[bookmark: _GoBack]3GPP TSG-SA3 Meeting #96 Ad-Hoc 	S3-193664
Chongqing, China, 14 – 18 October 2019				

Source:	BBF
Title:	General Status of Work
Document for:	Information, Discussion
Agenda Item:	4


[image: BroadbandForum_sized]    

Broadband Forum Liaison To:
3GPP Liaison Coordinator 3GPPLiaison@etsi.org  

3GPP TSG SA WG2  
Jain Puneet, 3GPP TSG SA WG2 Chairman puneet.jain@intel.com
3GPP TSG SA WG3 
Ben Henda Noamen, 3GPP TSG SA WG3 Chairman noamen.ben.henda@ericsson.com

From:
Lincoln Lavoie,
Broadband Forum Technical Committee Chair lylavoie@iol.unh.edu 

Liaison Communicated By: 
Manuel Paul, BBF liaison officer to 3GPP manuel.paul@telekom.de

Date: September 5th, 2019

Subject: General Status of Work 


Dear colleagues, 

We would like to provide some additional clarifications on our thinking. We believe items 1 through 5 are relevant to SA2 and 1 & 2 relevant to SA3.

1) As indicated in our liaison of June 20th (Our ref LIAISE-318), it is not our intention, nor see the need to specify mechanisms for either PDU session user plane security protection or PDU session user plane integrity protection.  Your liaison suggests that there are scenarios where ATSSS MA-PDU sessions could not be supported without the option of user plane security and integrity protection as the equivalent capability is required for both legs of the MA-PDU session. Could you please clarify, and if the security requirements are tightly coupled, reconsider this restriction.

2) The subject of PEI for FN-RGs has been expounded upon in a separate liaison.

We would appreciate a clarification on why the PEI is proposed to be different depending on the interfaces a 5G-RG is equipped with. We would suggest that for a 5G-RG that only has a W-5GAN interface that both MAC derived and IMEI based PEI be acceptable options. We envision a number of in field upgrade scenarios where the MAC capability would be useful but consider the IMEI based PEI to be a long term goal. Examples of upgrade would be adding an external radio interface to an existing W-5GAN only 5G-RG or a S/W upgrade of an FN-RG to provide a 5G-RG personality.

3) CM_IDLE and FN-RG. 
a. Our expectation is that other that the use of a different SUPI and registration procedures, and overall operational patterns, the behavior and requirements for 5GC support of an FN-RG should be indistinguishable from a 5G-RG. There will be variations in exact behaviors based upon the access protocol suite employed (PPPoE or IPoE) as well as what access circuit supervision is deployed.
b. We consider the complexity of any additional changes specifically for FN-RG support to be undesirable.
c. We expect to use the CM-IDLE state for FN-RGs in the same manner it is used for 5G-RGs.
d. We are examining other aspects of how FN-RG behavior maps onto the 5G registration and connection models and keep SA2 appraised of our conclusions.

4) With respect to AN release procedures
a. We can confirm this will be required for FN-RG support.  We envision several use cases where it would apply.
b. A non exhaustive list of the release use cases would include:
i. Failure of all supervised sessions associated with an FN-RG for a duration that exceeded the deregistration timer.
ii. Detection of equipment replacement (the CPE connected to a line associated with an FN-RG initiated 5G-RG registration procedures).
c. Re-establishment could occur as a result of a subsequent legacy IP session initiation or reverse migration of 5G-RG to FN-RG.

5) PDU session modification we do not envision to be a frequent event for an FN-RG.
a. There are scenarios we could envision, primarily centered around a network based change of subscription parameters.
b. A network originated modification would be required to pass call admission control in the access, therefore could be rejected if resources were insufficient to satisfy the request. 
c. There would be a potentially very rare event whereby a DSL retraining resulted in a change to the access resource model such that a “UE initiated” session modification may be required to be originated by the proxy NAS termination in an AGF. Current operational “best” practice usually sets the service rate sufficiently below the achievable rate such that this would be an outlying corner case.

We would also like to take this opportunity to emphasize the importance to BBF operators of the ATSSS use cases, and with particular emphasis on EPC interworking (5G-RG with wireline access and LTE wireless access). Currently section 5.32.7 of 23.501 is devoid of content and is a concern. Please advise as to the status of this work.

BBF would kindly ask SA2 and SA3 to take into account the above information. 

We look forward to our continued cooperation and fruitful exchange.
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Sincerely,

Lincoln Lavoie,
Broadband Forum Technical Committee Chair

CC:
liaisons@broadband-forum.org
 
Robin Mersh, Broadband Forum CEO  rmersh@broadband-forum.org
April Nowicki, Broadband Forum Member Support Manager anowicki@broadband-forum.org 
David Allan, Broadband Forum WWC Work Area Director  david.i.allan@ericsson.com 
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LIAISE-341

In Response to Incoming Liaison:
None
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