Notes of SA2#143E_CC#3
Version 1

Opened: 04 March 2021, 13.30 UTC = 14.30 CET

~ 175 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Alibaba
Apple
AT&T
Avanti
Broadcom
BT
CATT
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
China Unicom
Cisco
Comcast
Convida Wireless
Deutsche Telekom
Ericsson
ETRI
EUTELSAT
FirstNet
Fraunhofer
Futurewei
Google
Huawei
Hughes
Intel
InterDigital Inc.
IPLOOK
KDDI
KPN
Kyocera
Lenovo
LGE
LG Uplus
Lockheed Martin
Matrixx
MediaTek
Mitsubishi
NEC
Nokia
NTIA
NTT DOCOMO
Openet
OPPO
Orange
OTD
Perspecta Labs
Qualcomm
Rogers
Sandvine
Samsung
SES S.A.
Siemens AG
Sony
Spirent
Spreadtrum
Telefonica
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	Opening of the Conference Call
The SA WG2 Chair opened the CC, which will cover:
-	Any Rel-17 SID open issues for SoH [Please upload the question/issue in CC#3 folder].
-	Any Rel-17 WID issue [Please upload the question/issue in CC#3 folder]
-	Allocation of new TDs
-	AoB

2	Any Rel-17 SID open issues for SoH [Please upload the question/issue in CC#3 folder]
S2-2100xxx_eNPN-issues-for-CC_r01.docx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_143e_Electronic/INBOX/CCs/SA2%23143E_CC%233/S2-2100xxx_eNPN-issues-for-CC_r01.docx
Discussion and conclusion:
KI#2-Q1:	Continuity for single radio UE using N3IWF
PROPOSAL 1: Agree that no TR changes are required
The proposed way forward is to no TR changes are required and the CRs should be further progressed and an informative annex can be added to the TS. Huawei suggested this can be addressed using an existing pCR to the TR.
This Proposal was endorsed.

KI#2-Q2:	Network trigger for UE to register to N3IWF
PROPOSAL 2: Do not progress such network trigger
There were no issues raised with this and this Proposal was endorsed.

KI#3-Q1:	Support for IMS deployment scenarios - with IMS in Separate Entity
PROPOSAL 3: Agree on one of the options in S2-2100362 as basis for the conclusion of the TR i.e. either:
Option A) It is recommended for normative work to support the scenario when the separate entity (or Home SP) supports IMS
Option B) The scenario when the separate entity owning credentials per KI#1 supports IMS is supported without any need for normative work.
Huawei commented that the questions should be supported by specific contributions, to allow an understanding of the issues. Intel asked whether the Option A is about home routed PDU session. Qualcomm asked for clarification of the 'separate entity' whether it is related to the subscription. Deutsche Telekom suggested it may be enough to add this to an informative annex, or to do nothing. Ericsson commented that there is no normative impact of this, we only need to document the option. This was left for further off-line discussion and will be proposed at CC#4.

KI#3-Q2:	Support for IMS deployment scenarios - separate IMS and access provider
PROPOSAL 4: agree TR conclusion in S2-2100183 i.e. along the lines:
Support scenario with IMS network providing services to a UE connected in an SNPN having an interconnection with the IMS network e.g. documented in an informative Annex in TS 23.228.
It was clarified that S2-2100183 captures the agreement and the text is under discussion in S2-2100185 (a pCR to show how this would appear in the TS). Deutsche Telekom commented that the documentation of this is still under discussion. Ericsson clarified that the request is to agree to supporting the scenario.
The proposal was reformed as follows:
Support scenario with UE having 2 subscriptions - one with IMS and another for the SNPN.
S2-2100185: Draft CR to add informative Annex.
This Proposal was endorsed. Details of the text in S2-2100185 should be further discussed.

Terminology:
Term-1: Separate Entity - options:
A	Credential Holder (CH)
B	SNPN Credentials Holder (SCH)
C	Separate Entity (SE)

Question; Do we want to use A, B or C?
Proposal: Use "A" i.e. Credential Holder (CH)"
This Proposal was endorsed.

Term-2: The SNPN (supporting Separate Entity) providing the access network to the UE:
A	SNPN (use SNPN for all cases…)
B	Serving SNPN: The SNPN that provides the user with access to the services of Separate Entity*
C	Visited SNPN (VSNPN): This is an SNPN different from the SNPN or PLMN of Separate Entity*

* Name dependent on previous decision
NOTE:	B and C is intended for different cases i.e. both may be useful
Question; Do we want to use A, B, C or allow B and C?
Intel commented that there were issues over home routed sessions, but these options do not include home routed SNPN and should be acceptable. MediaTek commented that they prefer A only. Qualcomm clarified that the Limited service state uses the VPLMN, not the HPLMN. Orange commented that this should be defined to take emergency call requirements into account. This was left for further off-line discussion.

Term-3: Onboarding Network
A	Onboarding Network (ON) and O-SNPN
B	ONboarding Network (ONN) and ON-SNPN

Question; Do we want to use A or B?
The terminology should be chosen and aligned throughout the documentation. ONN appeared acceptable.

Term-4: Definition of Underlay and Overlay networks
A	Keep usage of Underlay/overlay networks only within 23.501 annex
B	Do a proper definition and allow broader usage

Question; Do we want A or B?
Nokia asked for clarification of Option B. Ericsson clarified that as well as the annexes, a clear definition is added in the TS. Option B is therefore an additional clarification on top of the Annex. Option A is already included in CRs to this meeting, so it needs to be determined whether Option B is wanted. In order to agree to B, we would need the definitions documented, so this should be subject to contributions. This was left for further off-line discussion.

SA2#143E-FS_5G_ProSe_questions_v1.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_143e_Electronic/INBOX/CCs/SA2%23143E_CC%233/SA2%23143E-FS_5G_ProSe_questions_v1.pptx
Discussion and conclusion:
For KI#3 UE-to-Network Relay, the open issues are resolved and the study will be closed at this meeting.
Regarding on the formulation of conclusion, there are different proposals and are not converged during discussion:
	Option#1: SA WG2 recommends support of Layer-3 UE-to-Network Relay and Layer-2 UE-to-Network Relay are feasible for UEs and the network, and can be specified independent of each other (S2-2100925).
	Option#2: SA WG2 recommends both L2 and L3 UE-to-Network Relay solutions proceed into normative work (S2-2101023)

The following questions for show of hands would be used for establishing working assumption
Question 1: Shall we adopt option#1 for KI#3 conclusion?
Question 2: Shall we adopt option#2 for KI#3 conclusion?
Discussion and conclusion:
MediaTek commented that they have objections to the related documents and did not think these questions were appropriate. Ericsson agreed as they also have objections to the documents and do not think further clarification in the TR is needed and the decision should be taken elsewhere (e.g. in TSG SA / TSG RAN). Samsung indicated they had the same position as Ericsson and that the question for option 1 was not clear. Sony agreed that the questions are not well formulated and should be handled by TSG. Nokia object to holding a show of hands as this should be handled by the TSGs.

SA2#143E-FS_5MBS WF proposals v4.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_143e_Electronic/INBOX/CCs/SA2%23143E_CC%233/SA2%23143E-FS_5MBS%20WF%20proposals%20v4.pptx

Discussion and conclusion:
Roaming, ETSUN and National content delivery: Nokia commented that National content delivery needs to be addressed, so should be removed from this topic.
MBS traffic over N6/N9: Samsung suggested the text: It needs to be verified in the normative phase whether in addition to N9-like, an N6-like interface could optionally be supported between PSA and MBSTF when MBSTF is deployed. Juniper asked for clarification on the support of N6. The proposal was modified to 'Support MS traffic using GTP based, N9-like interface between MB-UPF and PSA-UPF'. It was noted that N6 needs to be discussed separately. Juniper commented that they have not received any feedback to their questions posted at the email discussion.
Establish/Update the associated PDU session: Nokia commented that this issue is not currently agreed and is still open. Huawei asked for an agreement at this CC. Ericsson asked whether this was a Unicast QoS flow, which would need to be sent to the UE.
The table was modified and handled as below.
	Topic
	WF Proposal
	CC#3 Decision

	UP Join
	Remove UP join alternative in Conclusion.
	Endorsed

	MB-SMF discovery
	NRF based mechanism is selected as the basis.
It needs to be verified in the normative phase whether the NRF is suitable to store dynamically changing multicast session IDs and possible area session IDs associated with the multicast session IDs.
	Endorsed

	Roaming, ETSUN
	Will not be addressed in R17.
	Endorsed

	MBS traffic over N6/N9
	Support MS traffic using GTP based, N9-like interface between MB-UPF and PSA-UPF
	Endorsed
N6 needs to be discussed separately

	Establish/Update the associated PDU session
	When UE joins MBS, associated PDU session is updated with the associated QoS flow info.
	Endorsed

	UE notifies 5GC via NAS signalling
	UE always notify 5GC via NAS signalling regardless of the RRC state when UE joins or leaves.
	Endorsed

	NG-RAN notify session activation to UEs
	Confirm beneficial of group level session activation notification to RRC Idle UEs for 5MBS-capable RAN.
SA2 normative work will be pending RAN2 confirmation and conclusion.
	Endorsed



SA2#143E eNS_Ph2 for CC#3 r01.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_143e_Electronic/INBOX/CCs/SA2%23143E_CC%233/SA2%23143E%20eNS_Ph2%20for%20CC%233%20r01.pptx
Proposed show of hands for:
KI#1 Support of network slice related quota on the maximum number of UEs
KI#6 Constraints on simultaneous use of the network slice
Discussion and conclusion:
KI#1 Support of network slice related quota on the maximum number of UEs
The question for SoH:
	On KI#1 should NSAC interaction between AMF and NSACF be supported for normative work?
	On KI#1 should NSAC interaction between PCF and NSACF be supported for normative work?

Huawei commented that the AMF/NSACF option has multiple solutions and did not see how the SoH can be held if it is not clear which solution is being considered. It was clarified to use solution in S2-2100974/S2-2100975 as basis. NEC did not think that the AMF/NSACF topic is not solution-specific and therefore is not a valid issue. The SA WG2 Chair commented that companies that don't like option 1 / 2 can vote No in the SoH and / or sustain their objections to the proposals.
On KI#1 should NSAC interaction between AMF and NSACF be supported for normative work? (Using S2-2100974/S2-2100975 as a basis)
Yes:							16
No (will sustain objections):	1
On KI#1 should NSAC interaction between PCF and NSACF be supported for normative work?
Yes:							2
Way forward: Progress with Option 1, try to resolve the concerns of companies who have objections to this.
KI#6 Constraints on simultaneous use of the network slice
Question 1: Nokia commented that there has been continuous work on this to meet the GSMA specifications and to add clarification, but now there are objections being raised on the way forward agreed by the GSMA (use a subscription approach), so dd not think we should change solutions to go against this. Huawei replied that the GSMA specifications are not finalized yet and thee is no time in the study to add solution 41, so proposed we conclude the work that can be done and review again when the GSMA work is complete. Ericsson commented that there was no agreement on the question which appeared recently. ZTE asked whether this could be asked removing 'existing' and 'additional' from the question. AT&T asked which Release this is related to. This should indicate Rel-17. Nokia commented that the GSMA requirements are very clear and need not be debated. NEC agreed with Nokia that this is done via subscription. Huawei commented that even if this is done per-UE, an SLA will be needed so this cannot be done solely using subscription. Nokia commented that roaming agreements are possible for everything and the operator can add necessary constraints via OAM. These questions need to be re-formulated and may be handled in CC#4. It was suggested to have a question such as 'Can we agree CR XXXX'. 

3	Any Rel-17 WID issue [Please upload the question/issue in CC#3 folder]
(None)

4	Allocation of new TDs
TDs can be allocated for WI STATUS REPORTS for SIDs and WIDs. Any further documents needed should be requested from the MCC Secretary.
China Telecom asked for a number for an outgoing LS to CT WG1 related to the CR in S2-2100554. Nokia commented that this was requested in CC#2 and there was no agreement to send an LS on this and proposed companies who have issues with CT WG1 work should contribute to CT WG1 directly.
The following documents were allocated from requests received off-line:
	AI
	TD#
	TYPE
	For
	Title
	Source
	WI

	9.2
	S2-2101802
	WI STATUS REPORT
	Information
	Status report for eATSSS_Ph2
	Motorola (Rapporteur)
	eATSSS_Ph2

	9.2
	S2-2101803
	WI STATUS REPORT
	Information
	FS_eV2XARC_Ph2 status report (Revision of S2-2100399)
	LG Electronics
	FS_eV2XARC_Ph2

	9.2
	S2-2101804
	WI STATUS REPORT
	Information
	FS_MUSIM and MUSIM Status Report
	Intel (Rapporteur)
	FS_MUSIM, MUSIM

	9.2
	S2-2101805
	WI STATUS REPORT
	Information
	5G_AIS Status Report
	Tencent (Rapporteur)
	5G_AIS

	9.1
	S2-2101806
	TS OR TR COVER
	Approval
	Cover sheet for TS 23.304 (to TSG SA for information)
	OPPO (Rapporteur)
	5G_ProSe

	9.2
	S2-2101807
	WI STATUS REPORT
	Information
	Status report for FS_ATSSS_Ph2 (Revision of S2-2100511)
	ZTE
	FS_ATSSS_Ph2

	9.2
	S2-2101808
	WI STATUS REPORT
	Information
	Status report for FS_eNS_Ph2 (Revision of S2-2100512)
	ZTE
	FS_eNS_Ph2

	9.2
	S2-2101809
	WI STATUS REPORT
	Information
	Status report for ID_UAS
	Qualcomm (Rapporteur)
	ID_UAS

	9.2
	S2-2101810
	WI STATUS REPORT
	Information
	Status report for MPS2
	Perspecta Labs (Rapporteur)
	MPS2



5	AoB
TD S2‑2100311 (CR) Correcting preventing of home routing due to 'any PLMN' requirement (BlackBerry UK Ltd., Rogers Wireless)
Revision of (noted) TD S2‑2004947 from S2#140E. For CC#2. Moved to 4.3
e-mail discussion:
DongYeon (Samsung) provides comment.
Laurent (Nokia): Comments ; when we discussed this topic at previous meetings, it was for R17
John-Luc (BlackBerry): Response. Concern was raised in CT1 and a preference for Rel-16 was indicated.
Laurent (Nokia): is there a LS from CT1 to ask for R16 ?
John-Luc (BlackBerry): The original LS from CT1 was already for Rel-16.
DongYeon (Samsung) comments.
John-Luc (BlackBerry) proposes to revise the CR into a Rel-17 CR.
John-Luc (BlackBerry): rev in S2-2100311r01.
Stefan (Ericsson) asks Andy for guidance on TEI17
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X Revisions Deadline ====
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X Final Deadline ====
=== CC#2: Moved to new AI 4.3 ===

Discussion and conclusion:
S2-2100311r02 is proposed as a Rel-17 CR to 23.501.
An exception was granted at CC#2 for this Rel-17 CR, pending discussion and acceptance of the CR.

The group was reminded that the revisions deadline is Friday 5 March 2021, 17.00 UTC.

Closed: 04 March 2021, 15.30 UTC = 16.30 CET

