Notes of SA2#153E_CC#2
Version 1


Opened: 13 October 2022, 13.00 UTC

~ 275 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Apple
AT&T
Avanti
Broadcom
BT
CableLabs
CATT
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
China Unicom
CMCC
Deusche Telekom
DISH
Ericsson
ETRI
F5
Fenqin
FirstNet
Fujitsu
Futurewei
Google
HPE
Huawei
Huazhang
Intel
InterDigital
KDDI
KPN
Lenovo
LG Uplus
LGE
LMCO
MATRIXX Software
MediaTek
Meta
MSFT
NAMAN
NEC
NICT
Nokia
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
Oracle
Orange
OTD
Ouerdia
Peraton Labs
Philips
Qualcomm
Rakuten Mobile
Samsung
Sandvine
Sony
Telecom Italia
Telefonica
Tencent
Thales
T-Mobile USA
Toyota
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 indicated that this CC will primarily handle issues needing a show of hands and uploaded into https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC.
CC#2 may be extended by 30 mins (i.e. until 15.30 UTC), if necessary.

1	Check-in Reminder
Delegates were reminded that they need to check-in to the main meeting (on-line, using the Token received via e-mail after registering for this e-meeting) in order to maintain Voting rights for this meeting. Note that attendance of a Conference Call does not get recorded as 'meeting attendance'.

2	Issues for SoH in CC#2 folder (pre-Rel-18 issues will be prioritized)
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC
NOTE:	Please upload all SOH questions at least 30 mins before the start of CC#2.

Pending NSSAI and NSSRG for CC#2 v3.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/Pending%20NSSAI%20and%20NSSRG%20for%20CC%232%20v3.pptx
Option 1:
-	9004r02 + 9037r03(LS OUT) (source company: NEC, Ericsson, Huawei, ZTE)
-	If the UE has stored pending NSSAI and the UE is still interested in the Pending NSSAI then all the S-NSSAIs in the requested NSSAI and the Pending S-NSSAI shall share a common NSSRG
-	If the UE is not still interested in the Pending NSSAI any more, it can be considered as rare case and leave it to CT1.
Option 2:
-	9201/9202+9037r02(LS OUT) (Source company : Nokia)
-	The UE can include S-NSSAIs in the Requested NSSAI which share a different NSSRG information with S-NSSAIs in the Pending NSSAI.
-	New Pending NSSAI IE with empty value is added in the UCU message to remove the S-NSSAI from the pending NSSAI if the it is not compatible with Allowed NSSAI.
Question on SoH
-	Can we proceed with option 1
-	Can we proceed with option 2

Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia suggested using Pending NSSAI and NSSRG for CC#2 v4 (only one acceptable by nokia).pptx as they considered v3 technically incorrect in the description of Option 2 and is not acceptable for a Show of Hands. The SA WG2 Chair asked whether this was likely to make any difference on the Show of Hands. NEC commented that this has been under discussion for some time and a decision needs to be made on this. Ericsson did not accept the Nokia update as it derogates Option 1. The SOH Questions were asked, allowing people to consider both descriptions of the Options.
Questions for SoH
Can we proceed with option 1: (S2-2209004r02)
	Yes:		11
	No:		1 (Nokia)
Can we proceed with option 2 (S2-2209201 / S2-2209202)
	Yes:		2
	No:		1 (NEC)
Nokia commented that Option 1 introduces a blocking factor for introducing new services. NEC Disagreed that there was a blocking factor with Option 1. Ericsson suggested continuing with Option 1 and if there is a need to changes services and slices then this can be discussed in the future.
Way forward: It was decided to continue discussions using S2-2209004r02 as a basis.

S2-220xxxx_CC#2_SoH_questions_KI#2&3_FS_eUEPO_SA2#153e v4.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/S2-220xxxx_CC%232_SoH_questions_KI%232%263_FS_eUEPO_SA2%23153e%20v4.pptx
SoH for KI#2 (5GC awareness of URSP enforcement)
UE assistance or not:
-	Option A: UE reports unsupported TD types to network when URSP rule is provisioned (S2-2208346r15)
-	Option B: UE reports URSP rule (identified by Application Descriptor) to network at PDU session establishment/modification (S2-2208346r11)
-	Option A+B: Documented in S2-2208346r14
-	Option C: UE doesn't report assistance information to network (S2-2208346r13)
	Q1: Can we proceed with Option A (S2-2208346r15) for normative work?
	Q2: Can we proceed with Option B ( S2-2208346r11) for normative work?
	Q3: Can we proceed with Option A+B ( S2-2208346r14) for normative work?
	Q4: Can we proceed with Option C ( S2-2208346r13) for normative work?

SoH for KI#3 (Provision consistent URSP to UE across 5GS and EPS)
Sol#17 proposes the UE indicates support for "EPS applicability" parameter in RSD component to PCF, then the PCF may generate URSP rules including the "EPS applicability" for one or more RSD component in URSP. The "EPS applicability" parameter in an RSD component may indicate whether the UE shall ignore the parameter and use the rest of the parameters in the RSD when in EPS or whether the UE shall apply the parameter also in EPS.
	Q1: Can we support Sol#17 for normative work (S2-2208303)?

Discussion and conclusion:
Deutsche Telekom clarified the issues behind the options. Qualcomm commented that there is still discussion on the granularity of reporting. Nokia commented that there is a potential signalling load with option B which should be considered.
Lenovo commented that Option C uses existing functionality so should be used as a way forward and other options in addition.
Questions for SoH
SoH for KI#2:
Option A: UE reports unsupported TD types to network when URSP rule is provisioned (S2-2208346r15)
Option B: UE reports URSP rule (identified by Application Descriptor) to network at PDU session establishment/modification (S2-2208346r11)
Option A+B: Documented in S2-2208346r14
Option C: UE doesn't report assistance information to network (S2-2208346r13)
Q1: Can we proceed with Option A (S2-2208346r15) for normative work?
	Yes:		9
	No:		12
Q2: Can we proceed with Option B ( S2-2208346r11) for normative work?
	Yes:		18
	No:		6
Q3: Can we proceed with Option A+B ( S2-2208346r14) for normative work?
	Yes:		4
	No:		11
Q4: Can we proceed with Option C ( S2-2208346r13) for normative work?
	Yes:		12
	No:		8
Way Forward: Option B had largest support and least opposition and should be taken as a basis for further discussion. (S2-2208346r11). If necessary this will be reviewed in CC#3.
MediaTek commented that Option C is already supported and was surprised that there were companies opposed to it. It was clarified that this was opposition to specifying nothing further.
SoH for KI#3:
Nokia commented that if Solution#17 is not accepted then the KI#3 is not resolved and this should be included in the TR conclusion.
Q1: Can we support Sol#17 for normative work (S2-2208303)?
	Yes:		5
	No:		4
There were no other solutions proposed for KI#3 and further discussion can be held on the way forward. It was clarified that the Work is in the conclusion phase and new solutions cannot be considered.

FS_PIN - 153E-SoHv8.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/FS_PIN%20-%20153E-SoHv8.pptx
KI#1: AF based architecture or NF based architecture
Questions for SoH:
	Q1: Do you want an NF based architecture ?
	Q2: Do you want an AF based architecture ?
	Q3: Do you want an both NF and AF based architecture ?
	Q3b: Do you want an combination of NF and AF based architecture ?
	Q4: Do you want none of the above ?
Identification and PINE management
Background: There's argument on whether PINE management, e.g., add/remove a PINE for a PIN, needs to be support by 5GC.
Question for SoH:
	Q: Whether PINE management needs to be support by 5GC or not
KI#4: Policy to PEGC for PDU Session selection
Background: The PEGC may support multiple PINs, and one PIN will use only one PDU Session. The PINE's traffic needs to be mapped into one of the PDU Sessions associated to the PIN. The legacy URSP is not suitable for this purpose as the traffic descriptor (TD) of the URSP rule is for destination mapping, and companies comment that the URSP is used to mapping traffic from upper layer application.
Questions for SoH:
	Q1: Whether TD of URSP rule is enhanced to support routing of PIN traffic by PEGC UE or not
	Q2: Whether a new UE policy (same purpose as URSP with extended TD) is introduced to support routing of PIN traffic by PEGC UE or not

Discussion and conclusion:
KI#1: AF based architecture or NF based architecture
There were issues raised on why Q3b is included as there has been no discussion on this option. Intel commented that the option 3b was added to overcome some issues with other options.
SoH for KI#1:
Q1: Do you want an NF based architecture ?
	Yes:		3
Q2: Do you want an AF based architecture ?
	Yes:		15
Q3: Do you want an both NF and AF based architecture ?
	Yes:		4
Q3b: Do you want an combination of NF and AF based architecture ?
	Yes:		5
Way Forward: An AF based architecture received the largest support and will be developed as part of the conclusion to the TR (S2-2208688r10). Issues can be discussed at CC#3 and CC#4 if necessary.
The following documents will need new revision according to the SOH results:.
The Rapporteur (Vivo) commented that related contributions in S2-2208688, S2-2209178, S2-2209013, S2-2208265, S2-2208302 and S2-2208629 will need a revision due to this.
Identification and PINE management
The Rapoporteur (Vivo) clarified that only PINE management needs to be determined, if it is supported then the PIN ID will be known, if not then obtaining PIN ID will be difficult.
SoH for KI#1:
Q: Whether PINE management needs to be support by 5GC or not
	Yes:		4
	No:		9
Way Forward: PINE Management does not need to be supported.
KI#4: Policy to PEGC for PDU Session selection
SoH for KI#4:
Q1: Option 1: Whether TD of URSP rule is enhanced to support routing of PIN traffic by PEGC UE or not
	Yes:		2
Q2: Option 2: Whether a new UE policy (same purpose as URSP with extended TD) is introduced to support routing of PIN traffic by PEGC UE or not
	Yes:		10
Way Forward: Option 2 should be taken as a working assumption for further discussions.

SA2#153E-CC#2-FS_XRM Merged SoH question r02.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/SA2%23153E-CC%232-FS_XRM%20Merged%20SoH%20question%20r02.pptx
KI#3: Mobility event exposure
-	In Key issue#3: 5GS information exposure for XR/media Enhancements; the following EN need to be fixed 
	Editor's note:	It is FFS whether to expose the Normal data transmission interruption event to AF.
-	The Normal data transmission interruption is due to mobility event in UE connected, not abnormal radio link failure.
-	Three are several proposals during the on-line discussion.
-	One proposal is: support to expose the Normal data interruption due to mobility events to AF (as S2-2208211 Vivo, Meta, China Mobile, China Telecom, MediaTek, OPPO, Xiaomi, Apple, Tencent). During online discussion, people think mobility event in UE connected mode is more preferred and general than the original proposal, S2-2208211r02 updates the proposal as mobility event in UE connected mode (e.g. Handover event) and add Google's co-source.
-	Another proposal is: Not support to expose Normal data interruption events (as S2-2208393 Ericsson)
Show of hands on way forward:
Q1: expose mobility event in UE connected mode(e.g. handover event) to AF
Key Issue #4&5
KI#4&5 introduce PDU Set based QoS handling. A conclusion paper(S2-2208568) is under development, with the following key questions to be decided:
Question list:
	Q1: Which N6 protocol(s) shall be supported?
-	Which protocol(s) below (not mutual-exclusive) should be further supported over N6 in Rel-18 to carry information that facilitates UPF to classify the PDUs into different PDU Sets?
-	Option 1: HTTP/MASQUE with new extension header
-	Option 2: GTP-U with new extension header
	Q2: How to deliver "PDU Set importance" information to RAN?
-	How to deliver PDU Set importance information to RAN?
-	Option 1: UPF classifies the DL traffics into different QoS Flows based on identified PDU Set importance.
-	Option 2.1: UPF classifies the DL traffics into different Sub-QoS Flows based on identified PDU Set importance. Sub-QoS flow Identifier is included in GTP-U header to RAN. RAN performs handling based on Sub-QoS flow identifier.
-	Option 2.2: PDU Set importance is included in GTP-U header to RAN. RAN performs handling based on PDU Set importance .
	Q3: Shall we support delivering "PDU Set dependency" information to RAN?


Discussion and conclusion:
KI#3: Mobility event exposure
Q1: Support for expose mobility event in UE connected mode(e.g. handover event) to AF (S2-2208211r02)
	Yes:		14
	No:		4
Q2: Support for removal of EN in S2-2208393
	Yes:		8
	No:		2
Way Forward: Progress S2-2208211r02.
Key Issue #4&5
Intel commented that is an architectural choice rather than a protocol choice and is an additional functionality decision and considered it too early to decide this at this meeting. Qualcomm asked for clarification on this. Ericsson agreed with Intel as the comparison on the packet inspection mechanisms has not yet been studied. Huawei preferred to anyhow take the show of hands in order to allow to prepare for the next meeting. It was decided to take a show of hands in order to see where support lies.
Q1: Which N6 protocol(s) shall be supported?
-	Option 1: HTTP/MASQUE with new extension header
	Yes:		8
-	Option 2: GTP-U with new extension header
	Yes:		7
No conclusions could be drawn from this at this time.
Q2: How to deliver "PDU Set importance" information to RAN?
Intel commented that it is too early to decide this at this meeting as the importance of putting everything on different Flows or on the same flow is not clear. Nokia agreed that the SoH should be left for the next meeting and the Editor's note captured for now.
No SoH was held for this issue.
Q3: Shall we support delivering "PDU Set dependency" information to RAN?
	Yes:		8
	No:		12
Way Forward: Working assumption: Delivering "PDU Set dependency" information to RAN is not supported.

S2-220xxxx_SoH_questions_KI#1_FS_SFC_SA2#153e_v3.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/S2-220xxxx_SoH_questions_KI%231_FS_SFC_SA2%23153e_v3.pptx
SoH for KI#1
Option A - Use existing N6 traffic steering mechanism with TSP ID only
Option B - Option A + optional Metadata support
Option C - Option A/B + optional support for UPF implementing SFC functionality
	Q1: Should existing N6 traffic steering mechanism with TSP ID only as described in S2-2208269/8899 be progressed to normative work (mainly description how existing mechanisms can be used to support SFC)?
	Q2: Should optional Metadata support as described in S2-2208689/S2-2208455 be progressed to normative work?
	Q3: Should optional support for UPF implementing SFC functionality as described in S2-2208455 be progressed to normative work?
Based on the result of the SoH,
-	The corresponding revision of S2-2209113 will be used for the conclusion of KI#1.
-	The intent is to endorse or postpone the corresponding CRs in AI 9.1.2.

Discussion and conclusion:
SoH for KI#1
Q1: Should existing N6 traffic steering mechanism with TSP ID only as described in S2-2208269/8899 be progressed to normative work (mainly description how existing mechanisms can be used to support SFC)?
	Yes:		7
	No:		7
Q2: Should optional Metadata support as described in S2-2208689/S2-2208455 be progressed to normative work?
	Yes:		13
	No:		2
Q3: Should optional support for UPF implementing SFC functionality as described in S2-2208455 be progressed to normative work?
	Yes:		11
	No:		5
Way Forward: Working assumption: Proceed with Option B as specified in (S2-2209113r05). The related CRs can be postponed to the next meeting.

FS_5GSATB_SoH_questions_KI#1 v2.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/FS_5GSATB_SoH_questions_KI%231%20v2.pptx
SoH for KI#1 on solving packet out of order
How to solve packet out of order issue that can be caused by dynamical satellite backhaul (e.g., route change in satellite network)?
-	Option A: SMF optionally activates SN-based in sequence delivery on N3 tunnel based on configuration if dynamical satellite backhaul is in use.
-	Option B: SMF optionally activates SN-based in sequence delivery on N3 tunnel based on configuration or AF request.
-	Option C: It is up to higher layer protocols (e.g., TCP, QUIC) to re-order packets, and then no normative work is needed in SA2.
Currently the dispute is to adopt which option, option A, B or C?
	Q1: Can we proceed with Option A? (S2-2208745r03)
	Q2: Can we proceed with Option B? (S2-2208745r01)
	Q3: Can we proceed with Option C with no normative work? (S2-2208755)

Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson commented that Option B is not acceptable as it covers other types of backhaul and would need a separate study and would increase the scope of the normative work needed. Qualcomm commented that this is already handled based on configuration and this overlaps with Option A. Option C can also be done by activating existing sequence numbering. This was not considered ready for a show of hands at this time and may be handled in CC#3 or CC#4.

FS_EDGE_Ph2 - SA2-153 CC questions.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/FS_EDGE_Ph2%20-%20SA2-153%20CC%20questions.pptx
KI#1/LBO (Accessing EHE in a VPLMN when roaming via LBO PDU Session)
Status
2 possibilities:
A: Include support for indication from H-SMF to AMF of dynamic reconnection from HR PDU Session to LBO PDU Session (Sol#27) (S2-2208198r00)
B: No inclusion of dynamic reconnection from HR PDU Session to LBO PDU Session (S2-2208198r01)
Questions
	Q1: Alternative A:
	Q2: Alternative B:
KI#6 (Avoiding UE to switch away from EC PDU Session)
Status
3 possibilities:
	A: Convey indication to UE that a session/flow uses EC via ePCO (S2-2208366r04)
	B: same as A, plus convey the indication to UE that session uses EC via URSP(S2-2208366r05)
	C: only describe best practices for configuration/deployment to avoid the situation, no normative impacts
Questions
	Q1: Alternative A:
	Q2: Alternative B:
	Q3: Alternative C:

Discussion and conclusion:
KI#1/LBO (Accessing EHE in a VPLMN when roaming via LBO PDU Session)
	Q1: Alternative A:
	Yes:		4
	No:		4
	Q2: Alternative B:
	Yes:		5
	No:		1
Ericsson commented that as there was no clear support for Alternative A, this can be withdrawn.
Way Forward: Proceed with S2-2208198r01.
KI#6 (Avoiding UE to switch away from EC PDU Session)
	Q1: Alternative A:
	Yes:		8
	No:		6
	Q4: Alternative B:
	Yes:		5
	No:		6
	Q3: Alternative C:
	Yes:		6
	No:		3
Huawei suggested postponing this to the next meeting to allow further discussion. Vivo commented that they could only accept Alternate C as no new functionality is needed. The SA WG2 Chair suggested seeing if Alternative A can be modified to satisfy the issues for supporters of Alternative B.
Way Forward: Proceed with S2-2208366r04 to try to resolve issues.

FS_ATSSS_ph3 - SoH for KI#3_Duplication Factor_r01.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/FS_ATSSS_ph3%20-%20SoH%20for%20KI%233_Duplication%20Factor_r01.pptx
Questions for ATSSS_ph3 / RSM:
	Q1: Shall it be possible to support only full duplication for an SDF, as specified 8278r01?
	Q2: Shall it be possible to support also partial duplication for an SDF by providing a "Duplication Factor" and a "Primary Access" to UE/UPF, as specified 9152r01?

Discussion and conclusion:
Questions for SoH:
Q1: Shall it be possible to support only full duplication for an SDF, as specified S2-2208278r01?
	Yes:		9
	No:		2
Q2: Shall it be possible to support also partial duplication for an SDF by providing a "Duplication Factor" and a "Primary Access" to UE/UPF, as specified S2-2209152r01?
	Yes:		7
	No:		8
Way Forward: Working assumption: Proceed with S2-2208278r01 to try to resolve concerns.

FS_eLCS_Ph3 SoH on KI#2.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_153E_Electronic_2022-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%232_2022-10-13_1300-1500_UTC/FS_eLCS_Ph3%20SoH%20on%20KI%232.pptx
Discussion and conclusion:
Not handled at this CC due to lack of time.

3	Documents marked 'For CC#2' in the Chair Notes
(Not handled at this CC due to lack of time)
S2-2209115 (DISCUSSION) Avoiding a HPLMN request for a GBR greater than the VPLMN s value for IMS voice in home routed roaming . (Source: Vodafone)
S2-2209004 (CR) 23.501 CR3693R1: Pending NSSAI and NSSRG (Source: NEC, Ericsson, Huawei, HiSilicon, ZTE)
S2-2208840 (CR) 23.247 CR0140: Alignment with stage-3 for USD and service announcement (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
S2-2208278 (P-CR) KI#3: Updates to conclusion . (Source: Ericsson)
S2-2208303 (P-CR) 23.700-85: Evaluation and Conclusions update for KI#3. (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, KDDi)
S2-2208347 (P-CR) KI#3: Update to conclusion solving EN. (Source: Ericsson)

3	New TD allocation
Vodafone asked for a number to draft an LS OUT to GSMA related to S2-2209115 (Avoiding a HPLMN request for a GBR greater than the VPLMN s value for IMS voice in home routed roaming). This was allocated as S2-2210158.
China Mobile asked for a number to draft an LS OUT to SA WG3, related to S2-2208431. This was allocated as S2-2210159.
CATT asked for a number to draft an LS OUT to CT WG1 on establishment on MBS. This was allocated as S2-2210160.
Samsung asked for a number to draft an LS OUT to SA WG1 on low latency communication applications to use RAN feedback on periodicity for scheduling. This was allocated as S2-2210161.
Huawei asked for a number to draft an LS OUT to RAN WG2: LS on GNSS integrity requirement provisioning related to S2-2209074. This was allocated as S2-2210162.

4	AoB
Items that were not handled at this CC will be input again to CC#3.

5	Closing of the CC
The SA WG2 Chair thanked delegates for participating in this call and closed the CC.

Closed: 13 October 2022, 15.35 UTC

