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The following table shows the current status of the emails received so far in the meeting:

	Doc No.
	Title
	Submitted By
	Discussion status
	Current forecast outcome

	S3‑211425
	Reply LS on User Plane Integrity Protection for eUTRA connected to EPC
	R2-2104349
	Under discussion
	Noted

	S3‑211468
	pCR to 33.853 - update to 7.2 following liaisons
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	-
	Withdrawn

	S3‑211469
	pCR to 33.853 - Removal of template sections ready for specification approval
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	-
	Withdrawn

	S3‑211470
	pCR to 33.853: editorial updates
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	-
	Withdrawn

	S3‑211587
	pCR to TR33.853 - editorial corrections
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211593
	Cover sheet for approval of TR33.853
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211612
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solution#2
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211613
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solution#3
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211614
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 5 and 6
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211616
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 9 and 10
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211649
	Solution Update for Solution #28
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Under discussion
	Approved (r2)

	S3‑211650
	Conclusion for Key Issue #7
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Under discussion
	Approved (r1)

	S3‑211651
	LS on Supporting UP Integrity Protection Policy Handling for Interworking from 5GS to EPS
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Under discussion
	Approved (r1)

	S3‑211682
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 11 13 14 and 15
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211688
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 18 19 20 and 21
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211690
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 22 23 24 26
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211718
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 28 29 30
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Under Discussion
	Approved (r2)

	S3‑211721
	pCR to TR33.853 - removal of template sections
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Not discussed
	Approved

	S3‑211736
	pCR to TR33.853 - Resolution of editors notes in Conclusions and Recommendations
	VODAFONE Group Plc
	Under Discussion
	Approved (r1)

	S3‑212115
	UP IP: Update to solution #21 (Interworking handover from EPS to 5GS)
	Ericsson
	Under Discussion
	Approved (r1)

	S3‑212116
	UP IP: Update to solution #24 Interworking handover from 5GS to EPS
	Ericsson
	Under Discussion
	Approved (r1)

	S3‑212117
	UP IP: Update to solution #30
	Ericsson
	Not discussed
	Approved


The following collates the discussion on the email reflector and on conf calls in SA3#103:

	S3 211425
	Reply LS on User Plane Integrity Protection for eUTRA connected to EPC
	R2-2104349


[Vice-chair] This LS includes action to SA3 (to consider their response). The LS will be noted unless there is a proposal to do otherwise. 

[Vodafone] The LS action resulted in S3-211736 that updates the TR conclusions. No further action required on this LS.

Discussion status: under discussion
Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Noted
	S3‑211587
	pCR to TR33.853 - editorial corrections
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved

	S3‑211593
	Cover sheet for approval of TR33.853
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211612
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solution#2
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211613
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solution#3
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211614
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 5 and 6
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211616
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 9 and 10
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211649
	Solution Update for Solution #28
	Huawei, HiSilicon


[Qualcom] Qualcomm think that the contribution needs changing before approval.

The security requirement in key issue #7 is the following:

The interworking between EPS and 5GS shall ensure that integrity protection is applied to user bearers that require integrity protection.

From the solution description, it is not clear how the bearers that require UP IP are not handed over to a legacy eNB (i.e. one that does not support UP IP). If this is not supported then the solution does not meet the security requirement for key issue #7 for interworking from 5GS to EPS and that part of the evaluation should be removed.

I thinks there may be a knock on effect on S3-211650 and S3-211651, but best to resolve this contribution first.

[Huawei] In our solution, we states that
“

-    In step 5a, if both MME and UE support user plane integrity protection, the AMF sends an indication in the Nsmf_PDUSession_Context Request message.

-    In step 5c and 6, if the SMF+PGW-C receives the indication, and already stored UP security policy in EPS bearer context, the SMF+PGW-C sends UP security policy in the EPS bearer context to the AMF, and the AMF sends the EPS bearer context to the MME transparently. If the SMF+PGW-C does not receive the indicator, the SMF+PGW-C shall not send the EPS bearer context whose UP IP policy is set as “required”.
”
That means SMF+PGW-C will send UP IP policy which is “required” to an UPGRADED MME, and will not send UP IP policy with “required” to an LEGACY MME.

Then, the following policy handling is similar to “upgraded eNB-upgraded MME” or “legacy eNB-upgraded MME” case, we think the resolution can be replied on solution 18 or 25 or 26.

Thus, we add a sentence in the evaluation part, “In case that UP IP policy is set as “required” in SMF+PGW-C, but target eNB is legacy eNB, how to ensure the bearers that require UP IP are not handed over to a legacy eNB can be addressed in solution 18 or 25 or 26.”

We upload r1, hope that clarify your concern, thanks!

[Qualcom] QC would be OK with this pCR if you could remove the first line of the evaluation.

The effect of this I think is for S3-21650 to not have the conclusion for solution #28.

For the LS (S3-211651) , the last two line of LS are now inconsistent with the above and I wonder if something like this would work:

“Thus, SA3 has concluded solution #28 in TR 33.853 to address the issue. SA3 would like to request SA2 to confirm it is acceptable to remove these restrictions if UP IP when connected to EPS is supported.aligning with SA3’s conclusion.”
[Huawei] Thanks for your concrete proposals. 
For 649 and 651, I uploaded r1 following your comment.

For 650, I revised as following in r1: 

[image: image1.jpg]



I’m sure there is some normative work which needs to be done (e.g. at least add UP policy in interworking procedure in 33.401) on all the interworking scenarios, this change can be recorded for the work then. Since this TR is planning to be sent for SA plenary, I prefer to standardize it in normative phase on this point. 

Please check whether those revisions are fine with you. Thanks. 

[Huawei] Sorry, for 649, it is R2.
Discussion status: Under Discussion
Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved as r2
	S3‑211650
	Conclusion for Key Issue #7
	Huawei, HiSilicon


[Qualcom] Qualcomm think that the contribution needs changing before approval.

The security requirement in key issue #7 is the following:

The interworking between EPS and 5GS shall ensure that integrity protection is applied to user bearers that require integrity protection.

From the solution description, it is not clear how the bearers that require UP IP are not handed over to a legacy eNB (i.e. one that does not support UP IP). If this is not supported then the solution does not meet the security requirement for key issue #7 for interworking from 5GS to EPS and that part of the evaluation should be removed.

I thinks there may be a knock on effect on S3-211650 and S3-211651, but best to resolve this contribution first.

[Huawei] In our solution, we states that
“

-    In step 5a, if both MME and UE support user plane integrity protection, the AMF sends an indication in the Nsmf_PDUSession_Context Request message.

-    In step 5c and 6, if the SMF+PGW-C receives the indication, and already stored UP security policy in EPS bearer context, the SMF+PGW-C sends UP security policy in the EPS bearer context to the AMF, and the AMF sends the EPS bearer context to the MME transparently. If the SMF+PGW-C does not receive the indicator, the SMF+PGW-C shall not send the EPS bearer context whose UP IP policy is set as “required”.
”
That means SMF+PGW-C will send UP IP policy which is “required” to an UPGRADED MME, and will not send UP IP policy with “required” to an LEGACY MME.

Then, the following policy handling is similar to “upgraded eNB-upgraded MME” or “legacy eNB-upgraded MME” case, we think the resolution can be replied on solution 18 or 25 or 26.

Thus, we add a sentence in the evaluation part, “In case that UP IP policy is set as “required” in SMF+PGW-C, but target eNB is legacy eNB, how to ensure the bearers that require UP IP are not handed over to a legacy eNB can be addressed in solution 18 or 25 or 26.”

We upload r1, hope that clarify your concern, thanks!

[Qualcom] QC would be OK with this pCR if you could remove the first line of the evaluation.

The effect of this I think is for S3-21650 to not have the conclusion for solution #28.

For the LS (S3-211651) , the last two line of LS are now inconsistent with the above and I wonder if something like this would work:

“Thus, SA3 has concluded solution #28 in TR 33.853 to address the issue. SA3 would like to request SA2 to confirm it is acceptable to remove these restrictions if UP IP when connected to EPS is supported.aligning with SA3’s conclusion.”
[Huawei] Thanks for your concrete proposals. 
For 649 and 651, I uploaded r1 following your comment.

For 650, I revised as following in r1: 

[image: image2.jpg]



I’m sure there is some normative work which needs to be done (e.g. at least add UP policy in interworking procedure in 33.401) on all the interworking scenarios, this change can be recorded for the work then. Since this TR is planning to be sent for SA plenary, I prefer to standardize it in normative phase on this point. 

Please check whether those revisions are fine with you. Thanks. 

[Huawei] Sorry, for 649, it is R2.
Discussion status: Under discussion
Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved as r1
	S3‑211651
	LS on Supporting UP Integrity Protection Policy Handling for Interworking from 5GS to EPS
	Huawei, HiSilicon


[Qualcom] Qualcomm think that the contribution needs changing before approval.

The security requirement in key issue #7 is the following:

The interworking between EPS and 5GS shall ensure that integrity protection is applied to user bearers that require integrity protection.

From the solution description, it is not clear how the bearers that require UP IP are not handed over to a legacy eNB (i.e. one that does not support UP IP). If this is not supported then the solution does not meet the security requirement for key issue #7 for interworking from 5GS to EPS and that part of the evaluation should be removed.

I thinks there may be a knock on effect on S3-211650 and S3-211651, but best to resolve this contribution first.

[Huawei] In our solution, we states that
“

-    In step 5a, if both MME and UE support user plane integrity protection, the AMF sends an indication in the Nsmf_PDUSession_Context Request message.

-    In step 5c and 6, if the SMF+PGW-C receives the indication, and already stored UP security policy in EPS bearer context, the SMF+PGW-C sends UP security policy in the EPS bearer context to the AMF, and the AMF sends the EPS bearer context to the MME transparently. If the SMF+PGW-C does not receive the indicator, the SMF+PGW-C shall not send the EPS bearer context whose UP IP policy is set as “required”.
”
That means SMF+PGW-C will send UP IP policy which is “required” to an UPGRADED MME, and will not send UP IP policy with “required” to an LEGACY MME.

Then, the following policy handling is similar to “upgraded eNB-upgraded MME” or “legacy eNB-upgraded MME” case, we think the resolution can be replied on solution 18 or 25 or 26.

Thus, we add a sentence in the evaluation part, “In case that UP IP policy is set as “required” in SMF+PGW-C, but target eNB is legacy eNB, how to ensure the bearers that require UP IP are not handed over to a legacy eNB can be addressed in solution 18 or 25 or 26.”

We upload r1, hope that clarify your concern, thanks!

[Qualcom] QC would be OK with this pCR if you could remove the first line of the evaluation.

The effect of this I think is for S3-21650 to not have the conclusion for solution #28.

For the LS (S3-211651) , the last two line of LS are now inconsistent with the above and I wonder if something like this would work:

“Thus, SA3 has concluded solution #28 in TR 33.853 to address the issue. SA3 would like to request SA2 to confirm it is acceptable to remove these restrictions if UP IP when connected to EPS is supported.aligning with SA3’s conclusion.”
[Huawei] Thanks for your concrete proposals. 
For 649 and 651, I uploaded r1 following your comment.

For 650, I revised as following in r1: 
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I’m sure there is some normative work which needs to be done (e.g. at least add UP policy in interworking procedure in 33.401) on all the interworking scenarios, this change can be recorded for the work then. Since this TR is planning to be sent for SA plenary, I prefer to standardize it in normative phase on this point. 

Please check whether those revisions are fine with you. Thanks. 

[Huawei] Sorry, for 649, it is R2
Discussion status: Under Discussion
Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved as r1
	S3‑211682
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 11 13 14 and 15
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211688
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 18 19 20 and 21
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211690
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 22 23 24 26
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211718
	pCR to TR33.845 - Resolution of editors notes for solutions 28 29 30
	VODAFONE Group Plc


[Huawei] Thanks for the completion proposal.
Summary: update is required.

I understand these changes for resolution of editors notes for approval of the whole TR. So I believe removal the left editor notes is also another way. What I meant is that there is a conflict on change on Clause 6.28.3.3, another document 211649 proposes to remove the editor note with some reasonable text rather changing it a NOTE directly. I prefer to remove the change on 6.28.3.3 in 211718 and treat it under 211649. That’s much clearer. 

Furthermore, I think keeping “FFS” in one NOTE is not a readable way for reader. 

[Vodafone] I am happy to remove the change from Clause 6.28.3.3 in as it is changed in 211649.  I will upload r1 now…
[Ericsson] I just wanted to indicate that if S3-212117 is approved, then there will be a conflict with clause 6.30.4 in S3-211718, as S3-212117 tries to resolve the EN in clause 6.30.4.

[Vodafone] I will be more than happy to remove my change in favour of yours

[Vodafone] I have uploaded r2 with these changes
Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved as r2
	S3‑211721
	pCR to TR33.853 - removal of template sections
	VODAFONE Group Plc


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved
	S3‑211736
	pCR to TR33.853 - Resolution of editors notes in Conclusions and Recommendations
	VODAFONE Group Plc


[Qualcomm] Qualcomm thinks the contribution needs changing before approval.

The following editor’s note 

Editor’s Note: SA3 will involve SA2 and RAN3 in the development of the Core Network/RAN solution for UP IP policy handling, by taking feedback into consideration.

should be turned into a NOTE to capture the fact that the details are left for the normative phase and decisions will involve other groups.

How about

               NOTE: The details of the UP IP policy handling will be finalised in the normative phase based on feedback from the relevant protocol experts.

I have no strong attachment to this particular wording if you can think of a better one.
[Vodafone] I have uploaded r1 with this change
Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved as r1
	S3‑212115
	UP IP: Update to solution #21 (Interworking handover from EPS to 5GS)
	Ericsson


[Huawei] Thanks for your proposal to align with SA2’s procedure. However, I have some comments on this proposal as follows.
Summary: updates are required before it’s acceptable

I am thinking the intention of the whole study is to investigate the UP IP for several options, i.e. Option 1~Option 7, if we check the scope and SID objectives. I believe the UP encryption policy is not included at all. 

This is valuable for discussion. In my opinion, adopting per-session UP encryption policy may downgrade the security in some cases. I suggest to remove all the UP encryption policy in this solution. For those existing text, I can live with it but addition on UP encryption policy brought by this document shall be removed. 

[Ericsson] I have uploaded r1. Changes are marked with yellow color. Let me know if you are ok with the changes.

Discussion status: Under Discussion
Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved as r1
	S3‑212116
	UP IP: Update to solution #24 Interworking handover from 5GS to EPS
	Ericsson


[Huawei] Summary: update is required before it’s acceptable
I would like to provide comment as gave for 212115. UP encryption policy should not be included in this study at the moment. I can live with the existing text this time but not OK with new addition by adding UP encryption policy more related text in the TR. 

[Ericsson] I have uploaded r1. Changes are marked with yellow color. Let me know if you are ok with the changes.

Discussion status: Under Discussion
Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved as r1
	S3‑212117
	UP IP: Update to solution #30
	Ericsson


Discussion status: not discussed

Blocking Parties: none
Expected status if no further comments: Approved


