Notes of SA2#152E_CC#3
Version 2


Opened: 23 August 2022, 12.30 UTC

~ 250 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Apple
AT&T
Avanti
Broadcom
BT
CableLabs
CATT
CBN
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
China Unicom
CMCC
Comcast
Costas
Deutsche Telekom
DISH
Ericsson
FirstNet
Fujitsu
Futurewei
Google
Huawei
Intel
InterDigital
KPN
Kyocera
Lenovo
LGE
MediaTek
Meta
NEC
NICT
Nokia
NTT
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
oracle
Orange
Peraton Labs
Qualcomm
Samsung
Sandvine
Sony
Thales
TI
T-Mobile USA
Verizon
Vodafone
Xiaomi
ZTE

Puneet Jain (SA WG2 Chair) chaired the conference call. Notes were taken by Maurice Pope (MCC).
NOTE:	Meeting notes are not exhaustive and may not contain all the comments made during the conference call.
0	Opening of the Conference Call
The SA WG2 Chair indicated that this CC will primarily handle issues marked 'For CC#3' in the Combined Chair Notes: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_152E_Electronic_2022-08/INBOX/Chair_Notes/Combined_ChairNotes_AI%23_4.X_5.X_6.X_7.X_8.X-08-22-1800.doc
and issues for a Show of Hands provided in the CC#3 folder: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_152E_Electronic_2022-08/INBOX/CCs/CC%233_2022-08-23_1230-1530_UTC 
Only late revision for 5MBS & NR Slice will be considered. No other late revision will be considered.

1.	Issues marked as "For CC#3" in Combined Chairs note for AI# 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X 8.X
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_152E_Electronic_2022-08/INBOX/Chair_Notes/Combined_ChairNotes_AI%23_4.X_5.X_6.X_7.X_8.X-08-22-1800.doc
Only late revision for 5MBS & NR Slice will be considered. No other late revision will be considered.
Some Updates were made for some document status:
S2-2205748 (CR) 23.401 CR3704 (Rel-15, 'F'): Removal of misaligned text with stage-3 (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Chris (Vodafone) says that the CR goes too far, and provides a rev 1.
Haris(Qualcomm) comments on r01
Chris (Vodafone) answer the Qualcomm comment
Haris(Qualcomm) proposes r02
alessio(Nokia) can live with r02
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments
Chris (Vodafone) thinks r01 is OK but r02 causes problems
== Revisions Deadline for 4.x 5.x 6.x 7.x 8.x ==
Haris(Qualcomm) responds
Chris (Vodafone) responds
Haris(Qualcomm) comments that can accept r01 but still thinks the text is misleading
alessio(Nokia) proposes then to remove the text everyone agrees at this meeting, then come back with a more thought out text for the rest at next meeting. can Haris generate a revision for approval at CC#2 like this?
Haris(Qualcomm) indicates that the original text is in r01 without the additional text ', e.g. by not including any E-UTRA related radio capability information'
Alessio(Nokia) thanks Haris(Qualcomm) and wonders then what is the value of the 'e.g.' and would suggest to remove it and maybe think about the right approach for next meeting on this paragraph.
== Comments Deadline for 4.x 5.x 6.x 7.x 8.x ==
Haris(Qualcomm) indicates that the correct disposition is to agree r01 without this text: , e.g. by not including any E-UTRA related radio capability information' and proposes to discuss in CC#3

Discussion and conclusion:
r01 was revised to S2-2206989, which was marked as approved. For CC#3, a change to r01 is proposed. Qualcomm reported that the suggested changes had not been submitted by the revisions deadline and it was suggested to use r01 without the additional text ', e.g. by not including any E-UTRA related radio capability information'. This was agreed and the revision in S2-2206989 was approved.

S2-2205509 (CR) 23.501 CR3662 (Rel-18, 'A'): Correction on Reference Architecture (Source: NTT)
e-mail comments:
Fenqin (Huawei) suggest to note this paper
Chris (Vodafone) agrees with Huawei's logic and suggests to note this CR
Kazuki (NTT) accepts the suggestion (note this CR).
== Revisions Deadline for 4.x 5.x 6.x 7.x 8.x ==
== Comments Deadline for 4.x 5.x 6.x 7.x 8.x ==
Shabnam (Ericsson) there is no Rel-18 spec and as commented and agreed the CR needs to be NOTED and not 

Discussion and conclusion:
This was marked as approved. For CC#3, This is a Mirror CR of a noted Cat 'F' CR and should be noted. S2-2205509 was noted.

S2-2205599 (CR) EPS to 5GS mobility with V-SMF insertion and PDU Sessions to be activated (Source: Ericsson)
Discussion and conclusion:
This was marked as r01 agreed. Revised to S2-2206996. Approved.
For CC#3, This is a Mirror CR of a noted Cat 'F' CR and should be noted. S2-2205599 was noted and S2-2206996 was withdrawn.

S2-2205792 (CR) Clarification that NEF uses time sync services provided by TSCTSF (Source: Ericsson)
Discussion and conclusion:
5792 -> 7025
Discussion and conclusion:
This was marked as approved. For CC#3, The original CR should be approved. S2-2205792 was approved and S2-2207025 was withdrawn. 

S2-2206762 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS on NSSRG restriction on pending NSSAI (Source: ZTE)
e-mail comments:
Genadi (Lenovo) proposes to take this LS as baseline to draft reply to CT1. Propose to merge 5701, 6147, 6649 and 6867 into 6762.
Alessio (nokia) ok to use this LS but we need to add what to do whit the pending NSSAI as in r01
alessio(nokia) agrees with the better text of r02.
Genadi (Lenovo) supports the principle of r01 and provides r02 with some clarifications.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
alessio(nokia) does not agree with r03 conceptually, and even more with quoting snippets of discussions we had out of context in a LS.
Jinguo(ZTE) is ok with r03. The LS may need further update if the CR can not be approved.
Stefano (Qualcomm) supports r03 ONLY. We cannot accept R01 and R02.
Kundan (NEC) supports r03 ONLY. NEC is not fine with v01 and v02 which is against the CT1 specification.
Haiyang (Huawei) is OK with r03.
We reiterate our objection to r03 as it is not consistent with the requested NSSAI formation.
Alessio(Nokia) We reiterate our objection to r03 as it is not consistent with the existing requested NSSAI formation and that shall be preserved.
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r04.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) supports r03 only, objects to other revisions.
alessio(nokia) strongly objects to the LS r03
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) wasn't CT1 question for the case UE supports NSSRG?
Alessio(Nokia) comments that Ericsson wanted to enable the evaluation of compatibility in the network also for UEs not indicating NSSRG support (alongside HUAWAEI) and this is now in the standards (remember the long drawn out fight?)
Alessio(nokia) asks to postpone the issue as now new elements emerged (like the support of non-supporting UEs that still are using the NSSRG encumbered slices as per the part of the feature strongly desired by Ericsson and Huawei)
Haiyang (Huawei) provides answer, suggest to go with r03.
Haiyang (Huawei) provides response to Alessio (Nokia).
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Kundan (NEC): CT1 has discussed scenario for supporting UE. non supporting UE there is no problem.
Haiyang (Huawei) agrees with Kundan (NEC).
Alessio(Nokia) suggests to take this topic to CC#2 and postpone this topic in general as it is clear the discussion is no more productive.
Alessio(Nokia) based on Kundan's email on another thread we propose then to just postpone without any CC#2 handling of this.
Kundan(NEC) has wrong understanding. NEC proposed or proposes to discuss the LS in CC#2 not any CRs.
Nokia has wrong understanding. NEC proposed or proposes to discuss the LS in CC#2 not any CRs.
Alessio(Nokia) regardless of Kundan's statement: Nokia has correct understanding of the nokia position: this LS shall be noted and the discussion continued till next meeting.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) support to progress the LS in CC#2.
Majority of the companies (as indicated in this email thread) want to progress the LS and we would like to treat this in CC#2.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
r03 was proposed. Nokia commented that this would block new requests for NSSAIs which may lead to issues for using critical services and objected to this revision. NEC commented that this would delay the LS. The SA WG2 Chair reminded delegates that consensus is required for approval of LSs. Companies were asked to consider this off-line to try to come to agreement at the next meeting. This LS was then noted. The incoming LS in S2-2205406 was then postponed.

S2-2206668 (CR) 23.501 CR3616R1: Clarification on UE-Slice-MBR (Source: ZTE)
e-mail comments:
Alessio(Nokia) provides r01
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r02
Haiyang (Huawei) supports this paper.
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r03 and response to Dongeun (Samsung)
Dongeun (Samsung) ask quesiton
alessio(nokia) provides a cleaned up version and also uses the right normative language.
Belen (Ericsson) provides r04
Belen (Ericsson) provides r05, disregard r04.
Jinguo(ZTE) is fine with r05
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Alessio(Nokia) can live with r05
Genadi (Lenovo) proposes to open this CR in CC#2. Agree with the principle of the CR, but text update is needed. r05 is not according to the drafting rules (as it deletes new proposed text). R04 also need fixes.
Jinguo(ZTE) suggest to approve r05
Genadi (Lenovo) comments to Jinguo(ZTE) that the text in r05 is unclear and proposes further revision.
Alessio(Nokia) is ok with this update proposed by Genadi(lenovo)
Jinguo(ZTE) is ok with Genadi(lenovo) proposal. Ask CC#3.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
There was a comment after the revisions deadline suggesting changes to r05. r05 with these changes was agreed and revised in S2-2207688, which was approved.

S2-2206241 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on UAV authorization container (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Stefano (Qualcomm) recommends noting this paper and proceeding with S2-2206870 due to technical concerns.
Pallab (Nokia) responds to Stefano (Qualcomm) and proposes to go with this LS response. The LS response in 6870 is incorrect
Ashok (Samsung) agrees with Pallab (Nokia) and proposes to use 6241 for the LS OUT.
Stefano (Qualcomm) disagree with Nokia and disagree with proceeding with the LS response in 6870.
Shabnam (Ericsson) comments that both response has issues in our view, SMF is transparent we agree but Nokia LS response states transparent to 3GPP system which is not correct since UAV NF/NEF will not be transparent to the container type, see below.
Ashok (Samsung) comments
Dimitris (Lenovo) comments
Guanzhou (InterDigital) shares Stefano(QC)'s view.
Pallab (Nokia) responds to Guanzhou (InterDigital)
Guanzhou (InterDigital) responds to Pallab (Nokia).
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Pallab (Nokia) responds to Guanzhou (InterDigital).
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
No consensus could be reached and this was postponed. The incoming LS in S2-2205417 was then postponed.

S2-2205808 (CR) 23.304 CR0107: CP and UP-based security procedures for 5G ProSe UE-to-Network Relay (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Myungjune (LGE)
Myungjune (LGE) responds to Judy (Ericsson).
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Myungjune (LGE).
Myungjune (LGE) asks question.
Judy (Ericsson) Fei (OPPO) and Wen(vivo)
Wen(vivo) shares similar view with Fei (OPPO).
Fei (OPPO) comments.
Judy (Ericsson) provides r01
Guillaume (Mediatek Inc.): this CR is not FASMO.
Judy (Ericsson) clarifies the FASMO aspects to Guillaume (Mediatek Inc.)
Steve (Huawei) comments CR is not needed.
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Steve (Huawei) and comments that Reason For Change justifies the FASMO aspects.
Hannu (Nokia) has concerns on late introduction of new requirements (such as the configuration)
Hong (Qualcomm) comments and propose to remove change #4.
Judy (Ericsson) provide r02, taking out the new parameters.
Steve (Huawei) 2 questions/comment on r02
Steve (Huawei) expands point 3)
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) comments and provides r03.
Judy (Ericsson) comments on r03
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) replies to Judy (Ericsson)
Judy (Ericsson) provides r04
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.): ok with r04 (with clean-up)
Steve (Huawei) provides r05
Steve (Huawei) provides r07
Judy (Ericsson) provides r06
Judy (Ericsson) provides r08
Sherry (Xiaomi) provides r09.
Antoine (Orange) comments.
Judy (Ericsson) comments on r09.
Steve (Huawei) comments on the note
Fei (OPPO) comments on r09
Hannu (Nokia) proposes to agree r08 instead of r09.
Antoine (Orange) comments on r08.
Judy (Ericsson) provides r10 based on r08 to address Antoine's comment on which entity decides CP or UP-based security procedure.
Steve (Huawei) no justification for the parameter
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Sherry (Xiaomi) replies.
Sherry (Xiaomi) replies to Judy.
Sherry (Xiaomi) replies to Steve.
Sherry (Xiaomi) replies to Fei.
Sherry (Xiaomi) comments.
Sherry (Xiaomi) comments on r10.
Tao(VC) let's check whether r08 agreeable or not
Fei (OPPO) responds to Judy
Judy (Ericsson): Fei (OPPO), please clarify how to address the question without the network preference parameter
Fei (OPPO) comments on r10 and can not accept r10.
Fei (OPPO) replies to Sherry.
Steve (Huawei) objects to original, r01, r02, r03, r04, r05, r06, r09, r10. Can live with r07, r08.
Sherry (Xiaomi) objects to all revisions and r00.
Fei (OPPO) comments that this is r08+ based on r08 and the changes in clause 5.1.4.3.2 are taken out from r08.
Steve (Huawei) The numbering here is very confusing - we already have an r09 and this adds 'post DL-r09' with the same zip name. Give it a non-clashing number at least.
Judy (Ericsson) comments that the NOTE Sherry is objecting to is not in the scope of r07/r08. A post DL-r09 based on r08 is provided in draft folder for CC#3 check.
Judy (Ericsson) corrects: r11_postDL = r08 + removes change in clause 5.1.4.3.1
Hannu (Nokia) asks whether we should postpone this document?
Judy (Ericsson) propose to proceed with r11_post DL as it is essential to correct the fault that RSC w/o CPSI is ruled out.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====
Steve (Huawei) For the CR not to be noted, I guess we are going to CC#3. Maybe some other parts are not right as well,

Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson proposed r08. This was agreed and revised to S2-2207690, which was approved.

S2-2205758 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on parameters preconfigured in the UE to receive MBS service (Source: Qualcomm)
e-mail comments:
Thomas (Nokia) provides r01
Haris(Qualcomm) indicates the problem and objects to r01
Shabnam (Ericsson) added the title of the document to the email. I believe what we are discussing is related to Q2, and that leads to addressing the use as well as parameters that are required from stage 2.
Haris(Qualcomm) responds
Thomas(Nokia) replies to Haris(Qualcomm)
Thomas(Nokia) replies to Haris(Qualcomm) and objects to r00
Asks Haris to reconsider objection against r01 or provide improved text
LiMeng (Huawei) comments and object to the LS.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
A show of hands proposal was provided in the CC#3 folder: Way forward of 5MBS_CC#3.pptx https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_152E_Electronic_2022-08/INBOX/CCs/CC%233_2022-08-23_1230-1530_UTC/Way%20forward%20of%205MBS_CC%233.pptx
UE pre-configuration
-	Alt#1: For receiving broadcast, UE does not need to register to the PLMN.
-	Huawei et al.: S2-2206088r00 (LS), and S2-2206089r00 (CR).
-	Alt#2: For receiving broadcast, UE has to register to the PLMN.
-	Qualcomm et al.: S2-2205758r00 (LS), and S2-2205757r00 (CR).
It is proposed to have a SoH in CC#3:
Q1: Can Alt#1, i.e., S2-2206088r00 (LS), and S2-2206089r00 (CR), be agreed?
Q2: Can Alt#2, i.e., S2-2205758r00 (LS), and S2-2205757r00 (CR), be agreed?

Nokia suggested using revisions of the CRs for the show of hands in order to take into account clarifications made. e.g.:
Q3:	Can Alt#3, S2-2205757r02 (CR), be agreed?
Qualcomm commented that there is no clear description of Alt3 unless we have a decision first between Alt#1 and Alt#2.
Show of Hands:
Q1:	Can Alt#1, S2-2206089r00 (CR), be agreed?
Support:	9	Huawei, China Telecom, China Unicom, Nokia, CMCC, CBN, ZTE, CATT, KPN
Object:	7	Qualcomm, Ericsson, Orange, Deutsche Telekom, AT&T, Samsung, LGE
Q2:	Can Alt#2, S2-2205757r00 (CR), be agreed?
Support:	8	Ericsson, Orange, LGE, Qualcomm, AT&T, Samsung, Deutsche Telekom, FirstNet
Object:	9	Huawei, CBN, Nokia, CMCC, CATT, ZTE, China Telecom, China Unicom, Futurewei
There was no clear preference or lack of objection to either alternative. 
Qualcomm clarified that there is an issue in CT as they cannot progress with the unclear Stage 2 specification. Nokia disagreed that the LS was about this, but asked how pre-configuration can be done and the LS is being used as a reason to raise an issue with the functionality and would like to at least make correct references to the SA WG4 specifications as a result of CRs at this meeting, which are in the r02 of the CRs. 
It was decided to create new CR taking S2-2205757r02 as a basis, into S2-2207689, with a new description and Title, as 23.247 CR 0133, to be further discussed under new agenda item 10.8 under deadline 2.
The LS OUT in S2-2205758 was noted.
Ericsson asked that the discussions are kept on a technical level and companies do not accuse others of mis-using LSs where there are different interpretations of the LS.

S2-2205757 (CR) 23.247 CR0100R3: Need for pre-configured USD and service announcement (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, Ericsson, Deutsche Telekom, AT&T, Orange)
e-mail comments:
Thomas (Nokia) provides r01
Haris(Qualcomm) objects to r01
LiMeng (Huawei) comments that the LS from CT plenary is asking what parameters should be pre-configured, which has nothing to do with Rel-17 scope.
Agrees with Thomas we should focusing on the questions from CT.
Antoine (Orange): It's a good idea to base the WF on the Rel-17 scope. Otherwise there is no longer any need to agree WIDs, neither to set Release freeze dates.
Shabnam (Ericsson) Agree with Thomas that we need to find a way forward, and I think such approach needs to be based on the scope of Rel-17 we agreed upon and receiving data/service without network interaction was taken out of scope. r01 we cannot accept.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r02
Antoine (Orange) The LS from CT highlighted some ambiguous text in the TS, that can be interpreted in a way that goes beyond the approved Rel-17 scope. Since the scope of a Release is not captured in specifications, this text in the TS has to be corrected.
LiMeng (Huawei) replies.
Haris(Qualcomm) responds
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
LiMeng (Huawei) comments that we will determine the way forward in CC#3 instead of approve any versions before.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
This was noted.

S2-2206088 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Response to LS on UE pre-configuration (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Thomas (Nokia) provides r01
Shabnam (Ericsson) r01 and r00 object to them as are not accurately reflecting the status and the goal, we should focus on agreement of a CR as per scope then LS response can be handled easily.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
This was left open and should align with the contents of the CR in S2-2207689. This and the incoming LS in S2-2205394 were moved to AI 10.8.

S2-2206089 (CR) 23.247 CR0128: Pre-configured USD and service announcement (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, ZTE, CATT, CBN)
e-mail comments:
Thomas (Nokia) provides r01
Haris(Qualcomm) object to r0 and r01
Thomas (Nokia) provides r02 as compromise proposal
Shabnam (Ericsson) objects to r0, r01 as adds new function to a frozen release feature outside of the scope of the original work scope.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
LiMeng (Huawei) comments that we will determine the way forward in CC#3 instead of approve any versions before.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
This LS was noted.

S2-2206744 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS response on GNSS integrity (Source: Huawei)
e-mail comments:
Yunjing (CATT) provides comments.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Stephen (Qualcomm) provides comments
Runze (Huawei) relies to Stephen, and suggest to approve r00.
Leo (Deutsche Telekom) only can accept the LS when text updates proposed below are included, objects to the original version of the LS.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====
Runze (Huawei) provides r01, for CC#3 discussion.
Leo (Deutsche Telekom) provides comments on r01.

Discussion and conclusion:
r02 was proposed. S2-2206744r01 was agreed and was revised to S2-2207691, which was approved. The incoming LS in S2-2205423 was marked 'Replied to'.

The outgoing LS in S2-2208091 in incoming LS in S2-2205470 were moved to AI 10.8.

S2-2205763 (CR) 23.501 CR3676: Closing open issues on RAN slicing (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Haiyang (Huawei) comments and suggests to use this paper as baseline for RAN slicing open issues
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments
Jinguo(ZTE) provides comments
Haris(Qualcomm) comments
alessio(Nokia) comments
Haris(Qualcomm) responds
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r01
alessio(nokia) provides comments
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) provides comments
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply on no need for referencing MAC spec
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to the question on equal NSAG priority
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r02
alessio (Nokia) objects to r02 as it is even less agreeable than any other paper submitted to this meeting as it makes RACH behaviour totally opaque to SA2 without a indication of the logic .
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r02 based on r01
Alessio(Nokia) comments this is the second r02. anyhow r01 also its not ok for us.
Haris(Qualcomm) responds on referencing the MAC spec
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r04
Alessio(Nokia) objects to this CR r03 as like r02 and r01 do not define how the priority is set (in a vendor independent way) and a testable RACH configuration behaviour for the UE (which instead many of the papers coming into the meeting did, so this a worse version of any input paper).
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r03 (r02 was provided)
Dongeun (Samsung) comments and object to the original version
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments to off-line comments
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply that there is no issue with SA2 referencing 38.331 that in turn reference 38.321.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r05
Alessio(Nokia) objects to all revisions and focus discussion on 6638
Dan(China Mobile) suggest the discussion on this paper.Would like to remind that based on chairman's suggestion, the comment for 'objects all revisions' is not allowed or acceptable statement,Since you have never seen the future revision yet
Alessio(Nokia ) objects to all past revisions so far
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r06
Jinguo(ZTE) provides comments on r06
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Jinguo(ZTE) suggest to go for r05 then
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and ok with r06, r05
Alessio(nokia) requests discussion of this topic in CC#2 to finalize this effort. Notes that any Network based setting of NSAG priority will complicate the configuration of NSAGs in RAN (and require more NSAGs - hence larger SIBs - as uniform priority mean no single UE will be allowed to have in same NSAG S-NSSAIs with different importance to the use case), and will not allow for any per UE policy without the roaming unfriendly per IMSI range settings (which we could avoid if we do subscription based approach).
Alessio(Nokia) objects to r05 (and all other revisions). r05 in particular has no testable description of RACH configuration and is a step backwards wrt any submitted ddocument
Haris(Qualcomm) responds and reiterates earlier comment
alessio(Nokia) provides additional requests for update
Jinguo(ZTE) provides new revision based on suggestion at CC#2
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and suggests to clarify SNPNs can also use the feature
Alessio(Nokia) provides notes that need to make aware the operators of constraints of this solution

Discussion and conclusion:
r08 was proposed. Nokia asked whether any positions had changed since the previous discussions of this CR. Ericsson did not see an immediate need to enhance this Feature, unless there is a need to identify each UE uniquely. Nokia objected to this CR and asked why the notes were deleted. r08 was agreed and revised to S2-2207692, which was approved. Qualcomm asked any companies which wish to co-sign this CR to let them know before upload.
Nokia asked for their concerns with this CR to be recorded:
Nokia graciously agrees to not sustain the technical objections to approval of the CR given we are sole objector. however we want to remark this is a solution that will likely result in difficulty of adoption for the following reasons:
1.	any per UE differentiation of NSAG priority robust to the use of identical device models with same UE capabilities requires per SUPI configuration for both serving PLMN and inbound roamers customers. this is not scalable
2.	a NSAG will need to be associated with slices that have uniform importance for the service (e.g. if mIoT SST slice needs to be less (or more) important than eMBB SST slice for some UEs, then these standard SST slices are required to belong to different NSAGs). whereas with the alternative in S2-2206638 it was sufficient to signal what slices a band supports in a NSAG. this will cause excessive NSAGs in SIBs and difficult if not impossible RAN configuration.


S2-2206638 (CR) 23.501 CR3692: Clarification of the NR_Slice_core feature. (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Oppo, Xiaomi...)
e-mail comments:
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments e.g. the subscribed slice priorities addition is not acceptable
Haris(Qualcomm) cannot accept r02
Alessio (Nokia) provides R02 based on discussion on the call organized earlier today (r01 is just the same but without the text capturing Guillaume's comment so please ignore it)
Alessio(nokia) replies to Haris(Qualcomm) comments and provides r04 and asks to ignore r03 that had been submitted in error.
Haiyang (Huawei) comments
Alessio(Nokia) replies to Haiyang (Huawei) comments
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) OBJECTS to the revisions including the slice priorities
Dan (China Mobile) do not agree with r04
alessio(nokia) comments
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) provides comments
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haiyang (Huawei) further comments
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to r04, r03, r02, r01, r00
Alessio(nokia) requests discussion of this topic in CC#2 to finalize this effort. Notes that any Network based setting of NSAG priority will complicate the configuration of NSAGs in RAN (and require more NSAGs - hence larger SIBs - as uniform priority mean no single UE will be allowed to have in same NSAG S-NSSAIs with different importance to the use case), and will not allow for any per UE policy without the roaming unfriendly per IMSI range settings (which we could avoid if we do subscription based approach).
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
This was noted.

S2-2205700 (CR) 23.501 CR3583R2: Clarification on Mapped NSSAI (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Dongeun (Samsung) comments
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and suggests with aligning with stage 3 i.e. to use 05753 as basis.
Haris(Qualcomm) objects to the CR
Haiyang (Huawei) responds to Haris(Qualcomm), Peter(Ericsson) and Dongeun (Samsung), and disagrees with Haris(Qualcomm)'s statement
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) objects to this CR.
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r01 to remove the roaming related description.
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r02.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments, status 'mirror' is not correct and propose to either note the CR or that additional change is done to r02
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r03: which is r02 + removing 'if the mapping information is provided to the UE'.
Haris(Qualcomm) suggests to move forward with S2-2205753
Haiyang (Huawei) clarifies that r02/r03 have removed all the changes related to 5753
Haiyang (Huawei) prefers to go with r02
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
r02 was proposed. Qualcomm commented that there may be overlap with the CR in S2-2205751. Huawei clarified that this had been checked and their was no overlap. Ericsson suggested agreeing r03 which removes 'if mapping information is provided to the UE'. Huawei replied that in the non-roaming case no mapping is provided to the UE and r02 and r03 are aligned on this. Ericsson disagreed as r02 mentions 'in the roaming case'. Nokia commented that in the roaming case it is currently allowed not to provide mappings in some cases. There was no agreement on the way forward and this CR was postponed.

S2-2205751 (CR) 23.501 CR3671: Mapped NSSAI alignment with stage-3 (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek Inc.)
e-mail comments:
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) supports the way forward
Haiyang (Huawei) suggests to note this paper
Haris(Qualcomm) responds
Haiyang (Huawei) comments
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) comments and recommends approving the CR (and mirrors in 5752, 5753).
Haris(Qualcomm) comments
Krisztian (Apple) provides r01 to co-sign and suggests to approve this CR along with 5752, 5753.
Haiyang (Huawei) suggests a way forward
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r02
Haris(Qualcomm) indicates why it is important to align rel.15
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) agrees with Haris (Qualcomm)
Haiyang (Huawei) provides feedback
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r03
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haiyang (Huawei) can only accept r03
Alessio(Nokia) can only accept r03 if the Shall that Ericsson has introduced is returned to the current MAY. would object to r03 as is.
Haris(Qualcomm) indicates that r03 can be accepted if this text: 'Due to stage 3 misimplementation of the stage 2 functionality, the support of mapping S-NSSAIs in HPLMN has to be removed from the stage 2 specification.' is removed
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) would also support updating the coversheet in r03
Alessio(Nokia) comments since we have to stick to the issue of alignment to stage 3:, we ask any change of the roaming case has to be linked to corresponding CT1 text. we do not change our stage 2 unless there is a FASMO or a misalignment.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply that we need a consistent logic for when mapping is sent also considering the feedback from CT1
Alessio(Nokia) insofar as the UE can handle the no mapping the aMF will not send it as implied since rel-15... and of course if indeed there is no need of mapping. my understanding is the AMF shall always send the mapping when one exists. but why are we having all these rel-15 discussions now?
Antoine (Orange) makes a suggestion.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====
Alessio(Nokia) comments that we should not change rel-15 unless we find a FASMO or stage 3 since rel-15 did something else
alessio(Nokia) even if we state it is mandatory to provide a mapping if the value is the same technically this is not a mapping. So from SA2 perspective the text is fine. if in cT1 they want to include always a IE even if empty or populated with same value it is not our business. too bad they do this now for rel-15 and in THEORY rel-15 implementations should be already there in the field and CHECK the presence of the IE as indicated (by definition of mandatory). A IE is NOT mandatory in 3GPP if the UE can ignore its absence.
Haris(Qualcomm) makes a suggestion
Alessio (nokia) provides text he can agree with.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) responds and agrees with Peter (Ericsson).

Discussion and conclusion:
The SA WG2 Chair asked why a CR to frozen Rel-15 is proposed. Qualcomm commented that they preferred not to update the AMF text but only to clarify that the mapping is only applicable in the roaming case. This is in line with the original version of the CR. Nokia commented that it has been clear since Rel-15 that it can be provided if there is a mapping. The additional changes are not in scope of the original CR. Ericsson commented that this could be made optional, to allow alignment with the already deployed equipment. MediaTek considered this was necessary for Rel-15 onwards and had already been agreed with CT WG1 and there are several places in the Stage 2 where this is indicated as mandatory. No agreement on this could be reached and this CR was postponed.
NEC asked what would happen in CT WG1 if SA WG2 cannot reach consensus on this. This is an issue for CT WG1, but as this is for Rel-15, there needs to be full consensus to change the frozen specifications. Stage 3 takes precedence over Stage 2 for implementation in any case.

S2-2205752 (CR) 23.501 CR3672: Mapped NSSAI alignment with stage-3 (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek Inc.)
e-mail comments:
Haiyang (Huawei) suggests to note this paper
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) recommends approving this CR alongside 5751 and 5753.
Krisztian (Apple) provides r01.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r02
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r03
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haiyang (Huawei) can only accept r03
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
This CR was postponed.

S2-2205753 (CR) 23.501 CR3673: Mapped NSSAI alignment with stage-3 (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek Inc.)
e-mail comments:
Haiyang (Huawei) suggests to note this paper
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) recommends approving this CR alongside 5751 and 5752.
Krisztian (Apple) provides r02.
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r01
Haiyang (Huawei) comments and objects r02
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply
Haiyang (Huawei) clarifies comments
Alessio(Nokia) provides comments and support the Qualcomm et al approach despite with mixed feelings
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply and ok with proposal to update CR cover sheet, but asks if ok for others supporting the CR
Haiyang(Huawei) supports Alessio(Nokia) on the LS to CT1, provides r04 accordingly
Haris(Qualcomm) proposes r05
Haiyang(Huawei) provides reply
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haiyang(Huawei) can only accept r04 or r05
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
This CR was postponed.

S2-2206573 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS on Inter-system handover to Home eNB (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, AT&T, T-Mobile, NEC, Verizon)
e-mail comments:
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) provides r01.
Hannu (Nokia) shares r02 to align with the revision r01 of the related CR.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.): ok with r02
Qian (Ericsson) comments and provides r03.
Chris (Vodafone) thinks that r02 gives clearer guidance to RAN 3.
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments and r05.
Hannu (Nokia) prefers r02 as the more clear version but offers r04 as possible compromise.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haris(Qualcomm) prefers r02
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments and says only R05 is acceptable at this moment.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) recommends r02
Hannu (Nokia) proposes to approve r02, which is more accurate. r05 is only a fallback position if we can't agree that HeNB is part of EPS.
Qian (Ericsson) provides further comments and repeats that r05 is the only one that is acceptable and reflects the SA2 current specs (objects to other revisions at this stage).
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia commented that there was some support for r02 and Ericsson preferred r05 and suggested considering r02. Ericsson commented that this had been discussed in RAN WG3 and no changes were considered needed, therefore only r05 could be accepted. r05 was agreed and revised to S2-2207693, which was approved.

S2-2205633 (CR) 23.501 CR3663: Correction related to traffic correlation in PCC rule (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Xinpeng(Huawei) comments.
Pallab (Nokia) has similar comments as raised by Huawei. Requests to clarify the need for such updates
Tugce (NTT DOCOMO) objects this CR and proposes to continue this discussion under R18 EDGE.
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides comment
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r01
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments and provides r03
Pallab (Nokia) comments and provides r02.
Tugce (NTT DOCOMO) finds r01 better and provides comments.
Pallab (Nokia) comments on r03.
Pallab (Nokia) cannot accept r03 and proposes to rephrase the text describing the technical limitation, instead of limiting it to 5G VN group.
Magnus H (Ericsson) comment and cannot accept r02 and provides r04
Xinpeng(Huawei) provides r05.
Pallab (Nokia) comments and provides r06.
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r07
Pallab (Nokia) comments.
Pallab (Nokia) responds.
Xinpeng(Huawei) replies.
Pallab (Nokia) provides r08.
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r09 and comments
Xinpeng(Huawei) provides r10.
Tugce (NTT DOCOMO) provides r11.
Pallab (Nokia) provides r12 based on r10. Objects to r11
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Xinpeng(Huawei) only accept r10, and objects to any other revisions.
Pallab (Nokia) can accept r10, r12. Objects to other revisions. Highlights that in r10 a minor editorial correction is needed.
Tugce (NTT DOCOMO) can accept r01 (with minor editorial correction at Note numbering) and objects to other revisions.
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments and ask if people can accept r01.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia had issues with r01 and suggested r03 with an added note. There were disagreements also with r02 and r03. This was then postponed.

S2-2205635 (CR) 23.503 CR0732: Correction related to traffic correlation in PCC rule (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Xinpeng(Huawei) comments.
Pallab (Nokia) comments.
Tugce (NTT DOCOMO) objects this CR and proposes to continue this discussion under R18 EDGE.
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r01
Tugce (NTT DOCOMO) finds r01 better and provides comments.
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r02
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r03
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Xinpeng(Huawei): the outcome of 5635 will depend on the outcome of S2-2205633.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
This was postponed.

S2-2205663 (CR) 23.502 CR3507: UE Presence in AoI clarification (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Haris(Qualcomm) asks questions
Qian (Ericsson) suspects that the comment/question from Hannu(Nokia) is for another paper 5662. :)
Hannu (Nokia) asks about the service requirement?
Qian (Ericsson) responds to Haris (Qualcomm)
Hannu (Nokia) withdraws his comment on 5663 and moves on to comment on 5662.
Chris (Vodafone) provides r01
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments
Chris (Vodafone) provides r02.
Qian (Ericsson) thanks for the r02 and provides further comments
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments again.
Qian (Ericsson) comments and provides r03.
Chris (Vodafone) replies.
Chris (Vodafone) prefers rev 2 to rev 3.
Qian (Ericsson) thanks for the comments and considers that r03 is more technically correct :).
Fenqin (Huawei) ask a question for clarification
Hannu (Nokia) shares r04 and comments.
Fenqin (Huawei) give some suggestion.
Qian (Ericsson) responds further.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides comments.
Qian (Ericsson) responds.
Chris (Vodafone) provides r05 based on r02. R03 and r04 seem problematic.
Qian (Ericsson) comments and provide r06.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Qian (Ericsson) provides further comments.
Hannu (Nokia) prefers either r05 or r06 as r07 is less accurate on the Out of Area conditions.
Qian (Ericsson) comments that r06 (submitted before deadline) is preferred, but ok with r07 == on top of r06, remove all the changes under the 'otherwise' part.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides further comments and r07 and suggest bring this to CC#2.
Fenqin(Huawei) Provides response
Chris (Vodafone) prefers r05 to r06.
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides comments and suggest to r06+ removing the otherwise case change.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei preferred r06, removing the other changes beginning with 'otherwise'. r06 with these changes was agreed and was revised in S2-2207694, which was approved.

S2-2206053 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Response to LS on AF session with required QoS procedures support for TSC traffic (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Shabnam (Ericsson) we need to decide if the feature is supported or not, ZTE paper 6202 has clearer position aligned with the situation that we did not discuss the service in the context of TSN, this response assumes the feature is enabled? But not clear in the statement.
zhendong (ZTE) comments
Shabnam (Ericsson) at least to me that is not clear in Huawei CR and I thought we have said TSC will use dedicated PDU session/DNN or?
zhendong (ZTE) provides response
Sang-Jun (Samsung) comments.
Mirko (Huawei) responds
zhendong (ZTE) provides the response
Shabnam (Ericsson) comments that the assumption is not correct, see clause 5.27.0, 23.501
zhendong (ZTE) provides the response.
Devaki (Nokia) comments.
Devaki (Nokia) proposes r01.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Shabnam (Ericsson) does not agree with current wording of r01, as it is NOT necessary for TSC to support sponsored connectivity. If we want to support this, then needs to rephrase to say 'if' it is necessary so a revision will be needed.
Mirko (Huawei) responds and suggests to accept r01.
Shabnam (Ericsson) does not share same view on the interpretation, comments
Mirko (Huawei) responds.
Devaki (Nokia) shares same understanding as Mirko, with regards to the wording 'if or when' is better than 'possible' (as it makes it sound quite ambiguous for an LS response).
Shabnam (Ericsson) thanks Mirko and the text proposal 'SA2 expects that sponsored data connectivity functionality is possible for scenarios....' is acceptable. So we will make this change on top of r01.
Devaki (Nokia) can also with r01 plus the proposed text proposal 'SA2 expects that sponsored data connectivity functionality is possible for scenarios....'
zhendong (ZTE) can accpet the r01 plus 'possible'
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei proposed r01 with change 'necessary' to 'possible'. r01 with changes was agreed and was revised in S2-2207695, which was approved. The incoming LS in S2-2205411 was marked as 'Replied to'.

S2-2205858 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on response messages for UE assistance operation (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
DongYeon (Samsung) proposes to merge 2205858 and 2206787.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Revisions Deadline ====
Myungjune (LGE) provides r01.
Stefan (Ericsson) OK with r01
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson commented that this needed aligning with the agreed CR and r01 was provided after the deadline for this. r01 was agreed and was revised in S2-2207696, which was approved. The incoming LS in S2-2205405 was marked as 'Replied to'.

2.	Any other issues in the combined Chair's note for AI# 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X 8.X
S2-2208090 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on Inter-PLMN Handover of VoLTE calls and idle mode mobility of IMS sessions.
Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson proposed r01. r01 was agreed and was revised in S2-2207697, which was approved. The incoming LS in S2-2205400 was marked as 'Replied to'.

S2-2208089 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS on LS on slice list and priority information for cell reselection and Random Access
Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia commented that CT WG1 has stated in their specification that NSAG priority shall be different for UEs in a TA. ZTE agreed and suggested adding an action to CT WG1 to align stage 3 with the SA WG2 CR. Ericsson commented that the CR note was not exactly describing this, but could be clarified in CT WG1 with the help of Nokia. This action to CT WG1 was added and this was revised in S2-2207698, which was approved.
OPPO asked whether this can be transmitted as soon as it is available. MCC asked that an e-mail is sent when the approved LS and all attachments are ready and uploaded.

S2-2206543 (CR) Correction on 5G VN group management (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia commented that issues had been discovered with this CR after it was approved without comment and asked to unapproved this to see if this can be resolved or to note the CR if not. Ericsson agreed that this needed to be corrected as it will cause further misalignment. Huawei commented that the proposed resolution appeared to be agreeable. It was decided to move this CR and the mirror CR in S2-2206545 into AI 10.8.

3.	Issues for SoH in CC#3 folder (pre-Rel-18 issues will be prioritized) https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_152E_Electronic_2022-08/INBOX/CCs/CC%233_2022-08-23_1230-1530_UTC
There were no further issues raised.

4.	New TD allocation
InterDigital asked for a TD number for sending an LS on the proposed WI on Secondary Authentication (S2-2206861) to SA WG3 in AI 10.4, asking SA WG3 to lead this work. Ericsson commented that SA WG3 have already a plan to discuss this issue and further collaboration will be needed when SA WG3 have developed the solution. InterDigital clarified that there had been disagreement in who should lead the work and it is agreed now that SA WG3 should lead it and an LS is requested to inform them of this. Qualcomm commented that SA WG2 has not yet concluded on this, in particular for the TETRA aspects and SA WG2 should study this. The SA WG2 Chair clarified that SA WG2 can not start any new SIDs in Rel-18. Huawei suggested replying to S2-2205448 and including this in the response. This was agreed and S2-2205448 was then re-opened and moved to AI 10.8 and a response LS was allocated in S2-2207699.

5.	AoB
Rel-17 Status Reports:
Pereton Labs asked whether numbers were allocated for Rel-17 Status Reports. These have not been allocated by MCC and should be requested if there is anything controversial to be reported by the SA WG2 Chair to TSG SA.
It was clarified that if any Rel-17 Status Reports are needed, then an e-mail should be sent to MCC to allocate numbers for these. For minor status changes, an e-mail to the SA WG2 Chair can be used to include it in the status report to TSG SA.

General:
Nokia commented that we are expected to report our progress and issues with other WGs and asked whether we should send all issues from studies to WGs, or collate issues and send them together to the WGs. If feedback is required for progressing SA WG2 Studies, then LSs should be written to do this on a case by case basis. The sending of draft TRs to TSG for information also provides the status of the TRs to other WGs and in this case there is no need to send additional LSs for this. In particular, we should not ask other WGs to perform the evaluations for SA WG2.

OPPO commented that they understood that no new architectural requirements should be added. The SA WG2 Chair clarified that this was announced as the last meeting for new solutions. Each study item should have a project plan and should indicate the deadlines for bringing different material to the study.

TEI18 prioritization:
AT&T asked when TEI18 prioritization discussions will be held. It was clarified that any TEI WIs will be Endorsed, rather than Approved, in SA WG2 so that they do not get sent to TSG for approval immediately, so that prioritization discussions can be held when the full workload for TEI items is known. Whether this is done in SA WG2 or at TSG SA is a matter for discussion and agreement in SA WG2. Off-line discussion on this is encouraged, to try to come to a common view. Ericsson suggested having discussion on the TEI work as it is an SA WG2 decision on which and how much TEI18 work will be done in SA WG2 and some time needs to be set aside to handle this.
The SA WG2 Chair clarified that the use of Endorsed was intended to be used to identify TEI items which can be considered in a prioritisation exercise for inclusion in the final set of TEI18 work.
Once the proposal has been 'endorsed' this should not then be further modified until the prioritization phase in order to have a stable set of proposals.
The SA WG2 Chair asked if anyone has any concern or objection to handle TEI18 prioritization, if necessary, within SA WG2. No concern or objection was raised.
Huawei suggested that a first attempt at prioritization should be made in SA WG2.
Deutsche Telekom asked whether the related resources in other WGs (in particular RAN WGs) will be checked for the endorsed TEI18 items. This will need to be taken into account at the TSG level.
Ericsson commented that the known dependencies can be included in the TEI items in order to facilitate the identification of RAN resource impacts. The SA WG2 Chair suggested including a note on dependencies in the WIs.
MediaTek commented that some SA WG2 TEI18 work may look like a large WI in other WGs and this should also be considered when developing TEI18 items.
Ericsson commented that many changes can impact RAN work, not just the Access Stratum aspects.
The TSG SA Chair commented that as much clarification on impacts to other WGs as can be provided should be included, but impacts can anyway be checked by TSG SA if necessary.

6	Closing of the CC
The SA WG2 Chair thanked delegates for participating in this call and closed the CC.

Closed: 23 August 2022, 15.26 UTC

