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1.
Issues for Vertical_LAN 
1.1
Support for PSFP based Hold and Forward Buffering rule
1.1.1
Description
Determine the need to support PSFP based Hold and Forward Buffering rule that is provided on a per TSC stream basis to NW-TT and DS-TT. This is for buffering the TSC stream that earlier arrived at the egress port to their scheduled transmission time (reference S2-2002164).
1.1.2
Companies View
Question: Do you foresee the need to support PSFP based Hold and Forward Buffering rule that is provided on a per TSC stream basis to NW-TT and DS-TT? 
If your answer is YES, please indicate if you would support approving a revision of S2-2002164?
	Company Name 
	Company View
Yes/No
	Notes

	Ericsson
	No
	The solution proposed in S2-2002164 is not correct. 
In addition to the fact that it does not work, S2-2002164 makes IEEE 802.1Qci Per-Stream Filtering and Policing (PSFP) a mandatory feature to be supported by 5G, i.e. need implementation of PSFP state machines. As reflected in its title, 802.1Qci specifies Filtering and Policing functions, but does not specify buffering or shaping mechanism. PSFP specifies stream gates but no queues upfront of the stream gates (unlike the queues upfront of the transmission gates specified by 802.1Qbv). Consequently, if a stream gate is closed when a packet is received, then the packet is dropped (it is not stored). Therefore, PSFP is not applicable for Hold and Forward Buffering. That is, the changes suggested in S2-2002164 do not improve TS 23.501 but make it unnecessarily more complicated and wrong. Thus, the changes of S2-2002164 should not be implemented in TS 23.501.
PSFP is not mandatory in DS-TT/NW-TT ports and is used for TSCAI calculation right now. 
Our proposed way forward is to leave Rel-16 specification as is, i.e. NOTE that states the function is up to implementation. 
3GPP should consider looking into the detailed problem and find proper solution in future release, e.g. Rel-17(see attached slides in the Drafts folder with filename Vertical_LAN_Item#1.1_Hold_and_Forwarding_summary_0403.pdf for further technical clarification).

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


1.1.3
Summary

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain the brief summary of companies view e.g. n# of companies prefer to go with option A vs. m# of companies prefer to go with option B.
1.1.4
Proposed Way Forward 
Editor’s Note: This clause should contain propose a way forward. For e.g. Given that majority of companies prefer to go with option A, it is proposed that Option A is agreed as way forward.
1.2
VLAN ID configuration for bridge management
1.2.1
Description
Editor’s Note: Brief description of the Issue. 

It is unclear how VLAN ID should be configured for bridge management. Following are some options considered:

· Solution Option 1: As soon as the TSN AF knows the port numbers, the VLAN configuration can be performed via SNMP from a OAM/CNC similar as for the LLDP configuration. The TSN AF transfers then the VLAN configuration to the UPF using the additional parameters defined in the CR.

· Solution Option 2: The VLAN configuration per port is also pre-configured together with the port numbers of the Ethernet in NW-TT and will be provided to the TSN AF. Then the VLAN pre-configuration may be reported together with the port numbers. 

1.2.2
Companies View
Question: Should Solution Option 1 or Option 2 or some other option (if so, what?) be selected as solution for issue described in 1.2.1?

	Company Name 
	Company View
(Option 1/Option 2/some other option)
	Notes

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	We prefer to use local configuration as per Option 2.
Option 1 (we assume the CR in question is in S2-2002208) is more complex and would require further harmonisation of other aspects including consistent management of filtering/forwarding entries/rules, considering Rel-16 is functionally frozen.
We can consider such approach in future releases.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


1.2.3
Summary

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain the brief summary of companies view e.g. n# of companies prefer to go with option A vs. m# of companies prefer to go with option B.

1.2.4
Proposed Way Forward 

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain propose a way forward. For e.g. Given that majority of companies prefer to go with option A, it is proposed that Option A is agreed as way forward.
1.3
Assumptions on the number of ports per NW-TT within the UPF
1.3.1
Description
Varying assumptions on the number of ports per NW-TT within the UPF.

Following are the possible options:

· Option A: There is only one NW-TT per UPF. Each NW-TT can have one or more ports. 
· Option B: There is only one NW-TT per UPF. Each NW-TT can have at most one port. 

1.3.2
Companies View
Question: Do you agree with option A or option B? 

	Company Name 
	Company View
(Option A/Option B)
	Notes

	Ericsson
	Option B
	In TS 23.501 section 5.8.2.5.3 the number of N6 interfaces supported for Ethernet traffic is limited to 1. Given the restriction for Ethernet in general, it is not possible for the specification to support TSN traffic with multiple N6 ports, since TSN is also based on Ethernet. Note that in practice there is always a mix of TSN and non-TSN traffic on the same network, therefore there is no use of specifying multiple N6 ports for TSN when such a scenario does not work for non-TSN traffic.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


1.3.3
Summary

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain the brief summary of companies view e.g. n# of companies prefer to go with option A vs. m# of companies prefer to go with option B.

1.3.4
Proposed Way Forward 

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain propose a way forward. For e.g. Given that majority of companies prefer to go with option A, it is proposed that Option A is agreed as way forward.
1.4
System Configuration that is not PDU Session specific
1.4.1
Description
Issue identified in Intel paper: Misuse of PCF procedures for invoking system configuration that is not PDU Session-specific. Refer to draft CRs from Intel circulated in the SA2 discussion list on March 31st, 2020 that updates this to use NEF procedures for invoking system configuration that is not PDU-session specific, also uploaded as S2-2002671, S2-2002672, S2-2002673 and S2-2002674.
1.4.2
Companies View
Question #1: Do you prefer to introduce NEF procedures (instead of current specification approach) for invoking system configuration that is not PDU Session specific? 
Question #2: If so, would you be OK to work on revision(s) of the Intel CRs circulated in the SA2 discussion list with the view of approving them in SA2#138E?

	Company Name 
	Company View
YES/NO to Q1

YES/NO to Q2
	Notes

	Ericsson
	NO to Q1
NO to Q2
	The main problem is inconsistency. For some ports 5GS would use PCF, for other ports 5GS would use NEF. This is not future-proof, because for an Ethernet bridge we need the same functionality for all ports. So, there is a risk that in the future, this will make it more difficult to have the same features for all ports, or we get similar functions in the NEF and PCF.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


1.4.3
Summary

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain the brief summary of companies view e.g. n# of companies prefer to go with option A vs. m# of companies prefer to go with option B.

1.4.4
Proposed Way Forward 

Editor’s Note: This clause should contain propose a way forward. For e.g. Given that majority of companies prefer to go with option A, it is proposed that Option A is agreed as way forward.
