

SA WG2 Temporary Document
Page 2

3GPP TSG SA WG2 Meeting #156	S2-2305196
E-meeting, 2023-04-17 2023-04-21	(revision of S2-220xxxx)

Source:	China Mobile
Title:	Discussion for the KI#8 about how to transfer the periodicity from AF to SMF  
Document for:	Discussion
Agenda Item:	9.12.2
Work Item / Release:	 XRM/ Rel-18
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1. Discussion
In SA2 155 meeting and the conference call before the 156 emeeting, people have deep discussion about how to transfer the periodicity information from AF to SMF.
Multiple options are on the table. Based on some analysis, the options can be divided as following:
1) Using the same container from NEF/AF to SMF for TSN and XR service. This container can be a) TSCAC or b)a new one called e.g. traffic assistance information container.
· In this option, PCF do not see the content of the information. Therefore it is SMF responsibility to distinguish the different service requirement. For example, for XR service, the UPF should be triggered to enable the N6 jitter measurement, while for TSN service, no such requirement. One possible approach to help SMF is AF providing service ID within the container to help SMF identify specific service.
Observation1：implicit indication from the container for specific service is not preferred (e.g. when BAT is missing from the container, whether this represent the XRM service or some mistake happen for TSN service, would confuse the SMF), which may make the SMF confused about the service requirement, therefore the service ID within the container is preferred.
· Whether there are non backward compatible (NBC) problem for b) a new container? Since the TSCAC is a data type in CT specification, and this data type is not transferred among the interface of NFs, therefore only changing the name of TSCAC to a new container name without touch the structure, do not cause NBC problem. What’s more, the YAML misalignment between R17 and R18 is also not a problem after checking with CT experts. 
Observation2: using a new container name do not cause NBC, therefore the R16/R17 specification do not need to be updated. For R18, one note may be needed to say the new container can support the TSCAC which have been defined in R16/17.
· Why cannot use the TSCAC? Using the TSCAC for XRM service, still need to update the SMF functionality as explained in the observation1. What’s more, XRM service is quite different with TSN service. From our experience, generally, the XRM service is for public while TSN service is for vertical. What’s more, TSN technology do not have better deployment at least in our network (no real network deployment ) because of various reasons and one typical reason is the complicated network functionality. So some unpredictable impact for AF/NEF/PCF/SMF may happen.
· Observation3: TSCAC is not suggested. It is better to define the clear NF functions for the different services.
2) Using an individual container/parameter, which is different from TSCAC. a) Individual container, or b) parameter.
· Container vs parameter. The key point here is whether PCF should be involved to generate related policy for KI#8 scenario. One suitable approach is PCF generate the PCC rule for N6 jitter monitoring since it is quite strait forward to let PCF generate the rule for N6 jitter based on AF required QoS parameters, flow description. In observation1, it is clear that if the container is used, it is the SMF local configuration to support to identify which flow should be monitored for N6 jitter.
· Observation4: PCF involved to generate policy for specific QoS flows to support N6 jitter monitoring is more reasonable. Therefore the AF providing periodicity, application id, to help PCF generate the policy for N6 jitter monitoring is quite reasonable.
Some other questions: 
One question: why we use TSCAI, not use TSCAC? The answer is that TSCAI is introduced in R16, while TSCAC is only introduced in R17, there is no close relationship between TSCAI and TSCAC. In R16, network do not have TSCAC, the TSN system can still work.

So the proposal :
Proposal 1: Based on the analysis of 1a,1b,2a,2b, the 1b(new container) can be accepted, while 2b(parameter different from TSCAC) is preferred.
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