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1. 
Discussion

SA#85 is organising a rel.17 planning (item 7.3 in meeting’s agenda, SP-190583 [1]). 
It is important to take a step back and revisit 
· why we are having this prioritization exercise,

· what was the prioritization process followed in earlier releases 
· why we believe that the rel-17 prioritization process proposed by the SA chairman is inappropriate and possibly not in line with the working procedures.

Why are we having this prioritization exercise? 

The main reason is that the rel.17 study items and work items that have already been approved by SA2 and SA do not fit into the planned work schedule of rel.17 by quite a significant margin (see endorsed SA2 work plan in S2-1908590 [2]). 
What was the prioritization process followed in earlier releases? 
Even though it is nowhere mentioned in the working procedures (WP), release prioritization by SA plenary is a long-standing tradition and was done also in several previous releases (e.g. rel.12, 14, 16 etc). 
Various methods were used, but in general the prioritization exercise done in previous releases has always been in line with the working procedures for the following reasons:

· Prioritization done in earlier releases only considered items for which there was already consensus on their technical objectives. At certain times some of these study items had already started in SA2. 
· Consensus on the technical objectives had been established before prioritization following the Working Procedures (approval process of agreeing study and work items by consensus based on their technical merit with well defined technical objectives).
· Companies individually or jointly had to submit papers in the SA prioritization process without any predefined template, the companies had to  be present in the meeting to present them and in most cases also provide some justifications, indicate focus areas that potentially consisted on multiple features and define relative priorities amongst the items that were suggesting to prioritise.
Why we believe that the rel-17 prioritization process proposed by the SA chairman is inappropriate and possibly not in line with the working procedures?

Firstly in the prioritization exercise organized by the SA chairman, an excel spreadsheet was used as the only method for indicating companies’ priorities. In fact providing “vision documents” was explicitly discouraged (“No “vision of R17” and “why WI xyz is the most important WID of all” presentations”) [5].

This is inappropriate and ineffective since it denies the ability to define relative priorities amongst study items, specific objectives within the study items and also combination of features that will meet the requirements of a particular market need. 
Second 3GPP is a contribution driven organisation and voting rights (“voting memberships”) are obtained through participation in specific TSG and/or WG. In the voting list of the excel spreadsheet published by the SA chairman (SP-190672) [6], out of the 108 voting members 36 have no voting rights in the last published voting list of SA2 that is publically available. 2 have no clearly identified 3GPP membership (matching the text in the company name and the latest 3GPP members). This obviously means that a significant percentage of voters have no regular participation in the SA2 i.e. the working group for which the prioritization exercise is organized. 
Third, companies were asked to provide input to the process organised in SA#85, includes two study items that had previously been proposed in SA2: 

· 5G_MCIOT
Cellular CIoT Enhancement in 5G System 

· SUP
Smarter User Plane

It is important to emphasize that those study items have not been approved by SA2 or SA plenary. In fact, both were noted in SA2#134 due to technical objections expressed by different companies (see [4]).

The Excel spreadsheet template [3] also contains two ongoing SA1 studies, namely: 

· EAV
5G Enhancement for UAVs

· MINT
Support for Minimization of service Interruption

While these study items have ongoing SA1 work to define service requirements, the corresponding SA2 technical objectives are still unclear since stage-2 study items have never been discussed by SA or SA2.
2.
Summary
Proposal 1: For reasons mentioned above we propose that SP-190672 [6] should not be considered the primary input in determining the rel.17 priorities for SA2
Proposal 2: Voting processes such as this followed in SA#85 should not be repeated for determing release priorities in TSG SA or other TSGs.
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