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~ 185 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Alibaba
Apple
AT&T
Broadcom
BT
CableLabs
CATT
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
China Unicom
Cisco
Comcast
Deutsche Telekom
DOCOMO
Ericsson
ETRI
FirstNet
Fujitsu
Futurewei
Huawei
Intel
Interdigital
IPCom
Juniper
KDDI
Lenovo
LG Uplus
LGE
Matrixx
MediaTek
NEC
Nokia
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
Orange
OTD
Perspecta Labs
Qualcomm
Rakuten Mobile
Samsung
Sandvine
Siemens AG
Sony
Spirent
Spreadtrum
Telecom Italia
Telefonica
Tencent
Thales
T-Mobile USA
Verizon
vivo
Vodafone
Xiaomi
ZTE

Puneet Jain (SA WG2 Chair) chaired the conference call. Notes were taken by Maurice Pope (MCC).
NOTE:	Meeting notes are not exhaustive and may not contain all the comments made during the conference call.
0	Opening of the Conference Call
The SA WG2 Chair opened the CC and indicated that this CC will handle issues marked as “For CC#4” in the combined Chair’s notes and, if time permits, to handle other issues raised.
ChairNotes_Combined_AI#8.X_9.X_05-26-2200.doc: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_145E_Electronic_2021-05/INBOX/Chair_Notes/ChairNotes_Combined_AI%238.X_9.X_05-26-2200.doc
1	Issues marked as “For CC#4” in the combined Chair’s notes
S2-2104176 (CR) 23.501 CR2754R2: Update of CH controlled prioritized list of preferred SNPNs and GINs (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r01
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r02
Josep (DT) disagrees with the UPU approach, propose to bring this issue to the CC, provides r03.
Devaki (Nokia) provides r04 to reflect the way forward (SoR for PLMN, UPU for SNPN) proposed during CC#3.
Jianning (Xiaomi) shares the view with Josep (DT), don't see the value to split the solutisons for PLMN case and SNPN case, seek for more clarification
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r05
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides r06 on top of r03, propose to progress SoR for both PLMN/SNPN case.
Antoine (Orange) provides r07, based on r06.
Haris(Qualcomm) provides r08
Jianning (Xiaomi) replies to Haris (Qualcomm)
Haris(Qualcomm) comments
Jianning (Xiaomi) replise
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides support for r08 which is inline with CC#3 discussions.
Josep (DT) asks questions regarding the proposed r08 'mix'.
Jianning (Xiaomi) shares with Josep (DT) and provide comments
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) would like to ask for clarification from Xiaomi
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) comments.
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) r08 is not acceptable with current text, we propose to go with r07.
Jianning (Xiaomi) replies to Chia-Lin (MediaTek)
Jianning (Xiaomi) also suggests to go with r07, cannot live with r08.
Amanda Xiang ( Futurewei ) comments
Xiaowan(vivo) is OK to go with r07.
Antoine (Orange) objects to r08.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Haris(Qualcomm) comments that discussion needs to happen in CC#4. Objects to r07
Discussion and conclusion:
Qualcomm commented that they did not accept S2-2104176r07, but proposed r08 instead. Orange objected to r08 as they do not accept having both solutions to update the list and more time should be allowed to consider this. Xiaomi commented that more time can be given for discussion and consultation with SA WG3. Ericsson suggested marking this as postponed and adding it to the exception request sheet. S2-2105013 was then postponed.

S2-2103747 Reply LS on updating the Credentials Holder controlled lists for SNPN selection
Discussion and conclusion:
This LS was postponed.
S2-2104338 (CR) 23.502 CR2801: Additional parameters using UE Parameters Update via UDM Control Plane Procedure (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Jihoon (ETRI) provides r01.
Youngkyo(Samsung) provides r02.
Hualin(Huawei) ask for clarification.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply
Fei (OPPO) comments.
Jianning (Xiaomi) seeks clarification from Peter (Ericsson)
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
Fei (OPPO) comments and provides r04.
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r05
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r06
Fei (OPPO) asks clarification
Sebastian (Qualcomm) replies to Fei
Amanda Xiang ( Futurewei ) asks question for clarification.
Josep (DT) comments, provides r07. Disagrees to include UPU for preferred network list.
Jianning (Xiaomi) replies to Peter (Ericsson),
Devaki (Nokia) comments.
Jihoon (ETRI) replies to Devaki (Nokia).
Jianning (Xiaomi) shares the view with Josep (DT). SNPN has to support two mechanism to update the netwrok preferred list for PLMN UE and SNPN UE respectively, we don't see the value to develop another parallel way.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r08
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides further comment
Xiaowan(vivo) shows concerns about 'If the credential holder is PLMN, then SoR is used and if the credential holder is SNPN, then UPU s used (i.e. having both options specified).'
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to Xiaomi
Jianning (Xiaomi) replise to Peter (Ericsson)
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) questions whether this CR can be agreed as is as it is not clear whether UPU for the lists for SNPN selection is agreed.
Jianning (Xiaomi) cannot live with all the versions, propose to send LS to SA3 to confirm/evaluate whether UPU is a secure way to deliver the credentials first, then we can decide whether to progress further.
Antoine (Orange) proposes to postpone this CR.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was postponed.
S2-2104332 (CR) 23.501 CR2919: KI#1 T3: Handling of SUPI/SUCI format when accessing to a SNPN (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r01
Devaki (Nokia) comments.
Qianghua (Huawei) prefers option 1
Saso (Intel) comments.
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) provides the comments
Xiaowan (vivo) comments.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply
Sebastian (Qualcomm) replies
Fei (OPPO) comments
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and suggest we decide between option 1 and option 2+3
Xiaowan (vivo) replies to Peter Hedman (Ericsson) and suggests to add another alternative Option3 only
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) sees option 3 as the only way as proposed r01.
Devaki (Nokia) proposes that we remove option 2 as per CC#3.
Antoine (Orange) provides r02 to fix the wording in the first bullet.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) comments r03.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r04
xiaowan (vivo) provides comments and r05
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply and comments that r05 does not cover all the scenarios
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Xiaowan(vivo) replies Peter Hedman (Ericsson)
Josep (DT) additionally objects to revisions including 'the NID of the SUPI'. This includes r03, r04, r05
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply to Josep for understanding the nature of the objection i.e. wording or the functionality proposed.
Josep (DT) answers that 'the NID of the SNPN associated to the SUPI' would be fine.
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Josep (DT)
Haris(Qualcomm) asks question
Saso (Intel) seeks clarification
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) asks if we can agree r04 + proposal from Josep
Haris(Qualcomm) answers
Chia-Lin (MediaTek) is ok with r06 provided by Peter (Ericsson)
Saso (Intel) seeks clarification on r06 provided by Peter (Ericsson)
Haris(Qualcomm) comments on r06
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) prefers to postpone the CR and discuss until next meeting...
Xiaowan (vivo) provides reply
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Saso (Intel) replies to Peter
Discussion and conclusion:
This was postponed.
S2-2104540 (CR) 23.501 CR2941: Clarification for selection of AUSF in CH (Source: Huawei, Hisilicon)
e-mail comments:
Devaki (Nokia) provides r01, can only accept the 3rd bullet, first two bullets are not correct nor needed.
Hualin(Huawei) clarify the first two bullets are just clarification and we can live without them.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments that the CR is not needed, can give the wrong understanding and propose to note the CR.
Hualin(Huawei) propose to bring it to CC#4 for a new revision, since we may solve it with a small change.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was discussed off-line and noted.
S2-2104218 (CR) 23.501 CR2815R2: KI#1 - T5, Enable mobility between networks (Source: [ZTE, OPPO,] Huawei, HiSilicon, [Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson])
e-mail comments:
Wen (vivo) provides comments and r01.
Fei (OPPO) provides r02.
Qianghua (Huawei) comments
Wen (vivo) responds.
Tyler (OTD) provides comment.
Fei (OPPO) responds
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r03
zhendong (ZTE) provides the r04.
Qianghua (Huawei) replies
Fei (OPPO) responds.
Devaki (Nokia) requests that the authors should consult 'original source companies' prior to submitting a revision of an approved paper (guidance also from SA2 chair).
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r05
Fei (OPPO) asks clarification for r05.
Fei (OPPO) responds to Qianghua.
Fei (OPPO) responds and is Ok with r05.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides a question
Youngkyo(Samsung) provides comment and further question.
Qianghua (Huawei) replies.
Youngkyo(Samsung) replies to Qianghua and provide r06.
Fei (OPPO) comments.
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r07
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) do not see much value in adding such a note, i.e. proposes to keep original CR agreed in last meeting.
Antoine (Orange) also don't see the value of this CR, as it is always up the the UE to establish a PDU Session.
Youngkyo(Samsung) provides r08
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Antoine (Orange) still belives this CR is useless.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and propose to slightly update the note
Qianghua (Huawei) the proposal works for me

Discussion and conclusion:
S2-2104218r08 was reviewed. The note was modified to remove 'established' and was revised to S2-2105143 which was approved.
S2-2103980 (CR) 23.501 CR2832R3: UE configuration for remote provisioning (Source: Vivo, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, ETRI, Intel, ZTE, Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Jihoon (ETRI) asks a question on what has been changed.
xiaowan (vivo) replies to Jihoon (ETRI)
xiaowan (vivo) provides r01
Hualin(Huawei) propose to note this paper.
Jihoon (ETRI) replies to Hualin (Huawei).
Jihoon (ETRI) provides comments.
Rainer (Nokia) replies.
Jihoon (ETRI) replies to Rainer (Nokia) and provides r02.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply.
Hualin(Huawei) provides reply and r03.
Jihoon (ETRI) replies to Peter (Nokia).
Rainer (Nokia) asks for clarification.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and question.
Rainer (Nokia) comments.
Hualin(Huawei) replied to Rainer (Nokia).
Hualin(Huawei) replied to Peter Hedman (Ericsson).
Rainer (Nokia) replies to Hualin (Huawei).
Xiaowan(vivo) comments
Haris(Qualcomm) comments
Genadi (Lenovo) provides comments.
Hualin(Huawei) replied to Genadi (Lenovo).
Hualin(Huawei) provides r04.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haris(Qualcomm) prefers r01, if not agreeable, better to 'fallback' to what is agreed in SA2#144: S2-2102980
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) also prefer r01 and if not agreeable we propose to NOTE the CR and fallback to what was approved at SA2#144E
Xiaowan(vivo) is OK with r01, 02, 03 and 04
Rainer (Nokia) is ok with r01 and r02.
Hualin (Huawei) can only accept r03 and r04. 
Another way is to bring it to CC#4 and add an EN 'in case DCS provide the address, whether the application layer based solution is proper to assist the UE to identify the PVS Server in case multiple PVS Servers exist is FFS ' based on r01.
Megha (Intel) prefers r01.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
S2-2103980r01 was proposed. It was suggested to add an editor's note. Qualcomm disagreed and added that this was revised from the previous meeting without indicating original sources. Nokia commented that there is no full solution available and that further work would be needed. This was then noted and the previously agreed CR remained approved.
S2-2104184 (CR) De-registration for onboarding registered UE (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
Discussion and conclusion:
It was confirmed that S2-2104184r12 was agreed. The revision in S2-2105032 remained approved.
S2-2104044 (P-CR) DNS message transfer between EASDF and DNS server (located in DN) through PSA UPF. (Source: China Mobile)
e-mail comments:
Dan (China Mobile) provide r01 with merge S2-2103857
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) asks question on DoS attack and comments on figure.
Dan (China Mobile) response to Dario's question
Hui (Huawei) provides r01
Dan (China Mobile) provides r02
Hui (Huawei) provides r03
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r04
Dan (China Mobile) ask question for r03 and r04
Hui (Huawei) provides r05
Laurent (Nokia): Comments and potential concerns
Tingfang (Lenovo) provides r06.
Hui (Huawei) replies to Laurent.
Dan(China Mobile) provide r07 to reflect Laurent's comment.
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments
Laurent (Nokia): answers and provides r08
Dan(China Mobile) provide comments and reply.
Hui (Huawei) responses.
Hui(Huawei) comments.
Dan(China Mobile) provide r09
Laurent (Nokia): provides r10
Dan(China Mobile): provide r11
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Hui (Huawei) asks question on r11.
Laurent (Nokia): objects to any version before and including R07. This topic deserves more work but Ok to go to R11;
Tingfang (Lenovo) asks to go with r09 and objects r10 and r11 as the clarification on multiple UPFs is unclear and further work is needed.
Hui (Huawei): Ok to go to R11;
Tingfang (Lenovo) responses and still asks to go with r09 and objects r10 and r11.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r09 was proposed. This was agreed and revised to S2-2105144, which was approved.
S2-2104384 (P-CR) Clarification on EAS discovery via EASDF. (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r01
Riccardo (NTT DOCOMO) asks a clarification on r01
Fenqin (Huawei) responds
Jicheol (Samsung) provides r03 with comments.
(Please ignore r02 that is superceded by r03)
Magnus H (Ericsson) ask comments
Magnus H (Ericsson) disagrees and objects to the use of DNAI in EASDF
Fenqin (Huawei) comments
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments
Laurent (Nokia): provides r04
Tingfang (Lenovo) provides r04.
Fenqin (Huawei) responds and provides r06
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments and objects to the use of DNAIs in DNS handling rules.
Fenqin (Huawei) responds and provides r07
Tingfang (Lenovo) comments.
Fenqin (Huawei) responds.
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments.
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies to Fenqin and provides r08.
Fenqin (Huawei) responds and provides r09
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Tingfang (Lenovo) is OK with r08 or r09.
Magnus H objects to this pCR.
Fenqin(Huawei) ask question for clarification
Laurent (Nokia): objects to any version but could live with R09 + A Note '1bis' (to be put below the NOTE 1 in § 6.2.3.2.2): EASDF actions 'based on EAS deployment information pertaining to UE location' refer to EASDF using rules received as part of Neasdf_NodeLeveDNSHandlingRules (EASDF is meant to get the relevant information from SMF)' AND removal of the EN in step 10
Fenqin (Huawei) we can work offline and bring this to CC#4.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r11.

Discussion and conclusion:
r09 was considered. Huawei proposed r11 after the deadline. r09 with changes: 1) Undo the change related to the DNS handling rule action part, i.e. keep the original text. 2) Remove the EN at the step 10. 3) Adding ZTE as supporter. was agreed and revised to S2-2105145, which was approved.
S2-2104493 (P-CR) Reducing interaction frequency for serve discovery-23.548. (Source: Lenovo, Motorola Mobility)
e-mail comments:
Fenqin (Huawei) remove step 10 and provides r01.
Magnus H (Ericsson) ask question.
Jicheol (Samsung) proposed to discuss three alternatives to solve this issue.
Laurent (Nokia): asks a question,
Laurent (Nokia): comments (valid also for 4351),
Marisa (Ericsson): comments (related also to 4351, and 4491 & 4492, and 4733 & 4734)
Hui (Huawei) comments.
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies.
Jicheol (Samsung) comments and questions.
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies to Jicheol and Laurent.
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies to Jicheol.
Xinpeng (Huawei) provides comments.
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments.
Marisa (Ericsson) comments
Laurent (Nokia): answers
Jicheol (Samsung) replies to Marisa (Ericsson).
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies to Laurent.
Tingfang (Lenovo) suggests to move forward with node-level provisioning using the mechanism similar to that of PFDF
Tingfang (Lenovo) provides r02
Hui (Huawei) provides r03
Jicheol (Samsung) provides follow-up questions to Tingfang (Lenovo) on this solution.
Marisa (Ericsson) comments.
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies to Jicheol and provides r04
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies to Marisa and provides r05
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Laurent (Nokia): objects to any version; asks this Tdoc to be part of CC#4 as he could live with R05 provided that an EN is added in § 6.2.3.x.1 : it is FFS whether the interaction between SMF and UDR needs to go via NEF
Tingfang (Lenovo) is OK with r05+EN proposed by Laurent (EN is added in § 6.2.3.x.1 : it is FFS whether the interaction between SMF and UDR needs to go via NEF)
Jicheol (Samsung) proposes to postpone this pCR.
Hui (Huawei) prefer to agree the CR with ENs for progress.
Jicheol (Samsung) comments.
Hui (Huawei) responses.
Marisa (Ericsson) asks to postpone this pCR
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies and proposes to go with r05+EN proposed by Laurent as baseline for work next meeting
Tingfang (Lenovo) shares the same response of Hui to Jicheol's comments and proposes to go with r05+EN proposed by Laurent as baseline of the work next meeting.
Hui (Huawei) support to agree this as baseline with EN for next meeting.
* Marisa (ericsson) has asked to postpone; but asks this Tdoc to be part of CC#4 as Ericsson could live with R05 provided that ENs are added including Laurent's proposed EN plus: EN1 (clause: 6.2.3.2.2): The procedure for AF provisioning of the EAS Deployment information is FFS ; EN2 (clause 6y.2.3.x.1.): If both modes push and pull are needed is FFS
* Marisa (ericsson) has asked to postpone; but asks this Tdoc to be part of CC#4 a's Ericsson could live with R05 provided that ENs are added including Laurent's proposed EN plus: EN1 'The procedure for AF provisioning of the EAS Deployment information is FFS ; EN2: 'If both modes push and pull are needed is FFS'
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r05 was considered. Lenovo proposed some changes to r05 adding an editor's note and removing some text from 6.2.3.x.1. This was agreed and revised in S2-2105146, which was approved.
S2-2104363 (P-CR) Behaviour of NWDAF for optimization in eEDGE. (Source: vivo)
e-mail comments:
Huazhang (vivo) provides r01 and merge S2-2104614 to 4363.
Dimitris (Lenovo) comments
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) proposes NOT to merge 4614 into 4363 and asks to clarify the scenario for 4363.
Huazhang (vivo) comments to Dario, both of the decription and flow is needed.
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) asks question for clarification
Huazhang (vivo) replys to Dimitrios
Huazhang (vivo) response to Dario
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) asks questions for clarificaiton
Dimitris (Lenovo) responds to Huazhang (Vivo)
Huazhang (vivo) replys to Dimitrios and provides r02
Jicheol (Samsung) ask a question whether it is within the scope of this WID and suggest to postpone to Rel-18.
Huazhang (vivo) reply to Jicheol
Jicheol (Samsung) replies to Huazhan (Vivo).
Huazhang (vivo) replies to Jicheol (Samsung).
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) replies to Huazhang and asks to clarify what is missing in 288 to support provision of Observed Service Experience Info of EAS.
Huazhang (vivo) replies to Dario and explain that this can be edge specific in experience
Jicheol (Samsung) asks a question.
Jicheol (Samsung) provides r03.
Huazhang (vivo) replys to Jicheol and agree to r03
Jicheol withdraw r03, instead provides r04.
Huazhang（vivo）ask Jicheol that the link of r04 is wrong, it is r03
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) comments that this pCR does not seem to be edge specific and should not be captured in 548.
Jicheol (Samsung) provides the correct reference for r04.
Jicheol (Samsung) comments and okay to postpone or note this pCR.
Huazhang (vivo) replys to Dario and provides r05 based on r04
Shubhranshu (Nokia) supports to note this paper
Huazhang (vivo) replys to Shubhranshu,Dario and Jicheol, and provides general description in r06
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r07
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Dimitris (Lenovo) ok with r07 with a small modification
Huazhang (vivo) ok with r07 + Dimitrios's changes
Huazhang (vivo) provides r08 based on r07 and Dimitris's changes, prefer to go with r08
Shubhranshu (Nokia) comments and still prefers to note this paper
Huazhang (vivo) replys to Shubhranshu that all these contents is in KI#16 of eNA that eNA enhancement of edge computing
Shubhranshu (Nokia) responds
Huazhang (vivo) responds
Shubhranshu (Nokia) responds and based on all the discussions so far suggest to note this paper
Huazhang (vivo) replys to Shubhranshu (Nokia) that I want to declear these content in eNA is focus on eEDGE, not for general circumstance, and the content has already written in TS 23.288
Dimitris (Lenovo) asks Nokia if they are willing to go with S2-2104614 where a specific use case is described that the SMF can be a consumer of analytics
Dario S. Tonesi (Qualcomm) if OK with Dimitris' proposal
Huazhang (vivo) responds to Shubhranshu and how about move the text to clause 6, provide r09
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r07 was considered. Vivo suggested changing 6.4.4 to 6.4 and adding some corrections. Nokia commented that there are a number of issues which are unclear and suggested noting the P-CR. This was then noted.
S2-2104453 (CR) 23.502 CR2720R1: KI#2 AF triggered EAS relocation (Source: ZTE, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Marisa (Ericsson) ask question and provides revision r01
Jinguo(ZTE) is fine with r01
Tingfang (Lenovo) provides comments
Xinpeng (Huawei) ask questions for clarification.
Marisa (Ericsson) comments
Shubhranshu (Nokia) responds
Tingfang (Lenovo) comments
Jinguo (ZTE) responds
Fenqin (Huawei) comments
Fenqin (Huawei) responds
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r02
Shubhranshu (Nokia) comments and provides r03
Tingfang (Lenovo) provides r04
Marisa (ericsson) ask questios
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Jinguo(ZTE) replies to Marisa (ericsson)
Marisa (ericsson) objects
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was postponed.
S2-2104494 (P-CR) Update AF Guidance to PCF Determination of URSP Rules -23.548. (Source: Lenovo, Motorola Mobility)
e-mail comments:
Shubhranshu (Nokia) comments and provides r01
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies to Shubhranshu, and disagrees with r01 and proposes to go with r00
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was approved.
S2-2105064 (CR) 23.502 CR2687R2: The introduction of UPF Service (Source: China Mobile)
Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson commented that based on the understanding that the description of the Nupf_EventExposure_Notify service operation needs a major update to be aligned with the description of other notification operations, Ericsson will not object to the approval of S2-2105064. This remained approved.
S2-2104288 (CR) 23.501 CR2913: Updates to AF requests to influence traffic routing (Source: CATT, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Marisa (Ericsson) provides r01 and comments.
Yuan (CATT) replies to Marisa (Ericsson).
Fenqin (Huawei) provides comment.
Yuan (CATT) provides comment.
Yuan (CATT) provides r02.
Marisa (ericsson) replies
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Shubhranshu (Nokia) comments and is OK to r02
Yuan (CATT) suggests we go with r02
Marisa (ericsson) can only accept r01
Fenqin (Huawei) propose to postpone this paper or solve it offline.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
CATT suggested some updates to r01: 1. NOTE 3: The AF relocation information is applicable for interaction with NEF only and it is not stored in UDR or transferred to PCF, even for the case AF directly interacts with PCF. 2. In the TABLE 5.6.7-1, NEF/PCF box, adding  “N/A”. 3. In the cover page, update the parameter name “target AF ID” to “AF ID”, “notification target address of target EAS” to “notification target address”. r01 with these changes was agreed and revised to S2-2105147, which was approved.
S2-2104278 (CR) 23.501 CR2911: KI#3B, Temporal Validity Condition Description (Source: Samsung)
e-mail comments:
Devaki (Nokia) comments and objects to original version.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r01 and responses to Devaki (Nokia).
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r02
Devaki (Nokia) comments.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r03, and responds to Jari (NTT DOCOMO) and Devaki (Nokia).
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) responds to Sang-Jun
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r04 and responds to Jari (NTT DOCOMO).
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) responds to Devaki
Devaki (Nokia) replies to Jari.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r05.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r06.
Shabnam (Ericsson) asks for some clarification and comments.
Devaki (Nokia) provide r07.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r08 and responses to Jari, Devaki, Shabnam.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) does not agree with r08
Sang-Jun (Samsung) is ok with r07.
Shabnam (Ericsson) still not convinced of the time in future, so how would that be communicated that it is in future? When does the future arrive, is it absolute time of in 2 hours or does the external AF and XYZ be in same time zone?
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r09 and responds to Shabnam (Ericsson).
Shabnam (Ericsson) provides r10, comments.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) comments.
Devaki (Nokia) provides r11.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Shabnam (Ericsson) agrees with NTT DoCoMo and also confirms that for 23.502 CR we agree with QC to remove the 5G clock aspects at this time. Nokia update in r11 aligns with future 23.502 updates potential.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) prefers r09 or r11 but can live with r10, and proposes to add a NOTE: Expiry of validity condition shall not apply for UE(s) in idle mode.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) can agree r09, r10, r11
Shabnam (Ericsson) can agree with r10, objects to other revisions.
r11 clause for 23.502 may not be there so I would suggest not to use r11 for now.
Devaki (Nokia) comments that r10 is incorrect as it does not address IDLE UE case; Also reference to TS 23.502 or 501 section where the method is described is essential.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) will provide a revision based on r10 addressing idle UE case and addressing the reference to the section where the 5G reference timing distrbution.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r12 based on r10 addressing idle UE case and addressing the reference to the section where the 5G reference timing distribution is described in 23.501.
Discussion and conclusion:
r10 was considered. Samsung proposed some changes to r10: 1. NOTE: Expiry of validity condition does (or need) not apply for UE(s) in idle mode. 2. (as AF requested time synchronization distribution method described in this clause). NTT DOCOMO questioned the need for this note. Nokia commented that they had concerns on the UE impact and the need to page the UE rather than handling only when the UE returns to connected mode. It was suggested to change this to an editor's note to determine any UE impact. This was left for CC#5.
S2-2104637 (CR) 23.502 CR2854: Time synchronization service exposure (Source: NTT DOCOMO)
e-mail comments:
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r01
Chunshan(Tencent) provides r02.
Chunshan(Tencent) provides r03.
Devaki (Nokia) provides r04.
Chunshan (Tencent) provides r05.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) responds to Chunshan.
Chunshan(Tencent) provides clarification.
Chunshan (Tencent) provides clarification.
Chunshan (Tencent) responds to Jari.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r06
Chunshan(Tencent) responds to Jari and provides r07.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r08
Chunshan(Tencent) requests for clarification.
Yoohwa (ETRI) provides r09 to merge with 4151.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) responds to Yoohwa
Qianghua (Huawei) provides comments
Qianghua (Huawei) replies
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) responds to Qianghua
Sang-Jun (Samsung) provides r10.
Jari (NTT DOCONO) provides r11.
Yoohwa (ETRI) responds to Jari.
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r12
Devaki (Nokia) has strong concerns with r12 as it removes support for 5G clock based time sync completely. There was no question on whether 5G clock sync can be supported in RAN2 LS, this was never an open question thus cannot accept removal of this.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r13
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r14.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r15. (r14 was from Chunshan)
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r16
Devaki (Nokia) provides r17.
zhendong (ZTE) provides r18.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haris(Qualcomm) comments and indicates that r13-r18 are not acceptable
Shabnam (Ericsson) shares Qualcomm concerns and agrees we need to wait until next meeting on 5G clock aspects.
Devaki (Nokia) comments.
Sang-Jun (Samsung) shares similar view as Nokia, as RAN2 already decided positive answer to SA2's LS.
Shabnam (Ericsson) repeats that we need sometime to understand the implications. RAN2 indicated it is beneficial, nothing more. So our objection remains.
Devaki (Nokia) objects to r12 as it goes backward (reasons stated earlier) by undoing the agreements.
Shabnam (Ericsson) objects to all revisions except r12, we have strong concerns to now impact AMF as well as UDR in the AM policy for PCF. We are ok to prepare an additional revision on top to include the new entity.
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) comments, proposes a new revision
Jari (NTT DOCOMO) provides r19 for CC#4
Haris(Qualcomm) objects to r18
Haris(Qualcomm) is ok with r19
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
NTT DOCOMO provided r19 after the deadline to resolve issues with r18. Ericsson had proposed further update to the Editor's note. Nokia commented that the concept is already agreed into 23.501. This was left for CC#5.
[bookmark: _Hlk73071954]S2-2103886 (CR) 23.401 CR3622R4: Function Description for Multi-USIM devices (Source: Ericsson, LG Electronics, Huawei, China Telecom, Charter, MediaTek, Intel, Vodafone, Spreadtrum, Sony, Apple, Samsung, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Vivo)
e-mail comments:
Lalith (Samsung) seeks clarification.
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments and r01.
alessio(Nokia) upgrades to r02 to align with the capability negotiation text
xiaowan (vivo) provides r03
Qian(Ericsson) provides comments on the way forward for the function description papers
Lalith(Samsung) responds to Qian (Ericsson)
Qian(Ericsson) provides r04 with mainly editorial updates on top of r03
Saso (Intel) supports r04 and points to editorials.
Steve (Huawei) provides r05
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides r06, by removing PDN level PR due to our concerns are not solved.
Qian (Ericsson) provides r07 on top of R05 with only further editorial updates
Saso (Rapporteur) replies to Jianning (Xiaomi).
Guillaume (MediaTek) supports the Rapporteur's reply and provide comments.
Saso (Intel) provides r08 to include the NOTE on no PLMN-wide support of Connection Release discussed on the 4771 thread
alessio(nokia) provides r09 introducing MUSIM mode in EPS too
Saso (Intel) provides r10 to fix the clause in the MUSIM Mode definition.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) is OK with r10.
Qian (Ericsson) proposes to go with R10.
Lars (Sony) is OK with r10.
Jianning (Xiaomi) replies to Saso (Intel), and object any version including PDU/PDN level PR, due to we don't see how this paging restriction can exactly serve the user experience as we repeat many times.
Jianning (Xiaomi) replies to Guillaume (MediaTek)
Saso (Rapporteur) asks for establishment of a Working Agreement in CC#4 using S2-2103886r10 as the basis.
xiaowan (vivo) is OK with r10
Guillaume (MediaTek) supports r10.
Xiaowan(vivo) revoke the last email and can be OK with r10 as long as 'MUSIM mode: A Multi-USIM UE is in MUSIM mode in a PLMN if it operates two or more USIMs and is using one or more of the enhancements described in clause 4.3.x in this PLMN' is applied
Alessio (nokia) would like to proceed with R10 and encourage companies to work on any necessary CR for next meeting
xiaowan (vivo) replies: the removal of definition of'MUSIM mode'can also make me live with r10. Otherwise, I cannot accept any revision with the incorrect definition of 'MUSIM mode'.
Steve (Huawei) MUSIM Mode is the only difference between r08 and r10 a the revision is available. Taking r08 and coming back is ok.
Saso (Intel) agrees with Steve (Huawei). Let's agree r08.
Qian (Ericsson) is also ok with r08.
Lars (Sony) is also ok with r08.
Guillaume (MediaTek) recommends going with r10.
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Guillaume (MediaTek) and cannot go with r9/r10 as it is
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
[bookmark: _Hlk73071963]Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson proposed agreeing r08. r08 was agreed and revised in S2-2105148, which was approved and a working agreement was set for S2-2105148 and S2-2105149.
S2-2103887 (CR) 23.501 CR2553R3: Function Description for Multi-SIM devices (Source: Ericsson, LG Electronics, Huawei, China Telecom, Charter, MediaTek, Intel, Vodafone, Spreadtrum, Sony, Samsung)
e-mail comments:
Lalith (Samsung) seeks clarification.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides comments
Qian (Ericsson) replies to Juan (Qualcomm) and Lalith (Samsung) and provide r01
alessio(Nokia) upgrades to r02 to align with the capability negotiation text
Qian (Ericsson) update the Subject with the correct title of the paper, though the tdoc is correct
xiaowan (vivo) provides r03
Qian (Ericsson) provides r04 with mainly editorial updates on top of r03
Saso (Intel) supports r04 and points to editorials.
Steve (Huawei) comments
Steve (Huawei) I provided r05
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides r06 with removal the PDU level PR due to our concerns are not solved
Qian (Ericsson) provides r07 on top of R05 with only further editorial updates
Saso (Rapporteur) replies to Jianning (Xiaomi).
Guillaume (MediaTek) supports the Rapporteur's reply and provide comments.
Saso (Intel) provides r08 to include the NOTE on no PLMN-wide support of Connection Release discussed on the 4771 thread
alessio(nokia) provides r09 with MUSIM mode and lots more support.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Qian (Ericsson) propose to go with r09.
Lars (Sony) supports r09.
Saso (Intel) supports r09.
Xiaowan(vivo) can be OK with r09 as long as 'MUSIM mode: A Multi-USIM UE is in MUSIM mode in a PLMN if it operates two or more USIMs and is using one or more of the enhancements described in clause 4.3.x in this PLMN' is applied
xiaowan (vivo) replies: the removal of definition of'MUSIM mode'can also make me live with r09. Otherwise, I cannot accept any revision with the incorrect definition of 'MUSIM mode'.
Steve (Huawei) MUSIM Mode is the only difference between r08 and r09. So the revision is available. Taking r08 and coming back is ok.
Saso (Intel) is also fine with removal of MUSIM mode definition from r09. Proposes to agree r08.
Qian (Ericsson) is also fine with r08.
Lars (Sony) is also fine with r08.
Jianning (Xiaomi) cannot live r07, r08, r09, ok with r06, and object any versions with PDU/PDN level PR, due to PDU/PDN level PR may bring confusing to user and cannot exactly serve the user experience as other PRs.
Saso (Rapporteur) proposes to make a Working Agreement in CC#4 based on S2-2103887r08.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Curt (Charter) is fine with r08.
Antoine (Orange) does not understand the grounds for Xiaomi's objection.

[bookmark: _Hlk73071978]Discussion and conclusion:
r08 was proposed. Xiaomi had concerns over the PDU session part. Intel commented that as there was only 1 company with concerns over what has already been agreed for the TR, this is progressed with a working agreement. MediaTek commented that this had been discussed extensively and agreed in the TR. Samsung and Nokia agreed with MediaTek. Xiaomi sustained their objection to r08. 19 companies indicated their support for r08. r08 was then agreed and revised S2-2105149, which was approved and a working agreement was set for S2-2105148 and S2-2105149.
Xiaomi asked for their objection to be included in this report:
Xiaomi cannot accept the PDU/PDN level Paging Restriction in S2-2105418/ S2-2105149. Due to this feature cannot exactly serve user experience and bring confusion to user when this feature is implemented. So we want to sustain our objection.
S2-2103792 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on NAS-based busy indication (Source: Intel)
e-mail comments:
alessio (nokia) proposes to note this draft reply and focus on S2-2104153
Saso (Intel) disagrees with Alessio's proposal.
Saso (Intel) provides r01 based on the discussion on CC#3.
Lars (Sony) provides r02.
Curt (Charter) asks OEM vendors a question.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) replies to Curt (Charter)
Lars (Sony) provides r03
xiaowan (vivo) provides comments and r04
Lars (Sony) asks xiaowan (vivo) for clarification
Saso (Intel) provides r05
Lars (Sony) provides r06
alessio(Nokia) provides a simpler r07 (with remarks removed for legibility)
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Saso (Intel) and Lars (Sony)
Lars (Sony) comments
Antoine (Orange): Shouldn't bullet A2 be updated accordingly?
Lars (Sony) provides r08 based r07.
Lars (Sony) provides r09 based r06.
Ouyang(Huawei) provides r10. Ouyang(Huawei) can't accept the original version and r0-r09 of this LS.
Lars (Sony) provides r11.
Steve (Huawei) provides r12
Lars (Sony) can agree on most changes in r12, but disagree that this is a scenario. It is further impact as per RAN2 Q2. Provides r13
Saso (Intel) provides r14 on top of r11.
Steve (Huawei) provides r15
Lars (Sony) provides r16
Saso (Intel) provides r17 on top of r09.
Guillaume (MediaTek) provide r18. Way too many revisions in 2min...
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Saso (Intel) proposes to agree r16, r17 or r18.
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Saso(Intel) about removing the second part of the LS
Krisztian (Apple) prefers the wording in r18.
Ouyang(Huawei) creates r19 in draft folder on top r15. 
Can't accept r16, r17 and r18
Guillaume (MediaTek) objects to r19.
Ouyang(Huawei) comments.
Lars(Sony) responds to Ouyang
Jianning (Xiaomi) has concerns on the part of 'network switching'.
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Lars(Sony)
Saso (Intel) replies to Ouyang(Huawei) and Jianning regarding the second part of the LS
Saso (Intel) provides r21 in the DRAFTS folder based on r18.
alessio(Nokia) supports r18... let's just send the Ls based on that, it is the most balanced probably.
Lars (Sony) comments on r21.
Lars (Sony) I can live with r18.
Lars (Sony) is ok with r22.
alessio(Nokia) can live with r22 but of course fallback to r18 if others have issue..
Ouyang(Huawei) objects r18 and r22. Provides r23 on top of r21
Lars (Sony) comments on r23 and objects to r23
Saso (Intel) is overall ok with r23. Proposes minor wording adjustments in r24.
Lars (Sony) provides r25.
Ouyang(Huawei) can't accept r25. Provide r26 and try to avoid postponing this LS to next meeting
Saso (Intel) notes that both r25 and r26 are very similar. Both are acceptable to Intel.
Lars (Sony) provides r27 and try to avoid postponing this LS to next meeting.
Xiaowan(vivo) is also ok to take r23/r24 as basis
Ouyang(Huawei) comments on the 'accounting issue' in r27 all of the sudden.
Ouyang(Huawei) responds to Ouyang.
Guillaume (MediaTek) cannot accept r26/r27 and provides r28.
Lars (Sony thanks Guillaume (MediaTek) for r28 and can accept r28.
Ouyang(Huawei) can't accept r28.
Saso (Intel) is also fine with r28.
Lars (Sony) disagree with comment on accounting issue
Saso (Intel) replies to Ouyang (Huawei).
Guillaume (MediaTek) proposes to discuss r28 in CC#4..
Lars(Sony) responds to Ouyang.
Ouyang(Huawei) is OK to discuss this LS in CC#4. Huawei considers the r26 is the right one to be selected as basis.
Lars (Sony) can also accept r29
Saso (Intel) replies to Ouyang(Huawei); also seeks opinion from Lars; provides r30
Lars (Sony) Agrees with Guillaume.
Lars (Sony) replies to Saso on r30
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
alessio (nokia) can accept r28.
Ouyang(Huawei) disagree the accounting is an issue, without even a proper paper to explain what the issue is.
Ouyang(Huawei) objects r30. Provides r31.
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds to Ouyang (Huawei): no proper paper exists explaining the concerns do not exist. We object to r31
Lars (Sony) We object to r31, provides r32
Guillaume (MediaTek) ok with r32 (provides r33 just in case).
Ouyang(Huawei) objects r32 andr r33.
Ouyang(Huawei) responds to Guillaume (MediaTek): what is the accounting issue?
Saso (Intel) provides r34
Xiaowan(vivo) suggests Ouyang to reconsider R33 with the removal of 'The received packets will create accounting issues.'
Xiaowan(vivo) replies Guillaume (MediaTek) that R33 seems acceptable if 'The received packets will create accounting issues.' is removed.
Lars (Sony) the proposal from Xiaowan is not a way forward, and we can't accept r34 from Saso.
Jianning (Xiaomi) has concens on the statements in r34 which are not in SA2 scope and are based on assupmption. Provide r35
Saso (Intel) provides r36
Lars (Sony) does not accept r36
Xiaowan(vivo) replies to Lars (Sony)
Ouyang(Huawei) consider this LS should not be sent if 'accounting issue' is written in any form.
Saso (Intel) comments. Proposes to agree r36.
Lars (Sony) responds to Ouyang(Huawei).
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides comment
Jianning (Xiaomi) provides comments on r36
Lars (Sony) to make progress we can live with r36.
Saso (Intel) thanks the participants for the discussion and willingness to compromise. Uploads r36 in the CC#4 folder.
Discussion and conclusion:
Intel provided r36 for consideration. S2-2103792r36 was agreed and revised in S2-2105150, which was approved.
S2-2103790 (CR) 23.502 CR2558R3: Introduction of Reject Paging Indication response to paging using SR (Source: Intel, Qualcomm, MediaTek, Apple, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, [Sony], [vivo], [Xiaomi], [Samsung], [China Telecom], [Oppo], [Convida Wireless], [LG Electronics])
e-mail comments:
Saso (Intel) provides r01 based on the discussion on CC#3.
Saso (Intel) provides r02.
Myungjune (LGE) clarifies that r02 was provided by Lars (Sony) and provides r03.
Lalith (Samsung) provides r04
Lars (Sony) provides r05
Lars (Sony) provides r06
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r07
Lars (Sony) provides r08
Saso (Intel) comments and replies to Lars (Sony)
Lalith(Samsung) provides r09
Lars (Sony) comments on r09
Saso (Intel) provides r10
Lars (Sony) comments on r10
Lalith(Samsung) replies to Lars (Sony)
Alessio (Nokia) provides r11 with several changes
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides r12.
Saso (Intel) provides r13.
Lalith(Samsung) provides r14.
Guillaume (MediaTek) agrees with Saso
Steve (Huawei) comments
Lars (Sony) agrees with Steve (Huawei) on the rephrasing
Saso (Intel) replies to Steve and Alessio
Guillaume (MediaTek) replies to Steve (Huawei) and Saso (Intel). Provides r14
Guillaume (MediaTek) replies to Alessio (Nokia) re: MUSIM mode
Lars (Sony) prefers the last one of the wording proposals and provides r15
alessio(Nokia) indeed this would be goo for a 23.501 definitions clause and similar text for 23.401.
Guillaume (MediaTek) thanks Lars (Sony) for r15
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) is OK with r15.
Lars (Sony) WF of CC#3 was to add an EN and send an LS to RAN2. If the LS in 3792 is not sent, then we object to all versions of this CR.
Lalith (Samsung) Object -> r11, r12, r13. OK with other revision. Prefers r15
WF of CC#3 was to add an EN and send an LS to RAN2. If the LS in 3792 is not sent, then we object to all versions of this CR.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r15 was considered. S2-2103790r15 was agreed and revised in S2-2105151, which was approved.
S2-2103791 (CR) 23.502 CR2724R2: Introduction of Leaving procedure - 5GS (Source: Intel, Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, MediaTek, Apple, Ericsson, [Samsung], [LG Electronics], [Qualcomm], [Xiaomi], [China Telcom], [Charter], [Oppo], [Vodafone], [Spreadtrum], [Matrixx])
e-mail comments:
Curt (Charter) provides r01.
Myungjune (LGE) provides r02.
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments.
Saso (Intel) prefers not to go in the direction of r02; open about the direction of r01.
Steve (Huawei) provides r03, comments on direction
Saso (Intel) provides r04.
Curt (Charter) provides r05.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) requests for clarification
Myungjune (LGE) replies to Juan Zhang (Qualcomm)
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) replies to Myungjune.
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) provides r06.
Myungjune(LGE) replies to Juan Zhang (Qualcomm)
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Myungjune(LGE) prefers r02/03, can live with r01/r05, objects r00/r04/r06.
Gerald (Matrixx) supports the approval of r03.
Qian (Ericsson) proposes to go with r05.
Pinghui (China Telecom) share the same view with Qian, and comment.
Saso (Intel) proposes to agree r05. Replies to Pinghui (China Telecom).
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) can compromise to r05 with a NOTE.
Curt (Charter) can live with r05 but prefers r02/03.
Alessio(Nokia) can only accept r06 and no description of accounting issues as this is not the sole accounting issues we may have (and the most important one is the NAS paging reject in RRC-Inactive which has 100% likelihood to happen all the time)
Curt (Charter) objects R06.
Alessio(Nokia) objects to r05.
Saso (Intel) proposes a modified NOTE in r05.
Qian (Ericsson) supports Saso (Intel) and consider it's important to have base agreed in this meeting.
Myungjune (LGE) proposes another update for NOTE.
Alessio is ok with r03 indeed... why did we need more than r03?
Alessio( nokia) does not see the purpose of the note... there are many other issues where data cannot be delivered or is lost in the system... and this is one of the least likely in general.
Steve (Huawei) Objects to r00, r01, r02. R03 is not useful. Prefers r06/r04. Can live with r05. Updating note in r05 is ok.
Myungjune (LGE) proposes to agree r03.
Saso (Intel) points out that r03 requires special handling for MUSIM during AN Release.
Steve (Huawei) objects to r03.
alessio (nokia) is happy with r06.
Qian (Ericsson) prefers R05, R05 with NOTE update, but also ok to live with R06/R04.
Curt (Charter) supports Saso (Intel) with a modified NOTE based on r5.
Saso (Intel) proposes to check the status on CC#4. One possibility is to agree r05 with a shortened NOTE: NOTE W: If AMF does not perform steps 5-7 before step 2 then there might be some DL data not able to be deliveredy to the UE (e.g, may result in accounting discrepancy).
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
alessio(nokia) ok with R05 with the modified note but r06 as fallback. Nokia is concerned we need to add notes as condition for approval.
Omkar (CableLabs) supports R05 with the modified NOTE.
Discussion and conclusion:
Intel proposed an update to r05. NOTE W: If AMF does not perform steps 5-7 before step 2 then some DL data might not be delivered to the UE. was agreed and revised in S2-2105152, which was approved.
S2-2104770 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS on storage of UE Positioning Capabilities (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Ouyang(Huawei) comments that this LS depends on the outcome of other CRs discussion.
Ouyang(Huawei) provides r01, based on the discussion in S2-2104439.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Stephen (Qualcomm) comments that the revised LS assumes that the CR in S2-2104439 will be agreed rather than the CR originally referenced in S2-2104768. Thus, we can only agree the r01 if it will reference and attach whichever CR is finally agreed or technically endorsed.
Yunjing (CATT) provides comment.
Leo (Deutsche Telekom) objects to r00 and r01.
Yunjing (CATT) proposes the way forward.
Leo (Deutsche Telekom) agrees to the way forward.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
CATT proposed r02. S2-2104770r02 was agreed and revised in S2-2105153, which was approved.
S2-2104324 (WID NEW) New WID: 5G System Enhancements for Reduced Capability NR Devices. (Source: China Mobile)
e-mail comments:
Haris(Qualcomm) comments and provides r01
Wanqiang(Huawei) support the idea to create a new WI to manage our SA2 normative work as alignment and ok with r01.
Sherry (Xiaomi) supports the WID for RAN alignment without 'extending eDRX cycles to beyond 10.24s for CM-Connected with RRC inactive'.
Tricci (OPPO) thanks Sherry (Xiaomi) for the suggestion to have a separate Rel17 WID to support RAN alignment for 'extending eDRX cycles to beyond 10.24s for CM-Connected with RRC inactive'.
Paul (Ericsson) provides comments and objects to r01 and separation of the eDRX >10.24 for RRC Inactive from the WID objectives.
Aihua (China Mobile) comments and provides r02.
Tricci (OPPO) supports Aihua (China Mobile) latest revision r02.
Sherry (Xiaomi) supports the WID, but whether it is appropriate to include the study on the support of Extended DRX >10.24 s for RRC_INACTIVE in the WID is to be further discussed.
Hannu (Nokia) supports the proposal from Haris (Qualcomm) to split the alignment of NR with the already existing 5G CIoT work from the study of extending RRC Inactive eDRX cycle beyond 10.24 seconds. Supporting r01 which is the best revision
Haris(Qualcomm) objects to r02
Guillaume (MediaTek) comments.
Sherry (Xiaomi) asks if we can include a small TR phase within the R17 WID.
Haris(Qualcomm) comments that there is guidance from SA#66 to not do feature WI with study phase that require TR
Aihua (China Mobile) provides r03 and r04.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Chris (Vodafone) is not sure of the WID process for inter-TSG alignment, but r04 (no long eDRX for Inactive) looks feasible for R17.
Paul (Ericsson) provides comments and r05. We can live with the original revision but object to all other revisions.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was left for CC#5.
S2-2104681 (CR) 23.501 CR2970: 4G <-> 5GS mobility corrections to cope with areas of GERAN/UTRAN-only coverage (Source: Vodafone, Qualcomm)
e-mail comments:
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides comments and proposes to start a Rel+18 SID on this 2G/3G mobility via 4G scenario
Ouyang(Huawei) comments
Chris (Vodafone) responds that this is an Rel 15 correction and doing a SID in Rel 18 is completely inappropriate. Given that S10 works, what else besides TI needs to be transferred on N26?
Ouyang(Huawei) replies to Chris (Vodafone)
Qian Chen (Ericsson) responses to Chris (Vodafone)
Chris (Vodafone) provides technical answers to questions from Ericsson and Huawei
Haris(Qualcomm) supports the CR
Qian Chen (Ericsson) provides further responses to Chris (Vodafone)
Qian (Ericsson) provides comments.
Chris (Vodafone) provides r01.
Ouyang(Huawei) provide r02
Qian Chen (Ericsson) responds to Chris (Vodafone)
Chris (Vodafone) responds to Ericsson that this is an R15 error that needs correcting, not something for R18 study!
Chris (Vodafone) provides r03 based on r02 but does not necessarily support it
Guillaume (MediaTek) expresses concerns with original/r01.
Haris(Qualcomm) comments on r02/r03
Laurent (Nokia): provides r04
Ouyang(Huawei) suggests Laurent (Nokia) to work on top of r03.
Qian (Ericsson) comments and provides r05 based on r03
Laurent (Nokia): provides Ro6
Laurent (Nokia): provides R06 and comments
Laurent (Nokia): provides R07
zhendong (ZTE) provides r08.
zhendong (ZTE) provdies the response.
Laurent (Nokia): answers
Qian (Ericsson) responds to Zhendong (ZTE).
Chris (Vodafone) provides r09 based on r07
Haris(Qualcomm) provides r09
Haris(Qualcomm) proposes r10
Laurent (Nokia): Comments: can you please generate a new revision with aligned numbers
Chris (Vodafone) provides r11
zhendong (ZTE) provides r12.
Haris(Qualcomm) comments on r11
Qian (Ericsson) comments and provides r13 on top of r12.
Fenqin (Huawei) comments and provides r14.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X Revisions Deadline ====
Chris (Vodafone) replies to Qualcomm, Ericsson and Huawei.
Qian (Ericsson) response to Chris (Vodafone).
Chris (Vodafone) replies that he believes Ericsson's response is incorrect.
Qian (Ericsson) replies and indicates that UE network capability is not the same as 5GS capability/N1 Mode support capability.
Chris(Vodafone) disagrees with (Ericsson). Let's try not modify Note 5 to another wrong wording! Please suggest simple updates to r12 for agreement prior to CC#2
Chris (Vodafone) replies to new response from Qualcomm.
The following change could be made to rev 12:
Upon mobility from GERAN/UTRAN to EPS, the UE may release the current PDN connection(s) for which it has not yet attempted to negotiate (successfully or unsuccessfully) a PDU Session ID with the EPC network and re-establish these PDN connection(s) as specified in clause 4.11.1.5.4.1 of TS 23.502 [3] so that they support interworking to 5GS
Chris(Vodafone) provides comments and proposal base on r13.
Chris (Vodafone) believes that R12 is the correct version to try and approve or suggest minor changes to
Chris(Vodafone) Qian (Ericsson) provides comments and proposal base on r13.
Qian (Ericsson): provides comments and ask questions
Chris (Vodafone) prefers R12 and suggests an alternative update of Note 5.
Qian (Ericsson) expresses views and also propose an alternative on top of r13 or r14. He also expresses other concerns.
Antoine (Orange) comments on Qian's alternative proposal for Note 5.
Qian (Ericsson) fixes an important typo in previous response.
Haris(Qualcomm) cannot accept the option of release and re-establishment of PDN connection, therefore objects to all options that contains this option as normative text
Laurent (Nokia): objects to R00, R01, R05,R06, R08, R09, R10, R13 and R14 and to the NOTE proposed by Qian in the mail below,. Laurent (Nokia): descending order of preference with R07 first then R12 ,R11, R03- R04;
Guillaume (MediaTek) objects to: original, r01, r03, r04, r06 to r14
Ouyang(Huawei) considers r12 can be selected as the baseline. Invite Guillaume (MediaTek) to take another look.
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds to Ouyang (Huawei)
Chris (Vodafone) replies to 'old' unanswered comment from Qian (Ericsson)
Chris (Vodafone) replies to Haris (Qualcomm) suggesting that this is documented as an optional UE behaviour.
Ouyang(Huawei) comments that the current text is optional for the UE.
Chris (Vodafone) provides R15 based on R12.
Antoine (Orange) comments.
Qian (Ericsson) give a technical comment on r15.
Chris (Vodafone) says he can update to align with Ericsson's technical comment on r15.
Chris (Vodafone) provides r16 to address Ericsson and Orange (but not Nokia comments)
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X Final Deadline ====
Qian (Ericsson) provides some comments
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides fixes to r18 post-deadline: r19.
Haris(Qualcomm) comments on r19 and proposes to postpone the discussion
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds.
Chris (Vodafone) provides r21 as basis for next updates
Qian (Ericsson) provides r22 with minor changes
Chris (Vodafone) is OK with R22 from Ericsson, and provides support to latest comment from Huawei.
Haris(Qualcomm) provides r23 to clarify the UE behaviour
Laurent (Nokia): provides r24
Qian (Ericsson)ask for clarifications for r24
Fenqin (Huawei) Provide comments
Qian (Ericsson) replies to Fenqin (Huawei)
Chris (Vodafone) provides r25
Guillaume (MediaTek) provides r26.
Chris (Vodafone) thinks that r26 is OK.
Laurent (Nokia): answers and provides r27
Qian (Ericsson) comments and provides r30 (Please ignore r28 and r29 which is uploaded wrongly)
Qian (Ericsson): provides comments and strong concerns on r31
Chris (Vodafone) queries whether Ericsson and Nokia are arguing over something that is not relevant.
Qian (Ericsson) replies to Chris (Vodafone) that both options proposed by Chris are ok.
Chris (Vodafone) provides R32.
Chris (Vodafone) provides R33 as clean CR equal to R32.
Qian (Ericsson) provides R34 and comments.
Fenqin (Huawei) ask question for clarification
Chris (Vodafone) provides r20 with changes highlighted from R12 as basis for CC#2
Qian (Ericsson): replies
Chris (Vodafone) proposes a short telco
Chris (Vodafone) provides R35 as a proposal for compromise.
Qian (Ericsson): provides r36
Chris (Vodafone) is Ok with r36.
Qian (Ericsson) comments.
Chris (Vodafone) provides clean CR in r37.
Laurent (Nokia): provides r38
Laurent (Nokia): provides r40
Chris (Vodafone): provides r39
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Qian (Ericsson): considers r39 and r40 has logic issues and shall go with r37
Gerald (Matrixx) is supporting r37.
Chris (Vodafone) asks for this to be handled in CC#4. Rev 41 should be agreeable. Rev 41 is Rev 37 (sent before deadline) BUT with NOTE 2 in 5.17.2.4 modified as highlighted below:
 
NOTE 2: For the use of N7 or N40 interfaces while the UE is in GERAN/UTRAN access, the SMF+PGW-C selected by the MME (using the existing selection procedures described in clause 4.11.0a of TS 23.502 [3] and clause 4.3.8 of TS 23.401[26]) needs to support the functionality (e.g. signalling of GERAN/UTRAN cell identification over N7) specified in Annex X for 'Support of GERAN/UTRAN access' if interactions via N7 or N40 interfaces are needed for GERAN/UTRAN access.
Gerald (Matrixx) supports r41.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Chris (Vodafone) says that these report Macros do not handle formatted (strikethrough) text well. In Rev 41, the final text is:
 
NOTE 2:  For the use of N7 or N40 interfaces while the UE is in GERAN/UTRAN access, the SMF+PGW-C selected by the MME (using the existing selection procedures described in clause 4.11.0a of TS 23.502 [3] and clause 4.3.8 of TS 23.401[26]) needs to support functionality (e.g. signalling of GERAN/UTRAN cell identification over N7) specified in Annex X for 'Support of GERAN/UTRAN access'.

Discussion and conclusion:
Vodafone proposed r37 with an updated note 2. S2-2104681r37 with these changes was agreed and revised in S2-2105154, which was approved.
S2-2104261 (CR) 23.501 CR2909: Support multiple NSACFs for one S-NSSAI during UE mobility (Source: China Mobile)
e-mail comments:
George (Ericsson) proposes to note the CR. Please see 3802. The notion of instances is deployment specific. U can have a front end and have as many instances as U want behind it transparent to the AMF.
Genadi (Lenovo) provides comments for clarification.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides comments.
Iskren (NEC)) provides comments.
George (Ericsson) provides comment.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides comment.
Dan (China Mobile) provides response and the consideration
Jinguo(ZTE) supports multiple NSACFs
George (Ericsson) provides response.
Iskren (NEC) provides response.
Dan (China Mobile) do not agree with Ericsson and NEC's comment and I think your reason is not valid
Heng (China Telecom) supports multiple NSACFs
George (Ericsson) What will not work if you have a single front end one NSCAF, used by everyone, and U have used various instances in the background; the front end NSCAF redirects the request to the instance handling the request, based on the UE for example. What do we need to standardize here. This is called communication proxy.
Iskren(NEC) explains why multiple NSACFs per slice support by standardisation is not needed.
George (Ericsson) And there is a way to support that through a communication proxy front end, without standardization.
Ashok (Samsung) provides comments
Fenqin (Huawei) Comments.
Ashok (Samsung) needs clarification
Patrice (Huawei) comments regarding proposals to resolve this in a proprietary manner.
George (Ericsson) Supporting proxy communication, by one NSCAF to multiple NSCAF instance requires only the NSCAF to support that capability; transparent to all NFs. HSS works that way today.
Dan (China Mobile) provide our consideration and explanation, and we think George's proposal can not support our requirement
Dan (China Mobile) provide r01
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
George (Ericsson) would like to note the CR until we agree on 3802.Then we can revisit this at the next meeting so everything is aligned
Fenqin (Huawei) support r01
Ashok (Samsung) ask question to Dan (China Mobile)
Jinguo(ZTE) response to Ashok (Samsung) and suggest to go with r01
Dan(China Mobile) say Ashok's question is not related with this paper. And suggest we go for r01
Dan (China Mobile) would like to check with George's concern
Srisakul (NTT DOCOMO) provides comment.
Dan(NTT DOCOMO) provides comment.
Dan(China Mobile) provides r02 to clarify the NOTE
Dan(China Mobile) request this paper be handled on CC#3, because this paper is aligned with current agreement.
Dan(China Mobile) provides suggestion text
George (Ericsson) provides a response. Interaction between NSCAF is a solution to a problem. We need to first agree on what is the problem that we now have to address given what we have in 3802 if that progresses.
Dan (China Mobile) provides a update NOTE and also would like check with George
Dan (China Mobile) provides a update sentence and NOTE based on offline discussion
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
CMCC suggested additions to r01: 1.Undo the change in r01,i.e. keep the original text. 2. Put the below text in r01 in  6.3.22: "One NSCAF may  be responsible for one S-NSSAI in a service area. A PLMN may have one or more service areas. NOTE: The maximum number of UE/PDU session can be configured locally in NSACFs". 3. Update the coversheet content. Nokia asked for further text specifying there is no interaction between NSAFs. Ericsson asked to remove 'in this Release'. Huawei preferred to keep 'in this Release' S2-2104261r01 with these changes was revised in S2-2105155. This was left for CC#5.
S2-2104648 (CR) 23.502 CR2856: NSACF update in case of inter-AMF mobility with no UE context transfer (Source: Lenovo, Motorola Mobility)
e-mail comments:
George (Ericsson) provides comment.
Jinguo (ZTE) answer
Genadi (Lenovo) provides comments to the scenarios introduced by George (Ericsson).
Iskren (NEC) provides comments
Genadi (Lenovo) provides comments to Iskren (NEC).
George (Ericsson) provides a response.
Ashok (Samsung) replies to George (Ericsson)
Iskren (NEC) comments
George Provides a comment. I would agree that passing the AMF-ID is sufficient to address all AMF mobility issues. The NSCAF has all the info to fully understand all the scenarios and the error cases, etc...
Ashok (Samsung) comments
Jinguo (ZTE) comments that keeping AMF ID in the NSACF is not enough.
Ashok (Samsung) replies to Jinguo (ZTE)
Jinguo(ZTE) provides comment to Genadi(Lenovo)
Iskren (NEC) answers Jingo ((ZTE)
Iskren (NEC)) provides comments
Jinguo(ZTE) asks question
George (Ericsson) asks a question Can U please explain fully the scenario U have in mind, using the 4 scenarios as a base line. I don't fully understand the case
George (Ericsson) provides additional comments.
George (Ericsson) asks a question. How can the NSCAF update the stored new AMF-ID for 3a?
George (Ericsson) provides a response. I am putting all the cases down with no consideration of what is or is not handled in existing TS. Existing text have not considered the AMF-ID is being stored. So this is new and what is being written have to be revisited to take that into account. Please see inline
Iskren (NEC) proposes a simplified solution.
Iskren (NEC) responds to George (Ericsson)
Genadi (Lenovo) comments on the proposal by Iskren (NEC).
Iskren (NEC) responds to Genadi (Lenovo).
Genadi (Lenovo) provides further comments.
George (Ericsson) provides a comment. I asked the question about where 3a/3b are covered as I indeed have the same view as Genadi stated below. But wanted to read what is written first in case I forgot with all these emails. This can be resolved with a configurable timer started for the old entry when the new entry is created. I think we can cover all cases without the AMF-ID.
Genadi (Lenovo) provides revision r01.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides comment.
Genadi (Lenovo) provides revision r02 where the case of mobility and NSACF change is supported. r02 keeps the concept of minimizing the signalling from AMFs to NSACF.
Genadi (Lenovo) provides revision r03 where the case of mobility and NSACF change is supported. r03 introduces the concept of sending updates from AMFs to NSACF during each AMF change.
George (Ericsson) provides r04., and a comment. R04 eliminate the need for CR 3469 approved at the last meeting
Genadi (Lenovo) comments that r04 changes r02 to become similar r03. Please comment on r02 or r03.
Ashok (Samsung) provides r05 on top of r02
George (Ericsson) provides r06 on top of r04. Just removed the first Editors note.
Iskren (NEC) provides comment on r05
Dan(China Mobile) object to r00,r01 r02, r05, we can accept r03, r04, r06. And we prefer r06.
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r07 based on r06
Genadi (Lenovo) provides r08 to add clarification to step 1.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Ashok (Samsung) feels the proposed solution without AMF-ID will not work in all scenario and hence object tor 07, r08
Jinguo(ZTE) replies to Ashok (Samsung)
Ashok (Samsung) provides comments
Ashok (George) does not agree with George (Ericsson) and continue its objection to r07, r08
Ashok (Samsung) replies to George (Ericsson) . Need the CR reference which mentions of storing the PDU session ID
Ashok (Samsung) explain the reason behind objection on r07 and r08
Jinguo(ZTE) ask why we have to agree AMF ID in this meeting
George (Ericsson). Ur example below has nothing to do with AMF-ID. It does not apply to PDU sessions. The SMF handles PDU sessions. Its apples and Oranges.
Jinguo(ZTE) propose to remove the timer so the issue doesn't exist. Ask to discuss this paper at CC#4.
Kaisu (Nokia ) supports Rev7 and Rev8
Ashok (Samsung) ask Jinguo (ZTE) whether r09 need to be created for CC#4 discussion?
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r09, the main change is to remove 'either autonomously after internally configured time expries or'
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r08 was provided. Lenovo proposed removing in step 3 “either autonomously after internally configured time expires or”. This was agreed and revised in S2-2105156, which was approved.
S2-2104347 (CR) 23.502 CR2803: Signalling restriction from AMF (Source: Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, NTT DOCOMO)
e-mail comments:
George (Ericsson) proposes to note the CR. Please see additional comments.
Fenqin (Huawei) comments
George (Ericsson) responds.
Dan (China Mobile) provide some comment
George (Ericsson) would like to postpone this topic from Release 17. It is not an issue that we see urgent nor critical.
Genadi (Lenovo) provides responses comments.
George (Ericsson) Provides a response
Dan (China Mobile) Provides a response and suggestion
Genadi (Lenovo) provides r01.
George (Ericsson) provides a response. We ned to treat all analytics with a consistent approach. I don't think that NSCAF is the place for that
Srisakul (NTT DOCOMO) asks George whether removing the word 'internal analytics' would resolve the issue.
George (Ericsson) provides a response. Not really, we have an architecture where NWDAF collects information on behalf of consumers to take some action. So I think we need to consider this in our proposals.
Fenqin (Huawei) provide a comment
Kaisu (Nokia) provides a comment
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
George (Ericsson) proposes to note the CR. We don t see the need for this function at least at this stage.
Jinguo(ZTE) suggest to remove the Editor note and undo all other changes.
Genadi (Lenovo) is OK with the suggestion by the rapporteur Jinguo (ZTE). We need to open the paper during the CC#4 confirm a new revision which only removes the Editor note.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Lenovo suggested to remove changes and only remove the editor's note. Ericsson asked for this to be provided as a revision. This was then postponed.
S2-2104642 (CR) 23.502 CR2706R1: Introduction of support of NG.116 attribute 'Simultaneous Use of a Network Slice' (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Telecom Italia, Convida Wireless, T-Mobile, Apple, Verizon UK ltd, NEC, Samsung, Broadcom, InterDigital Inc, ZTE, Xiaomi, Qualcomm Inc., China Telecom)
e-mail comments:
Patrice (Huawei) comments that S2-2104642 is not aligned with the status of S2-2104640, for which discussion is still very much not resolved, and should be noted for this meeting.
alessio (Nokia) provides r01 aligned with 4640 latest versions
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Patrice (Huawei) comments that this CR needs more work. It is not fully in line with S2-2104640r15. r01 in its current form cannot be approved. At least, in the change in step 1 (just above step 2) of 4.2.2.2.2, the 'shall' shall be changed to a 'may' before this can be approved (to be checked at CC#4). The other changes are less important and could wait for a clean-up CR next meeting. Even with the change, its approval should be conditional to the approval of S2-2104640r15.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r01 was proposed. Huawei suggested r01 and changing shall to may. Telecom Italia proposed to just state 'indicates' rather than using shall or may. Huawei asked to be added to the sources. This was agreed and this revised in S2-2105157, which was approved.
S2-2104641 (CR) 23.502 CR2855: Introduction of subscription-based restriction to simultaneous use of network slices (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Alessio(Nokia) asks to correct the notes as we did not discuss this at all during the meeting as after at CC#1 we focused on the CR related to multi-company papers only. this should be marked as merged into 4640
Patrice (Huawei) comments that this CR did get approved according to the meeting rules, one of 3 proposals on a topic involving at least 16 companies, including major senior delegates, receiving no concern after 9 working days of discussion time. Huawei really much wants a CR approved on this topic after 3 years of discussion. We are not willing yet to merge to a document that might not get approved. As this CR is linked to S2-2104644, its status should be the same.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei asked to change the status from approved to merged into S2-2105157, which was agreed to do.
S2-2104644 (CR) 23.501 CR2964: Introduction of subscription-based restriction to simultaneous use of network slices (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Alessio(Nokia) asks to correct the notes as we did not discuss this at all during the meeting as after at CC#1 we focused on the CR related to multi-company papers only. this should be marked as merged into 4642
Patrice (Huawei) comments that this CR did get approved according to the meeting rules, one of 3 proposals on a topic involving at least 16 companies, including major senior delegates, receiving no concern after 9 working days of discussion time. Huawei really much wants a CR approved on this topic after 3 years of discussion. We are not willing yet to merge to a document that might not get approved. Let's approve S2-2104640r15 first before considering changing the status of this document.
Alessio(Nokia) requests this to be merged as Nokia has already agreed to r15 generated by Huawei and Huawei is happy with r15.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei asked to change the status from approved to merged into S2-2104913, which was agreed to do.
S2-2105008 (LS OUT) LS on Cell reselection with band-specific network slices (Source: SA WG2)
e-mail comments:
Alessio(Nokia) provides the first S2-2105008
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) as stated during CC#3 we doubt any LS out is needed as Nokia can make proposals in RAN WGs directly; propose an r01 meanwhile even if we have not decided whether to agree on sending the LS or not.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Susan (Huawei) also doubted if any LS is needed to RAN, and RAN should work on themselves without the LS from SA2. But still provides r02 in case the LS is really needed.
Alessio(Nokia) assumes that sending a sensible LS is part of the Agreement package... of course r02 is not acceptable (aside form being a revision past deadline)
Alessio(nokia) can live with r01 but considers sending a sensible LS part of the package. asks this to be discussed n CC#4.
Susan (Huawei) objects to r00 and r01 of the LS.
Alessio(Nokia) comments ' I also agree there is no agreement to agree on anything a priori but this is why we meet to agree on something not to disagree on everything. the CR +LS package is a sensible compromise.'
Mike (Convida Wireless) supports sending r00 or r01.
Verizon supports sending r00 or r01.
Jinguo(ZTE) propose to go with r01 and suggest to discuss at CC#4.
Antoine (Orange) Supports r00 and r01 and argues that sending this LS is needed since 4340r13 is up for approval and contains a related EN creating a dependency to RAN feedback.
Susan (Huawei) provides r03.
Tao(VC) Unless we get positive feedback from Susan on r01, Otherwise, we need to discuss at CC#4
Alessio(Nokia) comments r03 is not good enough as companies against the Nokia et. al. text were saying this was causing RAN issues, so that text needs to be seen by rAN sot hey can confirm this causes issues that outweigh the benefits. we still want to send r00 or r01
Susan (Huawei) replies to Alessio.
Alessio(Nokia) does not understand why we should not disclose to RAN the text that Huawei thinks had RAN issues
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments, prefers r03 but ok with r01
Nokia can only live with r01 as it will avoid some needless discussions in RAN WGs on what was the actual issue discussed in SA2 in detail. company papers do not carry the same weight as a LS to describe an issue.
Susan (Huawei) prefers r03 but can live with r01, to move forward.
Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia commented that r01 appeared to be acceptable. S2-2105008r01 was agreed and revised to S2-2105158, which was approved.
S2-2104110 (P-CR) TS 23.256: Generic IE names for UUAA-SM. (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson, Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Stefano (Qualcomm) provides r01 merging in 3780.
Shabnam (Ericsson) provides r02 merging in 3867, adding missing function in consultation with Qualcomm and Nokia.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Pallab (Nokia) thanks Stefano (Qualcomm) and Shabnam (Ericsson) for the merger and proposes to approve r02.
Shabnam (Ericsson) asks to take it to CC#4 as a minor mistake on step numbering was found.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson commented that r02 had some step numbering errors and this was corrected in r03. Interdigital was not comfortable with this change to r02. This can be corrected at the next meeting. S2-2104110r02 was agreed and revised to S2-2105159, which was approved.
S2-2103868 (P-CR) USS initiated C2 Authorization. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Tricci (OPPO) asks for clarifications.
Shabnam (Ericsson) provides response as well as r01.
Tricci (OPPO) thanks Shabnam (Ericsson) for her clarifications and providing r01, OPPO also agrees with Ericsson that, there would be an common issue for UUAA-MM scenario when USS assigns 'new' CAA-Level UAV ID during the PDU Session Establishment/Modification after successful UUAA-MM.
Dimitris (Lenovo) includes questions for clarification
Shabnam (Ericsson) responds in line.
Dimitris (Lenovo) provides additional comments
Pallab (Nokia) requests for clarification
Guanzhou (InterDigital) questions the necessity of USS-initiated C2 authorization and the technical feasibility of using Nnef_AFsessionWithQoS_Create for this purpose.
Shabnam (Ericsson) provides response as well as r02.
Pallab (Nokia) provides r03.
Shabnam (Ericsson) thanks Pallab for good updates and accepts r03.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Antoine (Orange): There's something that looks inconsistent in the flows.
Guanzhou (InterDigital) reiterates that an alternative procedure is not needed and objects to all versions of 3868.
Shabnam (Ericsson) proposes to discuss in CC#4 a revision to address the inconsistencies and errors found and proposal from Nokia below.
Guanzhou (InterDigital) asks Stefano why this forces exception?
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This was left for CC#5.
S2-2103869 (P-CR) PDU Session Establishment/Modification use for authorization. (Source: Ericsson)
Discussion and conclusion:
This was left for CC#5.
S2-2104568 UAV-C replacement procedure. (Source: Lenovo, Motorola Mobility)
Discussion and conclusion:
This was left for CC#5.
S2-2104530 (P-CR) C2 authorization clarifications. (Source: Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Pallab (Nokia) comments.
Dimitris (Lenovo) provides responses.
Guanzhou (InterDigital) comments.
Dimitris (Lenovo) responds to Guanzhou (InterDigital)
Pallab (Nokia) provides further comments
Dimitris (Lenovo) responds to Pallab (Nokia)
Guanzhou (InterDigital) shares the concerns raised by Pallab(Nokia) and repeats that pairing info configuration at UAV is not mandatory.
Pallab (Nokia) responds to Dimitris (Lenovo).
Dimitris (Lenovo) provides r01
Guanzhou (InterDigital) proposes to merge this into 4402.
Guanzhou (InterDigital) comments on Pallab (Nokia) question.
Pallab (Nokia) responds to Guanzhou (InterDigital)comments
Guanzhou (InterDigital) responds to Pallab (Nokia) comment.
Guanzhou (InterDigital) provides additional comments to Pallab (Nokia).
Pallab (Nokia) responds to Guanzhou (InterDigital).
Pallab (Nokia) points out that changes proposed in this pCR needs alignment with changes proposed in 3869
Dimitris (Lenovo) provides r02
Shabnam (Ericsson) comments and asks for clarification.
Dimitris (Lenovo) responds to Shabnam (Ericsson)
Stefano (Qualcomm) asks Lenovo to submit another revision addressing the clash highlighted by Nokia and addressing Ericsson's comment.
Dimitris (Lenovo) provides r03
Guanzhou (InterDigital) resends r04.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Guanzhou (InterDigital) resends r04 again and asks to consider it valid.
Stefano (Qualcomm) after further review, cannot accept r04 due to mistakes in correcting non-existing conflicts.
Stefano (Qualcomm) expresses concerns that r04 is not based on r03.
Guanzhou (InterDigital) provides r04.
Weijun (Huawei) asks for clarification.
Guanzhou(InterDigital) thanks Stefano(Qualcomm) for willing to consider r04 and responds to comments.
Stefano (Qualcomm) replies to Weijun (Huawei), admitting there is an issue with text version, but no issue in the end..
Dimitris (Lenovo) responds to Weijun (Huawei)
Guanzhou(InterDigital) shares r05 in ./inbox/drafts folder.
Dimitris (Lenovo) makes a variation of r05 proposal
Guanzhou(InterDigital) responds to Dimitris(Lenovo).
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Guanzhou(InterDigital) asks to take this to CC#4 to see if late r05 can be accepted.
Discussion and conclusion:
InterDigital provided r05 to try to combine the changes in r03 and r04. Lenovo commented that the essential change from Interdigital is to make the C2 aviation payload optional. S2-2104530r03 with changes to make the payload optional was revised in S2-2105160, which was approved.
S2-2103756 (P-CR) Cleanup for U2U relay. (Source: OPPO)
e-mail comments:
Changhong (Intel) asks to unapproved this paper and mark it as POSTPONED.
Fei (OPPO) responds to ChangHong and provides r00+ for CC#4.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====

Discussion and conclusion:
OPPO commented that the clauses 5.5 and 6.6 should be voided instead of deleted, which would result in having to renumber clauses and change all references Huawei and Nokia preferred to remove clauses and correct all the referencing. The rapporteur was asked to carefully renumber clauses and references to them. S2-2103756 was then approved.
S2-2104208 (P-CR) TS 23.304: Principles for applying parameters for ProSe UE-to-Network Relay. (Source: vivo)
e-mail comments:
Deng Qiang (CATT) comments.
Wen (vivo) replies to Deng Qiang (CATT).
Fei (OPPO) comments.
Wen (vivo) responds to Fei (OPPO) .
Hao Dong (ZTE) comments.
Wen (vivo) responds to Hao Dong (ZTE).
Mehrdad(Samsung) comments and asks for clarification regarding mobility restrictions.
Wen(vivo) responds to Mehrdad(Samsung).
Fei (OPPO) responds to Wen and Mehrdad.
Mehrdad (Samsung) replies to OPPO and requests addition of a new clause.
Walter (Philips) proposed to change or remove NOTE 4
Hong (Qualcomm) comments.
Fei (OPPO) responds to Mehrdad (Samsung).
Wen (vivo) responds and provides r01.
LaeYoung (LGE) comments.
Fei (OPPO) responds to LaeYoung.
Wen (vivo) replies to LaeYoung (LGE) and provides r02.
Steve (Huawei) objects to r01 and r02, provides r03.
Mehrdad (Samsung) objects to revision 3 and any revisions without mobility restriction EN.
Steve (Huawei) comments
Wen (vivo) replies and provides r04
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Steve (Huawei) objects to r01 and r02. Prefers r03. Can just about live with r04.
Mehrdad (Samsung) is OK with r04 and objects to all other revisions and original version.
Wen (vivo) replies and supports r04 .
Hong (Qualcomm) comments on all revisions and asks to remove one of the bullet.
Fei (OPPO) responds to Hong (Qualcomm)
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Fei.
Changhong (Intel) replies to Hong.
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Changhong (Intel).
Wen (vivo) replies to Hong (Qualcomm) and suggests to remove all related descriptions next meeting.
Hong (Qualcomm) provides r05 for CC#4.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Wen (vivo) replies to Hong (Qualcomm) and is ok to CC#4.
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Wen.
Hannu (Nokia) comments on r05 and the EN on Mobility Restrictions.
Discussion and conclusion:
r04 with changes was proposed. Qualcomm commented that there are other bullets needing the same changes which could be done by the Rapporteur. Nokia suggested then that the text is accepted and further changes made at the next meeting. This was agreed and S2-2104208r04 with these changes was revised in S2-2105161, which was approved.
S2-2104894 (DISCUSSION) Way forward on UE-to-UE Relay for Rel-17 5G_ProSe (Source: CATT (rapporteur))
e-mail comments:
Deng Qiang (CATT) shared a WF paper on Layer-3 UE-to-UE Relay.
Guillaume (MediaTek): The proposal is ok for us.
Ihab Guirguis (FirstNet) We believe that the proposal from Qualcomm (S2-2104758) should be considered in Release 17 to support Public Safety needs until full solution for UE-to-UE relay in release 18.
Xiaoyan Shi (Interdigital) supports the proposal 'Layer-3 UE-to-UE Relay is not pursed in Rel-17 5G ProSe work item'.
Lars (Sony) supports the proposal 'Layer-3 UE-to-UE Relay is not pursed in Rel-17 5G ProSe work item'.
James Hu (AT&T) provides comments: We also support the proposal from Qualcomm (S2-2104758) which shows that the layer-3 UE-to-Network relay solution can be used to support public safety needs in release 17.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Deng Qiang (CATT) responds to Ihab Guirguis (FirstNet) and James Hu (AT&T).
Hong (Qualcomm) replies to Deng Qiang.
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
CATT suggested making changes proposed after the deadline: Remove “RAN WGs” and add “SA3 WG, IETF (DNS related)” after “…potential impacts to”. It was clarified that this Way Forward document was generated during the e-mail discussion. FirstNet commented that they are interested in including some UE-UE Relay functionality in Rel-17 for further enhancement in Rel-18. Late r01 contained the following proposal:
Proposal: SA2 decided Layer-3 UE-to-UE Relay is not pursed in Rel-17 5G ProSe work item.
Samsung commented that this had not been submitted before the meeting and considered more tie i needed to review it. 
The SA WG2 Chair clarified that TSG SA had asked SA WG2 to consider this issue and if agreed, could be forwarded to TSG SA as part of the Chair Status Report. Nokia commented that there are CRs removing the UE-UE clauses. The SA WG2 Chair clarified that if this is also agreed then it would not be included as part of an Exception request. Ericsson suggested that this should not be restricted only to Layer 3, so that should be removed.
SA WG2 decided that UE-to-UE Relay is not pursed in Rel-17.
S2-2104894 was then noted.
S2-2103951 (P-CR) Update [6.7] User Plane Management. (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
LiMeng (Huawei) asks to discuss S2-2103907 and S2-2103951 together and comments.
Judy (Ericsson) is fine with LiMeng' proposal and suggest to add also 3946 (i.e. 3951, 3907 and 3946 are discussed together)
LiMeng (Huawei) agrees with Judy to discuss the related documents (3951, 3907 and 3946) together.
Judy (Ericsson) provides r01
Thomas (Nokia) raises concerns against r00 and r01 and provides r02
Judy (Ericsson) does not agree to r02 which removes the MBS specific UP management function, and moved it to 23.501.
Thomas(Nokia) suggest postponing the CR
Judy (Ericsson) proposes to progress 3951 (on 23.247) to avoid introducing a new clause in 23.501 in one meeting, and void it in the next meeting
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Judy (Ericsson) proposes to bring the discussion to CC#4.
Thomas (Nokia) agrees to bring the discussion to CC#4.
Idea is to document the current solution completely in 23.247, see late rev3 based on rev1
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r03 was provided after the deadline based on r01. S2-2103951r01 with the changes added in r03 was revised in S2-2105176, which was approved.
S2-2103907 (CR) 23.501 CR2696R2: N4 extensions for 5MBS (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
LiMeng (Huawei) asks to discuss S2-2103907 and S2-2103951 together.
Judy (Ericsson) provides r01, merging 3946 into this one (i.e. 3907) following rapporteur's merging proposal
zhendong (ZTE) provides r02.
Thomas (Nokia) raises concerns against r01.
Thomas (Nokia) comments against r01 and r02 and prefers r00.
zhendong (ZTE) provides the reponse to thomas.
Thomas (Nokia) replies to Zhendong.
zhendong (ZTE) provides the response.
Thomas(Nokia) replies to Zhendong
Judy (Ericsson) responds.
Thomas replies to zhendong
Thomas provides r03
LiMeng (Huawei) suggests we could work out an agreeable version.
zhendong (ZTE) provides the response on one step and two-steps approach.
Thomas(Nokia) comments that r03 is already doing what is proposed by Limeng.
Judy (Ericsson) does not agree to describe the MBS specific function in 23.501.
==== 8.X, 9.X Revisions Deadline ====
Thomas (Nokia) objects against r01 and r02
Judy (Ericsson) propose to bring the discussion to CC#4 together with 3951
==== 8.X, 9.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r01 was proposed. S2-2103907r01 was agreed and revised in S2-2105177, which was approved.
Allocated Exception requests
S2-2103934	WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for eV2XARC_Ph2	LG Electronics
S2-2104303	WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	5MBS WI Exception	Huawei (rapporteur)
S2-2105098	WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for eNPN	Ericsson (eNPN rapporteur)
New Exception request documents allocated:
S2-2105178		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for MUSIM		Intel
S2-2105179		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for IIoT		Nokia
S2-2105180		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for eEDGE_5GC	Huawei
S2-2105181		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for eNS_Ph2		ZTE
S2-2105182		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for 5G_ProSe		CATT
S2-2105183		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for eLCS_Ph2		CATT
S2-2105184		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for eNA_Ph2		Vivo
S2-2105185		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for 5G_SAT_ARCH		Thales
S2-2105186		WI EXCEPTION REQUEST	Rel-17 Work Item Exception for ID_UAS		Qualcomm
Intel asked whether the issues awaiting further feedback from RAN WGs should be captured in the exception sheet. The SA WG2 Chair clarified that if an issue is not captured then no category B or C CRs will be allowed to make any changes related to the functionality. Ericsson added that any issues within or outside SA WG2 influence which would need Cat B or C CRs should be captured. Ericsson added that all work needed, even if not related to Cat B and C CRs should be listed. Qualcomm asked whether multiple tracking area codes for 5G_SAT_ARCH is expected to be handled as the CRs were postponed. Thales commented that there are issues which will be needed at the next meeting and an Exception sheet will be drafted.

TS/TR Cover sheets:
S2-2104515 TS coverpage of 23.548 for approval (Source: Huawei)
Discussion and conclusion:
This was revised to send for information to TSG SA in S2-2105187. 

New TS/TR Cover sheets allocated:
S2-2105188 (TSorTR COVER)	Draft TS 23.256 cover sheet to send to TSG SA for approval

S2-2104489 Cover sheet for TS 23.304 (to TSG SA for information) (Source: OPPO)
Discussion and conclusion:
This was revised to S2-2105189.

Documents not handled at CC#4 will be marked for CC#5.

2	Other issues that are not explicitly marked for CC#4
There was no time for additional documents.
3	AoB
Any CRs submitted to this meeting which have been agreed, which revise CRs at a previous meeting, the CR Sources should be checked to confirm the original Sources and any additional Sources needed before uploading to the INBOX.
The Next Conference Call, CC#5, will be 28 May 2021,1230 UTC.

Closed: 27 May 2021, 15.30 UTC

