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Abstract of the contribution: this paper is proposed to discuss some URSP related issues for MA-PDU Session to achieve some agreements.
Discussion
During SA2#130 meeting, some URSP related issues were proposed. The following are analysis and proposals regarding to the remaining issues.

Issue 1: whether URSP should be used by UE to trigger MA-PDU Session establishment.

If UE does not have URSP, UE can only request single-access PDU Session or determine to request MA-PDU Session based on UE implementation. 
If UE requests single-access PDU Session, it is possible that the network modifies a single-access PDU Session to a MA-PDU Session as described in the UE Requested PDU Session Establishment with Network Modification to MA-PDU Session procedure as we agreed in SA2#130 meeting. This means whether a PDU Session can be a MA-PDU Session depends on network’s decision.

If UE requests MA-PDU Session based on UE implementation, the network cannot control the requests from UE. Maybe the network can just the ignore MA-PDU Session request and establish a single-access PDU Session. Otherwise, it may cause signalling waste since the network may reject UE’s request. 
Besides, if URSP is not used, there seems not be other good choices, even if some issues about URSP should be solved. 
Proposal 1: URSP is used by UE to trigger MA-PDU Session establishment to follow the Rel-15 PDU Session establishment mechanism.

Issue 2: how to handle the scenarios that network(s) does not support ATSSS, including roaming.

For the scenario that HPLMN does not support ATSSS, there will not be MA indication in URSP because URSP is decided by H-PCF. Thus, UE will not request MA-PDU Session.
For the scenario that HPLMN supports ATSSS while VPLMN does not, since V-AMF cannot support MA-PDU Session, no matter LBO or HR is selected, MA-PDU Session cannot be established. Therefore, MA indication in URSP should not appear. 
For the scenario that HPLMN and VPLMN both support ATSSS, MA-PDU Session can be established. Thus MA indication can be in URSP.

To support the above scenarios, H-PCF should consider whether ATSSS is supported by the VPLMN based on e.g. roaming agreements and local configuration.
Proposal 2: H-PCF considers whether ATSSS is supported by the VPLMN based on e.g. roaming agreements and local configuration to determine whether includes MA indication in URSP.
In addition, whether UE supports ATSSS feature should also be considered because if UE does not support ATSSS, it is not necessary to include MA indication in URSP. 

Proposal 3: H-PCF also considers whether ATSSS is supported by UE to determine whether includes MA indication in URSP.  

Issue 3: the URSP rules could arrive to UE after UE initiates PDU session establishment of which most likely based on UE's local policy. 
This issue is a general issue not just for ATSSS as long as UE uses the outdated URSP or local configuration to establish PDU Session. Based on the current URSP principle in TS 23.503, after UE receives the updated URSP, UE will re-check the association between application and PDU Session. If the association does not match any more, UE will route the application traffic to another PDU Session. 
For ATSSS, if UE receives the MA indication in the updated URSP, UE can request a new MA-PDU Session to route the matching application traffic.

Issue 4: whether there is the scenario that UE initiates a single-access PDU Session based on URSP while the network changes it to a MA-PDU Session.

For the non-roaming case, it seems that the above scenario is not possible in normal case, only possible due to the wrong configuration.

For the roaming case, the above scenario is possible when the following conditions are satisfied:

· VPLMN cannot impact the URSP that is totally determined by HPLMN;

· UE and VPLMN both support ATSSS while HPLMN does not support;
· Local Breakout is selected by V-AMF;

· The VPLMN network wants to provide the ATSSS related services to UE by modifying a single-access PDU Session to a MA-PDU Session.
Issue 5: Do we allow the URSP rules in the UE to support BOTH single and MA-PDU session types with different priorities?  

Based on the current TS 23.503, the following description is captured:
-
Access Type Preference: If the UE needs to establish a PDU Session when the rule is applied, this indicates the Access Type (3GPP or non-3GPP) on which the PDU Session should be established.

In the other words, the current Access Type Preference can only have one value, rather than several values in prioritized sequence.

If we follow the current principle, there will not be other values besides MA indication.

If we agree to enhance Access Type Preference with prioritized values, it seems possible in principle.
Proposal
It is proposed to agree the following:
Proposal 1: URSP is used by UE to trigger MA-PDU Session establishment to follow the Rel-15 PDU Session establishment mechanism.

Proposal 2: H-PCF considers whether ATSSS is supported by the VPLMN based on e.g. roaming agreements and local configuration to determine whether includes MA indication in URSP.

Proposal 3: H-PCF also considers whether ATSSS is supported by UE to determine whether includes MA indication in URSP.  
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