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1. Welcome

Tim Evans welcomed everyone to the call and re-iterated that this was a minuted meeting with no decision powers.

2. Review Actions from SA and other incoming LS’s

- S3-200XXX UPIP Discussion (futurewei)


E///: We need to 


VF: what changes to 33.501 do you think this will result in?


FW: I think the VF pCR from Reno would be a start.


BT: This will create dual class of handsets (those that support and those that don’t)


TIM: Adding an explicit statement for Option 2 in TS 33.501 might also imply a statement for the other options 


Do Co Mo: Which options are we talking about in the spec 


VF: the SA2 defined options


DT: support TIM - if we explicitly say options in may imply that the others do not need UPIP.  This could be in the RAN specs


VF (Chris): This is actually in CT1 specs


TIM: my collegue told me that this limitation was created in RAN2 


VF: and implemented in CT1


DT: it is in a RAN2 spec too.


DoCoMo: we should deprecate the rate limit


E///: Best way forward is to re-align the specifications


Apple: the current situation is that if we change now some r16 handsets would not have this feature


Samsung: should we make a stronger statement about enabling this feature


VF: the security policy comes from the session management function that gets it from the UDM..   we believe that this allows control from the HPLMN as to whether it should be supported.


Samsung: if UPIP is supported, the spec should note that it should be activated if available.


Nokia: Is there any rates in 33.501?


VF: no there is no rates mentioned in 33.501


Nokia: We think theat some services such as conversational voice and conversational video may be adversely affected by UPIP.


VF: But we are talking about high rate services which would have the bandwith for this


DoCoMo: web clients already use cyphering with no adverse effects


VF: (response to Nokia) this should be in the TR.


TIM: The “rate” limitation was added by RAN2 (and implemented by CT1) in Rel-15 following a Reply LS, from SA3, where SA3 did not have security-related concerns regarding such a limitation. But now the situation is different since potential security attacks were discovered afterwards. Therefore SA3 should send an explicit request to RAN2 (and eventually also to CT1) to remove the “rate” limitation from Rel-16 onwards


DoCoMo: The problem is that they have signalling for this, it will become difficult to remove this signalling.


TIM: I mean adjust their specifications as appropriate so that from Rel-16 onwards this restriction does not apply anymore.

- Discussion on the UP IP for 5G RAN connected 5GC in TR 33.853 (ChinaMobile)


CM: Presented Doc


HW: this is just a solution but we need some agreement on the requirements


DoCoMo: The service requirementis already can indicate that this is not required for certain types of traffic.  I am not sure where these numbers are coming from the speed look high…


VF (Chris): we are still in the early days of NR, this can be easily worked into the new specs.  PDCP only takes less than 5% of the processing power


DT: the first proposal has been discussed and rejected in other groups due to the complexity that comes with this.


CM: please review the reason we want to protect the user data layer, the current attacks are in the user header…


VF / HW / DoCoMo agree with DT


DoCoMo: we should deprecate only support upto 64kB and recommend to operators to use it.

***   Ran out of time here   ****

3. Review of TR33.853

- TR33.853 v7.0.0

- option 1X UPIP

4. Discussion on next actions

******   emeeting 98 bis document deadline is 15:00 UTC so please get as many docs as you can in for this deadline  ******

5. A.O.B

6. Close

Meeting Closed at 14.06 UK time



