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~ 230 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Alibaba
Apple
AT&T
Avanti
BT
CableLabs
CATT
CBN
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
Cisco
Comcast
Comstock
Convida Wireless
DENSO
Deutsche Telekom
Ericsson
ETRI
FirstNet
Fujitsu
Futurewei
Google
Huawei
IDCC
Infoblox
Intel
InterDigital
IPCom
KDDI
Lenovo
LG Uplus
LGE
MediaTek
Microsoft
MITRE
Motorola Solutions
NEC
Nkom
Nokia
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
Orange
OTD
Peraton Lab
Perspecta Labs
Philips
Qualcomm
Rakuten Mobile
Samsung
Sandvine
Sharp
Siemens AG
Sony
Spirent
Spreadtrum
Telefonica
Telstra
Tencent
Thales
TIM
TMC
T-Mobile USA
UK Home Office
Verizon
Vivo
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.
0	Opening of the Conference Call
The SA WG2 Chair opened the CC and indicated that this CC will handle Rel-17 WID open issues for SoH uploaded at: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_146E_Electronic_2021-08/INBOX/CCs/CC%233_2021-08-23_1300UTC.

1	Rel-17 WID open issues for SoH uploaded at: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_146E_Electronic_2021-08/INBOX/CCs/CC%233_2021-08-23_1300UTC
eNPN-for-CC3_SA2#146e.pptx (Ericsson)
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_146E_Electronic_2021-08/INBOX/CCs/CC%233_2021-08-23_1300UTC#:~:text=eNPN-for-CC3_SA2%23146e.pptx
KI#1: Use of extended UPU dependent on UE capabilities to update CH controlled SNPN selection lists:
-	Alt-1: UE sends UE capabilities in UPU Ack that AMF forwards to UDM
-	As per CR in S2-2105841
-	Alt-2: UE sends UE capabilities for UPU in Registration message (UE 5G MM capability), AMF forwards those UE UPU capabilities to UDM
-	As per CRs in
-	Questions:
-	Do you support Alt-1?
-	Do you support Alt-2?

KI#1:	Whether and how to update CH selection when SUPI type is IMSI
-	Vivo, CR proposes to require different PLMN IDs, Ericsson CR proposes to allow RID
-	No CR proposing to extend NAS with NID of the SUPI
-	Question, when IMSI based SUPI/SUCI is used:
-	Shall separate PLMN IDs be required for the SNPN and CHs (i.e. all CHs that the SNPN can connect to)?
-	Shall it be possible to use Routing Indicator for AUSF/UDM selection?

KI#2:	Guidelines for usage of QoS related exposure capabilities to leverage between underlay network and overlay network
-	ETRI CR used for revisions.
-	Question:
-	Is it ok to refer to non-QoS related exposure services even if not part of exception?
-	Do we need to include guidance on how to use the exposure services for the overlay/underlay scenario or is listing the exposure services enough?

KI#1: GIN encoding (in SIB)
-	RAN2 asked (see S2-2105271) whether GIN is encoded
-	as an SNPN ID (i.e., a PLMN ID plus a NID); or
-	as a NID.
-	Different opinions expressed
-	Proponents for a) argue e.g. that PLMN can make the GIN unique
-	Proponents for b) argue that NID with PEN allows GIN to be unique and avoiding PLMN ID save bits in SIB
-	Questions:
-	Do you support
-	Allow only GIN=SNPN ID
-	Allow only GIN=NID
-	Allow both encodings e.g. PLMN ID+NID when PLMN ID makes GIN unique

Discussion and conclusion:
KI#1: Use of extended UPU dependent on UE capabilities to update CH controlled SNPN selection
MediaTek reported that there were CRs from Samsung and MediaTek for alt-2. Qualcomm commented that these CRs do not address the security issue raised by SA WG3. Huawei asked which paper was referred to for the security issue. Qualcomm 
Do you support Alt-1?
	Yes:	3
	No:	4
Do you support Alt-2?
	Yes:	5
	No:	4
Ericsson commented that it appears that we would need to await SA WG3 to finish their work before any conclusion can be reached in SA WG2. MediaTek agreed that more feedback from SA WG3 should be sought asking for their views on the proposed alternatives. The SA WG2 Chair commented that an exception is not really possible for this and it would need to be handled as an alignment with SA WG3. Ericsson suggested this issue is raised in the SA WG2 report to TSG SA. AT&T commented that TSG SA had said that no further exceptions can be expected to be approved on the Rel-17 stage 2 work. The SA WG2 Chair clarified that exceptions are not extended, but would require another exception request to be requested and TSG SA had indicated that approval of further exception requests most likely would not be granted. Ericsson commented that for work dependent on other WGs can be handled in the normal way as alignment and should be reported as an issue to TSG SA. The SA WG2 Chair replied that this should be reported as solved from the SA WG2 perspective. Ericsson agreed with Qualcomm that an LS should then be created to inform CT WG1 and SA WG3 of this. Nokia preferred the proposal of Ericsson to report this as an open issue to TSG SA, rather than indicating that this is no longer an SA WG2 issue, as there will be impacts in SA WG2 on the chosen Alternative. Way forward: Send an LS that SA WG2 could not conclude and has 2 alternatives. SA WG2 will move forward based on SA WG3 feedback. Qualcomm commented that any LS can indicate that this is not solved in SA WG2, but this would not prevent CT WG1 from solving the protocol issue. Ericsson agreed with Qualcomm. The LS in S2-2105821 will be used as a basis for developing the outgoing LS. 
Way forward: SA WG2 will send an LS to CT WG1 and SA WG3 indicating that SA WG2 could not conclude and has 2 alternatives. SA WG2 will move forward based on feedback.

KI#1:	Whether and how to update CH selection when SUPI type is IMSI
Vivo asked for a clarification that this should be CHs PLMN. It was clarified that PLMN IDs should be as per S2-2105592 and for Routing Indicator, as per S2-2105797. Intel asked whether there had been a change in support for the options at the previous meeting. Ericsson replied that there had been strong objections to changing the protocols. Nokia commented that the Routing Indicator is provided in clear with the SUCI and did not understand why using the Routing indicator is an issue and that the Routing Indicator would need to be unique and therefore centrally managed which could bring backward compatibility issues. Ericsson replied that the routing Indicator is unique within the same PLMN (ID), in case of problems, either a new RI will be used or an extension can be used (not shown in the table). 
Qualcomm commented that there appeared to be questions on whether the proposals are already covered and it is not useful to take a show of hands at this time.
It was decided to allow more discussion on this and will review if necessary at a future CC.

KI#2:	Guidelines for usage of QoS related exposure capabilities to leverage between underlay network and overlay network

Nokia commented that this should be further discussed to try to resolve this rather than holding a show of hands. Intel commented that this should be handled in the normal way via discussion to determine whether there is support for it.
It was decided not to hold a show of hands at this time.

KI#1: GIN encoding (in SIB)

Vivo asked how Option 2 is feasible. Ericsson replied that there is no need for GIN uniqueness and authentication failure should result in another attempt. The credential holder authority will hold a list and this will indicate whether it is unique or not and dependency on PLMN ID. Qualcomm commented that this should not be a uniqueness question, but rather that GINs can be assigned under a PLMN ID to handle networks which share the same MNI. Huawei asked how this will work for distinguishing GINs from different PLMNs. Qualcomm replied that this is usually handled in RAN WG2. 
Questions:
Do you support:
1	Allow only GIN=SNPN ID
	Support:	5
	Against:	1
2	Allow only GIN=NID
	Support:	3
	Against:	4
3	Allow both encodings e.g. PLMN ID+NID when PLMN ID makes GIN unique
	Support:	3
	Against:	3

Ericsson indicated they could accept option 1, although it adds unnecessary encoding. Qualcomm suggested sending an LS before agreeing on an option. AT&T asked why we do not move forward if there is no objection to an option. Nokia agreed that moving forward would be best.
Way forward: It was agreed to move forward with option 1 (Allow only GIN=SNPN ID). An LS should be developed using the existing LS in S2-2105826 as a basis.


SoH on Inter system mobility with EPS for public safety.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_146E_Electronic_2021-08/INBOX/CCs/CC%233_2021-08-23_1300UTC/SoH%20on%20Inter%20system%20mobility%20with%20EPS%20for%20public%20safety%20r02.pptx
Question for SoH Inter system mobility with EPS for public safety
-	Inter system mobility addresses minimizing services interruption upon mobility between NR/5GC and E-UTRAN/EPC.
-	Solutions for Interworking mobility can be categorized into two groups :
-	Alt #1: Transport level interworking
-	S2-2106363r01 (ZTE), and S2-2106364r01 (ZTE).
-	Alt #2: Service level interworking
-	S2-2106488 (Qualcomm), and S2-2106487 (Qualcomm).
-	Both Alt #1 and Alt #2 were adopted in the conclusion of the study, and Inter system mobility is one of the contentious issues of the normative work.
-	Based on the summary above, Rapporteur's proposal is to consider the following question for SoH in SA2#146E CC#3:
-	Question #1.1: Should normative work for the Transport level interworking proceed based on the principles in S2-2106363r01, S2-2106364r01
-	Question #1.2: Should normative work for the Service level interworking proceed based on the principles in S2-2106488 and S2-2106487

Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei asked whether a working assumption will be taken as suggested in the original slides. Qualcomm clarified that this is referring to the description text which was removed as some companies did not agree to include it, but the questions have not changed. Huawei added that originally it was expected to check with operators whether they will be interested to deploy this in commercial networks. The operators should be involved in the discussions. Nokia commented that there are some operators co-signing alternative 2. ZTE commented that Alterative 2 requires specific deployment and that Huawei were checking whether Operators would make such deployments. Qualcomm disagreed with these comments as operators have been involved in the discussions for a number of meetings now. Motorola Solutions commented that there should be no further lobbying for solutions and the show of hands should be held.
Questions:
Solutions for Interworking mobility can be categorized into two groups :
-	Alt #1: Transport level interworking
-	S2-2106363r01 (ZTE), and S2-2106364r01 (ZTE).
	Yes;	6
	No:	10
-	Alt #2: Service level interworking
-	S2-2106488 (Qualcomm), and S2-2106487 (Qualcomm).
	Yes;	11
	No:	4

Alterative #2 had more support and less resistance. Huawei suggested that allowing both should be considered in case operators cannot deploy for Alternative 2. ZTE agreed that allowing both would allow operators to choose their preferred deployment. Qualcomm commented that the support of both options would need the exchange of capability and negotiation mechanisms. Motorola Solutions was not in favour of alternative 1 and did not support both alternatives. It was decided to hold a show of hands on this.
Question:
-	Support for both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2:
	Yes;	5
	No:	7

Way Forward: It was decided to focus on CRs related to Alternative 2 (S2-2106488 and S2-2106487). Companies can indicate any issues during discussions of the CRs.

2	Allocation of new TDs

Huawei asked for a new LS to CT WG4 related to S2-2106469. This was allocated to S2-2106700.
S2-2106700 LS OUT [DRAFT] LS on 5MBS outstanding issues (Source: Huawei)

Nokia asked for an LS to SA WG5 on Policy Rules for MBS Charging (LS on UP management in PSA-UPF). Ericsson and Huawei did not think an LS is required for this.

3	AoB
Ericsson asked for clarification of Rel-18 WID and SID handling as some revisions are being provided and some draft updates are provided and it is difficult to track the updates. Qualcomm commented that the majority of e-mails use the comments tags but the large range of comments will make it difficult to determine which revisions can be moved forward for final agreement. The SA WG2 chair clarified that comments on all revisions available by the revisions deadline will be reviewed and particular revisions selected for asking whether they can be agreed. Qualcomm clarified that many e-mails do not show the detailed comments within the tags. It was clarified that no document will be noted due to lack of comments (unless withdrawn or similar by their authors). Nokia asked to clarify the comments deadlines for each revision. This will be handled in the normal way and any unresolved documents can be handled at a Conference Call. The SA WG2 Chair clarified that the additional line in deadlines for WID/SID were to allow the consideration of late revisions for these, similar as for LS OUT. Such late proposals should be placed in the appropriate CC folder for easier identification. AT&T asked if there are additional deadline for allowing merger of proposal, to try to avoid objections to conflicting items due to lack of time and asked whether explicit objections are required in the comment tags. The SA WG2 Chair replied that SA WG2 are not dictating the Rel-18 content as this will be done by TSG SA, but only providing agreed work proposals. Objections should be provided explicitly within the comments tags so that they can be identified by the convenors. Huawei commented that there is good progress on Rel-17 with few issues remaining and it is hoped that Rel-18 WIDs/SIDs will be in good format for working on in an upcoming meeting.
Nokia asked that comments on SIDs/WIDs can clearly indicate which objectives can be accepted and which are rejected, to facilitate any revisions to be created by the authors. Ericsson suggested if there are no Rel-17 contentious issues left then Rel-18 can be discussed in CC#4 (Thursday).
The SA WG2 Chair suggested that an additional Conference Call could be held for discussion of issues on Wednesday 25 August. Ericsson and Qualcomm did not think an additional CC on Wednesday would be very useful. The SA WG2 Chair proposed that items would be selected which require merging or that require some feedback. Nokia commented that if the Thursday CC#4 does not allow too many documents to be included, then an additional CC would not be needed. It was decided not to arrange an additional Conference Call.
The SA WG2 chair commented that there will be stricter criteria for including contentious Rel-17 CRs going into CC#4, to avoid using too much time for CRs which have been discussed extensively and not agreed during the meeting.
China Telecom asked how to handle conflicting or overlapping SIDs. It was clarified that they should either be merged or the objectives separated by the authors, as conflicting SIDs should not be agreed.
AT&T commented that the number of TUs should be provided with realistic expectations of the work to avoid 'hiding' the workload in low TU estimates given the handling of inputs at the e-meetings compared to physical meetings. The SA WG2 Chair agreed that this information needs to be analysed and will propose a Work Planning Conference Call after the TSG SA Plenary, where also a potential 'Quota' system, as used in RAN WG2 and RAN WG3 for inputs to meetings will be discussed.
Nokia asked whether SID Objectives can be numbered to allow easier identification of which items are acceptable or not which can also be helpful for prioritization exercises. This was considered a useful method. Huawei suggested that Objectives are not renumbered if some are removed. Nokia asked whether there should then be a TU estimate per objective. Such granularity would be helpful for planning, but is not a requirement.

Closed: 23 August 2021, 15.00 UTC
The SA WG2 Chair thanked delegates for attending this call. He then closed the call.

