Notes of SA2#142E_CC#2

Opened: 19 November 2020, 13.30 UTC = 14.30 CET

~ 170 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Alibaba
Apple
AT&T
Broadcom
CableLabs
CATT
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
Cisco
Comcast
Convida Wireless
Deutsche Telekom
Ericsson
ETRI
FirstNet
Fraunhofer
Futurewei
Google
Hewlett Packard Enterprises
Huawei
Intel
InterDigital Inc.
KDDI
KPN
Kyocera
Lenovo
LGE
Matrixx
MediaTek
NEC
Nokia
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
Orange
OTD
Perspecta Labs
Qualcomm
Sandvine
Samsung
Sennheiser
Sharp
Sony
Spirent
Spreadtrum
Telecom Italia
Tencent
T-Mobile USA
Vivo
Verizon
Vodafone
Xiaomi
ZTE

Puneet Jain (SA WG2 Chair) chaired the conference call. Notes were taken by Maurice Pope (MCC).
NOTE:	Meeting notes are not exhaustive and may not contain all the comments made during the conference call.

1.	Endorse SA2 Q1/Q2 meeting dates/Plan
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_142e_Electronic/INBOX/CCs/SA2%23142E_CC%232/SA2_Q1_2021_meeting_dates_r2.pptx
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei asked whether Rapporteurs could provide the structure of deliverables (new TSs / CRs clauses affected) for any new Rel‑17 WIDs resulting from the Study conclusions. The SA WG2 Chair replied that such plans are expected from Rapporteurs. Huawei requested this to be done before the Christmas vacation period if possible. Ericsson commented that it may be difficult to do this before the Christmas vacation in many cases and asked why this was requested. Nokia commented that this should be handled mainly via conference calls. Vodafone asked whether these could be added to the SA WG2 Calendar, given the limited time available before the 'inactive period'. The scheduling of CCs will be handled off-line and a calendar provided by the Chair and Vice-Chairs.
The Calendar for the meeting dates were endorsed. The agenda for the meetings were endorsed, with the understanding that they are subject to change before the meetings.
2.	FS_5G_ProSe SOH: (latest version to be uploaded)
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_142e_Electronic/INBOX/CCs/SA2%23142E_CC%232/SA2%23142E-FS_5G_ProSe_questions_v4.pptx 
Slide 2:
For KI#1 on Direct Discovery, there are two 5G DDNMF architectures captured in TR 23.752, i.e. User Plane based architecture in Annex B.2 Option (1) and Control Plane based architecture in Annex B.3.
In the last SA2#141E meeting, show of hands indicates that 8 companies support UP based architecture while 3 companies support CP based architecture. There is no consensus which one to be concluded for normative work.
Email discussion continued before SA2#142E meeting, but no compromise was made. Two conclusion papers are submitted for SA2#142E meeting
-	TD S2‑2008832 update CP-based solution, and TD S2‑2008833 for conclusion (Huawei, HiSilicon)
-	TD S2‑2008968 (Qualcomm Incorporated, vivo Mobile Communications, CATT, ZTE, OPPO, Intel)
The following questions for show of hands would be used for establishing working assumption
Question 1: shall we adopt the proposal in TD S2‑2008968 (Adopt the UP based architecture of Annex B.2 option 1 as the reference architecture)?
Question 2: shall we adopt the proposal in TD S2‑2008833 (Adopt the CP based architecture of Annex B.3 as the reference architecture)?

Discussion and conclusion:
Question 1: shall we adopt the proposal in S2-2008968 (Adopt the UP based architecture of Annex B.2 option 1 as the reference architecture)?
	Yes:	12
Nokia commented that Q2 should refer to TD S2‑2008833, not TD S2‑2008933.
Question 2: shall we adopt the proposal in TD S2‑2008933 (Adopt the CP based architecture of Annex B.3 as the reference architecture)?
	Yes:	2
The way forward was agreed to progress work on TD S2‑2008968. (using S2-2008968r03 as a basis).

Slide 3:
For KI#5 on direct communication path selection between PC5 and Uu, the following conclusion papers are proposed and no agreement was made
-	TD S2‑2008901 (Samsung, Huawei, ZTE, ITRI)
	The path selection policy rules can be determined based on optionally, existing analytics information from NWDAF as defined in TS 23.288 to set whether Uu path is preferred or not.
-	TD S2‑2009033 (Apple, Intel, Samsung, Huawei)
	The path selection policy rules can be determined based on a path preference provided by AF request.
-	TD S2‑2008942 (LG Electronics, CATT, OPPO, Intel, Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated)
	NWDAF analytics and QNC are not used for path selection policy generation/update.
	AF request is not used for path selection policy generation/update.
The following questions for show of hands would be used for establishing working assumption
Can existing analytics information from NWDAF used for path selection policy (TD S2‑2008901) be concluded for normative work?
Can AF information used for path selection policy (TD S2‑2009033) be concluded for normative work?

Discussion and conclusion:

Can existing analytics information from NWDAF used for path selection policy (TD S2‑2008901) be concluded for normative work?
	Yes:	9
	No:	5
Can AF information used for path selection policy (TD S2‑2009033) be concluded for normative work?
	Yes:	11
	No:	3
There were too many concerns with the TD S2‑2008901 approach. There were also some concerns with the TD S2‑2009033) approach, but this should be considered to try to reach agreement, in order to progress into normative work.
Way forward: TD S2‑2009033 to be progressed further. Relevant aspects from TD S2‑2008942 to be merged into TD S2‑2009033.
LGE commented that TD S2‑2009033 is incomplete and using TD S2‑2008942 as a basis would be preferable. Apple agreed to work off-line to try to incorporate relevant parts into TD S2‑2009033. Qualcomm suggested using TD S2‑2008942 as a basis. There were objections to this as the conclusion in this document is not to progress into normative work. TD S2‑2008942 will be marked as merged into TD S2‑2009033. 
3.	FS_eNS_Ph2 SOH: (latest version to be uploaded)
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_142e_Electronic/INBOX/CCs/SA2%23142E_CC%232/SA2%23142E%20FS_eNS_Ph2%20Question%20for%20CC%232%20r02.pptx 
1st Question for KI#1 and KI#2
The following options are available for KI#1 and KI#2
-	Option 1: NSSF with new service based solution
-	Option 2: PCF with new service based solution
-	Option 3: new NF based solution

Discussion and conclusion:
1st Question for KI#1 and KI#2
-	Support for Option 1: YES	0
-	Support for Option 2: YES	11
-	Support for Option 3: YES	15

Way forward: Working assumption: TD S2‑2008741 to be used as a basis for further discussion. Option 3 to be reflected in TD S2‑2008741.

2nd Question for KI#1 and KI#2
The following options are available for KI#1 and KI#2
-	Option 1: CHF based option
-	Option 2: Non CHF based option(depends on outcome of 1st question)

Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson objected to this question, as this was already asked in CC#1 without a conclusion. Nokia also disagreed to ask this question as it disrupts a potential compromise already under discussion in TD S2‑2008741. The SA WG2 Chair replied that the question can be asked as companies may have changed their views.
Way forward: SA WG2 to progress new NF based solution (using TD S2‑2008741 as a basis), SA WG2 to send an LS to SA WG5 to confirm on CHF-based solution.
the following document was allocated for the new LS to SA WG5:
	8.4
	S2-2009130
	LS OUT
	Approval
	[DRAFT] LS to SA WG5 on CHF-based solution
	FS_eNS_Ph2



3rd Question for KI#1 and KI#2
If we cannot make decision on 2nd question it is proposed to agree the following working assumption:
-	Both 5GC NF (no CHF) based solution and CHF based solution can be further pursued (CHF based solution is to be confirmed and discussed in SA5)

Discussion and conclusion:
3rd Question for KI#1 and KI#2
	Support both solutions:			13
	Do not support both solutions:		5

	Support only CHF based option:		4
	Objection to only CHF option:		17

	Support only non-CHF based option:	20
	Objection to only non-CHF option:	8

Way forward: SA WG2 to progress new NF based solution (TD S2‑2008741 to be used as basis), SA WG2 to send LS (TD S2‑2009130) to SA WG5 on CHF based solution.
It was clarified that any proposals which receive objections will be noted and the issue will be postponed to the next meeting. This will be highlighted by the SA WG2 Chair to the TSG SA Plenary.

4th Question for KI#1 and KI#2
On the quota check we have the following 3 options:
-	Option 1: Only centralized quota check
-	Option 2: Only distributed quota check
-	Option 3: Combined centralized quota check and distributed quota check

Discussion and conclusion:
This question was not considered.

4.	5G_AIS: Decide on whether to send LS to SA4 or not?
Discussion and conclusion:

5.	Issues identified as “for CC#2” in Chair’s notes
TD S2‑2008467 (P-CR) KI#4: Conclusion update - UE Onboarding indications. (Source: Ericsson, Sony, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, OPPO, Futurewei, Intel, China Telecom, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Convida Wireless, Cisco, InterDigital, Samsung, Apple)
e-mail comments:
Xiaowan(vivo) provides comments and r01
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) provides the comments on r01
Antoine (Orange) asks questions on Chia-Lin's comments.
Fei (OPPO) comments on r01.
Amanda Xiang ( Futurewei ) share the same view as Orange and see the benefit of the indication
Xiaowan (vivo) share the view with Antoine, Amanda; replies comments and provides r03
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) provides r04
Rainer (Nokia) objects to r04.
Xiaowan(vivo) comments on r04
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) proposes to go with original version (r00), but provides a r05 just in case
Megha(Intel) supports Ericsson proposal to go with original version (r00)
Antoine (Orange) prefers r01 or r05.
Haris (Qualcomm) is ok r00 and objects to any version that contains adding MM Core Network Capability
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Megha(Intel) asks a question to Haris (Qualcomm)
Xiaowan(vivo) provide r07(the same as r06, but r06 is 0 bit due to the unknown reason)
Xiaowan (vivo) disagree r00 and replies to Haris (Qualcomm)
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) clarifies that r00 is aligned with the moderated email discussion outcome, i.e. seems like we need to add this paper to CC#2.
Amanda Xiang ( Futurewei )is ok with either r05 or r07. If we decide go back to r00, suggest to add editor note to keep the issue open.
Xiaowan(vivo) request to add an editor note to keep the issue open, as the view of Amanda Xiang ( Futurewei ).
Xiaowan(vivo) still disagree r00 since it have more than the WA, but accept r05, r07; and provide r08 in the draft folder
Rainer (Nokia) prefers r00.
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) can go with r00
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Rainer (Nokia).
Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson commented that there are objections on all revisions and proposed to work with the original paper. Nokia agreed that the original paper can be accepted and other issues handled later. Vivo asked for this to be returned for further discussion to try to clarify an editor's note. This was left for further discussion to be reviewed at CC#3.
TD S2‑2008569 (P-CR) Conclusion for Key issue #1. (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Ouyang(Huawei) removes the text which is not related to Busy indication and provides r01.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) is OK to focus on the Busy Indication update and remove other changes.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r02 for Busy indication
Jianning (Xiaomi) asks questions for clarification.
Yang (OPPO) asks question for r02
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) answers Xiaomi's comment.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) answers Yang's comment.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r03.
Alessio(Nokia) provides r04.
Ouyang(Huawei) has concerns on r03.
Yang (OPPO) comments and provides r05.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) replies Ouyang (Huawei)'s comments.
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides r06
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Juan Zhang (Qualcomm).
Xiaowan(vivo) provides r07
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) replies to Ouyang(Huawei).
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r08.
Ouyang(Huawei) comments and provides r09.
Lars (Sony) ask how this helps solving KI#1
Alessio(Nokia) agrees with Lars (Sony)
Saso (Intel) prefers r08.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) replies comments.
Alessio(nokia) objects to r08 and provides r10
Qian Chen (Ericsson) ask questions on r10
Guillaume (MediaTek) objects to r10
Saso (Intel) objects to r10; According to the moderated email discussion (TD S2‑2008760) only 2 companies replied with a 'shall' condition'
Alessio(nokia) responds to Qian Chen (Ericsson)
Alessio (nokia) points out the shall applies once the UE has determined it can respond to paging for the foreseable future which means it can do MM which ahs same complexity as busy indication
Alessio(Nokia) responds to Guillaume
Alessio(Nokia) Requests r10 to be discussed in CC#2
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Krisztian (Apple) proposes to NOTE this pCR.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) askes Krisztian (Apple) why you asked for note the PCR without any reason and did not propose any comments during the week?
Krisztian (Apple) responds to Juan.
Yang Xu (OPPO) is ok with r08
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) requests r08 to be discussed in CC#2.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) replies Krisztian (Apple)
Lars (Sony) are ok with r08 and r10
Saso (Rapporteur) proposes to agree r08 or to postpone it, as this topic has RAN dependency
Xiaowan (vivo) disagrees r10
Guillaume (MediaTek) reiterates objection to r10. OK with r08 as a compromise based on CC#1.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) suggests to try r08 in CC#2 but not postpone.
Alessio (nokia) objects to r08 and has strong system integrity concerns
Qian Chen (Ericsson) propose a way forward.
Discussion and conclusion:
S2-2008569r10 was the latest revision, but Qualcomm proposed agreeing r08. Ericsson hoped to make some modifications to r10 and come to an agreement in CC#3. This was left for further discussion until CC#3. 
TD S2‑2008582 (P-CR) KI#1: Interim conclusion for paging cause. (Source: Vivo, Xiaomi, Google)
e-mail comments:
Lalith (Samsung) provides r01
Lars (Sony) provides r02
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides comment on r02
Lalith(Samsung) replies to Jianning (Xiaomi)
Saso (Intel) provides r03
Lalith(Samsung) provides r04
Xiaowan(vivo) provides r05
Lalith(Samsung) comments on r05
Saso (Rapporteur) proposes to use Apple's S2-2008441 to progress the Notification aspect.
Lalith(Samsung) replies to Saso (Rapporteur)
Saso (Rapporteur) replies to Lalith(Samsung)
Lars (Sony) provides r06
Xiaowan (vivo) and replies Lalith(Samsung) to provides r07
Lalith(Samsung) replies to Xiaowan (vivo)
Kundan(NEC) comments : I have same understanding as Lalith. Paging cause is need in Notification message. Explanation is given below.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) support Lalith's comment about paging cause in Notification message.
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides comments
Lalith(Samsung) responds to Jianning (Xiaomi)
Krisztian (Apple) supports Lalith's comment about paging cause in Notification message and provides r08 on top of r04.
Lars (Sony) provides r09.
Saso (Intel) provides r10.
Saso (Intel) replies to Yang.
Lalith(Samsung) provides r11.
Lalith(Samsung) responds to Lars (Sony)
Lars (Sony) responds to Lalith
Ouyang(Huawei) objects to r08,r09,r10 and r11, propose the n3gpp fans to use 2009087 to work on N3GPP issues.
R12 is proposed with no changes on r07.
Lalith(Samsung) replies to Ouyang(Huawei)
Guillaume (MediaTek) objects to r08, r09, r10, r11
Lalith(Samsung) responds to Guillaume (MediaTek)
Ouyang(Huawei) responses to Lalith(Samsung).
Lalith(Samsung) provides r13
Curt (Charter) provides r14
Saso (Intel) concurs with Curt (Charter)
Lalith(Samsung) provides r15 and r16
Qian Chen (Ericsson) share the same view as Curt () and Saso (Intel)
Ouyang(Huawei) comments on r14, r15 and r16.
Saso (Intel) replies to Ouyang(Huawei).
Lars (Sony) I tend to favour the more simple version r14 by Curt.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Lalith(Samsung) request clarification from Ouyang(Huawei) and Xiaowan(Vivo)
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Lalith (Samsung), and can only live with r00, r05, r07, r12, r14
Xiaowan(vivo) suggests to agree r14
Lalith(Samsung) is ok with r01, r02,r04, r08, r11, r16 and objects to all other revisions(including base version)
Lalith(Samsung) proposes to proceed with r16 if not acceptable to others lets discuss this in CC#2.
Ouyang(Huawei) suggests to go with r14.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) also suggests to go with r14.
Krisztian proposes to go with r16.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) also suggests to go with r14.
Xiaowan(vivo) provide r17
Lalith(Samsung) responds to Xiaowan(vivo) is OK with r17
Saso (Rapporteur) proposes to agree r14 (preferred) or r17
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) share the same view as Saso.
Chunhui(Spreadtrum) is ok to agree r14 or r17. Please Xiaowan(Vivo) add Spreadtrum to the supporting company list.
Jianning (Xiaomi) also propose to agree r14 or r17.
Ulises Olvera (InterDigital Inc.) is also OK with r16 (including r01, r02,r04, r08, r11) or r17, objects to all other revisions as well as original submission.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) is ok with r14 or r17.
Curt (Charter) is fine with r14/preferred or r17.
Alessio(Nokia) can accept only r17.
Lars (Sony) we are ok with r17.
Guillaume (MediaTek) is OK with r14 (preferred) and r17
Xiaowan(vivo) requests to go with r17 in CC#2
Lalith(Samsung) reconfirms OK with r17 but attempting r18
Discussion and conclusion:
S2-2008582r17 was provided for this CC. OPPO commented that new IMEI impacts are introduced which have not been discussed. Intel reported that they had clarified this over e-mail addressing this concern. S2-2008582r17 was approved (to be revised in Chair Notes).
TD S2‑2009010 (P-CR) KI#1-KI#3 conclusion updated on paging filtering. (Source: Xiaomi)
e-mail comments:
Lalith(Samsung) thinks this should be marked as Merged in 8441.
Saso (Rapporteur) agrees that this document should be marked as Merged in 8441. Requests to unapprove 9010 in CC#2
Discussion and conclusion:
Intel suggested instead of approving this, it is merged into TD S2‑2008441. This was merged with TD S2‑2008441.

TD S2‑2008998 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS on additional QoS aspects for Advanced Interactive Services (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated) and:
TD S2‑2008999 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS on slice based QoS handling (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
Discussion and conclusion:
Tencent did not agree to send a LS to SA WG4 on this issue as per-frame QoS is not yet fully discussed. Qualcomm clarified that there may be dependencies on SA WG4 work and therefore a LS should be sent to SA WG4. This was left for further off-line discussion to try to find a way forward.

The remaining items were not handled due to lack of time:
TD S2‑2008962 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Response to LS on AS RAI and optimization of release (Source: VODAFONE Group Plc)
TD S2‑2008770 (CR) 23.501 CR2518: Definition of SNPN access mode (Source: MediaTek Inc.)
TD S2‑2008769 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on SNPN access mode when UE accesses SNPN services via a PLMN (Source: MediaTek Inc.)
TD S2‑2008547 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on AUSF/UDM discovery based on SUCI information (Source: China Mobile)
TD S2‑2008482 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on NSSAA at inter-PLMN mobility (Source: Ericsson)
TD S2‑2008415 (P-CR) KI#9 Sol#66 Solving ENs. (Source: Ericsson)
TD S2‑2008741 (P-CR) Conclusion for key 1 and key 2 for CHF based solution. (Source: China Mobile, China Unicom, NTT DOCOMO, Huawei, ZTE, CATT,)
TD S2‑2008731 (P-CR) KI#1: Updates of Evaluation and conclusion for KI#1. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, China Telecom)
TD S2‑2008732 (P-CR) KI#2: Updates of Evaluation and Interim conclusion for KI#2. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, China Telecom)
TD S2‑2008966 (P-CR) Interim conclusion for N3IWF option for L3 UE-to-Network Relay . (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson, CATT, OPPO)
TD S2‑2008901 (P-CR) KI#5: Evaluation and Conclusion- Direct communication path selection. (Source: Samsung, Huawei, ZTE, ITRI)
TD S2‑2008942 (P-CR) KI#5, Conclusion: Solutions evaluation and conclusion. (Source: LG Electronics, CATT, OPPO, Intel, Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated)
TD S2‑2009033 (P-CR) KI#5: Evaluation and Conclusion- AF influenced direct communication path selection. (Source: Apple, Intel, Samsung, Huawei)
TD S2‑2008574 (P-CR) Merged Architecture modifications. (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
TD S2‑2008609 (P-CR) KI#1: Conclusion update. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
TD S2‑2008539 (P-CR) KI#2 conclusion. (Source: Samsung)
8.	AoB
WID updates are expected to be made after CC#3 taking into account all the approved input contributions.
Any revisions created to ease the flow and progress of CC#3 should be placed in the CC#3 folder in good time before CC#3 to allow for reviewing.

Closed: 19 November 2020, 15.40 UTC = 16.40 CET

