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Abstract of the contribution: This paper discusses how to conclude the FS_HLCOM study.
1. Discussion

There are two scenarios (key issues) defined for the FS_HLCOM, scenario A "DL packet transmission to UE applying power saving function" and scenario B "Coordination of maximum latency between the application and the network ". The solutions in the TR are stated and expected to solve the Scenario A and B as shown below. 
For each solution targeting Scenario A, a subgroup category is also shown, that is if the Scenario A is solved either by "CN stores MT data until UE is reachable" (category 1) or "AS sends MT data when UE is reachable " (category 2) :

	Solutions to Scenarios
	Scenario A
	Scenario B
	
	Category 1
	Category 2

	Solution 1: Enabler for coordination of SCS/AS initiated downlink transmission
	Not complete
	Not complete
	
	Not complete
	Not complete

	Solution 2: DL data buffering in SGW/Gn-SGSN
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Solution 3: AS/SCS requests to be notified when UE is reachable 
WAS: (Reusing MONTE solution)
	X
	
	
	
	X

	Solution 4: Availability Notification after DDN Failure
	X
	
	
	
	X

	Solution 5: DL data buffering in SGW with SCS/AS Assistance
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Solution 6: PPD based data storage and delivery of high latency data
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Solution 7: Coordination using the UE application
	
	X
	
	N/A
	N/A

	Solution 8: Enhanced Power Saving Mode (ePSM)
	X
	X
	
	
	X


The following observations are done:

a) Solution 2 and 6 can be applied both in scenarios with and without SCEF interface. One of those solutions or possibly a merge of some kind may be a base for a Scenario A solution. It is proposed solution 2 which has most details is used as a base. Are there parts of solution 6 that would make sense to be merged into the base solution 2?
b) Solution 5 is only applicable when a SCEF interface exists. Are there parts that would make sense to be merged into the base solution of a)? 
c) Solution 3, 4 and 8 can be applied when there is an SCEF interface. These are all of category 2 i.e. "AS sends MT data when UE is reachable". As such, these solutions are especially useful for applications using long power saving intervals to reduce the need for SGW buffer resources. 
d) Solution 3 is a "standard MONTE" solution i.e. adds just a new Monitoring event "UE reachability". As such it has only minor impact on the system, given that MONTE configuration and notification is already specified. It is proposed that solution 3 is used as a base for specifying a category 2 solution. Solution 4 and 8 both have more system impact than solution 3.        

e) Solution 4 has a drawback that it can have significant impact on HSS load. A modified solution 4 ("alternative II") is provided as part of the S2-150779 and might eliminate the major part of the HSS load. Is the alternative II part of solution 4 possible to be merged into the base "MONTE" solution 3? 

f) Solution 8 uses the SCEF interface slightly different than other "MONTE solutions" for retrieval of timing parameters. Is the SCEF stateful and storing the timing parameters for each UE? Solution 8 also uses a time synch between the AS/SCS, the UE, and the MME/SGSN. Any considerations for keeping AS, UE and MME/SGSN in synch? Is there support for using solution 8 as a base for the category 2 solutions?
g) Solution 7 and 8 addresses the Scenario B. Solution 7 is a solution with virtually no system impact at all, except for a minor consideration needed for the eDRX study. For solving the scenario B issues, it is proposed to use solution 7.  

2. Proposal

It is proposed to update the conclusion P-CR (S2-150778) with the agreed conclusions after discussion of bullets a) to g) above. 

It is also proposed to include text from the discussion part above into the evaluation section 6 of the TR 23.709.
First Change

6
Evaluation
Editor's note:
Evaluation of potential solutions in section 5 and comparisons when needed.
[Relevant text from the discussion part added as evaluation] 

End of Changes

