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Abstract: This contribution proposes evaluation and conclusion for keeping EC traffic on 5GS. 
1. Proposal
It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TR 23.700-48.
* * * * First change * * * *

7
Overall Evaluation

Editor's note:
This clause will provide evaluation of different solutions.
7.X
Evaluation on Solutions for keeping EC traffic on 5GS
For KI#6, it describes the situation that the EC traffic should be kept on 5GS and not switched to other access, for example, the non-integrated WiFi. 

Although some of the solutions design the mechanism to indicate UE that the EC traffic should be kept on 5GS, it is still unclear whether and how this KI#6 brings benefits. 

Firstly, non-integrated WiFi is not discussed or studied in 3GPP scope.

In 3GPP scope, there is no such definition of non-integrated WiFi. And also, according to the section 4.2.8 of TS 23.501[x], all of the non-3GPP access (including WLAN or WiFi) discussed in 3GPP supports connectivity of UE to 5GS. 

The 5G Core Network supports connectivity of UEs via non-3GPP access networks, e.g. WLAN access networks.
So, what KI#6 describes and some of the solutions (for example, Sol#44 and etc) design here is to enforce UE not switch the EC traffic to non-integrated WiFi. But, we don’t have any design or mechanism related to non-3GPP access that not connect to 5GS. 

So, all of these solutions are not in the scope of 3GPP, and UE can’t have such design to keep traffic not to non-3GPP, for example, non-integrated WiFi.

Secondly, components in URSP rules are also discussed in 3GPP scope that UE connects to 5GS via non-3GPP Access. URSP rules doesn’t discuss or study the non-integrated WiFi situation. 
As indicated in the clause 6.6.2 of TS 23.503[x], it discusses the non-3GPP access or Non-Seamless Offload indication. Both of these RSCs, describes the UE behaviour to access 5GS via non-3GPP, not UE behaviour to access another network, for example, the wireline network. Also, the access type preference indicates that the PDU session should be established on which access type. And this access type is also accessed to 5GS. 

-
Access Type Preference: If the UE needs to establish a PDU Session when the rule is applied, this indicates the Access Type (3GPP or non-3GPP or multi-access) on which the PDU Session should be established. The type "Multi-Access" indicates that the PDU Session should be established as a MA PDU Session, using both 3GPP access and non-3GPP access.

For Non-Seamless Offload indication, it also describes the situation of UE connect to WLAN and UE connectivity to 5GS via WLAN. 
If the selected Route Selection Descriptor contains a Non-Seamless Offload indication and the UE has established a connection to a WLAN access, the UE routes the traffic matching the Traffic descriptor of the URSP rule via the WLAN access outside of a PDU Session.

So, some of the solutions design to add RSC in URSP rules to keep the EC traffic not to non-5GS network is not in the scope of 3GPP. Because, only the UE behaviour of choosing non-3GPP access to 5GS is in the 3GPP scope. If it designs to avoid UE not switch to non-integrated WiFi network, it is UE implementation. 

Thirdly, what the benefits that to keep the EC traffic stay on 5GS is not clear. 
In KI#6, that the scenario is when the UE connects to another network, the optimal EAS may change and the route from UE to EAS is not the shortest. So, even when user enter the home or office, the EC traffic can’t be switch to WiFi and still stay on the 5GS. 

But, there are some of the situations that enforce the EC traffic to stay on 5GS are not right, and stay on 5GS doesn’t bring any benefits: 

-
#1: There is no performance comparation between 5GS and non-integrated WiFi. As an example, at some of the location, for example, at home, at tall building or country, the 5GS coverage may not be good enough to provide better QoS performance for edge service. So, why we still enforce the UE to not select a better access for better service experience? If the 5GS at UE location has worse throughput of UL/DL traffic or high time delay, why not to switch the traffic to better WiFi (certainly, in tall building, the WiFi has better signal power and coverage) ?
-
#2: When UE access to non-integrated WiFi, the MNO may also deploy the EAS in wireline access network. As everybody knows, that the application server can also be deployed at the edge of wireline access network. So, even UE switches the traffic to WiFi, the DNS procedure can also provide an EAS IP address in wireline access network to UE, and accomplishes the EAS relocation. So, there is no need to keep the traffic always on 5GS, because in wireline network there still has the deployment of EAS. 
-
#3: Keep the traffic on 5GS has the conflict of user preference. Due to the traffic on 5GS may cost more fee to user, so the users want save the money and choose to use WiFi for substitute. But the solutions in KI#6, they enforce the UE to stay on 5GS with no any user agreement or user choices. If there is no user agreement or permission, and directly to enforce the traffic on 5GS, the user will complain about MNO and terminal companies. At last, the users will change the SIM card to another MNO and change the terminal. Maybe the user at last, will switch the 5GS and not use 5G. This has very negative effects to marketing. Users has the choice to use any access mode.
-
#4: How to deal with the situation of handover from 5GS to EPS is also not clear. Due to the UE may has the situation to handover from 5GS to EPS, if we have the design to keep the traffic on 5GS and not to 4G, it means the EPS handover may failure. So, what the design in all of the solutions didn’t solve the problem that how to deal with the conflict when UE handover to another 3GPP access, for example, 3G or 4G. 
So, as indicated above, there still has no many problems unsolved and the benefits unclear. It is not mature to directly send the KI#6 to conclusion part. 
* * * * End of changes * * * *

* * * * Second change * * * *

8
Conclusion
Editor's note:
This clause will provide evaluation of different solutions.
It is not recommended to conclude the KI#6 and any of the solutions in KI#6 are not recommended into normative. The scenario in KI#6 is up to UE implementation. 

The reasons for KI#6 not recommended into normative are listed below: 
#1: Firstly, non-integrated WiFi is out of 3GPP scope.
What KI#6 describes and some of the solutions (for example, Sol#44 and etc) design here is to enforce UE not switch the EC traffic to non-integrated WiFi. But, we don’t have any design or mechanism related to non-3GPP access that not connect to 5GS. 

So, all of these solutions are not in the scope of 3GPP, and UE can’t have such design to keep traffic not to non-3GPP, for example, non-integrated WiFi.

#2: Secondly, components in URSP rules are also discussed in 3GPP scope that UE connects to 5GS via non-3GPP Access. URSP rules doesn’t discuss or study the non-integrated WiFi situation. 
So, some of the solutions design to add RSC in URSP rules to keep the EC traffic not to non-5GS network is not in the scope of 3GPP. Because, only the UE behaviour of choosing non-3GPP access to 5GS is in the 3GPP scope. If it designs to avoid UE not switch to non-integrated WiFi network, it is UE implementation. 

#3: It has strong concern that the solution in KI#6 is conflicted with user consent and privacy. And no guarantee that the solution in KI#6 will not be abused. abused

User always set the preference in cell phone, the scenario addressed in KI#6 is more likely depending on user’s setting. We believe user’s preference get prioritized than 5GC’s indication in this scenario. Moreover, it is unsure how to avoid the solution in KI#6 to be used in the other scenarios than what KI#6 addressed.

#4: Thirdly, what the benefits that to keep the EC traffic stay on 5GS is not clear. 

a) There is no performance comparation between 5GS and non-integrated WiFi. So stay on 5GS has no performance enhancement. 
b) When UE access to non-integrated WiFi, the MNO may also deploy the EAS in wireline access network. No need to stay on EAS that accessed by cellular network. 
c) Keep the traffic on 5GS has the conflict of user preference. It is not rational to enforce the UE to stay on 5GS with no any user agreement or user choices. If there is no user agreement or permission, and directly to enforce the traffic on 5GS, the user will complain about MNO and terminal companies. At last, the users will change the SIM card to another MNO and change the terminal. Maybe the user at last, will switch the 5GS and not use 5G. This has very negative effects to marketing. Users has the choice to use any access mode. 
d) How to deal with the situation of handover from 5GS to EPS is also not clear. Such indication to enforce the traffic stay on 5GS may have conflict or influence to the normal 5GS EPS handover. 
* * * * End of changes * * * *[image: image1.png]
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