Notes of SA2#156E_CC#1
Version 2


Opened: 17 April 2023, 13.00 UTC

~ 240 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Apple
Astro
AT&T
BROADCOM
BT
CableLabs
CATT
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
China Unicom
CMCC
Comcast
Deutsche Telekom
DISH
Ericsson
ETRI
Fujitsu
Futurewei
Google
Huawei
Intel
InterDigital
IRT Saint Exupery
KPN
Kyocera
Lenovo
LG Uplus
LGE
MediaTek Inc.
Meta
NEC
NICT
Nokia
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
OQTEC
Oracle
Orange
Peraton Labs
Qualcomm
Rakuten
Samsung
Siemens
Sony
Tencent
Thales
T-Mobile USA
TMUS
Verizon
vivo
Vodafone
Xiaomi
ZTE

Puneet Jain (SA WG2 Chair) chaired the conference call. Notes were taken by Maurice Pope (MCC).
The IPR call and Antitrust policy Reminders are listed in provided the Chair Notes for this e-meeting.
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 welcomed delegates to the conference call and 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_156E_Electronic_2023-04/INBOX/CCs/CC%231_17-04_1300.


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). Delegates were advised to register their attendance in order to allow maintenance of their represented company voting rights and to facilitate calculation and estimation for future meeting resources.
Note that attendance of a Conference Call does not get recorded as 'meeting attendance'.


2	Issues for SoH. Please upload the SoH question in CC#1 folder
SoH-CT1LS-AllowedPDUSessionStatusIE_v1.pptx (Samsung)
Way Forward for CT1 LS - S2-2303916/ C1-227197.
CT1 sent an LS to SA2 in S2-2303916/ C1-227197.
SA2 could not reach consensus in last 2 meetings on CT1 LS, SA2 agrees that UE shall include the Allowed PDU session status IE (List of Allowed PDU Sessions in SA2 terminology) when it responds to the paging with non-3GPP access type in a non-allowed area. But SA2 has not reached consensus on which PDU session(s) UE should include as part of Allowed PDU session status IE. Below questions will help determine which PDU sessions UE can indicate as part of Allowed PDU session status IE.
SoH question:
Q1)	The UE as part of Allowed PDU session status IE (CT1 terminology) / List Of Allowed PDU Sessions (SA2 terminology) will indicate which PDU session(s) for the scenario described in CT1 LS:
Opt1:	The UE shall include empty PDU session list (decision on emergency PDU session/MCS/MPX will be made as part of Q2).
Opt2:	The UE is allowed to include any PDU session based on its policy ignoring service area restrictions. Same behaviour is applied for List Of PDU Sessions To Be Activated in the specific scenario described in CT1 LS .
Q2)	If there is an active emergency PDU session/MCS/MPX PDU session over non-3GPP access, should UE be allowed to include them in Allowed PDU session status IE ?
NOTE:	Q2 is applicable only if option-1 is chosen as way forward in Q1.
Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia commented that it is not the task of SA WG2 to decide on IE encoding and should focus on the architectural requirements and leave this to CT WG1. The SA WG2 Chair commented that the LS from CT WG1 had asked whether an IE should be included. Nokia asked for the outgoing LS to be worded appropriately 
Q1)	The UE as part of Allowed PDU session status IE (CT1 terminology) / List Of Allowed PDU Sessions (SA2 terminology) will indicate which PDU session(s) for the scenario described in CT1 LS:
Opt1:	The UE shall include empty PDU session list (decision on emergency PDU session/MCS/MPX will be made as part of Q2).
	Yes	8
Samsung; LGE; Huawei; Ericsson; Nokia; OPPO; Peraton Labs; Qualcomm
Opt2:	The UE is allowed to include any PDU session based on its policy ignoring service area restrictions. Same behaviour is applied for List Of PDU Sessions To Be Activated in the specific scenario described in CT1 LS .
	Yes	3
MediaTek; vivo;  Apple
Way forward:	Option 1.
Qualcomm did not agree with the conclusions used as a basis for Q2 and considered this issue should be discussed with the MBMS over WLAN work. Samsung replied that this was not supported in Rel-17 but is supported in Rel-18 and whichever WI this is discussed under, a decision needs to be made on which information is sent. This should be further discussed if necessary off-line.
Q2)	If there is an active emergency PDU session/MCS/MPX PDU session over non-3GPP access, should UE be allowed to include them in Allowed PDU session status IE ?
	Yes	11
Samsung; vivo; Apple; BROADCOM; OPPO; LGE; Peraton Labs; MediaTek; Huawei; ZTE; Nokia
	No		1
Qualcomm
Way Forward: It was decided to proceed with Q1, Option 1 and determine whether a show of hands is still needed for Q2. S2-2305059 will be used as a basis for updates.

PIN - 156E-SoH-CC#1-v6.pptx (Nokia)
Mapping between PIN and PDU session on a PEGC.
There're two Editor's note need to be resolved:
Editor's note:	How and whether to handle the case where PINs share a PDU session and local switching is FFS.
Editor's note:	One PIN served by more than one PDU sessions in PEGC is FFS.
Q1:	One PDU Session of a PEGC can serve more than one PINs
Q2:	One PIN can be served by multiple PDU Sessions of a PEGC
Discussion:
Ericsson commented that there is no distinguishing made to determine how the PDU session can be shared. Vivo asked for clarifications to Q2 to resolve some issues with targeting same or different NSSAIs. 
InterDigital 
Q1:	One PDU Session of a PEGC can serve more than one PINs
	Yes:	11
KPN; vivo; OPPO; Xiaomi; Google; AT&T; InterDigital; Qualcomm; Nokia; Ericsson; ZTE
	No:	2
LGE; Huawei

Q2:	One PIN can be served by multiple PDU Sessions of a PEGC
	Yes:	6
Huawei; Xiaomi; Google; MediaTek Inc.; InterDigital; KPN
	No:	8
vivo-; Qualcomm; LGE; Samsung; OPPO; AT&T; Nokia; ZTE
Way Forward: There was support for Q1 (One PDU Session of a PEGC can serve more than one PIN). S2-2304175 should be used as a basis for further updates.
LGE commented that with this it needs to be clarified whether traffic isolation is needed. For Q2, there was less support for one PIN serving multiple PDU sessions. InterDigital considered the use of this would be more efficient than the Q1 solution. Huawei commented that this would introduce high complexity in the local switching.
There were concerns from Huawei; Google; Xiaomi; InterDigital to Q2 "No" as a way forward.
There were concerns from Nokia; Qualcomm; vivo; LGE to Q2 "Yes" as a way forward.
Q2 was left for further off-line discussion.
Nokia commented that the current procedures do not implement Q2 and the default if no agreement is reached is therefore "No".

Common vs. Dedicated API support for GMEC and AIMIsys r08.pptx (OPPO)
Considerations of Common vs. Dedicated API for GMEC and AIMLsys to support A Group Of or Multiple UEs associated AF session with QoS.
Proposed Way Forward in SA2#156E:
Option#1:
Concluding on one of the three proposals as a way forward in this SA2#156E meeting and finalizing the CRs accordingly.
Option#2:
Postpone the LS response to CT3 and the final decision for whether to merge the two or three service APIs, or to keep them separate until May 2023 SA2#157 so that it allows further progress of the backend procedures within GMEC and AIMLsys development in this meeting.
Discussion:
Nokia commented that the  three APIs are similar and there are only differences on their targets and some optional parameters and would appear from the AF view that it needs to use different APIs for similar actions. Nokia did not believe that merging the functionality into a single API would not delay the work. 
Huawei commented that there was also an option to keep the GMEC APIs separate and to merge the AIMLsys API into the GMEC API. 
The SA WG2 Chair suggested that CT WG1 should be able make this decision for implementation of the protocols.
OPPO commented that there were diverging opinions from companies and did not know whether an agreement can be reached offline.
Samsung commented that merging the APIs may cause more confusion to developers and delaying this would take resource from completion of other issues.
Qualcomm commented that the APIs are defined for QoS provision and suggested they should be merged into a single or two separate APIs. If separate APIs are chosen then there will be impacts on the work in AIMLsys and GMEC and there may not be time to complete in the May meeting (i.e. option#2). 
Support for Common API:	12
Nokia; NTT DOCOMO; Google; MediaTek Inc.; Qualcomm; AT&T; Fujitsu; OPPO; T-Mobile USA; Orange; DISH; Intel
Support for Separate APIs:	7
Huawei; China Mobile; Samsung; ZTE; ETRI; LGE; InterDigital
Ericsson commented that there are also combinations of separate and merged APIs possible.
This was left for further discussion and may be raised again in CC#2 if necessary.

XRM_SoH for KI#8 about Periodicity transmission from AF to SMF v2.pptx (China Mobile, Tencent)
Two ENs are to be solved for KI#8 w.r.t transmitting of periodicity information from AF to SMF to help generate the TSCAI to instruct the NG-RAN to configure the CDRX:
	In TS 23.501
	Editor's note:	The method used to provide the Periodicity information to SMF is FFS.
	In TS 23.503
	Editor's note:	whether the TSCAC is used by AF to transmit the periodicity information for power saving is FFS.
Q1:	Whether TSC and XR traffic should be handled in same or different way?
	Keep same handling (referring to 4174,4398,5232)
	No need to keep the same handling (referring to 4399,5223,5255,4723)
Q2:	Keep the same handling, which option to take?
	a)	using TSCAC and the TSCAC is generated by AF(S2-2304174 option2; S2-2305232)
	b)	on top of a), rename TSCAC to a new container which is generated by AF (S2-2304398)
	c)	Replace TSCAC by a new information which is provided by AF and stage3 decides whether it is carried by a container or not(S2-2304174 option1)
NOTE:	The container means PCF will not touch the information inside and just forward to SMF.
Q3:	No need for the same handling, which option to take?
d)	Keep the handling for TSN unchanged; Individual parameters from AF to PCF, PCF generates PCC rule and sends to SMF. (S2-2305223, S2-2304723)
	Yes:	
	No:	
e)	Keep the handling for TSN unchanged; A new container is provided from AF or NEF to PCF (S2-2304399, S2-2305255)
	Yes:	
	No		
NOTE:	The container means PCF will not touch the information inside and just forward to SMF.
Discussion:
Qualcomm asked for clarification on the meaning of 'same handling'. It was clarified that this is handling from AF to SMF in the call.
Nokia suggested it should be 'whether the same container is used for both TSC and XR'.
Huawei commented that this changes the question as the handling of the container may be changed.
Ericsson commented that the options are for a new container or reuse of an existing container.
Q1:	Whether TSC and XR services should be handled in same or different way?
	Whether we reuse the same container for TSC and XR services?
	Keep same handling (referring to 4174,4398,5232)
	No need to keep the same handling (referring to 4399,5223,5255,4723)
	(Skipped)
Q2:	Which option to take?
	a)	using TSCAC and the TSCAC is generated by AF (S2-2304174 option2; S2-2305232)
	Yes:	11
TMUS; Ericsson; OPPO; Qualcomm; NTT DOCOMO; MediaTek; Nokia; ZTE; AT&T; Google; Sony
	b)	on top of a), rename TSCAC to a new container which is generated by AF (S2-2304398)
	Yes:	4
China Mobile; vivo; China Telecom;  CATT
	c)	Replace TSCAC by a new information which is provided by AF and stage3 decides whether it is carried by a container or not (S2-2304174 option1)
	Yes:	5
Ericsson; China Mobile; Samsung; Tencent; vivo
d)	Keep the handling for TSC unchanged; Individual parameters from AF to PCF, PCF generates PCC rule and sends to SMF (S2-2305223, S2-2304723)
	Yes:	14
China Mobile; Huawei; LGE; vivo; Futurewei; Meta; Google; ZTE; Qualcomm; CATT; Intel; Samsung; Tencent; China Telecom
e)	Keep the handling for TSC unchanged; A new container is provided from AF or NEF to PCF (S2-2304399, S2-2305255)
	Yes:	7
vivo; LGE; Vodafone; China Mobile; Meta; InterDigital; Nokia

Way forward: Option d) was agreed as the way forward. S2-2305223 should be used as a basis for further updates.

3	New TD allocation
The following documents were allocated:
Ericsson asked how S2-2303923 and related inputs from GSMA should be handled. This was sent to a number of WGs and if there is no input to this or responses from other WGs at the next meeting, they can be raised with TSG SA for a coordinated response if needed. 
MCC will allocate TD numbers for WI Status Reports for all uncompleted Rel-18 Work Items.

4	AoB
The SA WG2 Chair asked for prioritisation of CRs when the TU budget is overloaded to concentrate on Cat B/C CRs over Cat F CRs as these can still be handled after the Stage 2 functional freeze.
Rapporteurs were asked to check the next meeting TU allocations to ascertain whether their work needs to be completed at this meeting, rather than postponing to the next meeting, in order to relieve parallel session scheduling at the face to face meeting. 
Elections are scheduled to be held at SA2#157 in Berlin. A call for candidatures for the Chair and 2 Vice Chair positions has been sent to the SA WG2 e-,mail list.
5TRS_URLLC Rapporteur from Nokia mentioned that she made mistake in counting 2 LSs as part of TD quota (which are exempted from TD quota) therefore 2 additional 5TRS_URLLC TDs can be added to handled list. S2-2304658 and S2-2304451 were moved back from 'not handled' into the active document set.

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

Closed: 17 April 2023, 15.00 UTC

