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1 Introduction

This is the summary document for the following come back:  

CB: # MBS1_NetworkSharing

- Scope of the network sharing for MBS (e.g., broadcast only or multicast as well? MOCN and RAN sharing with multiple cell-ID broadcast, various deployment scenarios, shared DU only cases, roaming, duplicated NG-U resources)
- General guideline (compatibility with UEs of earlier version, Uu impacts)
- Mechanisms to identify the same MBS services at application layer
- Mechanisms to avoid duplicated resources at access layer for the identified service
- Potential LS out on the scope and/or cross WG impacts?

- Capture agreements and open issues

(Samsung - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-225015
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:  

P1: Misalignment between RAN WID and SA2 SID should be solved in RAN plenary.

P2: Send LS to RAN plenary and SA2 to solve the misalignment between RAN WID and SA2 SID. Revision of R3-224651 in second round.

P3: Agree to consider RAN sharing scenarios for MOCN architecture, including aggregated architecture and disaggregated architecture. 

P4: FFS on the deployment scenario where only part of cells served by gNBs are shared. 

P5: FFS on whether and how to enable non-home PLMN UE to receive the multicast MBS.
P6: NG-RAN can identify the requests for session start/activation from different operators’ 5GC aim at the same MBS session, based on the information provided by 5GC. The detail information is pending to SA2.

P7: FFS on NG-U tunnel(s) for the same MBS service from different operators.

P8: The same PTM radio resource can be allocated in a shared cell for transmission of the same MBS service provided by different operators.

P9: FFS on whether existing mechanism can be used to notify the same PTM radio resource over Uu interface.

P10: The solution for efficient MBS reception in RAN sharing scenario should not have impact on Pre Rel-18 UE.

3 First Round

WID scope alignment aspect

From the RAN WID, the study for the resource efficiency enhancement is applied to both broadcast service and multicast service. While based on SA2 SID, SA2 discussions concentrate on the enhancement for broadcast service only. Regarding the WID scope alignment, below contributions give the proposals:

· Tdoc 4325 propose to prioritize the enhancement for broadcast service in RAN sharing scenarios and check the feasibility for multicast with SA2 afterwards.

· Tdoc 4650 propose to send a LS to RAN on the misalignment between RAN and SA. 
· Tdoc 4479 propose to discuss efficiency enhancement for both, BC and MC.
· Tdoc 4914 propose RAN3 to coordinate with SA2 whether to apply the multicast in RAN sharing scenarios.
Moderator thinks resource efficiency improvement is required for BC and MC. The discussion in RAN3 should start from the scope defined in the RAN WID. To solve the misalignment between RAN WID and SA2 SID, RAN plenary involvement is required. Therefore, based on the above proposals and this understanding, it is proposed:

1. RAN3 to discuss and if necessary, specify enhancements for resource efficiency in RAN sharing scenario for both, multicast service and broadcast service.

2. RAN3 to contact RAN plenary to solve the misalignment between RAN WID and SA2 SID, i.e.  Efficiency enhancement is applicable to BC and MC or only to BC.

Q1: Do you agree the above proposals?

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Agree

	ZTE 
	Let us check with SA2/RAN Plenary first.

	Nokia
	NOK
The multicast case is completely different than broadcast because the signaling at system level is totally different. This means huge SA2 work first (similar and even more complex as what they are doing for broadcast). It cannot be defined in RAN3 without having first SA2 look at it, which is not the case today as SA2 only defines broadcast in release 18.

	CMCC
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree 

	Ericsson
	Agree with 1.

On 2., this does not necessarily need an explicit action, not right now, it would be sufficient to provide the status report, as usual, to RAN containing this topic. Probably also in Yin’s report. As this topic is given to RAN3 to look at, we would propose to identify in RAN3 topics where SA2 involvement is likely and then provide specific questions to (other) WGs/TSGs.

	Huawei
	OK to specify enhancements for both multicast service and broadcast service. We think the most of solutions for broadcast may be reused for multicast as much as possible, e.g. the way to identify the same MBS services of different CNs.

	NEC
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	RAN sharing efficiency is needed for both Broadcast and Multicast. Like Nokia commented, SA2 R18 SID is working on Broadcast MOCN case. We prefer to check with SA2 first about if they can do Multicast MOCN work as well. 

Initially in RAN3, we prefer to start work with Broadcast then based on SA2 feedback, later RAN3 can work on Multicast. This way we can use available limited TUs efficiently.

	Lenovo
	Agree. 


Q2: Do you agree to send a LS for the scope alignment? Is the LS to RAN or to SA2, or both?

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	LS to RAN for the scope alignment is needed.

	ZTE
	Both. or maybe a quick check with SA2 first (as Aug SA2/RAN WG meetings are overlapping)? if this is not supported by SA2 at all, discussion can be triggered in RAN plenary, e.g., lower RAN’s ambition level. 

	Nokia
	NOK

This can be raised in RAN Plenary if needed. No LS needed since for multicast this is currently not supported by SA2 at all. For anybody following current SA2 status, it is doubtful that SA2 can include this in release 18 timeframe.
[CATT]：We understand that RAN sharig in multicast is currently not touched in SA2 and we also have doubt on whether it is possible for SA2 to include this in Rel-18.However,at least we should let SA2 and RAN be aware of the current situation and have a conclusion on it. i.e. either update RAN WID or update SA WID.
NOK2: OK if you prefer, LS to RAN is also OK (to avoid wasted effort in RAN3).

	CMCC
	Slightly prefer to send an LS to RAN2 first and check their feedback. If SA2 does not want to apply the multicast in RAN sharing, the involvement of RAN plenary is required.

	CATT
	LS is needed

Since RAN3 is the leading group on RAN sharing feature and there is misalignment between RAN and SA on the scope, it is the responsibility of RAN3 to contact other group on scope alignment. 

	Ericsson
	see above question, there is no immediate need to send an LS, this can be done via the usual status report(s).

	Huawei
	No, RAN3 can discuss broadcast first based on SA2 SI outcome, and then coordinate with SA2 for multicast in WI phase.

	NEC
	LS is needed, misalignment should be resolved between RAN WID and SA2 SID as early as possible


	Qualcomm
	LS to SA2 and CC: RAN needed. Based on SA2 response , RAN can align scope in R18 RAN MBS WID. Based on current SA2 schedule, not sure if they can do work for Multicast in R18 time frame.

	Lenovo
	LS is needed as commented by CATT.


· Moderator’s summary:

7 companies think RAN3 should start to discuss BC and MC as requested by RAN WID. 2 companies prefer RAN3 start work with BC since SA2 only defines broadcast in release 18. 1 company would like to check with SA2/RAN Plenary first.
About the LS out, 7 companies think LS should be sent for the alignment as early as possible while have different views on which group the LS sent to. 3 companies think no need to send the LS with different reasons
· One company said action should be raised in RAN Plenary
· One company said no immediate need to send an LS
· One company said RAN3 can discuss BC first and make coordination with SA2 during SA2 WI phase.
Majority think RAN3 should first follow RAN WID. No reason to rule out one scenario which is clearly described in RAN WID. But if SA2 only discusses BC in Rel-18, the efforts spend on MC in RAN3 will be wasted. It is also clarified in RAN WID, collaboration with SA2 is expected in due course for the WID objectives. Thus 7 companies think early LS is beneficial. 

Based on the comments, the below proposals are suggested:
P1: Misalignment between RAN WID and SA2 SID should be solved in RAN plenary.

P2: Send LS to RAN plenary and SA2 to solve the misalignment between RAN WID and SA2 SID. Revision of R3-224651 in second round.
RAN sharing scenario aspect:

For the RAN sharing scenario, basically, based on the proposals in this meeting, all the RAN sharing scenarios should be considered. The proposals in this regard are summarized in below:

· In Tdoc 4479, it is proposed to study and conclude on enhancements for resource efficiency for MBS reception in RAN sharing for both, MOCN and RAN sharing with multiple cell-ID broadcast.
· In Tdoc 4479, it is proposed to study and conclude on enhancements for resource efficiency for MBS reception in RAN sharing for deployment scenarios where only part of cells served by gNBs are shared resources. 

· In Tdoc 4154, it is proposed to consider the scenarios of both shared Gnb-CU and non-shared Gnb-CU for efficient MBS reception in RAN sharing scenario.

· In Tdoc 4862 and Tdoc 4914, it is proposed RAN3 should focus on aggregated architecture as well as disaggregated architecture. And disaggregated architecture includes two cases: both Gnb-CU and Gnb-DU are shared or only Gnb-DU is shared. 

· In Tdoc 4299, it is proposed 

· TMGI should be enhanced to enable non-home PLMN UE to receive the multicast MBS.

· RAN3 is asked to discuss how the UE from home PLMN RAN obtains the MBS configuration from sharing PLMN CN.

· RAN3 is asked to discuss how the UE obtains the MBS configuration from the shared NG-RAN when the UE connects to home NG-RAN only.

The beginning of the study should focus on all the RAN sharing scenarios. RAN sharing with multiple cell-ID broadcast means the Gnb-DU is shared and the Gnb-CU is not shared.

For the enable non-home PLMN UE to receive the multicast MBS, currently it is not sure if there is such requirement. In Rel-17, roaming is not supported for MBS. Therefore whether and how to enhance non-home PLMN UE to receive the multicast MBS needs further clarification and discussion. 

The summary of the proposals related to RAN sharing scenario is:

1. RAN3 to consider RAN sharing scenarios for aggregated architecture and disaggregated architecture. The disaggregated architecture contains two cases: only Gnb-DU is shared and both Gnb-CU and Gnb-DU are shared.

2. RAN3 to study and conclude on enhancements for resource efficiency for MBS reception in RAN sharing for deployment scenarios where only part of cells served by gNBs are shared resources. 

3. FFS on whether and how to enable non-home PLMN UE to receive the multicast MBS.
Q3: Do you agree the above proposals?

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Agree

	ZTE
	Let us focus on MOCN first as the basic scenarios.

All other scenarios can be FFS and shall be aligned with other WGs.

	Nokia
	Agree with ZTE: let us focus on MOCN first.
Also, the case where only part of cells of a Gnb (i.e. not the entire Gnb) is shared will bring complexity and may be avoided.

	CMCC
	We hope to discuss the RAN sharing scenarios for aggregated architecture and disaggregated architecture simultaneously. The disaggregated scenario should be considered as same priority with aggregated architecture. Also, considered with starting a simple scenario, we recommend to deprioritize deployment scenarios where only part of cells served by a Gnb.

	CATT
	Agree

	Ericsson
	I guess we should not preclude discussions. It is true that MOCN is further developed, simply because the fact that SA2 is not involved in NG-RAN internal matters shouldn’t come to a surprise. 

We think that many aspects looked at with MOCN can be transposed into a question like “what kind of information would that common entity in different operators’ Dus need to receive to deduce the possibility of using common resources?” 

	Huawei
	Agree with ZTE and Nokia.

	NEC
	Agree 

	Qualcomm
	Agree with ZTE/Nokia/CMCC. First lets focus on MOCN for both Aggregated and Disaggregated gNB scenarios. Based on progress, if needed, we can look into deployment scenarios where only part of cells served by gNBs are shared resources. 

If the intention of non-home PLMN is referring to ROM mode, then it is not in WID scope. For ROM, SA2 has to specify TMGI list.




· Moderator’s summary:

All the companies agree to consider MOCN architecture. For the MOCN architecture, currently it supports RAN sharing with or without multiple cell ID broadcast. 
P3: Agree to consider RAN sharing scenarios for MOCN architecture, including aggregated architecture and disaggregated architecture. 

P4: FFS on the deployment scenario where only part of cells served by gNBs are shared. 

P5: FFS on whether and how to enable non-home PLMN UE to receive the multicast MBS.
Mechanisms to identify the same MB service

Tdoc 4244 proposed based on NG-RAN OAM configuration of Service-ID, NG-RAN identifies same MBS Service X is being served by different PLMNs in case of MOCN scenario (i.e, different PLMN allocated TMGIs are pointing to same MBS Service X) and CU provides common MRB configuration for MBS UEs of different PLMNs.

Tdoc 4325 proposed NG-RAN node needs to identify the same MBS service from different operators and CN shall provide the information to NG-RAN node for identifying the same MBS service, and the detailed information is pending to SA2 Study Item outcome.

Tdoc 4862 listed the possible ways about how the NG-RAN identify the same MBS service from different operators and proposed RAN3 to decide how the NG-RAN knows which TMGIs are for the same MBS service. 

Tdoc 4946 proposed RAN3 waits for SA2 on the additional information provided by 5GC to identify the same MBS services from different MOCN.
NG-RAN shall identify which TMGIs are belong to the same MBS service since it is the first step for the NG-RAN to make the decision on the resource efficiency improvement for MBS reception in RAN sharing scenario. RAN3 discussion should not be delayed by waiting for SA2 conclusion. Thus, it is proposed to agree:

1. NG-RAN can identify the same MBS service from different operators in RAN sharing scenario. 

2. RAN3 continue works on how the NG-RAN identifies the same MBS service from different operators. The decision should be made with coordination with SA2. 

Q4: Do you agree the above proposals? Or should RAN3 just wait for SA2’s conclusion on the detail mechanism?

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Agree. RAN3 can have the discussion on how to let the NG-RAN knows the relationship between TMGIs from different operators. RAN3 can provide preference on which option has less impact to NG-RAN and coordinated with SA2 to have the final decision.

	ZTE
	Agree with Samsung.

	Nokia
	Disagree.
We should not duplicate the work with SA2, this is a good basic principle followed up to now in RAN3. Currently SA2 studies multiple solutions, some of them are not even based on multiple TMGIs from different operators. Therefore, it is wise to wait: it is SA2 to decide the solution how gNB can identify same service from different operators.

	CMCC
	Agree with Samsung.

	CATT
	Agree with Samsung

	Ericsson
	Fullheartedly agree with Nokia: we should not duplicate work already performed in SA2.

However, as SA2 and RAN3 have different aspects to look at, we cannot avoid to evaluate whatever SA2 come up with in their Feasibility study, for which we expect an LS at the next meeting asking for review of their TR.

ad proposal 1) I guess this point should be the baseline for all proposals: A NG-RAN node shared among several operators is expected to receive sufficient information to understand that 5GC requests to start/activate MBS Session resources stemming from different operators’ 5GCs aim at the very same MBS session. (Wondering whether we can actually agree on such)
ad proposal 2) probably we should wait for a definite SA2 status (the expected LS mentioned above) and not continue this aspect at RAN3#117-3

	Huawei
	Agree with first bullet. Disagree with the second one.

RAN3 can continue work based on the assumption that the NG-RAN can identify the same MBS service from different operators.
How the NG-RAN identifies the same MBS service has been studied by SA2 for several meetings. From the perspective of RAN3, the different ways to identify the same service have no much difference. Thus, to avoid duplicate discussion among groups, RAN3 can wait for SA2 conclusion.

	NEC
	Not agree with P1, but agree with P2. 

Different operator may have different TMGI for the same MBS service, this should be solved between RAN3 and SA2. 

	Qualcomm
	We are fine to wait for SA2 to conclude on their solutions and of course RAN3 and SA2 are expected to work together for final solution.

	Lenovo
	Agree with Samsung


· Moderator’s summary:

Majority (9 from 10) agree NG-RAN can identify the request for session start/activation from different operators 5GC aim at the same MBS session, based on the information provided by 5GC. 6 companies think RAN3 can start work while 4 companies prefer to wait for SA2’s conclusion. Therefore it is proposed to agree:

P6: NG-RAN can identify the requests for session start/activation from different operators’ 5GC aim at the same MBS session, based on the information provided by 5GC. The detail information is pending to SA2.

NG-U tunnel aspect:

In Tdoc 4325, two options for NG-U tunnels for the same MBS service in RAN sharing scenario are discussed and it is proposed RAN3 to further discuss the shared NG-U tunnels management for the same session in shared NG-RAN node, and also take SA2 further progress into account.

· Option 1: establish the NG-U tunnels for each session for different PLMNs

· Option 2: establish only one NG-U tunnel for multiple session from different PLMNs 

In Tdoc 4914. it is proposed the way of ensuring only one NG-U tunnel for data packet reception in RAN sharing deployment would be specified.

Based on the above proposals, further discussion on the NG-U tunnel(s) for the same MBS service in RAN sharing scenario is needed.

1. FFS on NG-U tunnel for the same MBS service from different operators, e.g. establishing the NG-U tunnel for each transmission from different operators or using only one NG-U tunnel for the transmission from different operators.

Q5: Do you agree the above proposal? 

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree, and we may consult SA2 as well in one LS.

	Nokia
	Agree. 

	CMCC
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree

	Ericsson
	FFS is always good at this early stage

	Huawei
	agree

	NEC
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	OK but shared NG-U tunnel across multiple 5GCs means MB-UPF has to be shared across multiple PLMNs. Don’t think this case is supported in current SA2 Architecture and we need to check with SA2 on this.

	Lenovo
	Agree


· Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree the proposal. One company think the shared NG-U tunnel across multiple 5GC need to check with SA2. So it is proposed: 
P7: FFS on NG-U tunnel(s) for the same MBS service from different operators.

Radio resource aspect:

In Tdoc 4325, it is proposed the UEs of different PLMNs in shared cell shall receive only one copy of data over Uu interface. 

In Tdoc 4325 and Tdoc 4862, it is proposed Rel-17 mechanism of MBS reception over Uu interface can be reused.

In Tdoc 4946, it is proposed about the options to avoid duplicated radio resource. And it is proposed to send a LS RAN2/SA4 on below options for RAN3 as the feature leading WG to make the final decision.
· option 1. Multiple PTM config for the same MBS service (with distinct TMGIs) for one common PTM data transmission. This option features the least RAN2 spec impacts but more overhead in the PTM config delivery.
· option 2. Multiple distinct TMGIs are associated with one single set of PTM config. However, this option needs RAN2 confirmation on how to design a ASN.1 structure to avoid any compatibility and overhead issue.
· option 3. Single PTM config in the MCCH, and single PTM data transmission, to fully reduce any overhead at access layer. UE recognizes the TMGI broadcast in the MCCH is associated with other TMGIs allocated by other MOCN, while the association can be provided in upper layer. This option needs SA4 confirmation on how to design the service layer info, e.g., USD.
According to the discussions and proposals in Tdoc 4325, Tdoc 4862 and Tdoc 4946, the same PTM radio resource should be allocated by the NG-RAN for the same MBS service in RAN sharing scenario and thus only one copy of data is sent via Uu interface. Whether Rel-17 mechanism is re-used for MBS reception over Uu interface or Rel-17 mechanism should be enhanced needs to be decided by RAN2. Thus, it is proposed:

1. The same PTM radio resource can be allocated in a shared cell for transmission of the same MBS service provided by different operators.

2. The mechanism on how to notify the same PTM radio resource over Uu interface is pending to RAN2 decision.

Q6: Do you agree the above proposals? In addition, do we need to send a LS to RAN2/SA4 on the detail options to avoid duplicated radio resource?

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	Agree. We think at this stage, it is too early to send a LS out for the detail solutions. The detail solution in Uu interface will be discussed and decided in RAN2.

	ZTE
	For now there is no RAN2 related AI or TU allocated for the network sharing feature led by RAN3. 

Therefore a LS is preferred.

	Nokia
	Agree.
Backwards compatibility of option 2 depends on ongoing release 17 discussions in RAN2 so it is wise to wait at least one meeting. Besides, we note that option 3 is not backwards compatible. Furthermore, in our view the choice among the three options is also dependent on SA2 solution which may involve either one or multiple TMGI(s). 


	CMCC
	The LS should be sent later after we decide the scenario first.

	CATT
	We also have the feeling that selection of the 3 solutions partly depends on which solution is selected in SA2.So, to avoid duplicated discussion, maybe it is safer to send LS to RAN2 after there is conclusion in SA2 on whether there is one TMGI allocated for multiple operators or multiple TMGI(s) are allocated. 

	Ericsson
	While we also agree that backwards compatibility with Rel-17 might be achieved on AS level, higher layer might be impacted.
For BC, the above seems to be the common understanding, but is dependent not only from RAN2, but also from aspects looked at by SA2 and RAN3 together.

	Huawei
	Agree with first bullet, disagree with the second one, as there is no RAN2 impact for the network sharing objective in the WID.

Therefore, we should try to reuse existing Rel-17 mechanism of MBS reception over Uu interface, i.e. option 1. 

	NEC
	Agree. We agree with the principle but not too early to send LS to SA2. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree in principle. For any selected solution , it has to be backward compatible with R17 MBS UEs. Option 1/Option 2 are better  solutions than Option 3. RAN3 need to wait for SA2 about their decision of how TMGIs will be allocated for RAN sharing case. Sending LS to RAN2 is too early in first meeting.

	Lenovo
	Agree. No strong view that on LS to RAN2 in this meeting.


· Moderator’s summary:

From my reading, all the companies are fine with P1. For the solutions, backwards compatible solution is preferred but need to wait for SA2/RAN2 discussion. No consensus on the LS to RAN2. One company think LS is needed to trigger RAN2 discussion but majority think it is too early to send LS. So it is proposed:
P8: The same PTM radio resource can be allocated in a shared cell for transmission of the same MBS service provided by different operators.

P9: FFS on whether existing mechanism can be used to notify the same PTM radio resource over Uu interface.

General principles:

There are some general principles proposed:

· In Tdoc 4479, it is proposed study and conclude on enhancements for resource efficiency for MBS reception in RAN sharing for 5GC user plane resources bearing in mind robustness/resiliency considerations stemming from MBS service requirements.

· In Tdoc 4650, it is proposed to adopt solution which does not has impact on Pre Rel-18 UE for efficient MBS reception in RAN sharing scenario. And sends a LS to SA2 on the preference to adopt solution which does not has impact on Pre Rel-18 UE.

The principles are general and not particular to the MBS functions. Like when a solution is adopted, backward compatible is a requirement we should follow. We need to decide if there is necessary to change the proposals listed below as the agreements:

1. Study and conclude on enhancements for resource efficiency for MBS reception in RAN sharing for 5GC user plane resources bearing in mind robustness/resiliency considerations stemming from MBS service requirements.

2. The solution for efficient MBS reception in RAN sharing scenario should not have impact on Pre Rel-18 UE.

Q7: Do you agree to put the above proposals as the agreements? Does a LS to SA2 on the preference to adopt solution which doesn’t have impact on Pre Rel-18 UE is needed?

	Company
	Comment

	Samsung
	They are straightforward principles. But it is fine to capture them as the agreements. 

No LS to SA2 is needed for backward compatible issue since it is quite straightforward.

	ZTE
	Agree with Samsung.

	Nokia
	P1: NOK. We don’t see from where these requirements come from and what they exactly mean i.e. principles should be expressed in a concrete manner.
P2: OK.

	CMCC
	P1: No ok, agree with Nokia. This principle provides the requirements of RAN sharing for 5GC user plane resources. The robustness/resiliency should be explained in a clear way before the proposal becomes a conclusion.
P2: Ok

	CATT
	We agree that both are general principles that should be followed.

The reason we propose to LS to SA2 is that it seems there are some solutions which could impact the reception of pre Rel-18 UE. If all companies think that it is natural to preclude non backward compatible solutions in SA2 when making decision on final solutions, we are OK to not contact SA2 for the time being.

	Ericsson
	P1: to explain: we were wondering why we couldn’t agree on more flexible protocol solutions, that allow to establish a single NG-U (towards a single operator) only, but also multiple NG-Us. The option chosen in deployment is dependent on service requirements. We think the proposal is very concrete, at least concrete enough to be able to discuss it.

P2: I have to agree with CATT: I guess at this point in time we can only agree on the Pre-Rel-18 backwards compatibility criterion to be applied when evaluating existing solutions and weighting it against other criteria. It would be also good to understand whether the term “pre-Rel-18 UEs” is limited to AS functions, or also NAS functions and app layer. Though, no LS is needed.

	Huawei
	P1: TBD. we think this issue is same as Q5. The root of this problem is whether more than one NG-U shared tunnels are required. 
P2: OK.

	NEC
	P1: not agree. We should work with SA2 to clarify some issues. Some of the principles should be agreed by SA2. 

P2: agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Nokia. We are not sure about what P1 is trying to say and what is relation between UP efficiency and service requirements ?? 

Fully agree with P2. 

	Lenovo
	P1: not agree. Can not fully understand what it means. 

P2: OK.


· Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree P2. 5 companies don’t agree P1. So it is proposed keep P1 open and agree P2. No consensus about the LS to SA2.

P10: The solution for efficient MBS reception in RAN sharing scenario should not have impact on Pre Rel-18 UE. 
Others (if any):

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Second Round

5 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: TP...
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