it would comprise online/offline or offline_only_indication. 
To align it with the bullet list, remove “default” in the paragraph “For the Npcf_SMPolicyControl_UpdateNotify service (….) The redundant PDU session indication, default charging method of the PDU session”

In NOTE 6, please add the condition at the beginning of the sentence “When the “OfflineChOnly” feature is supported, the “online” (..)”

4.2.2.3.3 should also be updated.

Please, provide evidence that 23.503 specifies that offline charging method shall not be provided as default charging method when the offline charging indication is provided. Otherwise this proposal could not be agreed and should be reverted.
Huawei: Accepts comments except:

4.2.3.3.3: This is not needed in my opinion as it may result in creating confusion, i.e. people may understand that the offline charging method cannot be used in this case. I think that updating the other clauses is sufficient.
You are asking for evidence from 23.503 for a pure stage 3 matter? It is a question of API design to mandate that the “offline” attribute is not provided when the offline charging only indication attribute is provided and set to true. Otherwise, it will be redundant. It does not have anything to do with stage 2 in my opinion.

Ericsson: 23.503, 6.4
The PDU Session with offline charging only can be assigned to a PDU Session by the PCF to indicate that the online charging method is never set for any of the PCC Rules activated during the lifetime of the PDU Session nor provided as Default charging method.

I don’t see any requirement to not provide offline default charging method

If offline charging only is provided and offline charging method is not provided or provided and set to true, then the PDU Session with offline charging only shall apply.

I don’t see any ambiguity in the text above.

ZTE: I have a question, normally the charging method provided ChargingData referred by PCC rule takes precedence over the one provided in SmPolicyDecision. However offlineChOnly provided in SmPolicyDecision means the online method within ChargingData shall not be provided by the PCF or shall be ignored by the SMF, right? Please indicate so in the definition of type ChargingData in Table 5.6.2.11-1.
And another concern, considering the NOTE1 of Table 5.6.2.11-1 mentions "default charging method of the PDU session", is it OK to remove "default" in other clauses as Ericsson proposed?

NOTE 1:      The absence of both the "offline" attribute and "online" attribute or only one attribute is present and set to false within a Charging Data decision instance indicates that the default charging method of the PDU session is applicable to the PCC rule referring to the Charging Data decision. Either "offline" attribute or "online" attribute set to true shall be provisioned initially if there is no default charging method applied to the PDU session. The “offline” attribute and the “online” attribute shall not be simultaneously present with the same value, i.e., both set to true or both set to false.

BTW, would you please take the chance to update clause 3.1: and/or -> or

Charging control: The process of associating packets, belonging to a service data flow, to a charging key and applying online charging and/or offline charging, as appropriate.

Ericsson: I prefer to follow faithfully what SA2 specifies, and assess any divergence with SA2 requirements with SA2 and SA5 via an LS.
So far stage 2 specifies two charging methods, Online and Offline. And these charging methods rule the charging mechanism to apply to the PDU session and to the PCC rule, as ZTE says. 

Indication of Offline Charging only is something on top of that (it is not a new charging method) which simply requires that requires Online charging is not provisioned for the PCC rule or the PDU session to enable SMF can safely trigger Nchf_OfflineOnlyCharging service.

I agree with ZTE comment to update Table 5.6.2.11-1 to indicate that when for the PDU session it was indicated that only offline charging applies, the only charging method shall not be included.

As per current definition of default charging method, 4.2.2.3.2:

“The default charging method indicates what charging method shall be used for every PCC rule within which the charging method is omitted” and it corresponds with what it is provisioned withing the “online” and/or “offline” attributes within the SmPolicyContextData, as also specified in the above clause.

So, I prefer to keep the “default charging method” term whenever it is referring to whether the PDU session is online and/or offline. This implies:

· In 4.2.6.1 the bullet should remain unmodified. I don’t think the “General” clause needs to be impacted with details about whether a possible indication of “offline charging only”. So, changes in clause 4.2.6.1 need to be removed.

Considering that the Offline Charging Only is not a different charging method, and the proposed updates diverge from SA2 requirements, changes in 5.6.2.4 don’t apply either.

In addition, please, update clause 4.2.2.3.3 to remove “otherwise” because is misleading and seems to indicate that indeed there is a third charging method.

“If the "OfflineChOnly" feature, specified in subclause 5.8, is supported, the PCF may otherwise provide in the response to the received HTTP POST message from the SMF the "PDU Session with offline charging only" indication, within the "offlineChOnly" attribute, to signal that the online charging method shall never be configured for any of the PCC Rules activated during the lifetime of the PDU Session, nor provided as the Default Charging Method, as specified in subclause 6.4 of 3GPP TS 23.503.”

I agree with comment from ZTE about the update in 3.1.

Of course, if the comments above are not agreed, I’m fine with sending an LS.
Huawei: R3 is made available.

· The changes for which we don’t have a common agreement (conflicting views) have been reverted and ENs are added instead.
· "PDU Session with offline charging only" indication added in a separate bullet in order to avoid confusion.

· “default charging method of the PDU session” removed from clause 4.2.6.1 as per NOTE 3 of Table 5.6.2.4.

· A NOTE is added to Table 5.6.2.11 as rightfully suggested by ZTE, to indicate that the online charging method cannot be used when the offline charging only indication is present and set to true within the SmPolicyDecision data type.

· Clause 3.1 is updated as suggested by ZTE.

· Clause 4.2.2.3.2 is also updated to mention the case where the "PDU Session with offline charging only" indication is provided and refer to clause 4.2.2.3.3 for the associated detailed handling.

This being said, I have checked the SA2 and SA5 CRs that have introduced this offline charging only mechanism, i.e. S5-194322 and S2-1908597. S5-194322 provides further clarifications that may help to resolve the conflicting views issue that we have. Indeed, clause 5.1.11 of TS 32.255. This shows that the offline charging only indication is a mechanism that is on top of the default charging method (i.e. offline or online) that basically mandates that the offline charging method is used for all the PCC rules of the PDU session, or in other words that the online charging method cannot be used for any PCC rule of the PDU session. This mechanim is referred to as "PDU session charging method" and is on top of the “default charging method” mechanism, and is used to enable the SMF to choose between invoking the Nchf_OfflineOnlyCharging service or the Nchf_ConvergedCharging service.
This confirms our understanding that neither the offline charging method nor the online charging method should be provisioned by the PCF when it decides to provisions the offline charging only indication, a.k.a. the "PDU session charging method". This is further confirmed in Table A.1 of TS 32.255 (March 2021 version 17.1.1).

In lines 3 and 4 of that table where the “PDU session charging method” (a.k.a. offline charging only indication) is provisioned, the “default charging method” is not set/provisioned.

I hope that the above information enables to resolve the concerns raised by Ericsson. If it is the case, then please let me know and I will further revise the CR to remove the added ENs and apply the associated necessary corrections to clarify that the offline charging method shall also not be provisioned by the PCF when the offline charging only indication is provided and set to true.

As agreed during yesterday’s CC, I will also share a draft LS later on in case Ericsson still believes that it is necessary.

ZTE: Only one comment on r3 regarding the removal of “default charging method of the PDU session” from clause 4.2.6.1: 
The redundant PDU session indication, default charging method of the PDU session,the charging information, the Reflective QoS Timer and the IP index information shall not be updated by the PCF.

You explained  “default charging method of the PDU session” removed from clause 4.2.6.1 as per NOTE 3 of Table 5.6.2.4. 

NOTE 3:    This attribute may only be supplied by the PCF in the response to the initial POST request that requested the creation of an individual SM policy resource.

However in my understanding the description in 4.2.6.1 and the NOTE 3 in Table 5.6.2.4 are independent different things, the former one indicates that it is not possible to modify the attribute once provisioned, while the latter one states the attributes may only be provisioned in POST response. Please note you didn't remove other information from clause 4.2.6.1 which also marked with NOTE 3 (e.g. redundant PDU session indication, charging information...)

Huawei:

For some reason I have missed an important word: the “shall not be updated by the PCF” part. I have reverted that change and added instead the offline charging only indication to the list as I think that this should also apply to it. NOTE 3 is also added to the description of the “offlineChOnly” in Table 5.2.6.4-1.

Please check 3052_r4 and let me know if it is OK for you.

Mandating that the attribute cannot be modified and saying that the attribute can only be provided in the response to the POST request that created the subscription achieve the same goal.

Huawei makes r4 available.

Can I also please ask for your opinion on the provided evidence from SA2 and SA5 on the fact that the offline charging method shall not be provisioned the default charging method for the PDU session or as the charging method of a PCC rule of the PDU session when the offline charging only indication is provided and set to true?

Ericsson: If finally the understanding needs to be that there are three default charging methods. “offline, online and offline-only”, then, in my view, the way to proceed would be:
· Include the description of how to handle the “offline-only” charging method within clause 4.2.2.3.2. There would not be any need of a separate clause.

· 4.2.6.1 should remain unchanged.

· NOTE 4 in 5.6.2.4 should be modified:

· NOTE 4:    If both the "offline" attribute and the "online" attribute are omitted by the PCF, and when the "OfflineChOnly" feature is supported, the “offlineChOnly” attribute is set to "false" or is omitted by the PCF, the default charging method pre-configured at the SMF if available shall be applied to the PDU session. If both offline, offline charging only and online charging methods are pre-configured at the SMF, the SMF shall determine which one of them to be applied to the PDU session based on local policy. The “offline” attribute and the “online” attribute shall not be simultaneously present with the same value, i.e., both set to true or both set to false. When the "OfflineChOnly" feature is supported, the “offline” attribute and the “offChOnly” attribute shall not be simultaneously present with different value.
And NOTE 4 should be added to the description of the “offChOnly” attribute.
This way we would be specifying the behavior according to SA5 and SA2.

I’m fine if you prefer to also keep the Editor’s note and send the LS. Maybe it is the best way to proceed

Nokia: Thinking about that the naming of the attribute offlineChOnly, the result is that it is seems not really well defined. May be we do not cover all aspects with the notes in 5.6.2.4, I do not know whether we should remove “false” out of note 4, because the control is the setting to true. May be we should extend the editor’s note like:

Editor's Note: The application of the charging control attributes by SmPolicyDecision data type is FFS, e.g. when the "OfflineChOnly" feature is supported, it is FFS whether the "offline" attribute can be provided within the SmPolicyDecision data type if the "offlineChOnly" attribute is present and set to "true".

In any case it seems paying to send an LS to SA2 and SA5.
ZTE: r4 looks good for me.

For your question, my answer is that I don't see any problem if PCF only provides the offlineOnly indication without the offline charging method, but I don't know SA5 requirement very much, maybe sending the LS to check with SA2 and SA5 is a safe way.

Huawei to Nokia: You state above that the offline charging only indication “this indicates a charging method at PDU session level, but it does not really mean offline only”, the first part of the sentence is OK for me, but can you please justify the second part highlighted in yellow? Where did you get this understanding?
For the EN, I think that the current text of the EN captures the disagreement that we have in CT3. I am afraid the above formulation does not go straight to the point.

Huawei makes r5 available.
Nokia to Huawei: Because of the dependence to converged charging mentioned by SA5, because within the IF … ELSE… for operatorPolicyIsOfflineOnly there is the hint to PCC rule checking with the possibility to use the indicated method. Ok with the rest of replies.

Ericsson: Please, remove the changes in NOTE 4. For me are confusing as they are. And we have asked to SA2 and SA5 about how local configuration in SMF interacts with the OfflineChOnly capability, so as you also said, we could wait for LS reply. Mind that NOTE 4 would need to be removed from the description of offlineChOnly attribute. 

If in addition to this removal you find it is convenient to add an additional Editor’s note, please, proceed.

R6 is made available.
Ericsson is fine with r6.

Nokia is fine with r6.


	
	
	3360
	CR 0774 29.512 Rel-17 Additional corrections to the PDU Session with offline charging only indication
	Huawei
	Agreed
	Huawei: The formal version has just been uploaded in 3360.

	
	
	3546
	LS Out on clarifications on the offline charging only indication
	Huawei
	Approved
	Huawei makes a first draft available.

Nokia: I thought about whether we require further questions, but finally I think, that the LS will initiate enough analysis to clarify the charging control. So fine for me.

Ericsson: Would it be possible to add a question 3 about if the Offline Charging Only can be locally configured in the SMF and may apply if no charging method is provided by the PCF and local policies indicate so? In that case, the PCF may not be aware of it and would not be able to enforce that for all PCC rules of the PDU session the online charging method cannot be set.
Huawei makes r2 available.

Ericsson is fine with r2.

Nokia is fine with r2.


	
	
	3155
	CR 0783 29.512 Rel-17 Handling of requests which collide with an existing SM Policy Association for interworking scenario
	Huawei
	Revised to 3361
	Ericsson agrees with the proposed CR with following minor comments:
· There are some typos like “Heade” and “sent t to the”.

Correct WI code.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson is fine with r1.

	
	
	3361
	CR 0783 29.512 Rel-17 Handling of requests which collide with an existing SM Policy Association for interworking scenario
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3156
	CR 0784 29.512 Rel-17 Handling of requests which have timed out at the originating entity
	Huawei
	Postponed till next meeting
	Ericsson: As I’ve understood it, it is not needed:
· The functionality is fully specified in 29.500, 6.11.2, so it is not needed to define it again in every API.

· It is incorrect to apply a similar behavior combining the 3gpp-Sbi-Origination-Timestamp and the 3gpp-Sbi-Max-Resp-Time header. The sender-Timestamp and resp-Timestamp headers have request/response scope on an API call, while the 3gpp-Sbi-Origination-Timestamp spreads through more than one API, being set by the AMF, forwarded by the SMF and checked by the PCF. 

Or did I misunderstand anything?
Correct WI code.
Huawei: In subclause 5.2.3.3.2.1 of TS 29.502, the 3gpp-Sbi-Origination-Timestamp can be used together with 3gpp-Sbi-Max-Rsp-Time. I have revised CR to reflect your concern and make some clarification. R1 is made available.

Ericsson: The situation for 29.502 is different, because it deals with the AMF – SMF interface.

There is no point in the PCF monitoring if an AMF to SMF request is to time-out. The SMF would detect it beforehand anyhow. The SMF should/may have taken into account the time out of the AMF request when it sets the time out of the SMF to PCF request… 

Huawei: In current procedure, when the SMF receives the request from the AMF, the SMF shall contact with the PCF. After receiving the response from the PCF, the SMF shall respond to the AMF and include the policy with the response.

In this case, request doesn’t time out when the SMF receives the request from the AMF, but the request times out when the PCF receives the request. Then the PCF needs to detect and handling if the request times out.

Ericsson: AMF indicates the origination time stamp (ToAmf) and the timeout time stamp (ToutAmf). The SMF contacts PCF with the ToSmf > ToAmf and SMF timeout request timestamp ToutSmf < ToutAmf. 

For the PCF is able to detect late arrival of PDU session requests the SMF also includes the ToAmf. The PCF only needs to detect if the SMF request times out. It does not need to detect if the AMF request timed out. 

Similarly, the PCF does not have to detect if the AF request via NEF timed out or the BSF needs to detect if the SMF request to the PCF timeout in case of SamePcf feature.

Huawei: How does the SMF set the ToSmf and ToutSmf? I think it shall set them based on the ToAMF and ToutAMF. Our proposal is to forward the ToAMF and ToutAMF (i.e. the values set by the AMF). Similar procedure is also defined in 5.2.3.3.2.1 of 29.502 for the V-/I-SMF case.

The PCF doesn’t care the entity setting the origination time stamp and the timeout time stamp. The PCF just determines whether the request times out based on the values. Another thing is that 3gpp-Sbi-Origination-Timestamp is customer header defined 29.502. If we decide to introduce this header on N7, the related procedure shall be described in 29.512.

Huawei: We define end to end procedure to detect the request which have time out in 29.212. I can remove the handling related to 3gpp-Sbi-Sender-Timestamp header in the CR.

Ericsson: I don’t think the same solution as the one in 29.502 applies. See fragment of 23.502, 4.3.2.2.1-1 with reasoning why it cannot apply.
Huawei: I check it before and I agree it is not applicable to the PDU session establishment. But I originally thought it could be applicable to the PDU session modification. But now we first have to determine whether handling of requests which have timed out at the originating entity can be applicable to the PDU session modification. As the meeting will be ended soon, I will postpone this CR.
.



	
	
	3157
	CR 0785 29.512 Rel-17 Handling of requests which have timed out at the originating entity for interworking scenario
	Huawei
	Revised to 3558
	Ericsson: I have the same concerns/doubts as with 3156. I think it is not correct the proposed way to combine headers, since they have different scopes.
Please, also note that the WIC is incorrect in this CR.

Huawei: As I indicated in 3156, we can define the similar procedure defined in 29.502. I revised the CR and remove the possibility to include the 3gpp-Sbi-Sender-Timestamp. R1 is made available.
Ericsson: I agree that this CR can progress.

However the headers to use should be 3gpp-Sbi-Sender-Timestamp and 3gpp-Sbi-Max-Rsp-Time. And then indicate that “The PCF shall behave as defined in 3GPP TS 29.500 [?], subclause 6.11.2”
Huawei makes r2 available.

Ericsson: The 3gpp-Sbi-Sender-Timestamp can be set to the origination time stamp, and the 3gpp-Sbi-Max-Rsp-Time header To the wait time from the originating, as you had originally in your CR, and no additional calculation would be needed. It would be more straight forward

Anyhow, the current proposal is also ok. 
Huawei: I adopt your proposal and set them to the received values. R3 is made available.
Ericsson: I’m fine with it. No need to provide more revisions.
Before uploading to the Inbox, please correct typo:

· shall include a 3gpp-Sbi-Max-Rsp-Time header set to the value of the received maximum wait time; and
Huawei uploads the final version.


	
	
	3558
	CR 0785 29.512 Rel-17 Handling of requests which have timed out at the originating entity for interworking scenario
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3158
	CR 0315 29.514 Rel-17 Application error
	Huawei
	Revised to 3362
	Wrong TS version.

Ericsson: agrees with it with the following comment:
· The WIC is incorrect

And just a couple of questions for clarification:
· Could you set an example for INVALID_SERVICE_INFORMATION?

· Service procedures are not updated with the related errors. Was it intentional or was it overlooked?

Huawei: Error code is defined in 5.5.1 of 29.214. The example and procedures for the error code are not defined in 29.214. I propose to keep alignment with 29.214.
Huawei makes r1 available.

Ericsson: The reason for asking for further description on the proposed failure codes is because N5 has more functionalities than Rx, as AF influence on traffic routing, QoS monitoring, Required QoS etc., handling of Ethernet flows and it is assumed that this inherited failure codes apply as well to the new functionality, right?

So, when it comes to INVALID_SERVICE_INFORMATION, an example referring to inherited functionality (e.g. invalid media type) and new functionality (e.g. invalid QoS reference) for me could be enough. 

For the FILTER_RESTRICTIONS is should be checked if and when it would apply to Ethernet Flows. I don’t think I’ll have time to check it for this meeting, so if it is not possible for anyone to check it, and we’re in a hurry to agree on the CR, I’ll be fine with an Editor’s note.

The initial question was for me to know if Huawei maybe was planning a next contribution in this topic covering service procedures. I don’t see them necessary. I’d prefer to remove 4.2.2.2. But up to you and CT3 group. If it is decided to keep it, mind that during the update procedures INVALID_SERVICE_INFORMATION error may also occur and the corresponding clause should be included.
Huawei: Editor’s note is added for the FILTER_RESTRICTIONS error code. And we don’t have plan to introduce the procedure for these error as the usages for these codes are clear enough.
Huawei makes r2 available.

Ericsson is fine with r2.


	
	
	3362
	CR 0315 29.514 Rel-17 Application error
	Huawei
	Revised to 3549
	

	
	
	3549
	CR 0315 29.514 Rel-17 Application error
	Huawei
	Agreed
	wrong spec version in coverpage        

	
	
	3166
	CR 0318 29.514 Rel-17 Termination cause for sporsored data connectivity
	Huawei
	Merged
	The CR introduces a backward compatible feature to the OpenAPI file
See 3282.

	
	
	3282
	CR 0323 29.514 Rel-17 Completion of Termination Causes
	Ericsson
	Merged with 3166 into 3363
	Correct WI code.

Huawei: I understand the INSUFFICIENT_QOS_FLOW_RESOURCES is not needed as it is covered by ALL_SDF_DEACTIVATION.

I agree to merged 3166 into this CR.

Ericsson: For the INSUFFICIENT_QOS_FLOW_RESOURCES, the intention was to map it from the N7 received the failure code MAX_NR_QOS_FLOW or NO_QOS_FLOW_BOUND, which have closer semantics, and therefore to improve the traceability of network failures. Is it correct?
Ericsson: R1 is made available. Please, let me know if the rewording of the definition of the INSUFFICIENT_QOS_FLOW_RESOURCES is enough to differentiate it from ALL_SDF_DEACTIVATION.

Huawei is fine with r1.



	
	
	3363
	CR 0323 29.514 Rel-17 Completion of Termination Causes
	Ericsson, Huawei
	Agreed
	

	17.30
	CT Aspects of Application Layer Support for Uncrewed Aerial Systems (UAS) [UASAPP]
	3167
	other   Rel-17 pCR on Skeleton for the new UASAPP TS
	Huawei
	Agreed
	C3-212364 (CT1 leading)

Samsung: One minor observation. I do not see a dedicated clause to cover information applicable for all APIs. I see some clauses in API definition skeleton refer to 29.122. 
· Do you intend to repeat the text for every API in the respective API definition?

· Why not have a single clause covering all the common aspects for all the APIs?

Huawei: The common API aspects applicable to all the APIs that will be defined in this spec. are already contained in TS 29.122 as already agreed in CT3 and I don’t see any additional common aspects that need to be defined. Can you please clarify which aspects for which you see the necessity to have a common dedicated clause?
Samsung: Agree, 29.122 has all the details of APIs aspects that are common and applicable for many APIs, but the UASAPP TS needs to specify which common aspects from 29.122 and how are they applicable for the UASAPP TS. 
Huawei: If we (CT3) agree that the protocol and interface aspects defined in TS 29.122 are common to all NB APIs (which is my understanding, but I may be wrong), then I don’t see what additional clarifications we need to add to new NB APIs TSs apart from pointing to the right clauses when necessary. I don’t see the need to have a common clause, it would be redundant in my opinion.



	
	
	3168
	other   Rel-17 pCR on the scope clause of the new UAE Server Services TS
	Huawei
	Revised to 3539
	Samsung: Why is the following statement needed in the scope? This is covered in normative text either in API definition clauses or as separate clause. In our opinion, this is not needed, please remove. 
The common protocol and interface aspects for API definition are specified in 3GPP TS 29.122 [2].
Huawei: This statement is similar to the statement that we have in 5G SBI TSs refereeing to TS 29.501. TS 29.122 plays the same role here as TS 29.501 for 5G SBI TSs, it needs hence to be mentioned in the scope in our opinion. I can maybe clarify the exact clause where these common aspects are defined, would it be acceptable for you? 
Samsung: My point is, since the common aspects from 29.122 that are applicable for UASAPP shall be specified in the TS (Either single clause or in each API definition), the same needn’t be mentioned in the scope clause.  

Huawei: I see your point, but I think that it is not harmful to have this indication in the scope as well, in a similar way to 5G SBI TSs. I think that it would be a good practice.

Please check 3168_r1, where I have indicated the exact clause from TS 29.122 where these common aspects are defined. R1 is made available.

Samsung: As clarified in the conference call today, there is no harm to have this indication in the scope, but I see its redundant and hence not needed. Having said that, to move on, I am OK with this indication. 

I am fine with 3168_r1. 



	
	
	3539
	other   Rel-17 pCR on the scope clause of the new UAE Server Services TS
	Huawei
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3503
	TS 29.jkl v0.1.0 (UAS Server services)
	Huawei
	
	

	17.31
	Technical Enhancements and Improvements [TEI17]
Please use agenda 17.31.1 and 17.31.2 for IMS/CS and Packet Core respectively.

If the topic is related to previous release, please use both TEI17 and the WI code of previous release (e.g. TEI17, SDCI-CT)
	
	
	
	
	

	17.31.1
	TEI17 for IMS/CS
	
	
	
	
	

	17.31.2
	TEI17 for Packet Core
	3038
	CR 0255 29.519 Rel-17 Policy Data Subscription enhancements. 
	Ericsson
	Postponed till next meeting
	This CR includes a backwards compatible feature to the Nudr_DataRepository AP for Policy Data.

Huawei: Please find my comment below.

1) The PCF doesn’t need to know the fragment that can exist. I understand the PCF just subscribe the fragment it wants. If the fragment doesn’t exist, the UDR doesn’t notify it. When the fragment is added, the new fragment will be notified to the PCF.

2) I understand it is a common issue to the subscription data and it shall be discussed with CT4.

Ericsson: I’m not sure I’m following your reasoning.

The CR intends to address the topic of the monitoring of a resource, which has “a”,” b”, “c” properties and a “d” property that exists in the schema and may be later on added, and a client that is never interested in changes in “b” and “c” properties. With the proposed CR it is enabled the client indicates no interest changes in “b” and “c” so that it receives notifications only when “a” changes and/or when “d” is added and its subsequent changes..

With the previous feature, the client could subscribe to changes in “a”, but could not subscribe to changes in “d”. 
I don’t see any CT4 TS is affected by this feature (except 29.504). It is a change proposed to Policy Data and under feature control. No one else is impacted by this CR. Why should it be discussed with CT4? 

Huawei: The client can subscribe to the change in “a” and “d” at the beginning event “d” doesn’t exist. But the UDR knows “d” doesn’t exist and will not notify the change of “d” at the beginning. When the “d” is added, the UDR notifies of the client.

As for CT4, I mean the subscription data defined in 29.503.
Ericsson: It is not possible to point with a JSON pointer to an element of a map that has not been created yet. Or, please, correct me if I’m wrong.

The new feature is an optimization to enable a filtered monitoring. Depending on the use case it would be more beneficial to monitor specific properties of the resource or, on the contrary, to indicate which properties whose changes don’t matter.

The filtering monitoring results in an optimization of the signaling.

And completes the previously agreed feature…

About 29.503, why is it affected? 

Ericsson: As indicated on Monday, the purpose of this feature is to minimize and control unnecessary notifications on Policy Data changes as much as possible.

As requested during Monday’s CC, an example of applicability of this feature is related to OSD.

The list of elements in the map might be high (and not declared in the schema), for example 20 (OSD_1,..OSD_20). If the PCF wants to avoid the reception of notification for OSD_20 (e.g. because it changes a lot and there is no need of immediate action) the PCF should send a subscription including 19 fragments, which is not efficient. With the CR, the PCF just indicates the fragment for which notifications wants to be avoided.
Huawei: I don’t understand if the OSD_20 is not declared in the schema, why can the client indicate that change of OSD_20 shall not be notified. The client even doesn’t know it.

Ericsson: If OSD_20 is not declared in the schema, the client cannot indicate that change of OSD_20 shall not be notified, you are right.
The client can only explicitly indicate the monitoring on declared resources/properties. In the case of conditional subscriptions, if anything changes (create/update/delete) within the declared property/resource fragment, the client will receive the corresponding notification. If anything is created/updated/deleted outside the declared property/resource fragment, since it is not being monitored it will not be reported.

For the OSD case, it might be the case that a resource fragment, e.g. OSD_20 changes frequently but the client does not need to receive notification on changes. With the existing conditional subscription feature it will be needed to subscribe to changes on OSD_1 to OSD_19. If eventually OSD_21 is created, the previous conditional subscription needs to be updated to include changes on OSD_21, but how does the client know that there is a new OSD_21 to subscribe to?

The new feature addresses this scenario, where the client knows which property/fragment changes are not necessary, but any other change outside this property/fragment is required.

Using the new feature the client could indicate that OSD_20 does not need to be monitored, and thus notifications on changes on OSD_20 are muted. If eventually OSD_21 is created, the notification will be triggered.

Huawei: From my point of view, the OSD_21 is added and it will be declared in the schema, and then the Client will know that. In this case, if the client is interested with it, the client will subscribe it.

In your assumption, if the client doesn’t know the schema of OSD_21, even the server notifies it, the client can’t recognize it. There’s another risk that the client is not interested with it, but the service still notify the change of OSD_21.

Ericsson: Yes, I agree that There’s another risk that the client is not interested with it, but the service still notify the change of OSD_21. But then it’s up to the client and the use case whether to subscribe to “changes on proposed fragments” or “changes on properties out of the proposed fragments”.

The CR only intends to provide this flexibility, so it is possible to select the way to indicate what to monitor, in a way or its complementary.

From UDR perspective the complexity is the same.

From the client perspective… well, up to the client… the two options would be there.

Huawei: Sorry that I’m still not convinced.

As I indicated that in order make the client to recognize the OSC_21, the schema will be declared to the client. Then the client can determine whether to update the subscription. The current solution can work without any problem.

In you proposal, we may have following issues:

1) Need to enhance the API

2) The redundant signaling may be issued

3) The client has to cancel the notification if it doesn’t care the data.

4) The server can’t know whether the client can recognize the data.

5) The race condition may occur.

Ericsson: Except for the maps. It is not possible to subscribe to changes in the objected pointed by a map whose map key value is not known yet.

1) BC feature, no problem, it is the usual way to evolve the API

2) the conditional subscription features (the existing one and the new proposed one) intends to reduce the notification signaling. A good client design, based on the use case, will also save subscription signaling. That’s why having the possibility to subscribe to a resource fragment or to its supplementary is beneficial.

3) As I mentioned, the client will use this feature as per its own needs, looking for efficiency,

4) I don’t get this point.

5) which race condition would this functionality trigger?

Huawei: I don’t understand your first response. The monitoredResourceUris and monResItems indicate to a URI and fragment. Why are they related with the data type (map).

Ericsson: It is possible to indicate to subscribe to changes on:
E.g. "/smPolicySnssaiData/<snssai>" represents the subscription to data changes in the SmPolicyData data document, in particular to the element of the "smPolicySnssaiData" map whose key is identified by the <snssai> value
If e.g. the <snssai> value is not known the subscirption including that element or excluding that element cannot be carried out.



	
	
	3040
	CR 0252 29.519 Rel-17 Correction to OSD handling
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-212568

This CR includes a backwards compatible feature to the Nudr_DataRepository AP for Policy Data.

	
	
	3098
	CR 0778 29.512 Rel-17 Correction of tsnPortManContNwtts attribute
	ZTE
	Revised to 3458
	Wrong date.

Ericsson: agrees with the CR

(only concern is the already identified mistake in the meeting date)



	
	
	3458
	CR 0778 29.512 Rel-17 Correction of tsnPortManContNwtts attribute
	ZTE
	Revised to 3550
	there is no dash for TEI17

	
	
	3550
	CR 0778 29.512 Rel-17 Correction of tsnPortManContNwtts attribute
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3099
	CR 0298 29.520 Rel-17 analytics for a specific time
	ZTE
	Revised to 3400
	Wrong date.



	
	
	3400
	CR 0298 29.520 Rel-17 analytics for a specific time
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3100
	CR 0135 29.508 Rel-17 Removal of resource URI in Notification Acknowledgement procedure
	ZTE
	Revised to 3439
	Wrong date.

Huawei: I have only one minor comment on this CR:
· In the description column of Table 5.5.3.2-1: “Acknowledgement Uri as assigned during the procedure of notification about subscribed events and described within the NsmfEventExposureNotification data type (see table 5.6.2.3-1).”

ZTE makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3439
	CR 0135 29.508 Rel-17 Removal of resource URI in Notification Acknowledgement procedure
	ZTE
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3160
	CR 0110 29.561 Rel-17 Alignment of the DN authorizaiton data for the established PDU Session between the specificaitons of  stage 2 and stage 3
	China Telecommunications
	Revised to 3440
	China Telecom: One minor update- Cover page: other specification affected has been fixed. R1 is made available.

Huawei: Please find below one additional comment from our side:
· “and” should be moved to the new before last bullet. Example for the first change:

-    a reference to authorization data for policy and charging control locally configured in the SMF or PCF;

-    a list of allowed MAC addresses (maximum 16) for the Ethernet PDU Session;

-    a list of allowed VLAN Ids (maximum 16) for the Ethernet PDU Session; and
-    Session-AMBR for the PDU Session.; and
-    Framed Route information for the PDU Session.
Ericsson: Please add 5GS_Ph1-CT in the WI in cover page,

and the Title seems too long, suggest change to: Correction to Framed Route information.

China Telecom makes r2 available.
Huawei is fine with r2.

Ericsson: I’m also fine with r2.  

Please remove change on change and track of change in cover page, before upload to inbox.



	
	
	3440
	CR 0110 29.561 Rel-17 Correction to Framed Route information
	China Telecommunications
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3161
	CR 0111 29.561 Rel-17 Adding support for providing L2TP information through N6 interface
	China Telecommunications
	Revised to 3441
	Huawei: One minor comment:. Cover page: other specification affected shall be fixed.

China Telecom: Fix the name of the CR again.
R1 is made available.
Ericsson: In coverage, some updates are needed,
1) WI TEI17 is wrong, should be BEPoP, 
2) Cat F=>B;

3) Other specs, TS 23.501 CR 2691 need to be added.

4) Consequences if not approved: need to be aligned with SA2 CR.

To be quick and clear, I just updated in C3-213161_r2 ,  and adding Ericsson as cosigner,  

upon above updates and S2-2103230 driven by Ericsson. 

China Telecom is fine with r2.
Revision moved to 17.24.

	
	
	3194
	CR 0350 29.522 Rel-17 Consistency for websocket in AnalyticsExposure
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3355
	This CR impacts the OpenAPI file with a backwards compatible feature:TS29522_AnalyticsExposure.yaml
Huawei: agrees with the CR but prefer to correct it or remove support of websocket, from Rel-16 under eNA WI, either way is fine to me. 

Otherwise, Rel-16 will be not completed.

Ericsson: I can draft a new CR for R16. Then 3194 needs a revision to change WI code to eNA and cat. to A. 

Ericsson makes r1 available for both Rel-16 & Rel-17 CRs.

Huawei: Just noticed, in the OpenAPI file, the SCS/AS should change to AF, and add 3GPP TS 29.122 before subclause 5.2.5.3.

Please also change TS version in the cover page in the Rel-16 CR. 

Ericsson accepts the comments and make r1 available for both releases.
Revision moved to 16.4.


	
	
	3195
	CR 0052 29.116 Rel-17 eCAPIF support
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	Huawei: agrees with the CRs but please do small revisions to update ‘reference point’ to ‘reference points’.

Ericsson: I assume you pointed to the 2nd and 3rd bullets in the CR:
-     the API publishing function and related APIs over CAPIF-4/4e reference point;
-               the API management function and related APIs over CAPIF-5/5e reference point; and

Note that it is logical OR for CAPIF-4, 4e and it is aligned with existing text in TS 29.549 (no plural for the reference point).

Let me know if there is any other places requiring plural.

Ericsson: Let me know if you are fine with my response or I missed other places.
Huawei: During last CC, Ericsson agrees to add the ‘s’ for those CRs, right? That’s my understanding.

Ericsson: we still need to discuss whether there is any need for change.

Could you check again for my provided view below so we can continue discussion over email?

Huawei: My understanding is that the CAPIF-4 is different with CAPIF-4e, similar for CAPIF-5/5e, hence, should be CAPIF-x/xe reference points, right? And I noticed TS 29.222 also support it.
Ericsson: I remember we discuss this in the past, because one consumer cannot consume both CAPIF-4 and 4e, only one will be used.
To use an expanded long expression, it is to equivalent to say:

the API management function and related APIs over CAPIF-5 reference point or CAPIF-5e reference point; and

We don’t say:

the API management function and related APIs over CAPIF-5 reference points or CAPIF-5e reference points; and

Please also check TS 29.549 for the same reason.

Huawei: I didn’t remember such conclusion we achieved before, and TS 29.222 almost use CAPIF-x/xe reference points, which I consider is more suitable.

But I can live with that, not a big issue.



	
	
	3196
	CR 0437 29.122 Rel-17 eCAPIF support
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	See 3195.

	
	
	3197
	CR 0355 29.522 Rel-17 eCAPIF support
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	See 3195.

	
	
	3198
	CR 0539 29.061 Rel-17 Reporting UE local IP to Diameter DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3445
	Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· The 1st and 2nd changes are not needed because other cases are not described either.

Ericsson makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3445
	CR 0539 29.061 Rel-17 Reporting UE local IP to Diameter DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3199
	CR 0112 29.561 Rel-17 Reporting UE local IP to RADIUS DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3446
	Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· Similar to CRs 3198 and 3228, the 1st and 2nd changes are not needed because other cases are not described either.

Ericsson makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3446
	CR 0112 29.561 Rel-17 Reporting UE local IP to RADIUS DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3200
	CR 0113 29.561 Rel-17 Reporting UE local IP to Diameter DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3447
	Ericsson makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3447
	CR 0113 29.561 Rel-17 Reporting UE local IP to Diameter DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3201
	CR 0114 29.561 Rel-17 Reporting UPF ID to RADIUS DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Postponed till next meeting
	Huawei: Please find below our comments on these CRs.
· There are no strong requirements for this proposal.

· More importantly, we believe that the UPF ID shall not be exposed to a 3rd party, also from a security point of view.

Therefore, we think that these CRs CR are not needed.
Ericsson: The requirement is from our customer requiring UPF ID to be reported to AAA server. 

There’s no security description in SA3 not allow UPF ID to be reported to the AAA server, while actually AAA server with Auth & Re-Auth secure the attributes for extern-DN requirement security protection.

And as described in reason for change, UPF ID is already included in N40 i/f charging message and CHF-CDR for UPF based charging.
Ericsson: As we discussed in yesterday CC, 

I just updated revision extending reason for change and adding trusted external DN and only report to trusted DN-AAA server..R1 is made available.

Huawei:
· The updated reason for change does not provide enough details as agreed during yesterday’s CC.
· The proposed change from Ericsson (add a NOTE similar to what we did for PAP/CHAP) was not implemented. The definition of “trusted DN-AAA” is not provided anywhere in the specification and may hence be misleading.

· In addition, I have just received a feedback from our colleagues that we do not have any such requirement from operators.

Therefore, we cannot agree on these CRs during this meeting and need more time to check. 



	
	
	3202
	CR 0115 29.561 Rel-17 Reporting UPF ID to Diameter DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Postponed till next meeting
	See 3201.
Ericsson: As we discussed in yesterday CC, 

I just updated revision extending reason for change and adding trusted external DN and only report to trusted DN-AAA server..R1 is made available.



	
	
	3224
	CR 0347 29.122 Rel-17 Update DNN and S-NSSAI in ChargeableParty API
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3448
	Revision of C3-212483

This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file applicable to ChargeableParty API.
Huawei: agrees with the CRs but with few comments as follows:

· Coverpage is still only applicable for Ethernet PDU session, should be updated

· C3-213224: Change the new NOTE to: The property is only applicable for the NEF.

· C3-213225: whether the PUT can also include at least one of the attributes?

Ericsson: I’ve updated in revision, and PUT is not applicable since DNN and S-NSSAI kept for the PDU Session. R1 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3448
	CR 0347 29.122 Rel-17 Update DNN and S-NSSAI in ChargeableParty API
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3225
	CR 0270 29.522 Rel-17 Update DNN and S-NSSAI in ChargeableParty procedure
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3449
	Revision of C3-212484
See 3224.

	
	
	3449
	CR 0270 29.522 Rel-17 Update DNN and S-NSSAI in ChargeableParty procedure
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3226
	CR 0348 29.122 Rel-17 Update DNN and S-NSSAI in AsSessionWithQoS API
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3450
	Revision of C3-212485

This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file applicable to AsSessionWithQoS API.
Huawei: agrees with the CRs but with similar comments as 3224+3225.
Ericsson: Same reply to 3224 & 3225 apply. R1 is made available.
Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3450
	CR 0348 29.122 Rel-17 Update DNN and S-NSSAI in AsSessionWithQoS API
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3227
	CR 0356 29.522 Rel-17 Non-selected BDT policy
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3451
	Huawei: agrees with the CR but please indicate the attribute name for the selected policy which can set to 0.
Ericsson makes r1 available.

Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3451
	CR 0356 29.522 Rel-17 Non-selected BDT policy
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3228
	CR 0540 29.061 Rel-17 Reporting UE local IP to RADIUS DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3452
	Huawei: Please find below our comments on this CR:
· The 1st and 2nd changes are not needed because other cases are not described either.

Ericsson makes r1 available.
Huawei is fine with r2.

	
	
	3452
	CR 0540 29.061 Rel-17 Reporting UE local IP to RADIUS DN-AAA server
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3229
	CR 0271 29.522 Rel-17 Update DNN and S-NSSAI in AsSessionWithQoS API procedure
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3453
	Revision of C3-212486
See 3226.

Huawei: For 3229r1, my understanding, if the POST includes the DNN and/or S-NSSAI, then the PUT should also include the same value(s).
Ericsson makes r2 available.

Huawei: we would like to reword the change as follows:
         in the HTTP POST request, the AF may include the AF session subscribed a "dnn" attribute and/or a "snssai" attribute; and in the HTTP PUT request, the AF shall keep the same subscribed value(s) of the "dnn" attribute and/or the "snssai" attribute as set in the HTTP POST request if provided;
Ericsson makes r3 available.
Huawei is fine with r3.


	
	
	3453
	CR 0271 29.522 Rel-17 Update DNN and S-NSSAI in AsSessionWithQoS API procedure
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3251
	CR 0541 29.061 Rel-17 Remove duplicated text for 3GPP-User-Location-Info
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3258
	CR 0271 29.513 Rel-17 Usage of Session Management Policy Data per PLMN in LBO
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Postponed till next meeting
	Ericsson: Let’s wait for the SA2 reply before getting into the details of these CRs.



	
	
	3259
	CR 0258 29.519 Rel-17 Session Management Policy Data per PLMN for LBO
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Postponed till next meeting
	This CR introduces backward compatible feature into the OpenAPI file.
Ericsson: Let’s wait for the SA2 reply before getting into the details of these CRs.



	
	
	3290
	CR 1703 29.212 Rel-17 Failure handling for traffic steering
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3459
	Huawei: Please find the below questions and comments from my side.

1) It is not clear the scenario where the traffic steering is failure.

2) The behavior of the PCEF is not clear when this error occurs, e.g. the PCEF still can enforce other policy and charging policy, and just indicate the PCRF that traffic can’t be steered.

3) Sd, St interfaces need to be considered too.

Ericsson makes r1 available:

1) the revised CR indicates it in the enforcement of the steering in the SGi forwarding or e.g. the provided traffic steering policy identifiers are unknown.

2) The behavior of the PCEF is described in clause 4.5.12, common for all the failure codes. I did not miss anything in that clause. Or?

3) Agree, done.

Huawei: The revision is fine with me except that the ADC can be removed.
Ericsson makes r2 available, removing ADC rule reference.

	
	
	3459
	CR 1703 29.212 Rel-17 Failure handling for traffic steering
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3291
	CR 0792 29.512 Rel-17 Failure handling for traffic steering
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3460
	Huawei: Please find the below questions and comments from my side.

1) The descriptions in clause 4.2.6.2.6.2, i.e Routing of traffic to a local access to a data network policy provided in the "routeToLocs" attribute is invalid, unknown or not applicable, is not consistent with the definition of the error code?

2) The format of the bullet description in table 5.6.3.9 is not correct. 

Ericsson makes r1 available considering:

1) You may be missing in 4.2.6.2.6.2 the enforcement failure? Added now.

2) the table cell format needs to be TAL. And it is TAL. What’s incorrect within 5.6.3.9?
Huawei is fine with r1.

	
	
	3460
	CR 0792 29.512 Rel-17 Failure handling for traffic steering
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3551
	Wrong tdoc number

	
	
	3551
	CR 0792 29.512 Rel-17 Failure handling for traffic steering
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	Corrected and stored in the Inbox.

	
	
	3292
	CR 0325 29.514 Rel-17 AF influence on traffic routing related events and errors report
	Ericsson
	Revised to 3461
	Huawei: Please find the below questions and comments from my side.

1) Make it optional for the PCF to indicate the ROUT_REQ_NOT_AUTHORIZED to the AF.

2) It is better to clarify that the UP_PATH_CHG_FAILURE shall be provided together with the UP_PATH_CHG.

Ericsson: The original intention was that the UP_PATH_CHG_FAILURE could be subscribed when the AF requests the steering of traffic to a DNAI and/or the subscription to notifications about UP path management events.

The clarification goes in this direction. Please, let me know if you agree with it. R1 is made available.

Huawei is fine with r1.


	
	
	3461
	CR 0325 29.514 Rel-17 AF influence on traffic routing related events and errors report
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3293
	CR 0053 29.523 Rel-17 Correction to subscription filters
	Ericsson 
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3294
	CR 1704 29.212 Rel-17 IMEI over Gx Gxx Sd reference points 29.212
	Orange
	Revised to 3505
	Ericsson: has the following comment:
· to support of the User-Equipment-Info-Extension AVP over Gx, Gxx and Sd a new feature indicating such support needs to be introduced for each reference point.

Orange makes r1 available.
Ericsson is fine with r1.



	
	
	3529
	CR 1704 29.212 Rel-17 IMEI over Gx Gxx Sd reference points 29.212
	Orange
	Revised to 3556
	Orange uploads 3529 in the Inbox.

	
	
	3556
	CR 1704 29.212 Rel-17 IMEI over Gx Gxx Sd reference points 29.212
	Orange
	Agreed
	Add WI code.

	
	
	3297
	CR 1653 29.214 Rel-17 IMEI over Rx reference point
	Orange / Mariusz
	Revised to 3530
	Revision of C3-210162.
Ericsson: has the following comment:
· to support of the User-Equipment-Info-Extension AVP over Rx a new feature indicating such support needs to be introduced.

Orange makes r1 available.
Ericsson: I am fine with r1 version, but if you have time can you do one additional change in clause A.15.1 and correct identity of subclause A.1x.2 to A.15.2?
Orange: I also found one more. Changes in version r2:

· in subclause A.15.1: 
· correct identity of subclause A.1x.2 to A.15.2
· reference to 23.281 on position [6x] changed to [61]

R2 is made available.
Ericsson is fine with r2.

	
	
	3530
	CR 1653 29.214 Rel-17 IMEI over Rx reference point
	Orange / Mariusz
	Revised to 3557
	Orange upload 3530 in the Inbox.

	
	
	3557
	CR 1653 29.214 Rel-17 IMEI over Rx reference point
	Orange / Mariusz
	Agreed
	Add WI code.

	
	
	3562
	CR 0269 29.513 Rel-17 Correction of missing interaction for updating UDR data based on usage report
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-213248 in 15.2.6.

	
	
	3563
	CR 0798 29.512 Rel-17 Updating the UDR upon usage report receipt
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agreed
	

	
	
	3559
	CR 0790 29.512 Rel-17 Correction to Same PCF requests to BSF
	Ericsson
	Agreed
	Revision of C3-213301 in 16.3.

	17.32
	OpenAPI version updates
	3477
	CR 0173 29.507 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	Preliminary estimation of needed CRs.

	
	
	3478
	CR 0138 29.508 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	

	
	
	3479
	CR 0160 29.525 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	

	
	
	3480
	CR 0094 29.594 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	

	
	
	3481
	CR 0327 29.514 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Ericsson
	
	

	
	
	3482
	CR 0055 29.523 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Ericsson
	
	

	
	
	3483
	CR 0070 29.554 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Ericsson
	
	

	
	
	3484
	CR 0305 29.520 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	China Mobile
	
	

	
	
	3485
	CR 0111 29.521 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	China Mobile
	
	

	
	
	3486
	CR 0797 29.512 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3487
	CR 0045 29.517 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3488
	CR 0051 29.591 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3489
	CR 0083 29.551 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	ZTE
	
	

	
	
	3490
	CR 0363 29.522 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3491
	CR 0009 29.535 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	China Mobile
	
	

	
	
	3492
	CR 0454 29.122 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3493
	CR 0259 29.519 Rel-17 Update of TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3494
	CR 0056 29.486 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Huawei
	
	

	
	
	3495
	CR 0208 29.222 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Samsung
	
	

	
	
	3496
	CR 0027 29.549 Rel-17 Update of OpenAPI version and TS version in externalDocs field
	Samsung
	
	

	
	
	3497
	Discussion Rel-17 OpenAPI version update of Nudr_DataRepository API
	Huawei
	
	

	17.33
	Inclusive language in TSs & TRs
	3017
	other    Status of CT3 TSs for the handling of Inclusive language
	CT3 chair
	Noted
	

	18
	Work Organization
	
	
	
	
	

	18.1
	Work Plan Review
	3012
	Work Plan    Status of CT3 Work Items
	CT3 chair
	Revised to 3531
	SCHEDULED FOR FRIDAY SESSION



	
	
	3531
	Work Plan    Status of CT3 Work Items
	CT3 chair
	Noted
	

	
	
	3014
	Work Plan    WI status report from MCC
	MCC
	Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18.2
	Specification Review
	
	
	
	
	SCHEDULED FOR FRIDAY SESSION

	18.3
	Next meetings, allocation of hosts
	
	
	
	
	SCHEDULED FOR FRIDAY SESSION

	18.4
	Calendar
	3015
	other    Meeting Calendar
	MCC
	Noted
	SCHEDULED FOR FRIDAY SESSION



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19
	Joint Sessions
	
	
	
	
	

	20
	Summary of results
	
	
	
	
	SCHEDULED FOR FRIDAY SESSION

	21
	Any other business
	
	
	
	
	SCHEDULED FOR FRIDAY SESSION

	22
	Closing of the meeting
	
	
	
	
	SCHEDULED FOR FRIDAY at 15:00 UTC


PLEASE NOTE THAT THE TIME SCHEDULE GIVES A ROUGH ESTIMATION AND MAY CHANGE DEPENDING ON THE AMOUNT OF CONTRIBUTIONS, ON THE FINAL APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA AND ON THE COORDINATION WITH OTHER WGs’ SCHEDULES.
Procedure for CT#92-e Plenary:
1. Rapporteurs will implement the CRs & pCRs agreed in the CT3#115-e & CT3#116e meetings for this Plenary cycle in both main body and OpenAPI specification. Changes will be identified with the CR/tdoc number. Rapporteurs will also generate the yaml file by using a proper text editor (e.g. NotePad++).
a. MCC will implement the CRs for TSs with no OpenAPI specifications

2. Rapporteurs will store by Wednesday, June 2nd, 17:00 CEST (15:00 UTC) the updated TSs in a zip file that will contain the yaml file in the following directory:
a. CT3: ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/Email_Discussions/CT3/CT92e/Draft
Use EOL account to get access to the repository.

To allow a check via tooling the file name shall follow the convention as below:
ZIP file:

draft-<TSnumber>-<TSversion>-<revision>.zip

Docx file:
draft-<TSnumber>-<TSversion>-<revision>-cl/rm

<revision> shall only be included after the initial version.
Example:

First available file: "draft-29571-h20.zip", "draft-29571-h20-cl.doc" and "draft-29571-h20-rm.doc"

First revised file: "draft-29571-h20-v1.zip", "draft-29571-v1-h20-cl.doc" and "draft-29571-v1-h20-rm.doc"

Rapporteurs will indicate in the CTx reflector when the file is available and will also upload the yaml files in 3GPP Forge.

The stored version(s) will also include corrections on the topics identified by the rapporteur in the implementation process.

3. All syntax errors identified by the rapporteur or any other delegate after the 3GPP meeting will be solved by bringing company CRs to the CT Plenary.
4. Rapporteurs will provide the updated TS version and yaml file by Friday, June 4th, 17:00 CEST (15:00 UTC) in the following directory: 
a. CT3: ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/Email_Discussions/CT3/CT92e/Stable 
Updated yaml files will be stored in 3GPP Forge.

To allow a check via tooling the file name shall follow the convention as below:
ZIP file:

stable-<TSnumber>-<TSversion>-<revision>.zip

Docx file:
stable-<TSnumber>-<TSversion>-<revision>-cl/rm

<revision> shall only be included after the initial version.
Example:

First available file: "stable-29571-h20.zip", "stable-29571-h20-cl.doc" and "stable-29571-h20-rm.doc"

First revised file: "stable-29571-h20-v1.zip", "stable-29571-v1-h20-cl.doc" and "stable-29571-v1-h20-rm.doc"

5. After the Plenary, rapporteurs will prepare the final TS version, including yaml file, ensuring that all the approved CRs are implemented and will store them under: 
a. ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/Email_Discussions/CT3/CT92e/Final 
Updated yaml files will be stored in 3GPP Forge.

Naming convention will be the same as for stable files by replacing “stable” by “final”.

6. MCC will ensure that all CRs are correctly implemented and will share the draft TSs by the end of the week after the Plenary.
Procedure for new TS not going to the CT Plenary:

Implementation of pCRs in ongoing TSs (not under Change Control)
7. Rapporteur will implement the pCRs agreed in the CT3#116e meeting in both main body and OpenAPI specification. Changes will be identified with the pCR/tdoc number. 
8. Rapporteur will store by Wednesday, June 2nd, 17:00 CEST (15:00 UTC) the updated TSs in a zip file that will contain the yaml file (if applicable) in the following directory: 
a. CT3: ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/Email_Discussions/CT3/CT92e/Draft
Use EOL account to get access to the repository.

Rapporteurs will indicate in the CTx reflector when the file is available.
The stored version will also include corrections on the topics identified by the rapporteur in the implementation process.

9. All syntax errors identified by the rapporteur or any other delegate after the 3GPP meeting will be communicated in the CT3 Reflector to decide if the Rapporteur can solve that as part of the rapporteurship edition.
10. Rapporteur will provide the updated TS version and yaml file by Friday, June 4rd, 17:00 CEST (15:00 UTC) in the following directory: 
b. CT3: ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/Email_Discussions/CT3/CT92e/Stable 
11. MCC will store the TS in the 3GPP Server 
e-mail Approval Procedure:
CRs to update the OpenAPI version:

· Rapporteurs will store the CRs in ftp://ftp.3gpp.org/tsg_ct/WG3_interworking_ex-CN3/TSGC3_116e/Inbox/Draft/OpenAPI version updates

· Deadline to make them available: Tuesday, June 1st, 17:00 CEST (15:00 UTC)
· If no comments received by Friday, June 4th 11:00 CEST (9:00 UTC), rapporteurs will upload the final version in the Inbox.

· Deadline for having all documents stored in the Inbox: June 4th 13:00 CEST (11:00 UTC),
· Once in the Inbox, the documents will be marked as Agreed.

REMINDER FOR RAPPORTEURS:
· CRs for Release 15 will include the Work Item code for which the TS belongs (e.g. 5GS_Ph1-CT, NAPS-CT, CAPIF-CT)

· CRs for Release 16 & 17 will include the Work Item code TEI16 and TEI17 respectively.

· Category of these CRs is F

The CRs that are part of this email approval process are those corresponding to Agenda Items 15.18, 16.29 & 17.32.
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