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0.
Introduction
The first session of the SA1/SA2 joint meeting was focussing on Time accuracy requirements for User Location Information (ULI) and on Multiple M2M service enablement frameworks. It took place on Tuesday 29th of January from 08:00 till 09.00.
The second session was focussing on ProSe and UPCON matters, and took place the same day from 18:00 till 19.30.
The meeting was co-chaired by the SA1 chair and by the SA2 chair.

TD S2‑130531 Draft SA WG1-SA WG2 joint meeting agenda. This was introduced by the SA WG1 and SA WG2 Chairmen.

Discussion and conclusion:

The agenda was approved.

1.
Joint meeting 1 (JM1)
1.2
Time Accuracy Requirements for ULI Reporting when ISR Active

Are there Time Accuracy Requirements for User Location Information (ULI) Reporting when ISR (Idle mode signalling reduction) is active?

TD S2‑130109 ULI reporting discussion summary. This was introduced by Huawei on behalf of Huawei and Hisilicon. Summary the ULI reporting discussed in the SA WG2.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was clarified that the need for additional IEs to include age information from the MME and SGSN needs to be decided upon. Ericsson commented that the discussions on NetLoc requirements from CT WGs from 2 years ago is no longer valid and should be decoupled from these discussions. Ericsson added that the specification of the enhancements for NetLoc can be done for Rel-11. Vodafone added that the solution should be developed and the coding of this should be left to CT WG4. It was agreed to have the requirement to report the 'best known' ULI. It was agreed to include the 'best accurate' age from both the MME and SGSN. It was decided that this report could be used to record this requirement and Stage 2 CRs should be developed to reflect this functionality. Alcatel-Lucent asked whether this is provided to the P-GW or the IMS. Vodafone replied that this was likely to be provided to the IMS. This contribution was then noted.

1.2
Multiple M2M service enablement frameworks
What are the implications for multiple service enablement frameworks given [and/or multiple SCSs for a device]?

TD S2‑130058 LS from oneM2M TP: Service Layer interworking with 3GPP/3GPP2 defined networks.
oneM2M is a partnership project, established in order to cooperate in the production of globally applicable, M2M Service Layer specifications, including Technical Specifications and Technical Reports related to M2M Solutions oneM2M is aware that 3GPP/3GPP2 has already worked on some M2M relevant work items. oneM2M considers the interaction between the 3GPP/3GPP2 defined networks and the service layer as one of key element in M2M end-to-end solution. oneM2M foresees that collaboration work with 3GPP/3GPP2 would be necessary to provide such interworking between 3GPP/3GPP2 networks and M2M Service layer. Therefore, oneM2M would keep 3GPP/3GPP2 informed of the progress and potential requirements which might impact 3GPP/3GPP2 defined networks. oneM2M would like to request 3GPP/3GPP2 to keep oneM2M informed of machine type communication related work.
Actions: oneM2M Technical Plenary would like to ask 3GPP/3GPP2 to kindly:
-
note its scope given in [1]
-
keep oneM2M informed of 3GPP/3GPP2 machine type communication related work.

Discussion and conclusion:

It was clarified that oneM2M intend to complete the first objectives by the end of 2013, although this is a challenging timescale. There is also work ongoing on combining the architecture work of different bodies. Huawei asked whether information should be sent later when there is more information to provide. The main request was to be kept informed of developments so companies should suggest when the right time to communicate is based on contributions and progress. This LS was then noted.

TD S2‑130003 LS from ETSI TC M2M: Clarification on External Identifier.
ETSI M2M's understanding is that last draft of TS 23.682 defines the external identifier as identifying both the domain belonging to an MNO, where services from that operator can be accessed, and a local identifier used to derive or obtain the access subscription (i.e. IMSI).
Furthermore, the specification assumes that the external identifier is known by the M2M Service Provider. In ETSI M2M scenarios, the M2M Service Provider is not necessarily the owner of the access network subscription (but it obviously has a business relation with the access network operator), but it may still need to trigger the UE. In such case, the external identifier needs to be made available to the ETSI M2M platform either directly (e.g. via network interface) or indirectly (e.g. via the UE).
ETSI M2M urges 3GPP to provide a solution for this problem.
Action: Provide feedback to ETSI TC M2M.

Discussion and conclusion:

AT&T commented that information should be addressed to oneM2M rather than towards ETSI TC M2M as the major work should be done in oneM2M. The ETSI TC M2M Chairman replied that this problem is a general one for all M2M work and has been identified by ETSI TC M2M as they have developed the platform. Alcatel-Lucent commented that to handle this within Rel-12 will require a WID which will be put into the prioritisation exercise for Rel-12 work. Ericsson commented that the support for multiple service layers can be worked upon as a generic issue for service layer support and it would not be necessary to have a M2M-specific WID for this. Verizon suggested that this appeared to be an architectural enhancement. This was then noted.

TD S2‑130008 LS from SA WG1: External Identifier availability.
SA WG1 likes to thank ETSI M2M for their LS 'Clarification on External Identifier'. The attached 3GPP Release CR was agreed to include the correspondent requirements. SA WG1 expects the solution to be addressed by the relevant 3GPP WGs.

Discussion and conclusion:

The attached CR was reviewed. Telecom Italia questioned the pre-configuration proposal in the note, which does not cover some scenarios. Ericsson commented that including the external identities issues with the multiple service frameworks will make solution development very complex. Intel asked which scenarios were not covered by pre-configuration. Vodafone commented that 3GPP needs to be very clear on what work will be done in respect to service layers. The ETSI TC M2M Chairman repeated that this is not an ETSI-specific issue. This LS was then noted.

The Joint meeting session closed at 09.00.

TD S1‑131064 Implications of multiple service enablement frameworks. This was introduced by KPN (Rapporteur). There appears to be a conflict between the SA WG1 requirements on supporting multiple service enablement frameworks and the way SA WG2 has implemented the selection of an application / service enablement framework on the UE with triggering. This document discusses what is the problem and is intended as input to the joint discussion with SA WG2 on this topic.

Discussion and conclusion: Not handled due to lack of time.
TD S1‑131078 Multiple service enablement frameworks. This was introduced by Telecom Italia. The M2M services present a significant complexity in terms of deployment cases and business scenarios to be supported. Among others, one relevant case to be supported is the support of multiple service enablement frameworks.

Discussion and conclusion: Not handled due to lack of time.
TD S2‑130155 Key Issue on External Identifier availability to SCS. This was introduced by Ericsson on behalf of Ericsson and ST-Ericsson. Key Issue and solution on External Identifier availability in SCS.

Discussion and conclusion: Not handled due to lack of time.
2.
Joint meeting 2 (JM2)

2.1 ProSe 

S2-130532, from SA2 Chairman (Samsung): Questions for JM2 SA2 95 / SA1 61
This is a set of questions asked by SA2 to SA1. These questions are shown below, in S1-131237, where the answers are also provided.

Conclusion: noted. See SA1's answers in S1-131237.

S1-131237, from SA1: SA1 reply to SA2 questions on ProSe for JM2 SA2 95 / SA1 61
These are the answers from SA1 to the questions asked by SA2 in S2-130532.

1)
Are there Legal Intercept requirements for ProSe Discovery?

-> SA1: See requirement CPR 44 in section 6.5.2 in TR 22.803 v.12.0.0 stating: "When operating ProSe, the EPS shall be able to support regional or national regulatory requirements (e.g. lawful interception, PWS)". For further details, please contact SA3 LI. 

Joint Meeting: 

Orange wondered how it is possible to support whatever requirement that will be defined by the regulator in the future. Telecom Italia and Vodafone answered that it is already the case for all the traffic transiting on the licensed spectrum. Huawei then wondered if it is already decided on which type of frequencies ProSe will operate: it is explained that it will be on licensed spectrum.

The joint meeting was also informed that it is a common practice in SA3 LI that regulators introduce the requirement to support Lawful Interception to any new system. How it will be supported is not a matter for SA1.
2)
What is the definition of “in coverage” and “out of coverage”? What scenarios must we take into consideration regarding GERAN or UTRAN coverage?

-> SA1: "in/out coverage" relates to E-UTRAN coverage only. A UE "covered by a given RAT" means that this UE is served by this RAT. Other types of RATs are not considered, i.e. if a ProSe UE is under GERAN coverage but not E-UTRAN coverage, it is considered as "out of coverage" (see CR in S1-130179).

Joint Meeting: 

Qualcomm informed that there is a contribution in SA2 showing different cases of "out of coverage", from "lost in the desert" up to being in E-UTRAN Rel-11 without ProSe. So either the SA1 answer should be more refined, or this can be handled in SA2 as an architecture topic. Telecom Italia think that this is a topic for SA1, not for SA2. Another context appears e.g. at CS fallback, where a UE can be dealing both with e.g. GERAN and E-UTRAN, being under E-UTRAN coverage but actually not served by the E-UTRAN. This case is also to be clarified by SA1. Another case to be clarified is at inter-PLMN discovery, where the idle mode priority is unknown in the new network. Companies are encouraged to bring contributions on these cases at SA1.
It is generally understood that GERAN and UTRAN will not be modified by the introduction of the ProSe feature. 

3)
[Are there | Can we agree to] requirements on whether only ProSe Group Communication imposes only transport layer requirements? Or are there also application level [or other] requirements (e.g. requirements for a peer-to-peer IMS)? 

-> SA1: The application layer is outside the scope of 3GPP. Some SA1 requirements may imply interactions with the application. No IMS requirements have been defined up to now for ProSe.

Joint meeting: The SA1 chair explained that an example of interaction is simply to allow the user to enable/disable the ProSe capability on the device. Other examples are the interactions between applications and authorisations.

For Vodafone, not only (IPv4) bearers are needed for ProSe to work: the involvement of SA4 is anticipated.

Intel asked if some analogy could be made with GCSE_LTE, but the SA1 Chair clarified that the split of functionality between (3GPP's) transport layer and (non 3GPP's) application layer is still not clarified.

IMS is not considered as being part of the application layer. It is clarified that in SA1, no IMS requirement has been defined so far but IMS remains in the scope of SA1, and so there might be IMS requirements defined by SA1 later on.
4)
Can we agree on specific “out of the box” operation requirements?

-> SA1: There are requirements for a Public Safety enabled-UE to be able to use ProSe without being previously attached to the network, assuming that the UE (ME and/or USIM) has been properly configured. The intention is not to have this feature for commercial services.

Joint meeting: 

This came from a Qualcomm's document dealing with possible solutions for ProSe, where opening a "wrong box" could make the UE to work on wrong frequency bands. 

SA1's Intel clarified that this is intended for Public Safety only, and this is not in their habit to use somebody's else frequency in an unauthorised manner.

It is further explained that the public safety devices are not the same as the ones for mass market. Indeed, from an economical point of view, the added complexity asked on the UEs to support ProSe and associated cost make it unrealistic to have them in the mass market products.

5)
Are there requirements for ProSe Communication, Discovery or Group Communication to operate across NATs?

-> SA1: This has not be considered explicitly, but ProSe is supposed to work regardless of the network configuration.

Joint meeting: it should work even if there is a NAT, even if this was not stated as a requirement.
6)
Can we assume that ProSe communication occurs at IP Layer (L3)?

-> SA1: Yes.

Joint meeting: 
It has been discussed in SA2 that this is a possible solution. Huawei think that this question is not relevant for this joint meeting (not relevant to SA1). 
For the SA2 chair, it is not very useful to define ProSe up to layer 2 only.

For Huawei, "IP" and "layer 3" are two different questions.

It is explained that the "one-to-many" use case does not imply the use of a multicast/broadcast channel. How this is supported will be defined later on in Stage 2 and Stage 3.
a.
Can we agree that it is sufficient to support only the IPv6 address architecture for ProSe?

-> SA1: this has not been considered yet in SA1. The main concern is to ensure service continuity and concurrent services with e.g. a legacy network that supports IPv4.

Joint meeting: the legacy network is assumed to support IPv4 only, and not IPv6.

The difference between "service continuity" and "concurrent services" is explained: "service continuity" means that the service is started in one network and continued in another one, while "concurrent services" means that the services are used on both network simultaneously.
7)
Is there a requirement for simultaneous D2D and registered communication with the core network?

-> SA1: Yes (see PR 68 in section 5.2.10 in TR 22.803 v.12.0.0).

Joint meeting:  no comment.
8)
Relay terminology: can we use a term that is not overloaded? (e.g. Bridge)

-> SA1: SA1 propose to use the terms "ProSe UE-to-UE relay" and "ProSe UE-to-network relay" (terms just introduced in S1-130134).

Joint meeting:  it is explained that this was discussed in SA1. All other proposed terms are also confusing. Vodafone think that this will be shorten to "relay" and will create confusion with RAN's Relay.
Overall conclusion: Noted.

2.2
UPCON

S2-130013 from SA1: LS from SA WG1: UPCON Requirements
This LS informs SA2 about requirements in the CR 0434R2 to TS 22.101 in CR S1-124416 and proposes a joint discussion with SA WG 2 on the following topics:

1) SA1 wonder if the following statement can be improved (because raising concerns as such): "The system shall be able to support subscription-based charging policies based on RAN user plane congestion status."

2) SA1 was not able to achieve consensus on a requirement derived from use case 1 in TR22.805 12.0.1. Two versions of this requirement were discussed:

Option 1: When making QoS policy decisions, the network shall be able to take into consideration the RAN user plane congestion level and the subscriber's profile when coping with traffic congestion.

Option 2: The network shall be able to take into consideration the subscriber’s profile when taking QoS policy decisions to cope with RAN user plane traffic congestion.

Conclusion: Noted for the first point. For the second one, see related document S1-131071.

S1-131071 from Qualcomm, et al.: UPCON Normative Requirement derived from Use Case 1 in TR22.805
Qualcomm evaluates the two options mentioned above and informed that some discussions on this topic took place at last SA plenary, where the following Option 1A was proposed: "The network shall be able to take into consideration the RAN user plane congestion status and the subscriber's profile when coping with traffic congestion."
Qualcomm concludes in favour of option 2, despite SA's proposal, and propose to introduce it in the TR 22.805 in S1-131072.
Discussion at the joint meeting:

Allot Communications, et al. have another contribution describing a slightly different approach. For them, the existing text on the requirement is agreeable as such but the text for the Use Case can be re-written.

It was remarked that the concept of "congestion status" should be more precisely defined.

KDDI and other companies can accept the present text for the requirements if it is clear that there is no intention to SA1 to limit the architecture decision in any way. This approach was approved.
Conclusion: noted, noting that the intention with SA1's requirement is not to limit the architecture decision in any way.

S2-130101, from Allot Communications, et al.: UPCON considerations related to SA1 LS
This discussion paper outlines the questions from the SA1 LS on UPCON requirements and proposes a way forward for those requirements to be included into normative specifications.
Discussion: This is related to S1-131071 since both documents deal with Use Case 1. 

Allot wants to make it clear that the Use Case 1 refers to the possibility of applying different Quality of Service policies in terms of MBR to different subscribers depending on the RAN congestion status.
For Qualcomm, this is a different topic compared to Use Case 1, which is mainly on performance differentiation between User X and User Y.

The charging is also addressed by S2-130101: this aspect has not yet been handled by SA1. However, the Renesas' SA2 delegate mentioned two fundamental problems linked to QoS-based charging, to take into account by SA1 when addressing this topic: 

1. in general, when the communication is not controlled end-to-end, like in 3GPP: even a premium user might experience congestion problems if the server is congested.

2. for mobile system in particular: how to change the charging in a cell where congestion appears.
Finally, the SA1 Chair asked SA2 to base their work on SA1 normative requirements and not on the content of the TR.
Conclusion: noted.

S2-130388 from InterDigital Communications, NEC: Discussion of stage 1 use cases & requirements
The discussion paper provides input on the UPCON consolidated stage 1 requirements in order to allow SA2 to have a consensus on the solution approaches in stage 2. These requirements are:
Based on the normative stage 1 requirements summarised in clause 27 of 3GPP TS 22.101 the RAN congestion mitigation solutions should meet the following criteria:

1. The subscription profile of the user and the RAN congestion load status should be taken into account

2. Congestion mitigation measures should be able to target specific type of users (e.g. heavy users or roaming users)

3. Congestion mitigation measures should be able to target specific application types

4. RAN congestion mitigation solutions should be applied over the default bearer (i.e. use of GBR bearers is out of scope of UPCON).

5. Congestion indication measures should be applied only to UEs camped in a congested RAN area (e.g. cell).

Discussion: 

It is not clear why this contribution was made available as an input to this joint meeting.

Ericsson's opinion is that this is only an SA2 matter, but still clarified that "Congestion mitigation" should not be confused with "user service experience".

The SA1 rapporteur for UPCON clarified that the points above do not contradict the SA1 requirements.

Verizon commented that the Use Cases and Requirements have to be defined by SA1, not by SA2.

About point 3, Telefonica O2's SA1 delegate asked if this includes both attend and unattended data type. There was no specific answer.

Conclusion: noted.
