Notes of SA2#142E_CC#3

Opened: 20 November 2020, 13.30 UTC = 14.30 CET

~ 180 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Alibaba
Apple
AT&T
Broadcom
CableLabs
CATT
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
Cisco
Comcast
Convida Wireless
Deutsche Telekom
Ericsson
ETRI
FirstNet
Fraunhofer
Futurewei
Google
Hewlett Packard Enterprises
Huawei
Intel
InterDigital Inc.
KDDI
KPN
Kyocera
Lenovo
LGE
Matrixx
MediaTek
NEC
Nokia
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
Orange
OTD
Perspecta Labs
Qualcomm
Sandvine
Samsung
Sennheiser
Sharp
Sony
Spirent
Spreadtrum
Telecom Italia
Tencent
T-Mobile USA
Vivo
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.

1.	Review papers marked as "For CC#3" in the combined Chair's Notes
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_142e_Electronic/INBOX/Chairs_Notes/ChairNotes_Combined_11-20-0300.doc
This was updated and latest version used was: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_142e_Electronic/INBOX/Chairs_Notes/ChairNotes_Combined_11-20-1329.doc 
Further updates were also provided in the file: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_142e_Electronic/INBOX/Chairs_Notes/ChairNotes_Combined_11-20-0300%20-%20Andy's%20updates.doc 
TD S2‑2008661 (P-CR) General conclusion to support other features in eNPN. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Daniel (Ericsson) provides r01 and co-signs
Hualin (Huawei) is ok with r01.
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r02
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom): We object to r00 and r01. In our view we have to decide based on service requirements and case by case. If r02 helps then ok otherwise we can note this PCR.
We are ok to go with r02.
Daniel (Ericsson) objects to R02 and clarifies the intention with R01
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) We object to R00 and R01.
Daniel (Ericsson) provides r03
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Hualin(Huawei) ask question for clarification on r03
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) R03 does not remove our concerns, i.e. we object to R03.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to concerns.
Daniel (Ericsson) replies to Huawei
Hualin(Huawei) reply to Daniel (Ericsson) and suggest to go with rev 02 at this meeting.
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) is ok with r01 and r02.
Hualin(Huawei) reply to Daniel (Ericsson).
Hualin(Huawei) response to Daniel (Ericsson).
Devaki (Nokia) supports r01, r03, objects to r02.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was noted and TD S2‑2009113 was withdrawn.
TD S2‑2008393 (P-CR) KI#1, evaluations and conclusions for simultaneous connections for UEs with one subscription. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r01, merging TD S2‑2008456
Devaki (Nokia) has concerns with r00, r01. V-SNPN cannot control separate entity service offering.
Qianghua (Huawei) responds
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) shares concerns of Nokia. We prefer to wait for the SA1 reply first.
Xiaowan (vivo) request to postpone this paper and share the view to wait for the SA1 reply first.
Qianghua (Huawei) provides R02
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Sebastian (Qualcomm) objects to r00 and r01
Xiaowan (vivo) is OK with r02
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) as already indicated earlier we prefer to wait for the SA1 reply first, i.e. object to this paper and all revisions.
Qianghua (Huawei) proposes a way forward: Only keep the evaluation part, remove the evaluation part.
Qianghua (Huawei) proposes a way forward: Only keep the evaluation part, remove the conclusion part.
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) if you mean to remove conclusions and keep only evaluations then I could live with that .
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r03 at the drafts fold, and proposes to confirm r03 at CC#3
Antoine (Orange) objects to r00, r01, r02 and r03.
Devaki (Nokia) shares the same view as Dieter, can live with evaluation update but do not see the need for it. 
Object to r00, r01, r02, reasons mentioned earlier.
Qianghua (Huawei) explains
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Daniel (Ericsson) is ok with r02 and r03
Discussion and conclusion:
r03 was considered. Orange objected to this revision. This was noted.
TD S2‑2008455 (P-CR) KI#1: Update Interim conclusion on KI#1 for AAA scenarios - remove Editor's Notes. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Daniel (Ericsson) provides r01 which is proposed to be a merge of TD S2‑2008394, TD S2‑2008455 (baseline), TD S2‑2008676, TD S2‑2009005 and TD S2‑2009006.
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r02
Qianghua (Huawei) asks for clarification
Shuyi Tian (China Telecom) asks for clarification.
Daniel (Ericsson) is ok with R02
Jianning (Xiaomi) has same conerns and questions with Shuyi(China Telecom) and Qianghua (Huawei) and seeks for clarification.
Devaki (Nokia) objects to r00, r01, r02 as they are proposing to standardize multiple architecture options that adds unnecessary complexity and overhead.
Devaki (Nokia) provides r04.
Irfan (Cisco) asks clarifications for r04
Devaki (Nokia) answers Irfan question.
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r05
Sebastian (Qualcomm) objects to r03, r04 and r05
Daniel (Ericsson) comments and proposes a way forward
Sebastian (Qualcomm) replies to Daniel
Xiaowan(vivo) comments
Daniel (Ericsson) provides r06
Sebastian (Qualcomm) objects to r06
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Devaki (Nokia) comments on r06 and r02.
Shuyi Tian (China Telecom) agrees with Genadi (Lenovo) and perfers to do a SoH next meeting.
Devaki (Nokia) cannot accept r06 as-is (for the record), can accept r06 minus the two newly added bullets on AAA. Can accept r04. All other revisions are not acceptable as they do not help make progress.
Daniel (Ericsson) replies to QC, Lenovo, Huawei, CT and Nokia
Qianghua (Huawei) can accept use R06 minus the turquoise and pink parts
Shuyi Tian (China Telecom) can accept R06 minus the turquoise and pink parts.
Daniel (Ericsson) provides r07 for discussion at CC#2 or CC#3
Jianning (Xiaomi) agrees to handle a SoH on AAA scenarios at next meeting based on sufficient analysis
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r09 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009196, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008457 (P-CR) KI#1, Conclusions for scenario where separate entity is a PLMN. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Devaki (Nokia) proposes to merge with 9060.
Daniel (Ericsson) don't think merging is best way forward and provides R01
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r02
Saso (Intel) comments
Qianghua (Huawei) supports r02
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Antoine (Orange) objects to r00, r01 and r02.
Daniel (Ericsson) suggest to remove the architecture figures from R02
Saso (Intel) supports the way forward proposed by Daniel (Ericsson)
Sebastian (Qualcomm) also supports the way forward proposed by Daniel (Ericsson) and provides r03 in line with that way forward
Qianghua (Huawei) supports the way forward proposed by Daniel
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) would be fine with r03
Sebastian (Qualcomm) proposes to handle in CC#3 (r03 which removes figures seems to be agreeable)
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r03 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009197, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008511 (P-CR) KI#2 Session continuity PLMN/SNPN. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and questions.
Marco (Huawei) answers to Peter Hedman (Ericsson)
Devaki (Nokia) has concerns with the proposal.
Marco (Huawei) answer to Devaki (Nokia) .
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r01
Marco )Huawei) answer and provides r02
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
Marco (Huawei) provides r04
Lars (Sony) provide r05
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) ok with r05, can accept r04 as well with a comment.
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) is only ok with r05
Marco (Huawei) object r05, and we can accept r04 with modification if help
Sebastian (Qualcomm) objects to r00-r04 but can accept r04 if we add 'No normative changes are expected to result from this.' behind the new text.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r05 was considered. Huawei commented that they could accept this is an editors note in S2-2008460 is removed. This was then noted.
TD S2‑2008782 (P-CR) KI#3, solution #56: solution update to support SNPN voice service capability change. (Source: China Mobile, OPPO)
e-mail comments:
George (Ericsson) Ericsson provides r01
Yi (China Mobile) provides r02.
George (Ericsson) provides r03. Why do we need to standardize the UE support for retrial. Has no impact on interworking and can't be verified for compliance.
Yi (China Mobile) can live with r03 but would prefer r02 to let CT1 decide whether and how to do retrial..
Haris (Qualcomm) indicates that this pCR has the same goal as TD S2‑2008950 and if both are agreed will lead to repeated text in TR, proposes to merge and aim for pCR to get agreed out of these two
Yi (China Mobile) delete NOTE from 8782 to avoid repeated text.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Haris (Qualcomm) indicates that is ok with r04 but not r03
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009199, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008467 (P-CR) KI#4: Conclusion update - UE Onboarding indications. (Source: Ericsson, Sony, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, OPPO, Futurewei, Intel, China Telecom, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Convida Wireless, Cisco, InterDigital, Samsung, Apple)
e-mail comments:
Xiaowan(vivo) provides comments and r01
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) provides the comments on r01
Antoine (Orange) asks questions on Chia-Lin's comments.
Fei (OPPO) comments on r01.
Amanda Xiang ( Futurewei ) share the same view as Orange and see the benefit of the indication
Xiaowan (vivo) share the view with Antoine, Amanda; replies comments and provides r03
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) provides r04
Rainer (Nokia) objects to r04.
Xiaowan(vivo) comments on r04
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) proposes to go with original version (r00), but provides a r05 just in case
Megha(Intel) supports Ericsson proposal to go with original version (r00)
Antoine (Orange) prefers r01 or r05.
Haris (Qualcomm) is ok r00 and objects to any version that contains adding MM Core Network Capability
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Megha(Intel) asks a question to Haris (Qualcomm)
Xiaowan(vivo) provide r07(the same as r06, but r06 is 0 bit due to the unknown reason)
Xiaowan (vivo) disagree r00 and replies to Haris (Qualcomm)
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) clarifies that r00 is aligned with the moderated email discussion outcome, i.e. seems like we need to add this paper to CC#2.
Amanda Xiang ( Futurewei )is ok with either r05 or r07. If we decide go back to r00, suggest to add editor note to keep the issue open.
Xiaowan(vivo) request to add an editor note to keep the issue open, as the view of Amanda Xiang ( Futurewei ).
Xiaowan(vivo) still disagree r00 since it have more than the WA, but accept r05, r07; and provide r08 in the draft folder
Rainer (Nokia) prefers r00.
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) can go with r00
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Rainer (Nokia).
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) r00 or r08 is then on the 'table', any objections to either of them?
Haris (Qualcomm) accepts only r00 and objects to r08
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Xiaowan(vivo) objects to r00 and thinks r00 is not exactWA
Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson preferred the original version, Vivo asked to consider r.
Support for r00:	10
Object to r00:		2
r00 was agreed with 2 objections, from Vivo and Xiaomi. TD S2‑2008467 was approved.
TD S2‑2008739 (P-CR) KI #4, conclusion update. (Source: Alibaba Group)
e-mail comments:
Haris (Qualcomm) provides r01
Rainer (Nokia) asks for clarification.
Xiaobo Yu (Alibaba) replies to Haris
Xiaobo Yu (Alibaba) replies to Rainer and provide r02
Fei (OPPO) asks clarification in the first change in r02.
Xiaobo Yu (Alibaba) replies to Fei
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) provides the commetns
Haris (Qualcomm) cannot agree to r0 or r2
Hualin(Huawei) comments.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) proposes to note the P-CR.
Xiaobo Yu (Alibaba) provides r04 and replies to Hualin(Huawei) and Peter(Ericsson).
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r05
Xiaobo Yu (Alibaba) replies to Peter and asks to consider r04 for approval
Xiaobo Yu(Alibaba) replies to Hualin.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Xiaobo Yu(Alibaba) Objects to r05 and can accept r04.
Josep (DT) supports Peter's (Ericsson) approach with r05.
Haris (Qualcomm) proposes to note the pCR, since no revisions are useful
Xiaobo Yu (Alibaba) provides r06 and proposes to consider r06 in CC#3
Xiaobo Yu (Alibaba) provides link for r06
Rainer (Nokia) proposes to note the paper.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Xiaobo Yu (Alibaba) replies to Rainer.
Discussion and conclusion:
r06 was considered. Huawei objected to r06. Alibaba commented that a correct r06 was in the revisions folder. The editor's note should be rephrased that it is up to SA WG3 to evaluate the security aspects. r06 was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009198, which was approved.
TD S2‑2009024 (P-CR) KI #4, Remote provisioning SNPN conclusion update . (Source: Intel)
e-mail comments:
Xiaowan(vivo) provides comments.
Haris (Qualcomm) disagrees with the proposal in the pCR and asks for clarification
Megha (Intel) responds to Haris (Qualcomm)
Fei (OPPO) comments.
Antoine (Orange) disagrees with the pCR.
Hualin(Huawei) disagree with the PCR.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) proposes to note the P-CR based on all comments.
Megha (Intel) provides comments and r01
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Megha (Intel)
Megha (Intel) replies to Xiaowan (Vivo) and provides r02
Rainer (Nokia) asks for clarification.
Megha (Intel) responds to Rainer (Nokia) and provides r03
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Haris (Qualcomm) comments that he disagrees with one sentence in r03
Hualin(Huawei) is ok with r03 with such clarification, but don't accept other versions.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Megha(Intel) proposes to handle r04 in CC#3
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 was considered. Intel provided r05 for consideration. This was reviewed and r05 was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009200, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008483 (P-CR) KI#1, Additional Evaluation and Conclusions for Distributed Anchor. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Tingfang (Lenovo) comments and provides r01.
Magnus (Ericsson): comments back and propose to stick with the original TD S2‑2008483
Laurent (Nokia): provides r02
Magnus (Ericsson) comments
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies and prefers r01.
Hui (Huawei) provide r03 and r04, and strongly prefers to r04.
Magnus (Ericsson) provides r05 and comments
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Laurent (Nokia): objects to R00, R01, R02, R05. We prefer R04 but RO3 may be a compromise
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r03 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009201, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008991 (P-CR) KI#3: Evaluation and conclusions of OAM based solutions . (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, FutureWei, ZTE, Huawei, HiSilicon, OPPO, Convida Wireless, China Mobile, AT&T, InterDigital Inc., Spreadtrum, CATT, Deutsche Telekom, ITRI, Vivo, KPN, Lenovo)
e-mail comments:
Laurent (Nokia): Provides r01
Zhuoyun (Tencent) comments.
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) replies to Zhuoyun
Susana (Vodafone) asks clarification on r01
Zhuoyun (Tencent) objects the original version.
Hui (Huawei) comments.
Laurent (Nokia): Comments
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments
Hui (Huawei) supports the comments.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Lars (Sony) objects to r00, supports r01
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) objects to r01 and supports r00
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei suggested approving the original version as there were objections to r01. This was then noted.
TD S2‑2008429 (P-CR) KI #1: Conclusion update. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) proposes to note
zhendong (ZTE) provies the comments and proposes merged into 8379
Shabnam (Ericsson) see figure 3 sue case 3 on the discussion part of the paper.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) responds to Shabnam
Shabnam (Ericsson) provides r01, with merger from 9072 and 8379 (Uplink part), see comments.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r02
Sebastian (Qualcomm) asks a question for clarification
zhendong (ZTE) provides the response to qualcomm
Xiaowan (vivo) comments
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) comments
Jari (NTT DOCOMO)responds to Xiaowan
Qianghua (Huawei) provides comments
Sebastian (Qualcomm) replies to Jari and Zhendong
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r03, responds to Sebastian
Devaki (Nokia) provides r04.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r05.
Xiaowan (vivo) provides r06.
Devaki (Nokia) comments.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) does not agree r06, comments
Xiaowan (vivo) requests Jari to clarify the comments
Xiaowan (vivo) replies to Jari (NTT DOCOMO) and comments the case GM out of 5GS bridge is missing in r05.
Sebastian (Qualcomm) prefers r05
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) responds to Xiaowan (vivo) and disagrees
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Jari (NTT DOCOMO) and thinks r05 still has incorrect part
Shabnam (Ericsson) agrees Vivo clarification below makes it clear compared to r05, but r06 has more issues. Could we accept r05 with the below understanding?
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Shabnam (Ericsson) that we can have a r07 based on r05 to fix it and approve it at CC#3
Xiaowan(vivo) provide r07 based on r05 in the draft folder
Discussion and conclusion:
r07 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009202, which was approved.
TD S2-2008405 KI#2, Conclusion update on Bridge Delay. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, Samsung, Tencent, ETRI)
e-mail comments:
György (Ericsson) raises a question.
Qianghua (Huawei) replies
Devaki (Nokia) asks question for clarification.
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r01
György (Ericsson) comments
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r02
György (Ericsson) comments on r02.
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r03
György (Ericsson) ok with r03.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Qianghua (Huawei) OK with r03
Devaki (Nokia) can only accept r02, cannot accept any other version (as implementation aspects need not be specified).
Qianghua (Huawei) OK with r02, live with r03
zhendong (ZTE) also prefer to r02
György (Ericsson) can accept r02, though prefers r03.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) is fine with r02 and r03, but prefers r02.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r02 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2-2009182, which was approved.
TD S2‑2009076 (P-CR) KI#3B: Solution #7 update . (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r01.
Devaki (Nokia) replies to Sang-Jun (Samsung).
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) can agree original version, cannot agree r01
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Devaki (Nokia) proposes to move forward with original version r00.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) replies to Devaki (Nokia), objects to the original and accpets r01.
Qianghua (Huawei) only accepts r01
Devaki (Nokia) proposes to go with original version. 
Also, bring this up to CC#2 for show of hands regarding validity time. Otherwise we have a stalemate for many papers.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) prefers original version, can accept r01
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r01 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009203, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008569 (P-CR) Conclusion for Key issue #1. (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Jianning (Xiaomi) Objects to all the reversion but can only live r08. Or NOTE it
Ouyang(Huawei) objects to any revision which contains 'shall send busy indication'. Can live with 'based on the UE implementation'.
Lars (Sony) we are ok to make this 'based on the UE implementation'. Please check r18 in draft.
Ouyang(Huawei) replies and provides r19.
Lalith(Samsung) confirms OK with r19.
Saso (Rapporteur) asks if anyone has issues with r19.
Lars (Sony) we are ok with r19.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) comments and says ok with r19.
Alessio(Nokia) comments
alessio (nokia) ok with r18
Alessio(nokia) is ok also with R19.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r20
Alessio(nokia) asks question
Alessio(nokia) cannot live with 20
Xiaowan(vivo) is not OK with r19.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) can live with r08, r19 or r20 and support to make a consensus about this topic in this meeting.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) replies Alessio (Nokia)
Alessio(nokia) ask then if one text proposal would be ok for qualcomm
Lars (Sony) let's try r19 for CC3 as proposed by Saso
Alessio(nokia)) let's try r19 for CC3 as proposed by Saso
Xiaowan(vivo) objects to r19 and can compromise to r21 for progress
Lars (Sony) ask Xiaowan to re-consider r19
Lars (Sony) are ok also ok with r21
Ouyang(Huawei) is OK with r21.
Saso (Rapporteur) points to a missing 's' in 'attempt' in r21
Guillaume (MediaTek): objects to r18~r21. Provides r22
Lars (Sony) is also ok with r22
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) can agree any one from r19 to r22.
Alessio(Nokia) likes r22
Qian Chen (Ericsson) is ok with r22
Lalith (Samsung) is also ok with r22
Guillaume (MediaTek) sends: BUSY Indication
Discussion and conclusion:
r22 was provided in the drafts folder and considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009204, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008924 (P-CR) KI #1, Conclusion . (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai bell)
e-mail comments:
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides r01
Lars (Sony) ask a question about static filter.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides comments.
Myungjune (LGE) asks question for clarification.
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides comments
Lalith(Samsung) provides comments.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) responds to Myungjune(LGE).
Alessio(Nokia) provides r02
Saso (Intel) seeks clarification
Lars (Sony) comments on r02
Qian Chen (Ericsson) ask for clarification
Alessio(Nokia) responds to Qian Chen (Ericsson)
Qian Chen (Ericsson) responds to Alessio (Nokia)
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides comments
Alessio(nokia) provides r03
Qian Chen (Ericsson) ask questions related to r03
Ouyang(Huawei) requests Alessio(Nokia) for clarification.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) supports Qian (Ericsson)'s comment.
Jianning (Xiaomi) shares the view of Juan (Qualcomm) and provide further concerns
Guillaume (MediaTek) repeats concerns mentioned earlier.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r04.
Alessio(nokia) objects to this revision r04.
Ouyang(Huawei) has concerns about 'The Encoding of the filtering rules shall...a backward compatible manner' in r03
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Qian Chen (Ericsson) suggests to postpone the paper for next meeting
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) can live with r04 or postpone.
Saso (Rapporteur) comments.
Jianning (Xiaomi) shares Juan (Qualcomm)'s view to progress r04 or postpone
Alessio (Nokia) cannot accept r04. Proposes r05 in draft folder for CC#2
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Guillaume (Mediatek): Only r04 is ok. Objects to all other versions.
Discussion and conclusion:
This was noted.
TD S2‑2009087 (P-CR) KI #1 conclusion. (Source: Apple)
e-mail comments:
Krisztian (Apple) provides r01 as per Rapporteur's request.
Ouyang(Huawei) provides r02, removes the text unrelated to 'same PLMN'.
Lalith (Samsung) comments.
Saso (Intel) comments.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r03.
Saso (Intel) provides r04.
Xiaowan (vivo) provides r05.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) askes clarification about r05.
Lalith(Samsung) responds to Xiaowan.
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Lalith(Samsung) and Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) askes
Ouyang(Huawei) requests Lalith(Samsung) for clarification.
Saso (Intel) replies to Ouyang(Huawei).
Lalith(Samsung) respond to Ouyang(Huawei).
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Saso (Intel).
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Lalith(Samsung) .
Lalith(Samsung) replies to Ouyang(Huawei) .
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Lalith(Samsung).
Lalith(Samsung) replies to Ouyang(Huawei).
Yang Xu (OPPO) provides r06.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Xiaowan (vivo) disagree with r00, r01, r03, r04, r06.
Krisztian (Apple) can live with r02 assuming we can agree on a revision of 8582 with covering non-3GPP access. Otherwise, I prefer r01. r05 is an empty document, no need to agree on it.
Yang Xu (OPPO) object r02
Qian Chen (Ericsson) proposes to go with r06, or postpone the paper to next meeting.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) proposes to go with r05 or noted the paper
Saso (Rapporteur) notes that 'on the same network' has no RAN dependency, and as such, it will need to be escalated to SA plenary in case there is no conclusion in this meeting.
Jianning (Xiaomi) also propose to progress r05 or note this pCR
Alessio(Nokia) it seems this is for CC#2 to decide
Lalith(Samsung) further requests clarification from Saso (Rapporteur)
Lalith(Samsung) replies to Alessio(Nokia)
Saso(Rapporteur) comments
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Krisztian (Apple) supports Rapporteur's proposal to escalate the lack of conclusion on 'on the same network' in the SA plenary.
Jianning (Xiaomi) proposes to try Show of Hand in CC#3 to see if it is necessary to bring to SA planery.
Guillaume (MediaTek) replies.
Saso (Rapporteur) seeks clarification on the proposed SoH.
Lalith(Samsung) comments
Discussion and conclusion:
Intel asked to clarify whether this is noted or postponed. NEC requested postponing to the next meeting as there is some support. This was then postponed.
TD S2‑2008584 (P-CR) KI#2: Interim conclusions . (Source: Vivo)
e-mail comments:
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides r01.
Lars (Sony) provides r02.
Ouyang(Huawei) suggests to postpone the enhancement on EPS.
Saso (Intel) replies to Ouyang (Huawei).
Lars (Sony) also comments.
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Saso (Intel) and Lars (Sony).
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides r03.
Lars (Sony) provides r04.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r05.
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Saso(Intel).
Saso (Intel) repeats to Ouyang that this is 'alignment' work. No need for RAN2 to plan for it.
Ouyang(Huawei) repeats to Saso(Intel) that it is not SA2 to decide whether this is 'alignment' work or not.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Ouyang(Huawei) proposes that this paper should be postponed.
Lars (Sony) does not accept the request by Ouyang to postpone. There is no ground for such proposal as explained during this meeting.
Ouyang(Huawei) don't believe SA2 can make any decision on TS 36.304 on behalf of RAN2. Consequently, we objects to any revisions of this contribution.
Saso (Rapporteur) thinks the objection from Huawei is not justified because the conclusion does not require any work in RAN2 other than alignment of the description in TS 36.304. Proposes to raise TD S2‑2008584r05 for approval in CC#2.
Wanqiang (Huawei) provides the reasons to ask postpone/objection
Guillaume (MediaTek) is OK with r05.
Saso (Rapporteur) replies to Wanqiang (Huawei)
Saso (Rapporteur) indicates that the EPS + EPS case is clearly stated within FS_MUSIM scope in 23.761 clause 4.2. Given that the solution principle has no impact on RAN (other than alignment change to 36.304), there is no valid reason to block the decision in SA2. Rapporteur proposes to check r05 for approval in CC#3.
Ouyang(Huawei) comments that Saso (Rapporteur)'s statement is contradicting. 
'Given that the solution principle has no impact on RAN (other than alignment change to 36.304)', TS 36.304 is RAN2 spec, which is RAN impact.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Intel commented that this is for conditional approval, depending on the TSG RAN Plenary decisions, as this is an interim conclusion. Huawei commented that there is another proposal which has no RAN impact and did not understand why this was being accepted instead. Intel commented that this is the EPS-EPS case which needs a small change in a RAN specification. Ericsson asked to ensure that without stable conclusions, this cannot be included in a normative WID.
Proposal: Add an editor's note: 'Editor's note: This conclusion needs to be confirmed in RAN plenary' to r05.
Support for r05+editor's note:	18
Objection to this:	1 (Huawei)
r05 plus an editor's note was agreed and revised in TD S2‑2009205, which was approved with an objection from Huawei.
TD S2‑2008718 (P-CR) KI #2, Conclusion . (Source: Sony, Nokia, Convida Wireless, NEC, Samsung)
e-mail comments:
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides r01
Lars (Sony) provides r02
Xiaowan (vivo) provides r03
Lars (Sony) does not agree with r03
Ouyang(Huawei) comments.
Lars (Sony) reply to Ouyang.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) supports Lars (Sony) and do not agree with r03. Further comments provided as well.
Lalith(Samsung) share same view as Qian Chen (Ericsson) and Lars (Sony).
Mike (Convida Wireless) objects to r03 and expresses support for the views of Lalith(Samsung), Qian Chen (Ericsson) and Lars (Sony).
Ouyang(Huawei) has concern on any solutions with EPS impact on KI#2 .
Xiaowan(vivo) comments
Jianning (Xiaomi) shares Xiaowan(VIVO)'s view that PO/PF calculation is differernt regarding to NR and LTE due to different impacted parameters, not necessary to purse the unified solution.
Lars (Sony) responds to Ouyang(Huawei) again.
Lars (Sony) responds to Jianning (Xiaomi).
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Lars (Sony) .
Lars (Sony) responds to Ouyang(Huawei).
Ouyang(Huawei) responses to Lars (Sony).
Guillaume (MediaTek): r00, r01, r02 are not acceptable.
Saso (Intel) provides r05.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r06.
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides r07
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides r08
Alessio(Nokia) provides r09
Lars (Sony) agrees with Alessio(Nokia) and prefer r09
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides r10
Lars (Sony) we are ok with r10 provided by Qian
Alessio(Nokia) we are ok with r10 provided by Qian
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r11
Ouyang(Huawei) provide r12.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Ouyang(Huawei) objects to r9,r10,r11.
Ouyang(Huawei) objects to r12 . Suggest to consider r07 proposed by Guillaume (MediaTek).
Lars (Sony) support r10 and r11, but can live r12.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) also supports r10 and r11, but can live with r12.
Saso (Rapporteur) proposes to agree r07.
Lars (Sony) does not agree with Saso's proposal yet
Guillaume (MediaTek) agrees with Saso (Rapporteur). R10/11 are not ok. R07 is clearer than R12.
Alessio(Nokia) can only agree with r10 or r11
Xiaowan (vivo) can only live with r03, r05, r07, r8 and also proposes to agree r07
Lars (Sony) way forward proposal
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds and maintains objection to r10/r11.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) proposes to agree r07.
Ouyang(Huawei) shares the views from Guillaume (MediaTek).
Lars (Sony) comments
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides comments
Alessio(Nokia) agrees it is better to postpone than doing the wrong thing.
Alessio(nokia) Nokia cannot accept r07
Xiaowan (vivo) provides comments
Lars (Sony) it may be better to postpone.
Mike (Convida Wireless) supports moving forward with r10 or r11.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Lalith(Samsung) proposes to postpone.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) proposes postpone
Ouyang(Huawei) suggests to postpone..
Discussion and conclusion:
This was postponed.
TD S2‑2009036 KI#1: Proposed conclusions for notification type solutions. (Source: Google, vivo Mobile Communications Ltd, Comcast, Broadcom)
e-mail comments:
Qian Chen (Ericsson) ask for clarification
Qian Chen (Ericsson) fixed the subject with pCR title
Adrian (vivo) responds to Ericsson questions.
Alessio(Nokia) objects to any revision of this paper
Saso (Intel) notes that the SA2 LS was not related to Sol#13
Pavan (Google) responds to Alessio (Nokia).
Lars (Sony) ask a question on sol13.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) ask further questions.
Adrian (vivo) responds below.
Jianning (Xiaomi) shares Lars (SONY)'s view that no normative work is needed since Rel-16 can support it.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides responses.
Qian Chen (Ericson) provides comments.
Saso (Intel) seeks clarification on step 10A in 23.761 Figure 6.13.3-1.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides comments
Lars (Sony) provides r01
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) supports r01.
Adrian (vivo) answers Saso.
Adrian (vivo) provides r02
Lars (Sony) comments on r02
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides comments on r02
Curt (Charter) comments on r02 and future version ☺
Lars (Sony) responds to Curt (Charter)
Alessio (Nokia) responds to Pavan (Google)
Pavan (Google) asks Qian (Ericsson) for clarification
Adrian (vivo) provides response
Saso (Rapporteur) seeks clarifications on stage 2 specification impact
Qian Chen (Ericsson) responds and propose to go with r01 or postpone
Saso (Intel) proposes r03 in DRAFTS folder
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides r04 in DRAFTS folder
Lars (Sony) we do not agree on r03.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) comments.
Jianning (Xiaomi) supports Saso(Intel) and ok with r01 and r03
Curt (Charter) comments.
Alessio(Nokia) cannot accept any revision of this paper
Saso (Rapporteur) comments.
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides comments.
Lars (Sony) provides text proposal
Pavan (Google) provides some comments
Saso (Intel) comments to Pavan (Google)
Qian Chen (Ericsson) responds to Pavan (Google)
Pavan (Google) is OK with r3, and responds to Saso (Intel) and Qian (Ericsson)
Lars (Sony) is NOK with r3.
Saso (intel) replies to Lars (Sony).
Adrian (vivo) can live with r3.
Lars (Sony) replies to Saso (intel), I can live with r03
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Curt (Charter) can live with r03 too!
Discussion and conclusion:
There were sustained objections to this and it was noted.
TD S2‑2008962 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Response to LS on AS RAI and optimization of release (Source: VODAFONE Group Plc)
e-mail comments:
Hannu (Nokia) comments and proposes r01.
Chris (Vodafone) replies and proposes r02.
Miguel (Qualcomm) proposes r03, not ok with r00, r01, r02 as misses previous SA2 discussions and agreements.
Wanqiang (Huawei) supports the view from Miguel and provides the r04.
Miguel (Qualcomm) ok with r04.
Chris (Vodafone) provides R05.
Miguel (Qualcomm) OK with r05.
Wanqiang (Huawei) OK with r05.
Hannu (Nokia) supports r05.
Paul (Ericsson) provides r06.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Miguel (Qualcomm) objects to r06 and supports r05.
Hannu (Nokia) objects to r06 and supports r05.
Chris (Vodafone) prefers r05 but does not object to r06.
Ericsson can accept r00, r02 and r06, prefers r00. We object to r01, r03, r04 and r05.
Miguel (Qualcomm) can only accept r03, r04 and r05
Chris (Vodafone) believes we should reply as their LS implies that RAN may design features with significantly bad consequences on the system
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Miguel (Qualcomm) understands Chris concern, but any RAN WGs design would be in violation of SA2 specifications if RAN does not consult with CN before release.
Hannu (Nokia) proposes to choose between sending r05 and no reply LS at all in CC #3.
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei asked whether r05 can be accepted. Qualcomm could only accept the original r00. This was then noted. The incoming LS in TD S2‑2008333 was also noted.
TD S2‑2008770 (CR) 23.501 CR2518: Definition of SNPN access mode (Source: MediaTek Inc.)
e-mail comments:
Hualin (Huawei) provide comments.
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) provides the response
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides r01.
Saso (Intel) supports and co-signs r01.
Devaki (Nokia) prefers to go with r00 as r01 is not FASMO as it deletes PLMN selection related texts.
Josep (DT) agrees with Nokia, is OK with r00, objects to r01.
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds to Devaki: there is no deletion of PLMN selection principles
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds to Josep (DT)
Josep (DT) responds to Guillaume (MediaTek), provides r02 as compromise.
Hualin(Huawei) provides r03 to clarify UE behavior.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comment and prefers to go with original version and would like to support it.
Guillaume (MediaTek) agrees with Peter (Ericsson) i.e. go with original (with additional cosigners)
Hualin(Huawei) provide r04 based on original version. We can only accept r03 and r04 and object other versions.
Saso (Intel) objects to r04 and replies to Hualin(Huawei).
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom): CT1 should fix this and not SA2.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Devaki (Nokia) supports original version, but objects to all the revisions (r01...r04), as stated earlier.
Guillaume (MediaTek) objects to r04 and responds.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to Dieter (Deutsche Telekom)
Sebastian (Qualcomm) prefers r00 and objects to the other versions
Hualin(Huawei) reply to Saso (Intel).
Saso (Intel) asks Hualin(Huawei) if they can now agree on r00, given the clarification.
Hualin(Huawei) propose to postpone it or clarify it during CC.
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom): replies to Peter (Ericsson)
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom): We disagree with r00 and the other revisions (up to now).
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to Dieter.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Deutsche Telekom commented that a way forward was found, to note this and send the LS in TD S2‑2008475. This was then noted.
TD S2‑2008475 [DRAFT] Reply LS on SNPN access mode when UE accesses SNPN services via a PLMN. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) proposes to use this draft LS to be updated (and others noted) - CT1 should fix their problem (LS needs to be revised).
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Devaki (Nokia) proposes to postpone the LS out, if the CR is not agreeable.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides a possible resolution of LS without any need for a CR.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to Hualin
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) we do not agree to add such a note.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r01 was considered. this was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009206, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008547 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on AUSF/UDM discovery based on SUCI information (Source: China Mobile)
e-mail comments:
ChrisJ (T-Mobile USA) provides comments
Yi (China Mobile) provides r01 based on Chris' comment.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Devaki (Nokia) comments that the draft CR will only be endorsed AFAIK, not agreed thus the LS should be modified to reflect accurate status.
Proposes to discuss during CC#2.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r01 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009207, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008428 (CR) 23.502 CR2454: General cleanup of specification (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Laurent (Nokia): Provides r01
Mirko (Huawei) asks for small updates.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to Mirko and propose to agree CR at CC#2
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r05 was considered. This was agreed with some editorial corrections and revised to TD S2‑2009208, which was approved. Other editorial corrections, such as 'Application ID' -> 'Application Identifier' should also be made.
TD S2‑2008415 (P-CR) KI#9 Sol#66 Solving ENs. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r01.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides comment on initial version and r01.
Belen (Ericsson) provides r02 to address Nokia comments and clarifies to CATT that benefits are rather for evaluation.
Xiaoyan (CATT) clarifies and provides r03.
Belen (Ericsson) provides r04 and reminds CATT that this is a solution, and their comments are welcome for the evaluation if appropiated.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Xiaoyan (CATT) accepts r01, r03, objects to the original version and other revisions.
Xiaobo (Huawei) propose to make progress for KI#9 and may need to put it on CC#2.
Belen (Ericsson) cannot accept r01 or r03, but can accept r04.
Belen (Ericsson) proposes to use r04 with a note that says: 'Details on how the AMF and SMF use the retrieved dispersion data for AM and SM procedure will be defined in normative phase.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Peretz (Spirent) comments on the proposal to make progress for KI#9.
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 was considered. CATT could not accept this unless the first editor's note is removed. Ericsson did not agree to remove the editor's note as the CATT comment are related to evaluation, rather than conclusions. This was then noted.
TD S2‑2008419 (P-CR) KI#9 - Evaluation and Conclusions . (Source: Ericsson, Spirent)
e-mail comments:
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r01.
Belen (Ericsson) asks for clarifications on r01.
Peretz (Spirent) replies to Xiaoyan:
Xiaoyan (CATT) replies to Peretz (Spirent).
Xiaoyan (CATT) replies to Belen (Ericsson).
Xiaoyan (CATT) objects to r02 and the initial version.
Peretz (Spirent) asking Xiaoyan for clarifications
Xiaoyan (CATT) clarifies.
Belen (Ericsson) provides r03.
Peretz (Spirent) asking CATT to re-consider their objection
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Farooq (AT&T) OK with r03 and can support it.
Xiaoyan (CATT) only accepts r01, objects to original version and all the other revisions.
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r04. Objects to r00/r02/r03.
Belen (Ericsson) support Andy proposal to conclude in the study phase. 
We propose a new revision r05 to check if we can address CATT comments.
Ericsson objects to r04 late revision and to r01 as well.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r05 was considered. CATT provided r11. Ericsson objected to r11, but could accept r10 without the note. r10 without the note was agreed. This was revised to TD S2‑2009209, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008904 (P-CR) KI#11, Conclusions updates for Data Collection Coordination. (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Mehrdad (Samsung) comments on original version.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides r01.
Mehrdad (Samsung) replies to Nokia.
Song (China Telecom) asks for clarification for r01
Malla (NTT DOCOMO) asks for clarification
Dimitris (Lenovo) supports r01
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides r02.
Xiaobo (Huawei) provides r03 and ask for clarification.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides r04, incorporating aspects related to signaling reduction via architectural changes from TD S2‑2009020r06.
Ulf (Ericsson) provides r05
Aihua (China Mobile) provides r06.
Xiaobo (Huawei) is ok with r04 and accept the clarification from Yannick.
Antoine (Orange) changes are not marked correctly!
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia clarifies that the problem raised by Orange is not a problem. R06 is based on reference version and have change marks for new/modified text.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides r07.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Aihua (China Mobile) doesn't agree to the last addition, so objects to r07 and supports r06.
Malla (NTT DOCOMO) fine with r07.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia objects to r06 and ask further clarification on objection from CMCC to r07.
Xiaobo (Huawei) provide r08 (after revision deadline) as a compromise.
Aihua (China Mobile) can live with r08.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia ask further clarification on objection from CMCC to r07.
Malla (NTT DOCOMO) suggest to move forward with r07 with a note. Multiple pCRs are merged into TD S2‑2008904.
Ulf (Ericsson) is OK with proposal from NTT DOCOMO
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia support moving forward with r07 and a note.
Dimitris (Lenovo) also supports the proposal by Malla (NTT Docomo)
Ulf (Ericsson) is only OK with revisons from 5 and above but prefers r07 and proposed NOTE from Nokia
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Xiaobo (Huawei) propose to go with r07 + proposed NOTE from Nokia to make progress
Aihua(China Mobile) can live with r07 + NOTE
Discussion and conclusion:
r07 with additional note: 'NOTE: information on collected data will be detailed in the normative work' was considered. This was agreed. Revised to TD S2‑2009210, which was approved.
TD S2‑2009020 (P-CR) KI #11: Update of evaluation and conclusion. (Source: Orange)
e-mail comments:
Antoine (Orange) provides r01, merging TD S2‑2008444, 8650, 8651, 8652 ,and 8905 and 8963.
Aihua (China Mobile) provides r02, merging TD S2‑2008617 and 8625.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides r03.
Xiaobo (Huawei) provides revision r04.
Malla (NTT DOCOMO) provides revision r05 from TD S2‑2008798.
Dimitris (Lenovo) provides r06
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia suggests to deal with aspects related to signaling reduction via architectural changes in a revision of TD S2‑2008904.
Aihua (China Mobile) provides r07.
Song (China Telecom) provides r08.
Ulf (Ericsson) asks to continue Evaluation discussion in TD S2‑2008444
Antoine (Orange) provides r09.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides r10.
Ulf (Ericsson) provides r11
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia comments on r10.
Mehrdad (Samsung) provides r12
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides r13.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Ulf (Ericsson) doesn't agree to the last addition, so objects to r13
Mehrdad (Samsung) is OK with both r12 and r13 but objects to original version and all other revisions.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia cannot accept current text in r12 related to UDM. Asks Ericsson for clarification on their objection for r13.
Ulf (Ericsson) answers Nokia and asks chairman to make a note to do the editoral change for UDM sentence made between r13 and r12 shall be done
Ulf (Ericsson) is OK with r12
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia asks Ericsson for clarification on their objection for r13.
Ulf (Ericsson) clarifies what is meant and is OK to make an editorial change to clarify if needed in TD S2‑2008443
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia can live with proposal from Ericsson, i.e. fine with r12 + deletion of 'and its collected data' from the UDM part.
Mehrdad (Samsung) agrees with proposal from Ericsson to go with r12 + deletion of 'and its collected data' from the UDM part.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r14 was considered. Samsung commented that one of the headings was incorrect and this should be corrected by the Rapporteur. r14 was agreed. Revised to TD S2‑2009211, which was approved. 
TD S2‑2008745 (P-CR) Evaluation on KI#2 for Ethernet traffic. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Florin (Broadcom) comments and proposes this paper(as well as any potential revisions) to be NOTED.
Susan (Huawei) raised questions to Broadcom and asks for clarification.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Susan (Huawei) don't agree to note this paper with no reason, asks to send it for CC#3 discussion.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei commented that this should not have been noted and requested to approve the document. Broadcom commented that they object to the principle of the proposal as the technical issues they had raised had not been addressed. Huawei complained that Broadcom had not replied to their request for clarification on their issues with this. Broadcom were asked to try to resolve this by providing text and comments to the next meeting. This was then postponed.
TD S2‑2008794 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS on New Standardized 5QIs for 5G-AIS (Source: Tencent)
e-mail comments:
Lei (Tencent) provides r01.
Paul (Ericsson) provides comments and proposes to note this LS.
Lei(Tencent) provides comments and think we should stick to the work item scope. TR 26.928 5G XR has been closed in March 2020. According to 5G_AIS WID scope, the SA4 work mentioned by this WID has been done already. Also, for the same KPI table form SA1 NCIS are used by 5G ProSe and 5G_AIS, in ProSe SID SA2 have sent the PQI LS to RAN1 and get feedback from RAN1 already.
Therefore the LS to RAN should be sent out independent of additional SA4 input which 'may' or 'may not' come.
Hucheng(CATT) supports to send the LS
Haiyang (Huawei) indicates an LS to RAN is necessary when defining new 5QIs, and provides r02
Jianhua (OPPO) support sending the LS and suggest to move forward in SA2.
Lei (Tencent) is fine with r02. And also would like to indicate that companies' expressed their support in 8975 and 8991are also related to this thread.
Devaki (Nokia) agrees with Ericsson and proposes to postpone the LS out.
Lei(Tencent) responds to Devaki(Nokia) and propose to move forward as quite a lot companies prefer. Also explain why two 5QIs are needed for motion tracking data.
Sherry (Xiaomi) comments.
Lei(Tencent) thanks to Chris (Vodafone) for supporting the LS to RAN, provide r04 with a bit change.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Sherry (Xiaomi) supports to send the LS to RAN WGs, and asks a question.
Lei(Tencent) responds to Sherry (Xiaomi), thanks for confirming supports and clarifies why to RAN1 and cc RAN2.
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) supports sending the LS to RAN1 and CC RAN2.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Lei(Tencent) objects r05 and provide r06. R06 is consolidated version on top of Lei(Tencent)'s initial proposal with Chris suggestions. R05 from Dario totally defocus the question to ask and not inline with the consensus of offline discussion at all.
Haiyang (Huawei) is ok with r06, but objects r05.
Sherry (Xiaomi) provides comments.
Lei(Tencent) further update r06 and provide r08 with some rewording from Chris offline. Objection to any revisions defocusing the question to ask.
Lei(Tencent) also copies TD S2‑2008794r8 into CC#3 folder.
Discussion and conclusion:
r08 was considered. Qualcomm objected to r08, but could accept it with a change: 'whether they have other considerations'.  Huawei asked to add also 'about the PER values' but Qualcomm could not accept this. This was left for further off-line discussion, to be decided upon at CC#4.
TD S2‑2008425 (DRAFTCR) Location estimate in Local Coordinates (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Pallab (Nokia) requests for clarification
Åke Busin (Ericsson) Provides clarifications to Gupta
Pallab (Nokia) responds to Åke Busin (Ericsson) and provides further comments
Stephen (Qualcomm) comments that while the principle seems okay, the CR is deficient in terms of support
Åke Busin (Ericsson) submit r01 and provide response to Stephen
Tyler Hawbaker (OTD) asks a question
Åke Busin (Ericsson) submit r02 and provide response to Tyler
Tyler Hawbaker (OTD) provides response to Ake (Ericsson)
Åke Busin (Ericsson) submit r03
Stephen (Qualcomm) provides r04
Åke Busin (Ericsson) responds to Pallab
Tyler Hawbaker (OTD) provides comment
Runze (Huawei) comments.
Runze (Huawei) provides r05, and objects to all other versions.
Tyler Hawbaker (OTD) provides response to Runze (Huawei)
Åke Busin (Ericsson) provide response to Runze
Runze (Huawei) replies to Ake (Ericsson).
Runze (Huawei ) provides response to Tyler (Hawbaker)
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Runze (Huawei) provides r06.
Tyler (OTD) responds to Runze (Huawei).
Stephen (Qualcomm) can only agree r04 (object to all other versions)
Åke Busin (Ericsson) also agree r04
Tyler Hawbaker (OTD) can only accept r04
Runze requests it in CC#3.
Åke Busin (Ericsson) comment to r07 and propose to postpone if no agreement at CC3.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Tyler (OTD) comment on r07 is that it is still not acceptable to us.
Runze (Huawei) provides r08.
Discussion and conclusion:
r08 was considered. Qualcomm commented that they could accept this if it is based on r04, but preferred to postpone this as it is not urgent. It was pointed out that this is a DraftCR and can be corrected at the next meeting if necessary. 
This was agreed and revised in TD S2‑2009212, which was endorsed.

TD S2‑2008741 Conclusion for key 1 and key 2 for CHF based solution. (Source: China Mobile, China Unicom, NTT DOCOMO, Huawei, ZTE, CATT)
e-mail comments:
Dan (China Mobile) provide r01 to introduce a new NF to do quota management for key1&2
Iskren (NEC) suggest first agree on the new quota NF only and provides r02
Dan (China Mobile) suggest to go with r01
Dan (China Mobile) provide r03 and r04
Gerald (Matrixx) improves on consistency with agreed way forward in r05..
Jinguo (ZTE) propose r06.
Fenqin (Huawei) propose r08, r09.
Gerald (Matrixx) object on r08/9 and refined the agreement in r10.
Fenqin (Huawei) object on r10 and refined the agreement in r11.
Gerald (Matrixx) recommend to agree on the preliminary agreement to not endorse quota management in SA2 again with r11.
Kaisu (Nokia) provides r12 and r13.
Fenqin (Huawei) responds
Fenqin (Huawei) ask question for clarification.
Srisakul (NTT DOCOMO) provides r14, r15 and r16.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Srisakul (NTT DOCOMO) provides explanation on r14, r15 and r16.
George (Ericsson) objects to all revisions. Please see comments below.
Dan(China Mobile) reply to George and suggest to go with r16 adding new NF, please people consider my suggestion and see whether it is OK
George (Ericsson) We need to agree on the LS as it will represent our agreement, and is essential to progress. So Lets focus on the LS. Please see more
Dan (China Mobile) would like to double check with E///, for this meeting, do you mean not discuss about the conclusion paper of 8741, only on LS ?
George (Ericsson) want to focus on the LS and clearly spelled the reasons for objecting to 8741.
Dan (China Mobile) request to discuss this paper in CC2
Hoyeon (Samsung) agrees to discuss this paper in CC2 before SoH. If we can have an agreeable version, then we don't need SoH.
Hoyeon (Samsung) can only accept r00, r01, r02, r06, r08, r09 and r11. We object to the other revisions.
Iskren (NEC) can only accept r04, r06, r07, r10. We object to the other revisions.
Fenqin (Huawei) suggest this bring to CC#2
Patrice (Huawei) provides r20.
George (Ericsson) accepts only r19.
Patrice (Huawei) can only accept r20.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Gerald (Matrixx) supports the agreement of r19, and object to r20 and all other further revisions which will endorse quota handling.
Iskren (NEC) - r20 is not acceptable as it has restored a text related to centralised/distributed quota that was left open in CC2. Best version reflecting the agreements from CC2 is r17.
Krisztian (Apple) supports to agree on r17. No need to minute expectations for SA5 work or related LS exchange in TR conclusions.
Dan (China Mobile) supports to agree on r17
Patrice (Huawei) proposes to go with r21.
Discussion and conclusion:
Support for r21:		13
Object to r21:			5
Support for r22:		16
Object to r22:			2
r22 was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009213, which was approved with 2 objections from Huawei and China Mobile.

TD S2‑2009130 [DRAFT] LS to SA WG5 on CHF-based solution. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
George (Ericsson) circulating the first draft LS to be sent out to SA5 in Draft folder.
Patrice (Huawei) provides r01 to adjust the wording as a proper LS, r00 is not acceptable as it stands.
George (Ericsson) provides r02. A reminder. Developing a solution is conditional on sending the LS.
Patrice (Huawei) stands by r01, and cannot accept r02.
George (Ericsson) Ur choice. There are no decisions made in the LS. U are over interpreting.
George (Ericsson) replaces 'SA2 will' to 'SA2 can', in last paragraph so no appearance of decisions can be claimed
Patrice (Huawei) provides r05 incorporating the changes of r03 into r01 instead of r02. r01 or r05 acceptable, Patrice objects to r00, r02, r03, r04.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Gerald (Matrixx) improved on the rational of this LS which can be find in r06 and will make the others obsolete.
Hoyeon (Samsung) supports r05. r09 is acceptable. The other revisions include additional aspect that we didn't discuss at CC#2. And we propose to CC CT4 in this LS since SA2 received an LS from CT4 on this subject in the previous meeting.
Dan (China Mobile) r09 is acceptable. and provide r11 based on r09 and adding CT4
Hoyeon (Samsung) supports r11.
Dan (China Mobile) provide r13 based on r12
Gerald (Matrixx) provide r15 on top of r13 with small adjustments.
Srisakul (NTT DOCOMO) provide r16 and r17.
Gerald (Matrixx) provided more clarification on provide r15.
Discussion and conclusion:
r15 was proposed for consideration. Huawei commented that r21 had high support. r22 was suggested instead. This was left for CC#4 and a revision was allocated as TD S2‑2009214.
TD S2‑2008731 (P-CR) KI#1: Updates of Evaluation and conclusion for KI#1. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, China Telecom)
e-mail comments:
George (Ericsson) objects to this pCR.
Fenqin (Huawei) Do not see this objection is valid and ask the reason of the objection.
Dan (China Mobile) does not agree with the Ericsson behavior that he object the paper without any reason, suggest him to withdraw the objection. And also ask the chairman to see whether this behavior is allowed or not
George (Ericsson) provides a response. We obviously have another solution that for us fulfills more requirements
Fenqin (Huawei) responds and propose to bring this to CC#2.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Kaisu (Nokia) objects to 8731. Please check the comments.
Kaisu (Nokia ) rephrases text due to missing a part of the sentence in our last comment. We still object to 8731.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was noted.
TD S2‑2008732 (P-CR) KI#2: Updates of Evaluation and Interim conclusion for KI#2. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, China Telecom)
e-mail comments:
George (Ericsson) objects to this pCR.
Fenqin (Huawei) Do not see this objection is valid and ask the reason of the objection.
Dan (China Mobile) does not agree with the Ericsson behavior that he object the paper without any reason, suggest him to withdraw the objection. And alsk ask the chairman to see whether this behavior is allowed or not
Fenqin (Huawei) propose to bring this to CC#2.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Kaisu (Nokia) objects to 8732 for the exact same reasons as objecting to 8731
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was noted.
TD S2‑2008506 (P-CR) KI#6: conclusions for the solutions. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
George (Ericsson) objects to this pCR. It is based on incorrect understanding of some solutions.
Haiyang (Huawei) does not think such objection is valid and requests for clarification.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Tao (Chair) asked George, any clue you can provide what misunderstanding on which solutions?
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was noted.
TD S2‑2008915 (P-CR) KI #7, evaluation update. (Source: Nokia, Nokia shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Susan (Huawei) proposes to postpone this paper until RAN's reply LS is received.
Alessio(Nokia) comments: there is no dependency on any RAN feedback here.
Genadi (Lenovo) proposes to merge TD S2‑2009063 into this pCR and provides r01.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r02, a merge of content from TD S2‑2008478.
Alessio(Nokia) objects to r02
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
Iskren (NEC) provides r04 which is a merge with TD S2‑2009017
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Alessio (nokia) is ok with r03
Susan (Huawei) objects to all the versions of the paper, including the original one, and can only accept a version taking two removed ENs back.
Tao(Chair) can we take back the two ENs or Postponed this?
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) Ok for us to keep those two ENs
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei objected to all revisions of this. This was then noted.
TD S2‑2008968 (P-CR) Interim conclusion for Key Issue#1 on 5G DDNMF aspect. (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, vivo Mobile Communications, CATT, ZTE, OPPO, Intel)
e-mail comments:
Xiaoyan Shi (Interdigital) provides r01.
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Xiaoyan (Interdigital) and provides r02.
Xiaoyan Shi (Interdigital) thanks Hong and provides r03.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Runze (Huawei) proposes to wait for the result of SoH on option B.2 (two options) and B.3, before further discussion.
Runze (Huawei) objects to the paper, based on the understand that SoH cannot happen if no company objects to it, see another mail for details.
Deng Qiang (CATT) asks Runze (Huawei) to provide technical reason for objection.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Hong (Qualcomm) comments that based on SoH outcome in CC#2, r03 should be approved.
Discussion and conclusion:
This was handled in CC#2 and r03 was in line with the way forward. r03 was agreed and revised in TD S2‑2009215, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008966 (P-CR) Interim conclusion for N3IWF option for L3 UE-to-Network Relay . (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson, CATT, OPPO)
e-mail comments:
Steve (Huawei) solution #23 is not a small addon as implied by this conclusion update and needs more. A choice should be made.
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Steve (Huawei).
Deng Qiang (CATT) asks Steve (Huawei) to provide technical comments.
Mehrdad (Samsung) comments
Mehrdad (Samsung) provides further comment on original version
Guillaume (MediaTek) shares similar concerns as expressed by Steve (Huawei).
Hannu (Nokia) replies to Steve (Huawei).
Deng Qiang (CATT) responds.
Hong (Qualcomm) replies.
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Mehrdad (Samsung).
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds.
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides r01
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Guillaume (MediaTek) and objects r01.
Deng Qiang (CATT) objects r01.
Guillaume (MediaTek) cannot accept two different L3 variants.
Guillaume (MediaTek) replies.
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Guillaume (MediaTek).
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides r02.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Hannu (Nokia) objects r01 but could live with r02 (with minor modification).
James Hu (AT&T) provides a comment
Deng Qiang (CATT) comments and objects r02.
Ihab Guirguis (FirstNet) provides a comment
Ihab Guirguis (FirstNet). End-to-end security is needed for public safety and we can not assume that the relay will always be considered as a trusted element.
Deng Qiang (CATT) provides r03 for CC#2 discussion.
Deng Qiang (CATT) clarifies to Ihab Guirguis (FirstNet).
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds: we will stop opposing companies promoting L3 fragmentation.
Steve (Huawei) comments r00, r02, (draft) r03 all select multiple solutions still, why can't a choice be made?
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds to Deng (CATT)
Hong (Qualcomm) comments.
James Hu (AT&T) provides a comment.
Ihab Guirguis (FirstNet) Agree with AT&T comment that for L3 solution, we need to make sure solution #23 is considered at least as optional to provide e2e security.
Mehrdad (Samsung) agrees with AT&T and FirstNet. We are OK with original version and r03 but we object to r01 and r02.
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides r04, objects to r03.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Hong (Qualcomm) can accept r04.
Deng Qiang (CATT) can accept r04.
Hannu (Nokia) can live with r03 but prefers r04.
Steve (Huawei) asks a question for clarification
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 was considered. r04 was agreed and revised in TD S2‑2009216, which was approved.
TD S2‑2009033 (P-CR) KI#5: Evaluation and Conclusion- AF influenced direct communication path selection. (Source: Apple, Intel, Samsung, Huawei)
e-mail comments:
LaeYoung (LGE) cannot accept this paper because there is no value/benefit from using AF request for path selection policy.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Deng Qiang (CATT) this paper needs to be discussed on CC#2.
Mehrdad (Samsung) suggests to merge changes from clause 7.5 from 2008942r01 into this PCR. According to CC#2, TD S2‑2009033 is the baseline.
Sudeep (Apple) provides TD S2‑2009033r01 merging in changes from TD S2‑2008942r01.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
LaeYoung (LGE) provides r02 in DRAFTS folder.
Steve (Huawei) comments, positive conclusions only.
LaeYoung (LGE) asks a Q to Steve (Huawei) where she can find 'conclusions should be positive'.
Mehrdad (Samsung) comments on r02.
Hong (Qualcomm) comments.
Mehrdad (Samsung) provides r03.
LaeYoung (LGE) provides r04 in DRAFTS folder and can accept r04 and also r02 (r04 is preferred) but cannot accept r00, r01, r03.
Deng Qiang (CATT) r04 looks good.
LaeYoung (LGE) uploaded r04 to CC#3 folder.
Sudeep (Apple) is also fine with r04.
Mehrdad (Samsung) can live with r04.
LaeYoung (LGE) replies.
Steve (Huawei) is ok with r04
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 was considered. r04 was agreed and revised in TD S2‑2009217, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008520 (P-CR) KI #1, Update to Evaluation and Conclusion on UE Join via UP. (Source: Ericsson, LG Electronics, Samsung)
e-mail comments:
Thomas (Nokia) object r00 and provides r01
Judy (Ericsson) objects to r01 and provide r02 based on r00, taking 8820 (merging proposal from rapporteur) into consideration. We found it unreasonable that Thomas (Nokia) ignores the Notes from CC#1 and simply removes all the justification in Discussion without providing counter-arguments
Thomas(Nokia) objects against r02 and comments
Judy (Ericsson) provide r03.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
LiMeng (Huawei) is not fine with r03.
zhendong (ZTE) has similar view with meng(huawei)
Judy (Ericsson) responds to LiMeng (Huawei) and zhendong (ZTE).
Thomas(Nokia) objects against r03
Judy (Ericsson) As per CC#1 decision, UP Join is not included unless companies have changed their minds and so far, the companies have not. This pCR is aligned with that decision.
Miguel (Qualcomm): can we include this in CC#3? Also, my view is by default UP join is not included in 5G MBS conclusions.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Thomas (Nokia): suggest to note contribution.
We will not reach conclusion in CC3 anyway.
Evaluation is biased, and contains unrelated parts that collide with other documents. 
Result is that conclusion will remain as is without UP join but with editor´s note.
Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson commented that CC#2 had indicated that if no consensus is reached then UP join should be excluded from the WID. This was postponed.
TD S2‑2008855 (P-CR) KI#1: Update the Conclusion on MBS Session ID. (Source: Tencent)
e-mail comments:
Zhenhua (vivo) provide r01.
Chunshan (Tencent) provide r02.
zhendong (ZTE) provides r03
Fenqin (Huawei) ask question for clarification .
Fei (OPPO) provides r04.
Miguel (Qualcomm) provides r02.
Miguel (Qualcomm): please disregard my previous message on r02. Separate email coming with correct revision number r05.
Miguel (Qualcomm): provides r05
Thomas (Nokia) comments
Miguel (Qualcomm) replies to Thomas
Miguel (Qualcomm) provides r06 fixing typos from r05
Judy (Ericsson) provide r07 and comments.
Miguel (Qualcomm) provides r08 and comments TMGI has Stage 2 definition so it's in scope.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r09
Fei (OPPO) comments on r09.
Thomas (Nokia) replies to Fei
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r10
Judy (Ericsson) provide r12, please ignore r11.
Miguel (Qualcomm) provides r13
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Fei (OPPO) asks question on TMGI via NAS signalling in r10, r12 and r13.
zhendong (ZTE) provides response and propose move with r12
Judy (Ericsson) asks additional question to Zhenhua (vivo) in r10 and r13 why requirement is put on application client.
Zhenhua (vivo) response to Judy, Zhendong, and Fei.
Fei (OPPO) comments and supports to go with r12.
Miguel (Qualcomm) objects to r12 proposes to use r13.
Miguel (Qualcomm) offers we could revise r12 with added 2 sentences
'- TGMI definition is updated for 5G MBS to identify the MBS session when used for the Multicast Session Context and to identify the MBS service when used for the MBS service context.
Editor's note: Pending conclusion in FS_eNPN, it also needs to be studied how TMGI can identify MBS sessions/services in an SNPN and how to signal this efficiently.'
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r14.
zhendong (ZTE) responds, it is fine to CC
Zhenhua (vivo) ask Miguel (Qualcomm) to consider r14
Fei (OPPO) is ok with Miguel's proposal or r14 in the drafts.
LiMeng (Huawei) provides suggestion on the wording of the EN.
Miguel (Qualcomm) is OK with r14, thank you
Judy (Ericsson) is OK with r12+Miguel's proposed text, but NOK with r14 as SA2 does not put requirement on application client and the proposed text will prevent Public Safety use case from using 5MBS.
Zhenhua (vivo) ask Judy (Ericsson) why the requirement prevent Public Safety use case from using 5MBS.
Thomas (Nokia) is OK with r14
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Zhenhua (vivo).
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r15 on top of r14.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Thomas(Nokia) asks Miguel to upload his proposals in draft folder to allow a checking
Miguel (Qualcomm) provides r16 in Drafts as requested by Thomas, i.e. r12 + proposed text on TMGI (highlighted yellow). Notes we're not against r15.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r17 on top of r16.
Miguel (Qualcomm) ok with r17
Thomas (Nokia) provides r18 in Drafts
Judy (Ericsson) can accept r18 and shares Thomas concern that public safety use case may have an issue with Zhenhua (vivo) proposal.
Zhenhua (vivo) response to Thomas (Nokia) and Judy (Ericsson), and ask reconsider on r17.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r20 on top of r19 to address the consern from Thomas (Nokia), Judy (Ericsson), Zhendong (ZTE), Meng (Huawei).
Thomas (Nokia) provides r22 on top of r20
Discussion and conclusion:
r22 was proposed. Ericsson suggested removing the editor's note: 'The following is ffs: For an MBS session, the UE shall obtain a) source specific IP multicast address or b) source specific IP multicast address and TMGI'. This was agreed and revised in TD S2‑2009218, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008609 (P-CR) KI#1: Conclusion update. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
LiMeng (Huawei) provides r01.
Judy (Ericsson) asks LiMeng (Huawei) if it's the intention to take 8609 as baseline to update the KI#1 Conclusion and other KI#1 conclusion papers will be merged into 8609? If yes, we found it hard to understand that the update in r01 chose to conclude things not discussed but does not take discussions on other topics (see example below) into consideration.
Jeffrey (Juniper) provides r02.
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r03.
Youngkyo(Samsung) provides revision r04.
Fei (OPPO) provides r05.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r06.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r07.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r08.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r09.
Jeffrey (Juniper) adds to Thomas (Nokia)'s comments.
Judy (Ericsson) provide r10.
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r11.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r12 combined r10 and r11 as well as modified some part of r09.
LiMeng (Huawei) provides r13.
Judy (Ericsson) objects to any revision that does not address the potential issues of SMF-centric approach or propose to move MB-SMF selection, roaming and ETSUN interaction into normative. There is a competing solution (i.e. AMF-centric approach) that address those aspects.
Youngkyo(Samsung) provides r14.
LiMeng (Huawei) replies to Judy.
zhendong (ZTE) provides r15 on top of r14
Shabnam (Ericsson) we will object to any conclusion that tries to hide important open issues and also try and create WI when the study is premature status.
Thomas (Nokia) replies to Judy and Shabnam that both AMF and SMF centric approach have open issues with respect to roaming and ETSUN and that other issues brought forward are unrelated to selection of approach.
Miguel (Qualcomm) provides r16 and comments on general expected progress of conclusions
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r17.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r18
Thomas (Nokia) provides r19.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Jeffrey (Juniper) objects the removal of 'Solutions that require an application to be aware of 5GC specific or internal information may not be appropriate for certain services, e.g. transparent IPv4/IPv6 multicast delivery' in r10
Youngkyo(Samsung) is okay with r17 than the further revisions.
Shabnam (Ericsson) responds to some comments and proposes to take this document at CC#2.
LiMeng (Huawei) replies to Shabnam, and OK to discuss this document at CC#2.
Thomas (Nokia) objects against r16 and r17 and replies to Yongkkyo.
Thomas(Nokia) replies to Shabnam and agrees to take this document at CC#2.
Youngkyo(samsung) still objects r18 and accepts r17 .
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r24 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009219, which was approved.
TD S2‑2009000 (P-CR) KI#1: Conclusion update. (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai-Bell)
e-mail comments:
Thomas (Nokia) provides r01
Judy (Ericsson) provide r02.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
David (Samsung) can't agree to any revision of this pCR until a way forward is found for TD S2‑2008609. Suggests bringing it to CC#2.
zhendong (ZTE) proposes the way forward.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Thomas (Nokia) provides a late r03 along the lines of Zhendong´s proposals
LaeYoung (LGE) comments to r03.
LiMeng (Huawei) thanks LaeYoung find the issue and wonder if we simply add 8.1.3 for representing the call-flow.
LaeYoung (LGE) comments to r04.
LiMeng (Huawei) provides r05.
LaeYoung (LGE) comments to r05.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r06.
Discussion and conclusion:
r06 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009220, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008539 (P-CR) KI#2 conclusion. (Source: Samsung)
e-mail comments:
Thomas (Nokia) provides r01
Judy (Ericsson) provide r02 based on r00 to align with the evaluation in 8523, and did not accept r01 which is not aligned with the evaluation.
Thomas (Nokia) objects against r02 because this conclusion misunderstood the intention of this key item.
David (Samsung) provides r03 based on r01 adding Vivo as co-sourcing company since TD S2‑2008803 has been merged as per chairman's notes
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Judy (Ericsson) prefer r02 and comments
David (Samsung) proposes r04 as a way forward and suggests to bring the document to CC#2.
Thomas (Nokia) accepts r04
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009221, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008525 (P-CR) KI#4 Update to Evaluation and Conclusion . (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Judy (Ericsson) provide r01 to move the Conclusion part from 8525 to 8679 following rapporteur's merging proposal.
Chunshan (Tencent) provide r02 to clarify the MBS Session-AMBR.
Judy (Ericsson) do not accept r02.
Chunshan (Tencent) provides clarification.
Thomas (Nokia) provide r03 based on r01. Object against all previous revisions.
Judy (Ericsson) provide r04 and responds to Thomas (Nokia).
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Thomas objects against r01, r02, and r04
Judy (Ericsson): Thomas (Nokia)'s objection assumes no stage 1 requirement but Ericsson provide both stage 1 and stage 2 requirement. I propose to bring the paper to CC if Nokia does not withdraw the objection.
Thomas (Nokia) replies to Judy that he maintains objection based on missing stage 1 requirement
Judy (Ericsson) asks chairman to include this paper on CC#3. There is company objecting arguing there is no explicit stage 1 requirement but the related requirements are already specified in stage 2 Public Safety spec.
Haris (Qualcomm) comments that the disagreement is on the same issue as TD S2‑2008679 (upgrade of priority) and the discussion should handled together
Thomas(Nokia) replies to Judy that quoted stage 2 is for unicast and thus not applicable
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 was considered. Nokia objected to this as there is no Stage 1 requirement. Ericsson commented that there is a Stage 1 requirement.  Huawei commented that the acceptable revisions are related to what is accepted also for S2-2008679. r03 was then considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009223, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008679 (P-CR) KI#4, update on conclusion . (Source: Samsung)
e-mail comments:
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r01.
Judy (Ericsson) provide r02 to merge the Conclusion part from 8525 to 8679 following rapporteur's merging proposal and comments.
Chunshan (Tencent) provide r03 to merge the Conclusion part from 8856 following rapporteur's merging proposal and comments.
Judy (Ericsson) do not accept r03.
Chunshan (Tencent) provides clarification.
Haris (Qualcomm) indicates that cannot accept r03, provides r04 (based on r02)
zhendong (ZTE) provides r05.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r06 and object to r01 to r05
Judy (Ericsson) provides r07 and responds to Thomas (Nokia).
Haris (Qualcomm) asks question for clarification and propose alternative text suggestion
Haris (Qualcomm) proposes r08
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Judy (Ericsson) prefers r04, accept r05, can live with r07 and do not accept other revisions.
Haris (Qualcomm) indicates that given the explanation from Judy can accept r00, r06 or r08
Paul (Ericsson) replies to Haris.
Haris (Qualcomm) replies
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Haris (Qualcomm), and ask to reconsider his position.
Tao(Chair) I do not see converge with current positions. Can we have a way forward on this?
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Tao(Chair) that after the last clarification, no new technical arguments have been brought forward, hence our understanding is that we're converging, otherwise I propose to bring it to CC#2
Haris (Qualcomm) suggests to agree to r08 and discuss the issue for upgrade of priority of individual UE at next meeting
Thomas(Nokia) objects against r07
LiMeng (Huawei) considers the requirement of stage 1 is for MCX Service instead of some UEs in the group. Therefore it seems that the rationale of r07 needs to be further justified.
Thomas(Nokia) suggest agreeing r00.
There are no objections against this version
Judy (Ericsson) object to r00 as it does not help to progress the work. Thomas (Nokia), your objection assumes no stage 1 requirement but Ericsson provided both stage 1 and stage 2 requirement. We can accept Haris proposal going for r08 with EN. I propose to bring it to CC.
Thomas(Nokia) comments that r00 resolves the main open issue and editor´s note about broadcast where we saw 3 or 4 very similar contributions.
Other discussions are entirely unrelated.
Thomas could also agree r08 as is
Thomas is OK r08 and discuss the issue for upgrade of priority of individual UE at next meeting
However, proposed editor´s note is not appropriate
Judy (Ericsson) asks chairman to include this paper on CC#3. There is company arguing there is no explicit stage 1 requirement but the related requirements are already specified in stage 2 Public Safety spec.
LiMeng (Huawei) is fine to discuss it in CC#3, but suggests we could find an acceptable way for us before the CC#3 to save meeting time.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r09 (with Editor's note) or r08 (without editor's note) were proposed. Qualcomm  suggested using r08 with the editor's note added: 'Editor's Note: Whether and how priority upgrade for MBS Session from MCPTT AS is support can be discussed at next meeting'. This was agreed and revised in TD S2‑2009222, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008993 (P-CR) KI#9: Sol. 43 update to address editor's notes. (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Dario (Qualcomm) provides r01 which merges TD S2‑2008607
Judy (Ericsson) provide r02.
Judy (Ericsson) provide r03 to replace the corrupted r02. Changes in r03 is the same as in r02.
zhendong (ZTE) provides r04
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) provides r05
Judy (Ericsson) ask questions on r05.
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) replies to Judy, provide comments for Zhendong and LaeYoung and provides r06
Judy (Ericsson) provides r07 and responds to Dario (Qualcomm).
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) provides r08
Thomas (Nokia) comments about contradictions that require a revision
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) replies to Thomas.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r09
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) provides r10
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r11
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) supports r09 or r10.
Fenqin (Huawei) Responds
Fenqin (Huawei) prefer R11
Judy (Ericsson) comments.
LaeYoung (LGE) answers to Q from Judy (Ericsson).
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) is fine with the proposal by E// applied to r9, r10 or r11
Thomas (Nokia) is also fine with the proposal by E// applied to r9, r10 or r11
Suggest raising late revision in CC3
Thomas (Nokia) comments that conclusions in 8994 also mention RAN impacts
Fenqin (Huawei) ask question for clarification
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) provides r12.
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) provides r14 which was discussed offline
Discussion and conclusion:
r15 was considered. This was agreed and revised to TD S2‑2009224, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008954 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] AN-PDB and PER targets for satellite access (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Stefan (Ericsson) provides comments
Haris (Qualcomm) responds
Haris (Qualcomm) indicates that possible configuration of e.g. PDCP discard timer could require new 5QI
Dong (Xiaomi) shares the same view with Ericsson and comments.
Haris (Qualcomm) comments that we never agreed new 5Qis without feedback from RAN
==== Revisions Deadline ====
DongYeon (Samsung) comments
Haris (Qualcomm) comments that is fine but the suggestion to include RAN1, RAN2 in TO and RAN3 in CC because PER targets depend on RAN1 (HARQ)
Haris (Qualcomm) indicates that if r00 is not acceptable provides r01 which has RAN3 in CC
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r01 was proposed with RAN WG3 in CC. Orange commented that there are action to RAN WG3. RAN WG3 should be removed from the Questions and actions. This was agreed and revised accordingly to TD S2‑2009225, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008620 (P-CR) KI#1: Conclusion on MBS Session deactivation and activation. (Source: OPPO)
e-mail comments:
Thomas (Nokia) provides r01
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r02
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r03
zhendong (ZTE) provides r04
Thomas (Nokia) provides r05
Miguel provides comments and provides r06
Judy (Ericsson) asks if it's the correct understanding that the same term 'MBS Session deactivation' is used for 3 different scenarios and if so please clarify.
Fenqin (Huawei) comments and provides r07.
Jianhua (OPPO) provides r08.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r09.
Fenqin (Huawei) comments and provides r10.
Fenqin (Huawei) comments and provides r11.
Thomas (Nokia) corrects his previous email: Thomas provided r11 and comments
Paul (Ericsson) provides r12.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r12 was considered. This was agreed and should be used for the revision in TD S2‑2009472, which was approved. 
TD S2‑2008936 (P-CR) KI #4, UE onboarding conclusion update. (Source: Intel)
e-mail comments:
Mike Starsinic (Convida Wireless) objects to this paper.
Antoine (Orange) objects.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r01
Antoine (Orange) provides r02.
Devaki (Nokia) provides r03.
Mike (Convida Wireless) objects to r01, r02, and r03. provides r04.
Megha (Intel) objects to r02 and r04.
Antoine (Orange) doesn't agree with Intel's objection.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to r04, provides r05 and a reply to Mike (Convida Wireless)
Mike (Convida) is fine with r05 and replies to Peter (Ericsson) and Megha (Intel)
Megha (Intel) replies to Antione (Orange) and provides r06.
Mike (Convida Wireless) objects to r06 and replies to Megha (Intel).
Megha (Intel) replies to Mike (Convida Wireless) and provides r07.
Xiaowan (vivo) support mutual authentication is required.
Haris (Qualcomm) proposes to stick to the facts indicated in LS S3-203402 and agree that that mutual authentication is required
Haris (Qualcomm) objects to r06 and r07 since it keeps an EN that is not inline with LS S3-203402 and requires SA2 to waste time discussing further something that is already resolved by SA3
Antoine (Orange) objects to r06 and r07 for the same reasons as Qualcomm.
Hualin(Huawei) provide r08 as compromise way.
Josep (DT) proposes to stick to the exact wording in SA3's response. Proides r09
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Walter Dees (Philips) objects to r02, r04, r05, r08 and r09 in their current form and provides suggestions.
Haris (Qualcomm) suggest the document to be discussed in CC#2 or CC#3
Walter (Philips) responds to Haris
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) Asks for way forward, and if we can extend the NOTE in r09.
Walter Dees (Philips) responds to Peter
Megha (Intel) can accept r09
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to Walter Dees (Philips)
Hualin (Huawei) can go with r09.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Walter Dees (Philips) responds to Peter Hedman (Ericsson) with additional suggestions
Discussion and conclusion:
r10 was considered. This was agreed and should be used for the revision in TD S2‑2009155, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008487 (P-CR) KI#2, sol#24 update. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Jicheol provides r01.
Ulises Olvera (InterDigital Inc.) provides r02 to correct arrow in fig. 6.24.2.2-1 and add editorial updates.
==== Revisions Deadline ====
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Magnus (Ericsson) r02 zip file is empty, fall back to r01?.
Hui (Huawei) suggests Ulises to provide a r03 before the meeting.
Discussion and conclusion:
r01 was considered as the r02 was a corrupt zip file. r01 was agreed and should be used for the revision in TD S2‑2009165, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008639 KI#3: Evaluation and conclusion of UPF based solutions for KI#3. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon, China Mobile, CATT, Qualcomm, Intel, Alibaba, ZTE, ITRI, OPPO, InterDigital, vivo, Samsung, Futurewei, Deutsche telekom, Matrixx, KPN, Sony, China Telecom, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Spreadtrum)
e-mail comments:
Laurent (Nokia): objects to this TDOC
Magnus (Ericsson): objects to this document.
Dan(China Mobile): we support this paper, and the objection provided by E/// and nokia are against the working agreement in last meeting
Hui(Huawei) provide r01.
Susana (Vodafone) supports r01
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Lars (Sony) supports r01
Magnus (Ericsson): maintains the objection to the original version and r01.
Hui (Huawei) propose show-of-hands in CC#3.
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies and support r01.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Laurent (Nokia): maintains the objection to the original version and r01.
Laurent (Nokia): we sustain our objection to any version of S2-2008639 and to S2-2009176; we should have a show of hands as indicated by the rapporteur
Magnus (Ericsson): Also we sustain our objection to any version of S2-2008639 and to S2-2009176; we should have a show of hands as indicated by the rapporteur
Laurent (Nokia): asks a NOTE to be included in the conclusion S2-2008639r01 allowing to stop this discussion
Magnus (Ericsson): Supports the proposal to add the note proposed by Laurent on top of S2-2008639r01 allowing to stop this discussion
Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia commented that they could remove their objection to this if a note is added: 'NOTE: Sending QoS monitoring information that has not been properly integrated over time incurs the risk that the application may over-react to instantaneous radio events/conditions leading to service instability'. Ericsson commented that they would also withdraw their objection with this note. This was agreed and the note should be added to r00 when producing the revision, in TD S2‑2009176, which remained approved.
TD S2‑2008822 (P-CR) KI#5 conclusion. (Source: ZTE)
e-mail comments:
Susan (Huawei) provides r01.
Sangsoo (Samsung) provides r02.
Belen (Ericsson) provides r03.
Alessio (Nokia) prefers to progress on paper 8417r02 and askes to note this paper
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Susan (Huawei) can only accept r01 and r02, and objects to r03 and the original version.
Sangsoo (Samsung) accepts r01, r02, and can live with r03.
Tao (Chair) let's check can we go with r02?
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Alessio(nokia) clarifies no answer did not mean acceptance.
Belen (Ericsson) supports Nokia, we did not accept r02 either
Discussion and conclusion:
There were objections to this and the document was noted. The allocated revision in TD S2‑2009435 was withdrawn.
TD S2‑2008994 (P-CR) KI#9: Evaluation and conclusions. (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) provides r02 and asks to ignore r01.
Youngkyo(Samsung) provide comments and questions.
Fenqin(Huawei) provides r03
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) is fine with r03 and comments.
Youngkyo(Samsung) asks questions.
Fenqin(Huawei) responds
Youngkyo(Samsung) elaborates the questions.
Fenqin(Huawei) responds.
Judy (Ericsson) provide r04.
Fenqin(Huawei) provide r05.
Thomas(Nokia) provides r06
Fenqin (Huawei) comments.
zhendong (ZTE) provides the r07
Thomas (Nokia) provides r08
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Fenqin (Huawei) suggest to go r05
Thomas (Nokia) objects against r05 and previous revisions and provides late r09
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) ask question to Tao
Fenqin (Huawei) can accept r09
Discussion and conclusion:
r09 was proposed: This was agreed and revised accordingly to TD S2‑2009226, which was approved.
TD S2‑2008735 (P-CR) KI#7: Conclusion update. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r01.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r02.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r03.
Paul (Ericsson) provides r04.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r05 to combine r04 with previous revisions.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r06 to correct some error made by r05.
David (Samsung) provides r07.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r08.
zhendong (ZTE) provides r09
David (Samsung) provides r10
Paul (Ericsson) provides r11.
Fenqin (Huawei) Responds
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r12.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r14 on top of r13.
Fenqin (Huawei) comments.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r15.
Paul (Ericsson) provides r016, which is clean version of r11.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r17 on top of r16.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r18.
Thomas (Nokia) provides r19.
zhendong (ZTE) provides the comments
zhendong (ZTE) provides r20
Jianhua(OPPO) provides comments on removing lossless handover part.
zhendong (ZTE) response
Thomas (Nokia) provides r21
Thomas(Nokia) supports reinstating lossless handover part.
Paul (Ericsson) provides r22 based on r20.
Paul (Ericsson) provides question for clarification.
David (Samsung) provides r24 based on r22.
Thomas (Nokia) replies that for lossless handover procedures would need to be added, not only a NOTE updated
zhendong (ZTE) responds to paul
==== Revisions Deadline ====
Zhenhua (vivo) comments on r22 and r24l
Shabnam (Ericsson) questions how all the ENs have been converted into NOTE but none of them are solved and most will need to be solved with RAN WGs?
Zhenhua (vivo) object to r22 and r24
Paul (Ericsson) provides response to Zhenhua (Vivo).
Zhenhua (vivo) response to Paul.
Fenqin (Huawei) Provides r25.
Tao(Chair) which version can we still have a chance to live with. Can we check r21 for the way forward? Any suggestion or other preference?
Paul (Ericsson) provides r26.
Thomas (Nokia) provides late r27.
Comments that r25 and r26 were also late
Fenqin(Huawei) suggest to go r27 if this is acceptable.
Paul (Ericsson) can accept r27.
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r28 on top of r27.
Zhenhua (vivo) provides r29 on top of r27.
Fenqin (Huawei)Comments.
Discussion and conclusion:
r27 agreed. The author should make agreed corrections before uploading the approved revision in TD S2‑2009481.
TD S2‑2009046 [DRAFT] LS on NR Aerial Features for Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (Source: Qualcomm Tech. Netherlands B.V)
e-mail comments:
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) proposes to note this LS (use 8475 instead).
==== Revisions Deadline ====
==== Final Comments Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 was agreed. Huawei commented that they had raised concerns to this r04 and objected to it. Qualcomm clarified that there were no objections before the deadline. This was left for off-line discussion and will be handled in CC#4. TD S2‑2009445 status was changed to open.

2.	Any other paper

3.	AoB
Documents which have issues that need resolving should be signalled to the SA WG2 Management team for consideration for CC#4.
Delegates were asked to respect a quiet period over the weekend.
Closed: 20 November 2020, 16.00 UTC = 17.00 CET

