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Abstract: This pCR proposes to update service flows and potential requirements of clause 5.3 in TR 22.841 v.1.1.0. More technical details and explanations refer to discussion paper S1-232205.
1. Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk141686217]a. Understood from antecedent discussion the missing definitions (i.e. steering, switching, splitting) will be introduced to TR 22.841 in alignment with the existing definitions captured in TS 23.501 --- these terms refer to very different mechanisms and suggest distinct enhancement of 5G System. This particular use case entails not all three of them.
b. This is an “inter-PLMN+SNPN” scenario proposing (MNO-B) PLMN’s “golden” user to additionally use capacity 
of a local 5G TN(NR) network belonging to another PLMN (MNO-A) or SNPN, for to potentially increase user 
experienced data rate. 

2. Reason for Change
a. Regardless of whether the local 5G network is PLMN (MNO-A) or SNPN, this use case in nature is an “inter-
PLMN” case w.r.t. the controversial technical viability and performance impact (e.g. regarding “splitting”), note that 
currently TS 23.501 has the following definition:

Access Traffic Splitting: The procedure that splits the traffic of a data flow across multiple access networks. 
b. This fine-granular dynamic splitting of packets of a data flow across two independent RANs (two active paths over two 3GPP RATs simultaneously) without the following coordination (done by/between base stations as currently in Dual Connectivity) brings not only uncertainty is the mentioned performance gain, but rather potential performance degradation. Eg.
a. simultaneous Rx/Tx band combinations, 
b. interference coordination, 
c. UE Uplink power control, 
d. Configuration failure due to absence of UE capability sharing, 
e. NR Measurement Gaps configuration,
f. RAN-based timely accurate measurement (e.g. gNB measurement is on 10ms level v.s. UE-UPF RTT measurement is on second level), 
The above challenges are more serious for “splitting”.

c. When the local 5G network is SNPN, aside from issues mentioned above, additional concerns arise regarding
“steering” and “splitting”, because it contradicts to SNPN definition / concept, e.g.: 
a. This will create control-plane interconnection between PLMN and SNPN, implying roaming between PLMN and SNPN.
b. any PLMN service is accessed from SNPN.

d. Based on the available information, for this use case it makes sense for a UE to send different applications via/to 
different networks (PLMN, SNPN) at the same time, but the granularity is application instead of pkt inside a data flow.

3. Conclusions
Update the requirements based on the explained rationales.
4. Proposal
It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 22.841 v.1.1.0.


* * * First Change * * * *
[bookmark: _Toc120021158][bookmark: _Toc129336718]5.3.6	Potential New Requirements needed to support the use case
[PR 5.3.6-001] Based on operator policy, tThe 5G system shall be able to support mechanisms to enable steering, split and switchtransmission of UE’s user planedifferent applications’ traffic (on a per-application basis) over one of the of one data session across two 5G networks (e.g., both using NR access) belonging to two different PLMN operators (one of which is HPLMN), or between the HPLMN and a SNPN. 
It is assumed that the HPLMN subscription is used to access both networks, data traffic is anchored in the HPLMN and a proper business agreement is in place among the two network operators, including specific traffic routing policies, e.g., based on geographical location, subscription, traffic type. 

* * * End of Changes * * * *
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