3GPP TSG-SA WG2#146E e-meeting
S2-2105820
Elbonia, 16 – 27 August 2021
(was S2-200xxxx)
Source:
Qualcomm Incorporated

Title:
Way forward on UE capabilities indication in UPU
Document for:
Discussion/Approval

Agenda Item:
8.2
Work Item / Release:
eNPN/Rel.17
Abstract of the contribution: Discusses the options on UE capabilities negotiation in UPU. 
1.
Discussion
In previous meeting (SA2#145E) it was not possible to agree a response to LS S2-2105237 [1] and agree between the two technical options proposed by CT1:
Alternative-1: in the UPU transparent container carrying the UPU acknowledgement; or

Alternative-2: in the registration request message during the registration procedure.

The authors believe that the target problem that these options try to solve is not the same. 

Option 1 aims to solve the problem that was originally described in S2-2100801 [2], namely a protocol design issue which can be summarised as follows: In rel.15 protocol of UE Parameter Update (UPU) message in NAS, CT1 made the code points for additional parameters “reserved” instead of “spare”, which means that if these code points are used toward a legacy UE, the UE will discard the whole container (even if the container includes parameters which the UE supports updating, like e.g. a Routing ID). Taking into account that support for the new parameters that SA2 agreed to be provisioned with UPU are going to become optional in NAS there is a need for an indication of UE support for each of these new parameters. The solution proposed in Alternative-1 solves this problem since the UDM needs to learn “post facto” (i.e. after sending the UPU) which parameter are received successfully or not. At time of UE registration it is not necessary for the UDM which UPU parameters the UE support since it may never initiate UPU. 
Option 2, in our understanding aims to solve a different problem, which is to make the UDM aware prior to initiating the provisioning (using “CP provisioning procedure”) which parameters the UE supports (if any) in order for the UDM to decide to initiate the UPU procedure or not. The question of course is how the UDM can benefit from knowing in advance the parameters the UE supports and what decision it make based on that? In S2-2104602 [3]  it is stated: “UPU procedure cannot be initiated when the UE is in SNPN access mode or accesses an SNPN via a PLMN as described in CT1 LS”. The LS of CT1 though [1] refers to default configured NSSAI and Routing ID that one is not supported in SNPN access mode and the Routing ID is optional. Both can only be provisioned using UPU so it is not clear to the authors of the present document how the UDM will benefit from knowing the UE support prior to initiating the UPU. Option 2 also has AMF impacts and in SA2#145E it was not explained how the information that is provided by the UE in registration request message is sent to UDM that is going to decide whether to initiate UPU procedure and for which parameters. 
2.
Way Forward

From system point of view SA2 needs to answer first the question: 

How the UDM can benefit from knowing in advance of initiating the UPU procedure the parameters the UE supports in UPU and what decision it make based on that?

If there is no benefit identified for the UDM in knowing in advance the parameters the UE supports in UPU, SA2 should reply to CT1 that SA2 decided that “Alternative-1: in the UPU transparent container carrying the UPU acknowledgement” is the most appropriate option. Since the issue in hand is related to protocol design and in general UPU has originally been specified first in CT1 and SA3, CT1 can take the lead and standardise “alternative 1” and SA2 will later align accordingly the related clause in TS 23.502.

Related LS response is provided in S2-2105821. 
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