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	6.10
	S2-161325
	P-CR
	Baseline mobility solution for evolved LTE and 5G RATs
	Ericsson
	Rel-14
	FS_NextGen
	Revision of S2-161277

Comments:

· Peter (E///): Provides rev1 based on off-line discussions/comments from Devaki. The changes include 1. consistent usage of “connected state”, 2. moved an FFS into an EN.
· Devaki (Nokia): Provides rev2 that extends the EN regarding unreachability to state that unreachability detection at the RAN is FFS. Reason: unreachability detection at the core (i.e. traditional idle mode behavior) seems clear as we know this from EPS. In case we have a new RRC state in the future for NextGen system, the need for managing UE unreachability in the RAN is mainly the open issue thus it will be helpful if the EN is more specific (to serve as a reminder for future).
· Peter (E///): Fine with rev2.

· Tao (CMCC): Provides rev3 that changes the title of the solution proposal to “High-level function definition for Mobility framework”.

· Peter (E///): Provides rev4 that removes “definition” in the title and uses plural for functions.
· LaeYoung (LG): Provides rev5 that globally replaces “functional blocks” and “functional block” with “functions” and “function”.
· Fenqin (Huawei): Provides rev6 that changes the title as “6.x  Solution x  - (Key issue 3) solution for High-level functions of the Mobility framework”.
· Peter (E///): Fine with rev6.
	S2-161325 rev6 is AGREED


	6.10
	S2-161338
	P-CR
	Terminology related to the Next Generation System
	Huawei, HiSilicon, China Unicom
	Rel1-4
	FS_NextGen
	Revision of S2-161288

Comments:

· Peter (E///): Provides rev1 including two changes: 1) not all interfaces for an NF needs to be standardized which is implied by the current wording. 2) For the definition of the Network Slice we think it is important to point out whether we are implying an instance of it or the “description” of it. Rev1 proposes an additional note to clarify this.
· Tricci (ZTE): supports rev1.
· Nirav (Cisco): Can live with rev1 but prefers the original wording. The NF can always support “other” interfaces which are not defined by 3GPP but in that case 3GPP does not mention it, i.e. not defined/mentioned and not standardized by 3GPP.
· Fenqin (Huawei): Provides rev2 with editorial changes: 1) add the NS abbreviation on the Network Slice, 2) renumber the NOTE.
· Devaki (Nokia): Provides rev3 with further editorial changes: “NOTE 3:   An NF can be implemented either as a network element on a dedicated hardware, or as a software instance running on a dedicated hardware, or as a virtualised function instantiated on an appropriate platform, e.g. on a cloud infrastructure.”
· Fenqin (Huawei): Fine with rev3.
· Karl-Heinz (DT) – after the revision deadline –: questions the changes by Peter in the Network Slice definition. With the removal of “of the slice” (which was added during the online review of the document) and instead saying “required” - thereby removing the relation of the Services to the slice - the text becomes much more fuzzy.  It also doesn’t read well with two appearances of “required” in close order. No objections raised to agree rev3.
· Ulises (Interdigital): Provides rev4 after the revision deadline. Rev4 includes changes for Network Capability definition (proposes to reverse the order in the definition to avoid defining what the term “is not” rather than “what it is”) and NOTE 1 (Network Slice which network functions are based on 3GPP specifications). Since rev4 was submitted post the revision deadline, rev3 remains the agreed version. 
	S2-161338 rev3 is AGREED

	6.10
	S2-161343
	P-CR
	3GPP architecture framework proposal for Next Generation Network Architecture with Access Independent Core
	ZTE
	Rel-14
	FS_NextGen
	Revision of S2-161329

Comments:

· Tao (CMCC): Provides rev1 that includes the following: 1) “support for session continuity, session management, connection management”, remove “connection management”. Looks like overlap with SM, 2) “access control and authentication”, remove “authentication”, looks covered by “access control”, 3) “(MRA) function which supports the 3GPP access”, added “access”, 4) “A common access interface (i.e. NC)”, removed “access”, 5) Added “NR may be different among different RATs”.
· Tricci (ZTE): Fine with rev1. 
	S2-161343 rev1 is AGREED 

	5.6
	S2-161332
	LS OUT
	[DRAFT] Reply to LS on CIoT optimization for non-NB-IoT UEs
	SA WG2
	Rel-13
	CIoT
	Revision of S2-161176

Comments:

· Wanqiang (Huawei): The LS should be revised as follows: For question 1, we should give the feedback there may be a use case to support multiple PDN connections simultaneously (e.g., control plane IoT towards the SCEF via the MME and simultaneous PDN connections towards the P-GW such as Internet and IMS). But this is only for Non-NB-IoT. For the other questions, it is not enough to say “yes”. The same RRC connection, switching, and the AS security all have impact on RAN design and SA2 can not answer the questions related with RAN. The discussion here may also have some difference between Non-NB-IoT and NB-IoT.
· Alessio (Nokia): The current version of the LS is based on what we have normatively agreed and discussed during the meeting.  Regarding question 1, we have agreed and discussed the case of a NB-IoT UE that uses and IP PDN connection and a non IP PDN connection on SRB to SCEF. Regarding question 2, we have a CR (approved) that says yes to this for both NB-IOT and WB-EUTRAN. Regarding question 3, it does not need a response based on the logic by RAN and we just mentioned we are confident we have a way to manage via NAS. Regarding question 4, I think the response is valid from SA2 standpoint (i.e. the AS security context is used as usual in RRC connected mode. This also applies to NB-IOT)
· Haris (QC): If we have not reached consensus, we can simply note this response and continue the discussion towards SA2#114. It’s not productive to provide partial answer to RAN2. We have already agreed that support of NAS transactions when the UE is in suspended state are possible and this is for both NB-IoT and WB-E-UTRAN.
· Alessio (Nokia): Agrees with Haris and would welcome changes to the LS response based on reference to normative text we have agreed.
· Chris (VF): thinks that the existing S2-161332 is in line with the agreed CRs and does not object S2-161332 as is. In order to accelerate the question and answer process between SA2 and RAN2 (and CT1), Chris provides rev1 that gives more detailed explanation to question 2.
· Paul (E///): RAN2 has an agreement not to support both solutions simultaneously, see the approved report of RAN2 NB-IOT Ad-hoc Meeting in R2-161069: “RAN2 assumes that the NB-IoT UEs will not use / transfer data using solution 2 and solution 18 at the same time, i.e. both will never be configured by the network at any point in time.” The LS needs to take that into account and be updated accordingly. The combination of both solutions was not investigated during the study phase nor during the normative work. Thus Ericsson‘s preference is to not include the option to support both solutions simultaneously in the Rel-13 specifications.
· Haris (QC): Paul is right we have not studied the combination of both solutions in TR 23.720 but we have not studied how to prevent this case also, we studied these as separate solutions. Since now we have decided to standardize both solutions we need to define how they work together. From our analysis there is no issue for both working together/simultaneously. If we decide that they will be restricted not to work simultaneously we need to define UE and MME procedures of how to do that.
· Puneet (Intel): Provides rev2 that clarifies the text from Chris in rev1 (mostly around terminology of suspend/resume), adds reference to SA2 approved CRs, adds text that RAN2 should provide any feedback if they see any issue with the SA2 guidance.

· Sunghoon (Samsung): supports Puneet's view. The best we can do now is to explain to RAN2 the SA2 working assumption and expected behavior and kindly ask RAN2 to provide feedback for applicability to NB-IoT as well.

· Wanqiang (Huawei): maintains the previous concerns. SA2 so far has discussed the two procedures working separately rather than working simultaneously.
· Chris (VF): Provides rev3 that deletes the following sentence: “In addition, SA2 would like to point out that for the case where both the UE and the network support CIoT CP Optimisation and CIoT UP Optimisation, the responsibility of switching between CP and UP lies with the NAS layer.” The text is confusing. Chris does not object to rev2 but prefers rev3. We need to send the LS to RAN 2 to indicate the status of our CRs/Specs and if RAN 2 don’t like them, then we should have an early telco/dialogue to resolve the issues.
· Haris (QC): Provides rev4 with further minor editorial changes: 1) CIot->CIOT, 2) Deleting one redundant comma, 3) Deleting some extra spaces.

· Karl-Heinz (DT): how helpful is this LS and the effort of email discussion at this stage? Wouldn’t it be more helpful to prepare a dialogue with RAN2 instead?
· Chris (VF): RAN 2 will only realize the need for dialogue after we send the LS.

· Karl-Heinz (DT): looking at the text in Q1 and the response, I wonder what the implications are of saying that the NB-IOT UE can be configured (by MME) to use “legacy mechanism” to exchange data? Also, I think that the statement “CIoT UP optimisation is used when UE, MME and eNB support it …..” is not correct because there are more preconditions to decide to apply CIoT UP optimization. So I think that the text needs to be clarified and/or corrected.

· Chris (VF): On the first point by K-H, use of S1-U “legacy mechanism” implies that the UE needs to support a DRB and AS security. Hence this is an optional feature for which the UE indicates its (non)support (see CR in S2-161160). On the second point by K-H, I think that there may be other preconditions that relate to how the eNB decides to send ‘Suspend’ or ‘Release’, but I think that the text not wrong. If the eNB sends “suspend” then the UE SHALL attempt to resume when it next needs to contact the network. The RAN 2 agreements seem to be at the same level as our TR conclusions. We have actual agreed CRs that RAN 2 can comment against. (Where) is “PDCP TM” defined yet? How does RAN 2 handle an Attach procedure?

· Alessio (Nokia): Agrees with Chris on the need to send the LS. Fine with rev4. For the case where the MME and UE both support/accept C on U plane CIOT EPS optimizations as “agreed” via PNB and SNB exchange: IF the UE is Idle mode with no context suspended: (MO case) the UE sends UL data using UL NAS if the PDN connection is pinned to C-plane OR the UE determines based on NAS policies that the PDN connection is to be used in C-plane mode (e.g. application layer requests that). Otherwise it goes for a service request. If the UE responds with a service request (MT case), the MME then send DL data on C-plane using a DL NAS message or sets up DRB (i.e. full AS context) based on its policies. IF the UE is Idle mode with context suspended: For both MO and MT data case the UE has to resume the AS context first. Once the AS context is resumed, the UE can use SRBs and DRBs as usual (and the eNB should not care what transits on SRB). Can we send this to RAN 2 in the LS?
· Karl-Heinz (DT): Can live with rev4. 

· Paul (E///): Provides rev5. In our understanding there is no change to NAS signaling handling in the protocol stack. Thus an Attach needs to be handled as in legacy specifications. On the TM PDCP, see R2-160482. When it was presented it was clarified that RAN2 agreed that PDCP is not needed for Sol2 (aka CP CIOT EPS Optimization) and whether PDCP layer would be omitted or TM PDCP defined was left FFS. See minutes from January RAN2 adhoc meeting. There is a claim that there are no issues, however, all it can be said is that it was not studied. If it is not studied then of course no issues are identified. The LS shall inform the receiving groups (RAN3 shall be added as well!) that the issue was not analyzed by SA2 yet, the exchange of questions in that mail thread is not to be confused with a proper analysis.

· Puneet (Intel): Rev5 shows that NAS message with Data PDUs shall not be allowed when RRC connection is resumed. How do you propose to restrict it? By enforcing it in UE i.e. if UE is suspended it shall not use NAS data transfer via MME? Also, I see Paul is OK with having support for “S1-U data” and “data via MME” in parallel. So why is it different for UP optimization?
· Chris (VF): the changes in rev5 are not useful and disagrees with the deletion of “NAS message with Data PDU”.

· Haris (QC): Provides rev6. Since rev5 deletes the following: “requests from the UE’s NAS or Paging result in the UE’s AS attempting RRC resume procedure. Once RRC connection has been resumed, the UE’s NAS signalling, or NAS message with Data PDUs, or User plane data are sent using the restored AS security context.”. How and where (NAS or AS) this will be disallowed? Is E/// planning a revision for S2-161228 in SA#71 to indicate how the UE can differentiate between UL signalling, data and SMS? Rev6 changes the text to: “requests from the UE’s NAS or Paging result in the UE’s AS attempting RRC resume procedure. Once RRC connection has been resumed, the UE’s NAS signalling NAS transactions or User plane data are sent using the restored AS security context.”

· Paul (E///): Provides rev7 adding that potential impacts from AS-NAS interactions have not been analyzed, consequently CT1 is now in the ‘To: ‘ row.
· Chris (VF): Fine with rev7 and adding CT1 to the discussion.

· Alessio (Nokia): Can live with rev7. 

· Haris (QC), Puneet (Intel), Karl-Heinz (DT), Wanqiang (Huawei): Fine with rev7.
	S2-161332 rev7 is AGREED


	5.6
	S2-160978
	CR
	23.272 CR0961: SMS support with EPS attach and TAU
	Ericsson
	Rel-13
	CIoT
	Comments:

· Frank: add this document to email approval. The document was added to the list on 29/02.
· LaeYoung (LG): The CR includes the following: “A UE that only supports NB-IoT (see TS 23.401[2]) may request SMS service and use the EPS Attach and TA Update procedures.” In addition to EPS attach and EPS TAU, we also need to mention EPS detach procedures.
· Peter (E///): Provides rev1 adding EPS Detach to the list in clause 4.3.1. No need to extend clause 5.3.1.
· LaeYoung (LG): Fine with rev1.
	S2-160978 rev1 is AGREED


