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Opened: 24 February 2022, 13.30 UTC

~ 235 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Apple
AT&T
Broadcom
BT
CableLabs
CAICT
Canon
CATT
Charter
China Mobile
China Telecom
China Unicom
CMCC
Comcast
Deutsche Telekom
DISH
DOCOMO
Ericsson
ETRI
FirstNet
Fujitsu
Futurewei
Huawei
Inspur
Inspur
Intel
InterDigital
KDDI
Kyocera
Lenovo
LG Uplus
LGE
MITRE
Motorola
NEC
NICT
Nokia
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
Orange
OTD
Ouerdia
Peraton Labs
Philips
Qualcomm
Rakuten Mobile
Samsung
Siemens
Sony
SyncTechno
Tencent
Thales
T-Mobile USA
Verizon
vivo
Vodafone
Volkswagen AG
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 primarily handle items marked as "For CC#4" and if time permits items marked as "For CC#4/CC#5" in combined notes
Please note no late revision (provided after revision deadline #2) will be considered, except for LS OUT and associated CRs. Only minor updates on top of revision provided before revision deadline #2 can be considered if there is consensus. Please try to reach a consensus before CC#4 as there will be very limited time for the discussion during the CC.
For LS OUT and associated CRs please upload the latest revisions and/or SoH questions in CC#4 folder: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_149E_Electronic_2022-02/INBOX/CCs/CC%234_2022-02-24_1330UTC


1.	Discuss items marked as "For CC#4" and if time permits items marked as "For CC#4/CC#5" in combined notes
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_149E_Electronic_2022-02/INBOX/Chair_Notes/ChairNotes_Combined_AI%238.X_9.X_10.X-02-23-2200.doc

TD S2‑2201697 (CR) 23.501 CR3470R1: DN-AAA server selection when the DCS is not involved during primary authentication (Source: Intel, Ericsson)
e-mail comments:

Discussion and conclusion:
Revision of S2-2200176r06. It was confirmed to use r06 as a basis for this revision. S2‑2201697 was approved.
Ericsson asked for the following to be recorded:
Ericsson is ok with approving S2-2200176r06, but expressed concerns on the statement of using different S-NSSAI/DNNs and will propose to revisit that at the next meeting when addressing the SA WG3 outcome.

TD S2‑2200177 (CR) 23.502 CR3323: DN-AAA server selection when the DCS is not involved during primary authentication (Source: Intel)
e-mail comments:
Rainer (Nokia) comments.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and proposes to note the CR as 23.501 CR is enough.
Qianghua (Huawei) provides comments
Rainer (Nokia) is ok to note the CR.
Saso (Intel) replies to Qianghua
Haris(Qualcomm) comments and proposes to NOTE
Saso (Intel) replies to Haris
Myungjune (LGE) comments
Saso (Intel) replies to Myungjune (LGE)
Myungjune (LGE) replies to Saso (Intel)
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments and suggest enough with same change done in 23.501 CR
Saso (Intel) replies to Peter Hedman (Ericsson). Provides r01
Saso (Intel) follows up on Peter's question.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haris(Qualcomm) does not see the need for the CR
Yishan (Huawei) proposes to object this CR.
Saso (Intel) seeks clarification from Haris and Yishan.
Haris(Qualcomm) comments that Saso's suggested text modification is acceptable
Saso (Intel) proposes to handle 0505 in CC#4 or CC#5; the proposed change is addition of 'can be' and 'only' in r01.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Intel proposed the addition of 'can be' and 'only' and removal of "the SMF identifies the DN-AAA server using" in S2‑2200177r01. Orange suggested this would be better as a note. Huawei asked to remove the last sentence, but accepted to compromise on the current proposal. This was agreed and S2‑2200177r01 with these changes was revised to S2-2201835, which was approved.

TD S2‑2200641 (CR) 23.501 CR3526: Corrections for UE access with CH credentials (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Antoine (Orange) supports and provide r01.
Josep (DT) supports this approach, provides r02.
Youngkyo(Samsung) provides a comment.
Josep (DT) agrees with Youngkyo (Samsung), provides r03.
Huan (vivo) asks for clarifications and provides comments.
Qianghua (Huawei) replies
Sebastian (Qualcomm) provides r04, objects to all other versions
Antoine (Orange) previously provided r01; comments on ProSe+PNI-NPN.
Devaki (Nokia) provides r05 to remove the change related to ProSe that overlaps with 1052 and its revisions.
Qianghua (Huawei) asks clarification from Sebastian
Guillaume (MediaTek inc.) comments
Belen (Ericsson) supports r04, and r05, objects to previous revisions
Saso (Intel) provides r06
Qianghua (Huawei) replies to Saso and provides r07
Saso (Intel) provides r08
Haris(Qualcomm) comments on r08
Saso (Intel) provides r09
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r10
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r11
Qianghua (Huawei) replies to Peter
Saso (Intel) replies to Peter
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides replies
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r12
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Devaki (Nokia) comments that the added text '(e.g. MCC reserved for use by private networks) is wrong. OK with r12 only without ''(e.g. MCC reserved for use by private networks)'
Qianghua (Huawei) suggests to go with r12
Saso (Intel) is OK with both r11 and r12
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) is OK with both r11 and r12
Devaki (Nokia) objects to r12 as-is. Can accept r12 minus (e.g. MCC reserved for use by private networks) as when an MCC is reserved for private network, it could be unique thus it is a wrong example to illustrate 'when MCC+MNC is not unique'.
Haris(Qualcomm) comments that GIN definition in r012 and other revisions in incorrect
Devaki (Nokia) is fine with r11 (r12 minus the text) or ok with r12 if we replace (e.g. MCC reserved for use by private networks) with (e.g. MCC =999 is used and MNC is not coordinated amongst the SNPNs).
Qianghua (Huawei) suggests to go with r12 for CC#4, with the following updates:
1. change definition of GIN to: Group ID for Network Selection (GIN): An identifier used during SNPN selection to enhance the likelihood of selecting a preferred SNPN that supports a Default Credentials Server or a Credentials Holder.
2. replace (e.g. MCC reserved for use by private networks) with (e.g. MCC =999 is used and MNC is not coordinated amongst the SNPNs)
Antoine (Orange) doesn't understand Devaki's concerns because 'MCC reserved for use by private networks' means the same as MCC=999.
Devaki (Nokia) replies to Antoine. How about MCC + MNC reserved for an SNPN? How about enterprises obtaining their own MCC+MNC values?
Devaki (Nokia) comments.
Antoine (Orange) replies to Devaki.
Devaki (Nokia) replies.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei suggested a modification to r12. This was agreed and S2‑2200641r12 with changes was agreed and revised in S2-2201836, which was approved.

TD S2‑2200644 (CR) 23.503 CR0696: Terms alignments and clean-ups for eNPN (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Josep (DT) aks questions for clarification, does not agree that addign a definition is editorial.
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r01
Josep (DT) comments. Is OK with r01
Rainer (Nokia) questions the need of this CR.
Haris(Qualcomm) proposes r02
Qianghua (Huawei) provides r03
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r04
Qianghua (Huawei) this CR can be marked merged if TD S2‑2200432r04 is agreeable.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Qianghua (Huawei) if TD S2‑2200432r04~r06 is not agreed, then I suggest to go with r03 for this CR
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei suggested merging S2‑2200644 into r05 of S2-2200432, which is currently marked as noted. S2-2200432r05 was revised, merging S2‑2200644, to S2-2201839, which was approved.

TD S2‑2200268 (CR) 23.501 CR3480: Correction on 5G access stratum time distribution (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Shabnam (Ericsson) objects to the proposed change as this is not FASMO, the original focus was as specified without these changes. Internal system clock functions as understood before and independent of the intro of the access stratum time distribution control.
Devaki (Nokia) comments that there is no need for radical changes as proposed, sees no need for the CR.
Sebastian (Qualcomm) objects to the CR
Haiyang (Huawei) clarifies.
Devaki (Nokia) comments.
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r01, but prefer r00.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Shabnam (Ericsson) provides late revision in Drafts folder to undo r01 change and replace with changes in clause 5.27.1.9, to take it to CC#4
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Haiyang (Huawei) is OK with the draft provided by Shabnam (Ericsson).
Devaki (Nokia) provides r03 in CC#4 folder.
Devaki (Nokia) provides updates on top of r02 in Draft folder as r03 in CC#1 folder.
Discussion and conclusion:
r01 with changes was agreed, which was revised in S2-2201837 which was approved.

TD S2‑2200147 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS reply on RAN WG2 agreements for paging with service indication (Source: vivo)
e-mail comments:
Lars (Sony) provides r01
Saso (Intel) provides r02
Steve (Huawei) does not think r02 addition is correct
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) prefers r01.
Saso (Intel) withdraws r02
Xiaowan (vivo) provides r03
Alessio(Nokia) asks a question: is r03 a duplicate of r01? Nokia is ok with r01.
Xiaowan(vivo) confirms r03 is same as r01
Steve (Huawei) r01 and r03 look the same to me
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Juan Zhang (Qualcomm) is OK with r03.
Lars (Sony) is OK with r03.
Saso (Intel) is OK with r03.
Steve (Huawei) comments, needs small update to align with the CR.
Xiaowan(vivo) proposes to agree r03 with the changes of 1) 'network' -> 'RAN' and 2) attached CR number, in order to fix the comment from Steve (Huawei). R04 is provided to reflect this
Steve (Huawei) provides r05
Xiaowan(vivo) is OK with r05
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Xiaowan(vivo) will propose r05 in CC#4.
Discussion and conclusion:
Vivo proposed r05. S2‑2200147r05 was agreed and revised to S2-2201838, which was approved.
TD S2‑2200019 (LS In) LS from RAN WG2: LS on RAN2 agreements for paging with service indication (Source: RAN WG2)
e-mail comments:

==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Final response in S2-2201838 (Status: Replied to).


TD S2‑2200987 (CR) 23.502 CR3398: SBI Message Priority for MPS (Source: Peraton Labs, CISA ECD, Verizon, AT&T, T-Mobile USA)
e-mail comments:
Shabnam (Ericsson) comments that first change is placed in wrong place since AMF does not yet have the subscription information, until step 14.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Ericsson commented that there was not full agreement on this yet. This was postponed to CC#5.

TD S2‑2201178 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply to LS on a single operation for updating both number of UE and number of PDU in EPS (Source: NEC)
e-mail comments:
Srisakul (NTT DOCOMO) comments.
George (Ericsson) provides comments. This LS and all other LSs related to this issue to be noted.
alessio(Nokia) proposes to note this and use 893 instead.
Kundan(NEC) disagrees with Alessio: 893 includes a CR which is addressing scenarios other than mentioned in the LS.
alessio(Nokia) does not mind which CR (if any) is eventually attached but creating a new operation is not acceptable.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Tao(VC) I don't see converge on the response LS OUT. Neither 893 nor 1178.
Jinguo(ZTE) suggest to keep 1178 open
George (Ericsson) We need to tell then that there was no agreement
Jinguo(ZTE) asks to discuss it at CC#4
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
ZTE proposed r02. NEC asked for time to review this and this was postponed to CC#5.

TD S2‑2200947 (CR) 23.502 CR3392: Remove the Editor's Note about Multiple NSACFs (Source: Xiaomi,)
e-mail comments:
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r01
George (Ericsson) Ericsson OK only with the original The added note is incorrect specially if U have a single service area. If U want to add a note than say in this release we only support a single service area. That would be OK.
Iskren (NEC) comments. R01 is not acceptable.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r02
Jinhua(Xiaomi) replies to Fenqin, George and Iskren, provide r03 with comments,
George (Ericsson) Ericsson Objects to r02. Again U make coorindation as the only way to solve this. This is a roadmap for a solution. Let solutions of any sort be submitted than we can discuss. I don't U don't give up but so am I 😊. We are willing to have an open mind.
George (Ericsson) provides comments. We object to this revision. Any hint on needing coordination is solution centric.
Fenqin (Huawei) comments
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
George (Ericsson) Ericsson objects to r03.
Jinhua(Xiaomi) replies to George and Fenqin, propose r0 for progress,
Dogneun (Samsung) suggest to go with r00
Jinhua(Xiaomi) replies to Jinguo,
Jinguo(ZTE) corrects the title and agree with r00,
Iskren (NEC) suggests to agree the initial version r00
Alessio(Nokia) prefers to note this paper .... we can come back next quarter with general cleanups and see what works or not of this feature and add notes to says so. unfortunately this feature has too many unstable parts. we will need also to report to GSMA the inability to deliver some of the expectations.
Jinguo(ZTE) suggests to approve with r00
Jinguo(ZTE) asks to discuss it at CC#4
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
ZTE proposed taking the original version. S2‑2200947 was then approved.

TD S2‑2201163 (CR) 23.502 CR3416: Clarication on support of roaming for NSAC (Source: ZTE)
e-mail comments:
George Foti (Ericsson) objects to the CR. Please see additional comments
George (Ericsson) provides response.
Jinguo(ZTE) replies to George (Ericsson)
Jinguo(ZTE )further reply to George (Ericsson)
Fenqin (Huawei ) comments
George (Ericsson) provides additional comment
Fenqin (Huawei) provides comment
George (Ericsson) provides comments
George (Ericsson) provides comments. Then we wait for Release 18 to resolve this. What is being proposed is not acceptable. It is a one use case design without usability; does not have any means for informing the VPLMN realtime of any changes. What I proposed is not on the fly. We intended to bring it. It is based on what exists already and reuses notification framework, and does not have any gaps.
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r01
George (Ericsson) Ericsson NO OK with all revisions. We should just remove the Editors Note. The note prejudges that such interaction is needed. There is no interaction with the HPLMN at all in this release for any admission. Any note should simply state: 'There is no admission with the HPLMN in this Release', and remove the Editors note.
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r02
George (Ericsson) Ericsson OK with r02
Alessio(Nokia) cannot agree to the proposed CR. proposes to note all revisions.
Jinguo(ZTE) suggests to agree r02. We can discuss the topic further in r18. It doesn't make sence to keep an open issue in Rel-17 anymore.
Fenqin(Huawei) provides r03
Iskren (NEC) object all revision of this CR. The normative spec is not a place for study requirements.
George (Ericsson) Ericsson Objects to r03.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Jinguo(ZTE) suggest to agree r02
Tao(VC) further check r02 agreeable or not.
Dongeun (Samsung) is ok with r02 and objects to r03
Jinhua(Xiaomi) provides comments, supports r02,
Iskren (NEC) agrees with r02
George (Ericsson) Ericsson supports r02
Alessio(Nokia) requests to note this paper .... we can come back next quarter with general cleanups and see what works or not of this feature and add notes to says so. unfortunately this feature has too many unstable parts. we will need also to report to GSMA the inability to deliver some of the expectations.
Jinguo(ZTE) proposes to approve r02
Jinguo(ZTE) asks to discuss at CC#4.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
ZTE proposed r02. S2‑2201163r02 was agreed and revised in S2-2201840, which was approved.

TD S2‑2200256 (CR) 23.501 CR3477: Clarification on the Target NSSAI (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Peter (Ericsson) provides comments and r01
Jinguo(ZTE) asks question to Peter(Ericsson)
Genadi (Lenovo) provides r02 and comments.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments
Haiyang (Huawei) asks questions to Peter(Ericsson) and Genadi (Lenovo)
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
Jinguo(ZTE) ask question for clarification
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply
Haiyang (Huawei) responds to Peter Hedman (Ericsson)
Ashok (Samsung) comments
Alessio(Nokia) believes this CR is not needed. we request to note it.
Yunjing (CATT) asks a question for clarification.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides replies
alessio(Nokia) objects to any revision of this non FASMO CR.
Ashok (Samsung) responds to Peter Hedman (Ericsson)
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r04
Dieter Gludovacz (Deutsche Telekom) comments.
Haiyang (Huawei) provides questions to Ashok (Samsung)
Ashok (Samsung) responds to Haiyang (Huawei)
Alessio(Nokia) objects to r04
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r05
Jinguo(ZTE) asks clarification
Iskren (NEC) provides comments
alessio(Nokia) comments that this is a misleading use case and we request to postpone this CR till we better understand the issue and whether it is FASMO. for now we think it has implication that need further study
Iskren (NEC) supports this CR and provides r06 where the text from the Note is move to the normative text.
Ouerdia (Orange) supports this CR version r06.
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) also supports r06..
Alessio(Nokia) objects to any revision of this CR as there is no FASMO and it may actually introduce FASMO.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) supports approving r06, asks for CR to be taken at CC#4
Nokia provides additional information on objection to approval of this CR
Alessio(Nokia) believes the feature as is is very clear to reply to CT3. any changes like proposed is category B/C and needs consensus in a frozen release. we do not do category B/C in frozen release unless there is consensus. this is not about FASMO, it is about the concept of a frozen release. and this category B/C would introduce the FASMO of some ongoing session in allowed NSSAI being dropped.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia objected to this CR as it is a change of Feature to a frozen Release. This CR was then noted.

TD S2‑2200255 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on clarification on the change of Target NSSAI (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Peter (Ericsson) provides comments and r01
alessio(Nokia) provides comments and r02
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides replies and r02 does not refloect what is possible with current SA2 specs
alessio(Nokia) comments
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r03
alessio(NOKIA) provides r04
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r05
Alessio(Nokia) cannot agree r05
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to r04, r03, r02 and r00 supports r05 and r01
Tao(CMCC) let's check r01 agreeable or not
Jinguo(ZTE) suggest to keep it open
alessio(Nokia) complains Ericsson wants to write LSs not based on text in the specs. there is nowhere in the specs that the target NSSAI is stored in the AMF and we do not change the specifications to add features after freeze just to please some people. moreover r04 responds to the LS while r05 seems to be some discussion not related to the LS that ericsson wants to write in this Ls to then use it for other purposes. This is not good behaviour.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
ZTE asked to discuss this in CC#5. This was postponed to CC#5.

TD S2‑2200928 (CR) 23.304 CR0080: RSC Determination by a Layer-3 Remote UE (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Deng Qiang (CATT) proposed to note this CR and stick to current conclusion.
Guanglei (Huawei) replies and kindly reminds that the question is how UE can determine suitable RSC.
Hong (Qualcomm) comments.
Deng Qiang (CATT) comments.
Mehrdad (Samsung) also thinks this CR goes against the past agreements and the Spec and prefers TD S2‑2201137 as the baseline for LS reply.
Guanglei (Huawei) provides r02
Hong (Qualcomm) comments on r01.
Fei (OPPO) comments on r01.
Guanglei (Huawei) re-provides the right link of 0928 r01
Guanglei (Huawei) provides r01 to reflect option#2 of 0929
Judy (Ericsson) ask questions.
Guanglei (Huawei) responses to Judy (Ericsson)
Guanglei (Huawei) responds to Deng Qiang (CATT)
Judy (Ericsson) comments.
Guanglei (Huawei) replies to Deng Qiang (CATT)
Deng Qiang (CATT) replies to Guanglei (Huawei).
Hong (Qualcomm) comments on r02.
Guanglei (Huawei) provides r03
Deng Qiang (CATT) provides r04.
Guanglei (Huawei) provides r05 based on r04
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Deng Qiang (CATT) prefers r04 but can live with r05 if UE implementation is made as a NOTE, and CR category needs to be fixed.
Mehrdad (Samsung) agrees with Ericsson. We think we need a revision to be discussed over CC#4 or CC#5
Guanglei (Huawei) is fine to fix the CR category based on r05, also to make the UE implementation as a NOTE, revise the word based on comments from Judy, and ask for CC#4
Guanglei (Huawei) responds to Mehrdad (Samsung)
Deng Qiang (CATT) this CR request to be discussed at CC#4.
Guanglei (Huawei) responds and is fine to remove the second change of r05 during the CC#4
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei suggested taking r05 removing the second change and fix the CR category to 'B'. This should be confirmed to be an alignment with Stage 3 specifications to allow a Cat B change. Samsung commented that removing the second change would remove changes to that clause. S2‑2200928r05 with this change was agreed and revised in S2-2201841, which was approved.

TD S2‑2200926 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] LS reply on RSC determination in the remote UE for 5G ProSe Layer-3 UE-to-network relay scenario (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Guanglei (Huawei) provides r01 to reflect the 0928r02 and proposes to use this one if we can go with 0928
Judy (Ericsson) comments this paper is related to discussion in TD S2‑2200928
Deng Qiang (CATT) provides r02 to shorten the answer.
Guanglei (Huawei) is fine with r02
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Deng Qiang (CATT) this reply LS needs to be discussed at CC#4 as the attachment CR needs to be discussed at CC#4.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r02 was proposed. S2‑2200926r02 was agreed and revised in S2-2201842, which was approved.
TD S2‑2200050 (LS In) LS from CT WG1: LS on RSC determination in the remote UE for 5G ProSe Layer-3 UE-to-network relay scenario (Source: CT WG1)
e-mail comments:
Deng Qiang (CATT) this LS can be marked as noted.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Final response in S2-2201842 (Status: Replied to).

TD S2‑2200134 (CR) 23.304 CR0061: Resolve EN for Mobility Restriction (Source: CATT)
e-mail comments:
Judy (Ericsson) checks if this paper could be used as baseline for discussion and revisions
Mehrdad (Samsung) is OK to use TD S2‑2200134 as the baseline for the discussion. However, wording needs improvement.
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Mehrdad (Samsung)
LaeYoung (LGE) is fine to use this CR as baseline for discussion and revisions.
Wen (vivo) comments:
Steve (Huawei) is ok to use this thread for discussion and CR to update
Hannu (Nokia) thought TD S2‑2200504 was better structured to work as the basis but agrees to discuss the topic under this thread. But revision of TD S2‑2200134 is needed.
Mehrdad (Samsung) clarifies to Nokia that TD S2‑2200134 is only used as the thread for the discussions but we agree with Nokia that TD S2‑2200504 wording is better.
Xiaoyan Shi (Interdigital) is ok to use 0134 thread for further discussion, but the original text of this contribution is not acceptable for us.
Judy (Ericsson) comments.
Hong (Qualcomm) agrees with Judy's summary.
Fei (OPPO) provides comments.
Mehrdad (Samsung) replies to Ericsson
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Mehrdad (Samsung).
Steve (Huawei) comments
Hannu (Nokia) asks for conclusion on this paper and proposes to mention emergency and other regulatory priority services explicitly to avoid misunderstanding.
Mehrdad (Samsung) agrees with Nokia that both emergency service and other regulatory prioritized services should be clarified together and replies to Ericsson.
Judy (Ericsson) comments and provides r01.
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Fei (OPPO).
Fei (OPPO) asks questionts on NOTE1 in r01
Wen (vivo) replies
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Wen (vivo)
Wen (vivo) comments.
Mehrdad (Samsung) provides r02
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Wen (vivo) and Mehrdad (Samsung), provides r04 (please ignore r03)
Xiaoyan Shi (Interdigital) objects all versions of 0134. All these versions proposes the L2 NW relay cannot be used in Non-allowed area without clear justification.
Xiaoyan Shi (Interdigital) replies to Samsung.
Mehrdad (Samsung) replies to InterDigital.
Judy (Ericsson) comments that SOH is probably the only way forward if objection is not withdrawn.
Deng Qiang (CATT) asks whether SoH is required.
Xiaoyan Shi (Interdigital) replies.
Judy (Ericsson) responds to Xiaoyan Shi.
Xiaoyan Shi (interdigital) replies to Judy.
Fei (OPPO) supports SoH.
Mehrdad (Samsung) is not clear what is exactly to be put in SoH until the Rel-18 KI is agreed.
Hannu (Nokia) points out another technical problem in r04.
Mehrdad (Samsung) replies to Nokia
Shabnam (Ericsson) proposes companies remain professional during discussions where there is disagreement, see comments.
Mehrdad (Samsung) replies to Ericsson and clarifies it is all professional discussions.
Steve (Huawei) provides r05
Xiaoyan Shi (Interdigital) only accepts r05 and objects all previous version.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Mehrdad (Samsung) objects to r05.
Shabnam (Ericsson) thanks, I am glad we cleared the misunderstanding so all is fine 😊. Mehrdad, please note that for Rel-17 there was no requirement in WI for emergency support & for Rel-18 no Priority services but we are open to inclusion if wanted by the main drivers of this feature.
Mehrdad (Samsung) thanks Ericsson for their constructive feedback and glad that we clarified the matter. We are also open to clarify the Rel-18 SID scope for WT#10.
Judy (Ericsson) has had the view from the beginning, i.e. 5G ProSe enabled UE in Non-Allowed Area should have the same behavior regarding whether such UE can act as Relay, regardless of L3 or L2, and supports SOH in CC#4 to move forward.
Wen (vivo) provides views.
Deng Qiang (CATT) thanks all for the good discussion and proposed way-forward proposals for Layer-2 Relay in Non-Allowed Area.
Hannu (Nokia) supports Judy's proposal that ProSe UE behaves in Non-Allowed Area the same way irrespective of whether such UE can act as Relay and this applies equally on L2 and L3 relaying. Supports r04 (with tiny edit to remove the words 'of its serving PLMN')
Mehrdad (Samsung) agrees we need to go for a SoH. We also prefer r04.
Steve (Huawei) has also had the same view the start and is unchanged. L2 relay is ok.
Hannu (Nokia) proposes to mark up this document for decision in CC.
Deng Qiang (CATT) request to discuss this CR at CC#4.
Hong (Qualcomm) comments.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
A proposal for a show of hands was provided: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_149E_Electronic_2022-02/INBOX/CCs/CC%234_2022-02-24_1330UTC/SoH_S2-2200134_Layer-2%20Relay%20in%20Non-Allowed%20Area_r5.ppt
Show of Hands:
Support r04 + removal of 'of its serving PLMN'		12
Support r05:								4
There was no issue with moving forward with the r04 + changes proposal. S2‑2200134r04 with this change was agreed and revised to S2-2201843, which was approved.

TD S2‑2200882 (CR) 23.247 CR0090: Clarification of MBS data forwarding (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Paul (Ericsson) provides comments and r01.
Zhendong (ZTE): provides comments
Fenqin (Huawei): provides comments
Paul (Ericsson) replies to Fenqin (Huawei) and Zhendong (ZTE).
The mechanism in 882 describes how to detect duplicates and is based on a RAN3 agreement for minimization of data loss between supporting gNBs: synchronization of PDCP SN between neighboring gNBs will be achieved in Rel-17 by the following two means: 1) SN added to MBS user data on N3mb (with 'SN' to be converted into a PDCP SN at the gNB) and 2) support of a shared gNB NG-U termination (i.e. a central entity to assign PDCP SN for multiple gNBs).
If 882 aims to describe how 1) is applied to HO from non-supporting to supporting RAN nodes, we are of the opinion, that both RAN3 agreed mechanisms as mentioned above need to be described first.
Current RAN3 status is that only the agreement exists, but no stage 3 work was performed so far, however, we are fine to progress in SA2 in parallel.
Paul (Ericsson) replies to Fenqin (Huawei).
Fenqin (Huawei) replies to Paul (Ericsson).
Thomas(Nokia) provides r02 to merge TD S2‑2201250. Objects against r01
Zhenhua (vivo) ask Q
Fenqin (Huawei) responds
Zhenhua (vivo) ask further to Fenqin (Huawei)
Fenqin (Huawei) responds to Zhenhua(Vivo)
Thomas(Nokia) replies to Zhenhua (vivo)
Zhenhua (vivo) replies to Fenqin (Huawei)
Fenqin (Huawei) provides r03
As alignment with RAN3 progress, we are supportive to introduce both solutions agreed by RAN3 in stage 2 at this meeting. However, we can't agree to have only one solution described. Hence, prior to an alignment, we propose to wait for RAN3 to progress that topic first.
Paul (Ericsson) object to r03, r02 and r00.
Fenqin (Huawei) provides response
Thomas (Nokia) suggest bringing this to a conference call to try to establish a working assumption
Adding sequence numbers to MBS data was proposed by multiple companies for many meetings, and it was always only one company that objected.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Huawei asked to move this to CC#5 as the issue is being discussed in RAN. This was postponed to CC#5. Ericsson commented that there is no need to decide too quickly, as this is alignment with RAN work.

TD S2‑2200808 (CR) 23.288 CR0488R1: Clarification of transferring ML model during analytics transfer (Source: Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Soohwan (ETRI) asks to add ETRI as a co-signer and provide r01.
Xiaoyan (CATT) provides r02 and objects to r00, r01.
Soohwan (ETRI) objects r02.
Dimitris (Lenovo) objects to r02
Malla (NTT DOCOMO) provides r03 on top of r01.
Xiaoyan (CATT) replies to Dimitris (Lenovo).
Dimitris (Lenovo) responds to Xiaoyan (CATT)
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia objects to r02. Provides r04.
Xiaoyan (CATT) objects to r03 and r04, and asks for clarification.
Soohwan (ETRI) replies to Xiaoyan (CATT).
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia agree with ETRI.
Dimitris (Lenovo) agrees with Yannick (Nokia) and Soohwan (ETRI) comments. Asks if Xiaoyan (CATT) can remove their objections
Xiaoyan (CATT) replies to Soohwan (ETRI), Yannick (Nokia) and Dimitris (Lenovo).
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia maintain objection to r02.
Xiaoyan (CATT) replies to Yannick (Nokia).
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia maintain objection to r02. ML model sharing can be enhanced in Rel-18.
Xiaoyan (CATT) ask for clarification from Yannick (Nokia).
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia replies to CATT.
Xiaoyan (CATT) requests further clarification from Yannick (Nokia).
Malla (NTT DOCOMO) replies to Xiaoyan (CATT).
Xiaoyan (CATT) replies to Yannick (Nokia) and Malla (NTT DOCOMO).
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Dimitris (Lenovo) proposes to go with r04
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia also supports going with r04 and close an issue that has been discussed for a couple of meetings now.
Xiaoyan (CATT) maintains objection to r04 and requests again on considering r02.
Soohwan (ETRI) supports to go with r04.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia replies to CATT. Still objects to r02.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Lenovo provided a proposal for a show of hands: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_149E_Electronic_2022-02/INBOX/CCs/CC%234_2022-02-24_1330UTC/eNA-S2-2200808%20-%20SoH%20on%20providing%20file%20address.ppt
Show of Hands:
Support for S2-2200808r02:	5
Support for S2-2200808r04:	5
This CR was then postponed.

TD S2‑2200869 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on Use, if any, of network provided Indication of country of UE location (Source: Xiaomi)
e-mail comments:
Hannu (Nokia) proposes to note draft LS out TD S2‑2200394, 440, 869 and 936 and to use TD S2‑2200567 as the basis for SA2 reply LS.
After discussion on LS in TD S2‑2200043, Hannu (Nokia) proposes r01. Can accept either TD S2‑2200567r01 or TD S2‑2200869r01 with these principles.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) provides r02.
Hannu (Nokia) agrees with Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) on the main points, but provides still r03 for reasons below.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) provides r04
Guillaume (MediaTek) responds to Hannu (Nokia)
Stefan (Ericsson) comments
Steve (Huawei) comments
Yuxin (Xiaomi) comments
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.): for CC#3
Hannu (Nokia) agrees with the main substance of the LS but adds a clear question for CT1 in order to get decisive conclusion after one round trip.
Stefan (Ericsson) comments and provides r06
Hannu (Nokia) agrees with Stefan's text updates but proposes to still ask the question from CT1 in r07.
Jean Yves (Thales) comments on r07
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) cannot accept r05 or r07, provides r08.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) provides r09
Hannu (Nokia) cannot agree r08 as it fails to represent SA2 discussions in this meeting. Provides r09.
Hannu (Nokia) warns Guillaume that uploading of r09 failed. Proposes to continue from the simplified r10.
Hannu (Nokia) updates his comment to provide r10 with the same contents his earlier revision (r09) as the document upload failed on r09.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) objects r10. Provides r11
Steve (Huawei) supports r11.
Stefan (Ericsson) supports r11
Yuxin (Xiaomi) also supports r11.
Hannu (Nokia) provides r12
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Leo (Deutsche Telekom) proposes to correct a sentence for the final version of the LS
Hannu (Nokia) agrees with Leo that the proposed correction is needed.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) cannot agree r12. We support r11 or a very simple answer to CT1's question: see r13
Hannu (Nokia) can't agree r13, but completes the answer in r14.
Steve (Huawei) r11 or the draft r13 is good.
Hannu (Nokia) proposes to mark up this document for CC#4
Hannu (Nokia) asks question and asks Steve to consider r14.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) cannot agree with r14
Hannu (Nokia) asks question from Guillaume and provides r15.
Hannu (Nokia) replies to Steve
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) is ok with r15-
Steve (Huawei) can live with r15.
Stefan (Ericsson) OK with r15
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Jean Yves (Thales) OK with r15
Scott (Inspur) can live with r15.
Hannu (Nokia) replies to Jean Yves and asks for verification of r15 approval in CC#4 but does not expect any discussion on the contents.
Discussion and conclusion:
r15 was proposed. S2‑2200869r15 was agreed and revised in S2-2201844, which was approved.
TD S2‑2200043 (LS In) Use, if any, of network provided 'Indication of country of UE location' (Source: CT WG1)
e-mail comments:
Hannu (Nokia) proposes to look at the motivation behind sending the country indication to the UE along with reject cause #78.
Jean Yves (Thales) rapporteur comments on several LS response proposals and suggest a way forward.
Guillaume (MediaTek) repeats comments on this thread (sorry I did miss it earlier)
Jean Yves (Thales) answers to Guillaume and repeats rapporteur proposal to keep 2 LS proposal for discussion.
Stefan (Ericsson) provides comments
Hannu (Nokia) thanks Jean Yves (Thales) for identifying two draft LSs to represent the different views and points out that the network enforcement of UE's PLMN selection was introduced to ensure the legal requirements on roaming and regulatory services (LI, emergency) can be met.
Hannu (Nokia) asks how is the UE expected to select the PLMN without knowing the country?
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) responds to Jean-Yves (Thales)
Scott (Inspur) answers Hannu, Jean Yves, Guillaume on the correct way forward for the LS.
Scott (Inspur) comments on several LS response proposals and suggest a way forward.
Jingran (OPPO) comments on how to reply this LS.
Wanqiang (Huawei) comments and proposes to make a decision ASAP.
Scott (Inspur) comments on Stepan and Hannu's reply.
Yuxin (Xiaomi) comments on discussing the LS reply.
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) responds to Jingran (OPPO)
Jingran (OPPO) replies to Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.).
Jean-Yves (Thales) provides answers to Yuxin and promotes consensus.
Stefan (Ericsson) replies to Jingran
Stefan (Ericsson) replies to Hannu
Hannu (Nokia) replies to Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.)
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.): for CC#3
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Final response in S2-2201844 (Status: Replied to).

TD S2‑2201100 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on validity of cause value #78 (Source: Qualcomm)
e-mail comments:
Stefan (Ericsson) comments
Hannu (Nokia) replies to Stefan (Ericsson) and provides r01.
Stefan (Ericsson) replies to Hannu
Haris(Qualcomm) provides answers to Stefan (Ericsson)
Jean Yves (Thales) comments that CT1 question in LS in only to know if SA2 wants to provides time and distance lower bounds or shall it be left for implementation
Stefan (Ericsson) provides r02
Jean Yves (Thales) is OK with r02
Hannu (Nokia) objects to r02. Prefers r01 and can also live with the original version.
Stefan (Ericsson) replies to Hannu. Objects to r00 and r01.
Steve (Huawei) r02 is ok
Stefan (Ericsson) provides r03 without 2nd paragraph
Jean Yves (Thales) ok for r03
Steve (Huawei) provides r04
Haris(Qualcomm) provides r05
Steve (Huawei) comments, r05 is not factually correct.
Hucheng (CATT) comments and provides r06
Haris(Qualcomm) comments that we can note the LS response
Hannu (Nokia) can't agree r06.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Krisztian (Apple) suggests to move forward with r04 or r03. We think comments/questions/concerns about the usefulness of the backoff mechanism should be raised directly in CT1. CT1 did not ask feedback about it, the asked feedback about the optional network signalling of lower bound values.
Hannu (Nokia) cannot agree with r03 or r04 as they fail to answer the question.
Stefan (Ericsson) prefers r03, r04. Can live with r02, r06. Objects to all other revisions.
Steve (Huawei) is ok with r02, r03 & r04 and objects to r05 to r06.
Hannu (Nokia) can only agree r05 or r06. Earlier versions r03 and r04 are not acceptable
Hannu (Nokia) sees that also r02 has been brought back in the discussion, but that's not agreeable either.
Steve (Huawei) asks Hannu a question
Hannu (Nokia) replies to Steve
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Jean Yves (Thales) is in line with Stefan comment
Haris(Qualcomm) proposes post deadline revision with the following text: 'SA2 would like to thank CT1 for the LS on validity of cause value #78. 
During the stage-2 design and the preceding study, SA2 did not consider a backoff mechanism where the UE may retry access to the same PLMN based on expiry of a minimum time or the UE moved to a position at a minimum distance away from the location where the cause value #78 was received. 

SA2 has discussed the topic and there was no consensus on whether the backoff mechanism with values signaled from the network (either for time or distance) is useful or not.'
To be discussed/agreed in CC#4
Hannu (Nokia) supports the revision proposed by Haris.
Steve (Huawei) is ok with the text proposed.
Discussion and conclusion:
S2‑2201100r07 was agreed and was revised to S2-2201845, which was approved.
TD S2‑2200049 (LS In) LS from CT WG1: LS on validity of cause value #78 (Source: CT WG1)
e-mail comments:

==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Final response in S2-2201845 (Status: Replied to).

TD S2‑2201204 (CR) 23.501 CR3578: Paging Early Indication: Removal of Editor's notes (Source: Qualcomm Incorporated)
e-mail comments:
Hannu (Nokia) provides r01.
Miguel (Qualcomm) OK with r01
Steve (Huawei) comments
Miguel (Qualcomm) OK with Steve's suggestion, provides r02
Hannu (Nokia) supports r02
Chris (Vodafone) provides r03.
Hannu (Nokia) updates the style in r04
Qian (Ericsson) provides comment on r04
Chris (Vodafone) replies to Ericsson.
Hannu (Nokia) comments.
Qian (Ericsson) provides further comments
Steve (Huawei) provides r05
Miguel (Qualcomm) provides r06
Chris (Vodafone) disagrees with r06 - this is at least a 'should' not a 'may'.
Chris (Vodafone) provides r07
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Hannu (Nokia) replies to Qian (Ericsson) and supports r07
Miguel (Qualcomm) is ok with r07
Qian (Ericsson) proposes a way forward.
Chris ( Vodafone) is OK with Qian (Ericsson)'s suggestion.
Steve (Huawei) comments on the suggestion
Qian (Ericsson) comments and propose to add '(See clause 5.4.3)' on top of r07
Steve (Huawei) (resends) comments on the suggestion
Hannu (Nokia) supports the proposal from Steve.
Steve (Huawei) provides an r08 in drafts with the small addition.
Hannu (Nokia) supports r08 and proposes this document for CC#4 hoping to have the document approved in this meeting.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Miguel (Qualcomm) ok with r07 + adding '(see clause 5.4.3)' and moving 'Paging messages sent to that gNB can increase UE power consumption for other UEs that support Paging Subgrouping based on the UE's temporary ID.' to a NOTE
Discussion and conclusion:
Qualcomm proposed r07 with some changes. S2‑2201204r07 with changes was agreed and revised to S2-2201846, which was approved.

TD S2‑2201030 (LS OUT) [DRAFT] Reply LS on Slice list and priority information for cell reselection (Source: ZTE)
e-mail comments:
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r01 for per PLMN granularity.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r02
Alessio(Nokia) provides r03
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
Haiyang (Huawei) comments
DongEun (Samsung) provides r05
Alessio(Nokia) comments
Jinguo(ZTE) provide r06
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Revisions Deadline ====
alessio(nokia) cannot live with any revision after r03.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) ok with r06
Dan (China Mobile) ok with r06
alessio(nokia) still retains r03 is what we can agree with.
Jinguo(ZTE) asks to discuss this LS at CC#2
Dongeun (Samsung) can only live with r05 and r06
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Final Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r07
Alessio(Nokia) provides r08
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r09
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments
Dan(China Mobile) support the LS
Jinguo(ZTE)provides r10
Alessio(Nokia) provides r11
alessio(Nokia) informs of a r11 as already advertised on AI#8.29
alessio(Nokia) believes that per PLMN level does not work as it imposes limitations on PLMNs that want to serve a sizeable enterprise/ industrial IOT market.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Haiyang (Huawei) comments to r11
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to r11, proposes that revision depend on outcome of the CRs e.g. r10 can be ok if 00508 is noted and per PLMN granularity CRs are agreed
Alessio(Nokia) objects to any LS revision except r11 (or a similar revision) where we allow RAN2 to pick among per PLMN (280) and per PLMN or TA solutions( -847)
Haiyang (Huawei) provides clarifications to Alessio (Nokia)
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
ZTE provided a show of hands proposal: https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_149E_Electronic_2022-02/INBOX/CCs/CC%234_2022-02-24_1330UTC/CC%234%20Proposal%20on%20Slice%20group%20rev%201.pptx
CRs are further revised after CC#2
-	0847r06 proposes a compromise which allows both per PLMN granularity and per TA granularity
-	0280r08 explicitly states that the NSASG is per PLMN granularity
Proposal 1: Endorse both options and let RAN2 to make decision
Proposal 2: in case proposal 1 cannot be agreed take SoH on following two options:
-	Option A: approve 0847r06+0918r00
-	Option B: approve 0280r08 and 0281r03

Ericsson and Nokia did not accept proposal 1.
Support Option A:		15
Support Option B	:	5
The SA WG2 Chair asked if there were objections to moving forward with Option A. 5 companies indicated an objection. The SA WG2 Chair suggested that this be left to RAN WGs to decide. MediaTek disagreed that this should be decided by RAN WGs. Ericsson commented that they considered it better to make this update for Rel-18 when there will be more time to develop it correctly. This LS was postponed for further discussion for CC#5.

TD S2‑2200847 (CR) 23.501 CR3539: Enabling configuration of Network Slice AS Groups (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Peter (Ericsson) provides comments
Alessio(nokia) comments that this should be the basis for the documentation
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments
Alessio(Nokia) replies
Alessio (nokia) comments that RAN2 should not decide that the way the RA is formed changes if this feature is deployed. It is simply not in their remit to make this call.
Alessio(Nokia) proposes the way forward
Dongeun (Samsung) provides r01 and comments
alessio(Nokia) believes the option to allow indication of reused group semantics shall be there (as this is associated to per TA granularity) what slices the UE registers with is up to the UE and the UE should be able to then reselect a cell based on the need to register with a certain slice (and with a priority that it determines).
alessio(Nokia) provides r02
Patrice (Huawei) comments
Dongeun (Samsung) provides r04 (please ignore r03 which is a mistake)
alessio(Nokia) cannot accept r02 and believes we need at least to let the groups for RACH and reselection independent. also a flexible mechanism defined in sA2 to allow more association to groups is not in conflict with any decision in rAN2 to be more restrictive. our mechanism is not per se limited to this release and may support forward compatibility .... so the RAN2 view can remain as is or change without impacting what we define here.
Patrice (Huawei) reads the contributions he comments and has concerns when he reads 0847.
alessio (nokia) comments that 0847 is based on the current RAN2 view in their meeting minuted and decisions reord (and LSs to us) and also on the majority view on Monday SoH.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to the CR, all revisions
alessio(Nokia) this CR is supporting the current RAN2 view and the complexity is not really there... there is no additional complexity at all.
alessio(Nokia) asks this to be discussed in CC#2 as this CR aligns with rAN2 agreement so far and the WF in SoH so it should actually be the main cR output...
Dongeun (Samsung) can only agree with r02 and r04 and disagree to all other revisions.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Final Deadline ====
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r05 to propose a compromise
alessio(nokia) provides r06 to propose a compromise (meaning it is called out a certain deployment can offer per PLMN validity only of NSAG but we cannot mandate it.)
Dongeun (Samsung) supports r06 as a compromise
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) proposal seems not to be a compromise as keeps the per TA list logic
alessio(Nokia) confirms this keep the TA logic and this should be the alternative compliant with current RAN2 assumption we send to rAN2. this and the other CR can only be endorsed at this meeting and RAN2 will decide.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to r00, r01, r02, r03, r04, r05, r06
Guillaume (MediaTek) objects to all revisions of this CR.
Dieter (Deutsche Telekom) objects to all revisions of this CR
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This CR was postponed.

TD S2‑2200918 (CR) 23.502 CR3300R1: Enabling configuration of Network Slice AS Groups (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:
Peter (Ericsson) provides comments
Dongeun (Samsung) provides r01 and comments
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to r00 and cannot find r01
alessio(Nokia) also cannot find r01. since r0 is anyhow aligned with 847 we should keep r0 AND we REQUEST to discuss this at CC#2 together with 847.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Final Deadline ====
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r02
alessio(Nokia) comments that this is NOT to say the NSAG is provided in reg complete. it says reg complete is sent if the reg accept includes NSAG. Objects to r02 as it is tech incorrect. so we still are using r00 for this CR.
Alessio(Nokia) as already stated ibn 8.29 this is incorrect reading of the text. objects to r02.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Alessio(Nokia) proposes to go to CC#4 unless Jinguo ACK that his revision is wrong technically (he misunderstood the 'complete message' provides the NSAG while the text says the COMPLETE message is sent if the ACCEPT includes NSAG) so we go with r00. Jinguo can you ACK you misread the CR text and this generated R02 needlessly?
Jinguo(ZTE) agree with Alessio(Nokia) and withdraw r02
Alessio(Nokia) suggest then to agree r0
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to r00, r01, r02
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) objects to all revs of this CR
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This CR was postponed.

TD S2‑2200280 (CR) 23.501 CR3482: Enabling Network Slice Access Stratum groups (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r01 (as baseline for per PLMN granularity).
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides comments
alessio (Nokia) comments that per TA granularity is assumed in RAN WGs because of the size of the NSAGs
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) supports the view expressed by Haiyang (Huawei) on granularity.
Haiyang (Huawei) responds.
Jinguo(ZTE) agrees with Alessio (Nokia), let's focus on per TA granularity according to SoH@CC#1
Jinguo(ZTE) response to Haiyang and Guillaume.
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r02
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r03
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) ok with r03 as a compromise if we also can solve the slice prioritization aspects
Haiyang (Huawei) is OK with r03.
alessio(Nokia) objects to any revision of this document as it is not in line with RAN2 assumption and Monday SoH. proposes this and 847 are technically endorsed and included in a LS to rAN2 which then decides which way to go. there is no technical justification to prefer this until RAN2 says they can live with per PLMN NSAGs. proposes this goes to CC#2 as objected to by nokia.
Jinguo(ZTE) asks to discuss at CC#2
Dongeun (Samsung) can only live with r02 and r03 (if this is a way forward)
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Final Deadline ====
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) provides r04
Alessio(Nokia) objects to this CR. in particular as it seems missing the core of the proposal ( is NSAG it per PLMN or not) nor how many groups a slice can be in...
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r05
Haiyang (Huawei) agrees with Jinguo (ZTE), provides r06.
Haiyang (Huawei) clarifies to Alessio (Nokia).
Alessio (nokia) comments r06 is not a solution with per PLMN granularity. saying a value is valid in a PLMN DOES NOT MEAN IT IS UNIQUE in it.
Jinguo (ZTE) provides r07
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r08
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) ok with r08
alessio(Nokia) is ok to technically endorse r08 as the per-PLMN option. we are not ready to assume the per PLMN option is the way to go and RAN2 has to decide as they are the leading group for this feature and for now they assume per TA granularity. they did not ask us to change this assumption. so we can certainly offer this alternative as an option but ultimately they are to pick as the work item is led by RAN2 on this matter.
Nokia is also concerned that the association to S-NSSAI of each per PLMN group will be deterministic in PLMN and will disclose the S-NSSAI (or S-NSSAI group). if we remember well NSSAI on RRC is something people did not want to disclose ...
Alessio(Nokia) since we are not sure which AI is the discussion on we repeat here we can only accept endorsing r08.
alessio(Nokia) if other companies object then we also need to object to this while we were happy to endorse two set of CRs to let RAN2 choose from
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This CR was postponed.

TD S2‑2200281 (CR) 23.502 CR3334: Enabling Network Slice Acess stratum group (Source: Huawei, HiSilicon)
e-mail comments:
Jinguo(ZTE) provides r01
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r02
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Revisions Deadline ====
Haiyang (Huawei) is OK with r02
Jinguo(ZTE) asks to discuss at CC#2
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Final Deadline ====
Guillaume (MediaTek Inc.) provides r03
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) ok with r03
Alessio(Nokia) objects to this CR (and all its revisions) as it is technically wrong as the configuration of UE with NSASGs must be ACKED by the UE (like when it is configured with NSSRGs).
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This CR was postponed.

TD S2‑2200508 (CR) 23.501 CR3317R2: Enabling slice priority and slice groups for RRM purposes (Source: Ericsson, China Mobile)
e-mail comments:
DongEun(Samsung) ask for clarifications.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides reply
Peter (Ericsson) provides comments and r01
DongEun(Samsung) comments.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r02
Haiyang (Huawei) comments and provides r03 only focusing on priority
Jinguo(ZTE) suggest to discuss whether to send TA list in NSAC information in 2200847
Alessio(Nokia) proposes to merge this in TD S2‑2200847
Jinguo(ZTE) suggests that 0508 can focus on the priority part and 847 can focus on other aspects.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r04
Alessio(Nokia) provides r05
Patrice (Huawei) comments
Haiyang(Huawei) provides r06
alessio(nokia) provides r07
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to wording in r05, r06 and 07 with the reasoning as explained below that has not been countered with technical arguments.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) suggests to bring CR up at CC#2
Jinguo(ZTE) comments
Haiyang(Huawei) comments and suggests to go with r03
alessio(Nokia) is ok to note the CR since we cannot reach agreement on the way forward on priority. it's a pity as r07 was receiving good support based on the idea the priority is left to the UE. your statement that a slice cannot be prioritized unless the UE immediately establishes a PDU session on it is a bit vague as the cell selection has happened, the UE registers, the UE may even attempt a PDU session establishment and this fails so now what. Note also all slices are first requested without a PDU session. in general this s one arbitrary statement that can be valid in many cases but why forbid a case there this is not valid. we do not understand your logic.
Jinguo(ZTE) asks to discuss this LS at CC#2
Dongeun (Samsung) cannot agree with all the revisions
Haiyang (Huawei) indicates to Dongeun (Samsung) that r03 is only related to priority, nothing related to the RA
Dongeun (Samsung) provides reason to disagree with r03
Haiyang (Huawei) responds to Dongeun (Samsung)
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides clarifications
Dongeun (Samsung) can live with r03 if either 0847 or 0280 are agreed
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) Can accept r00, r01, r02, or with slice prioritization aspects only the r04, i.e. objects to r03, r05, r06, r07.
==== 4.X, 5.X, 6.X, 7.X, 8.29, 10.2 (Work Plan) Final Deadline ====
Haiyang (Huawei) comments to r04
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides replies to Haiyang once more
Haiyang (Huawei) responds to Peter Hedman (Ericsson)
Haiyang (Huawei) clarifies to Peter Hedman (Ericsson)
Haiyang (Huawei) provides r08 for compromise
Alessio(Nokia) provides what Nokia could agree with in r09. we are not ok with r08.
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) provides r10
alessio(Nokia) cannot live with r10 as some soft descriptions are quite hard. provides r11
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Peter Hedman (Ericsson) objects to r11, is ok with r10
Alessio(Nokia) objects to r10 as it is technically incorrect for the PDU session part.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This CR was postponed.

TD S2‑2200211 (CR) 23.502 CR3327: Correction related to EDI (Source: Ericsson)
e-mail comments:
Xinpeng(Huawei) provides r01.
Laurent (Nokia): provides r02
Dario (Qualcomm) asks why new parameters are needed since it seems the issue can be solved with configuration.
Xinpeng(Huawei) provides r03.
Tingfang (Lenovo) commnets.
Laurent (Nokia): Comments
Xinpeng(Huawei) replies.
Magnus H (Ericsson) replies.
Magnus H (Ericsson) ask question regarding Event ID.
Magnus H (Ericsson) provides r04
Xinpeng(Huawei) comments.
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments
Xinpeng(Huawei) replies to Magnus H (Ericsson).
Magnus (Ericsson) provides r05
Tingfang (Lenovo) comments .
Tingfang (Lenovo) provides r06 .
Magnus H (Ericsson) comments no need for transaction id
Tingfang (Lenovo) replies.
Laurent (Nokia): answers asking other folks to give their opinion
Xinpeng(Huawei) replies to Laurent (Nokia).
Tingfang (Lenovo) comments.
Magnus H (Ericsson) comment to Laurent.
Tingfang (Lenovo) provides r07 based on r05.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Magnus H (Ericsson) can only accept r05, and objects to all other revisions.
Magnus H (Ericsson) withdraws previous objection and objects to all version except r05 and r07
Tingfang (Lenovo) is OK with r06, r07, prefers r06, objects others.
Xinpeng(Huawei) suggests take r07.
Laurent (Nokia): Can only live with R02 and R06. Otherwise suggests to POSTPONE as we have not settled the *Possibility* of wildcarding of DNN/S-NNSAI which I claim we need to support.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia reported that an agreement had been made with Ericsson for r00 to Exclude Changes to: 5.2.6.26.1, 5.2.6.26.2, 5.2.6.26.3, 5.2.6.26.4, 5.2.6.26.6, 5.2.6.26.8. S2‑2200211r00 with these changes was agreed and revised to S2-2201847, which was approved.



2.	Any other open issue not covered in combined notes.
TD S2‑2200971 (CR) Clarify the Redundant Transmission Experience related analytics (Source: China Mobile, Huawei)
e-mail comments:
Zhang (Ericsson) provides comments
Susan (Huawei) replies to Zhang (Ericsson) and provides r01.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia provides r02.
Susan (Huawei) replies to Yannick (Nokia) and is ok with r02.
Hyunsook (LGE) has a concern on r02 and provides r03.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia objects to r03.
Zhuoyi (China Telecom): ask for clarification.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia replies to Ericsson (Zhang).
Zhang (Ericsson) reply to Yannick (Nokia)
Hyunsook (LGE) provides comments
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia suggest to go with r02 in this meeting. Objected to r03 already for the reason that 'value' has no meaning and is not interoperable between the analytics consumer and the NWDAF.
Hyunsook (LGE) objects to r02.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia then suggests to note the document. R02 is the only revision we can accept, we object to all other revisions.
Zhang (Ericsson) suggest to go with r03
Susan (Huawei) provides r04 as way forward.
Zhang (Ericsson) is OK with r04
Hyunsook (LGE) proposes to keep both existing 'Redundant Transmission Experience' text and new editor's note as way forward.
Yannick (Nokia): Nokia can live with r04 as proposed by Huawei (Susan). Will not accept adding or keeping text regarding redundant transmission experience value.
Hyunsook (LGE) cannot accept r04 and proposes to note it.
Susan (Huawei) provides r05 and requests discussion at CC#4.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
This had been noted. Huawei asked to have a show of hands on r02 and r03. The Rapporteur was not available to report on the need for this and this CR remained noted.


TD S2‑2200126 (P-CR) TR 23.700-87: KI on service based architecture for IMS media control (Source: China Mobile)
e-mail comments:
George Foti (Ericsson) provides r01. Merged in 389 aspects in this revision.
Mu(Huawei) comments that this KI should not only limit to new services.
George (Ericsson) provides response. We have already an IMS architecture that we want to apply 5G service based principles to it. Service based architecture is not an appropriate term. The second bullet does cover what U want. Also this is CMCC pCR. There is everything that U want in there.
Yi (China Mobile) do not accept r01 and provides r03.
Rainer (Nokia) provides r04.
Ashok (Samsung) agrees with Rainer (Nokia)
George (Ericsson) provides r05. Minor editorial changes
Chris Joul (T-Mobile USA) Provides Comments
Yi (China Mobile) provides r06.
Hao Dong (ZTE) provides r07.
George (Ericsson) provides r08
Rainer (Nokia) objects to r08.
George (Ericsson) provides comments. This was only intended for service discovery, etc... we are not proposing to change SIP for example or impacting legacy interfaces. Would adding such a clarification help.
Rainer (Nokia) replies.
Ashok (Samsung) comments
George (Ericsson) provides comment. Yes, I thought U would be OK with that, and not just limit it to the IMS Media. In other words we should allow solutions to present what they want. We have an evaluation phase that will take place.
Ashok (Samsung) responds to George (Ericsson)
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
George (Ericsson) Ericsson support r08.
George (Ericsson) Ericsson not OK with r07 as it restricts solutions. We propose r08 which is broader
Rainer (Nokia) is ok with r07 and objects to r08.
Yi (China Mobile) suggest to go with r07 and discuss further if the consensus can be made for extending the scope.
Hao Dong (ZTE) comments.
Hao Dong (ZTE) is ok with r07.
George (Ericsson) Ericsson Objects to r07; on the one hand the Key issues is broad in the scope of impacts to IMS media and control, and on the other hand it limits discovery, etc to IMS media nodes only knowing that other IMS nodes, eg. IMS AS may need to be discovered in support of the DC feature. This limits solutions and as such its NOT OK. R08 attempted to broaden the scope.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Yi (China Mobile) clarifies I am not objecting r08.
George (Ericsson) provides comments. The rev 08 was out since Friday, i.e. 4 days before the deadline including the weekend. Not a single comment received; certainly not for a lack of time. I believe, people can submit solutions We can work on the KI offline with all people concerned to clarify the scope and leave no loose ends, and then it will progress the next meeting. I believe I can say that in the name of progress you can also accept r08.
Yi (China Mobile) comments.
Discussion and conclusion:
r06 agreed. Revised to S2-2201603
Ericsson reported that they had submitted r08 and indicated this was the only acceptable revision. 
S2-2200126 was then noted and S2-2201603 was withdrawn.

TD S2‑2201571 (P-CR) Solution proposal long eDRX for RedCap devices (Source: Sony)
e-mail comments:

Discussion and conclusion:
Revision of S2-2200671r04. Ericsson suggested replacing a bullet with an Editor's note. This was not accepted and S2-2200671 was noted and S2‑2201571 was withdrawn.

TD S2‑2201044 (P-CR) Clarification on UE-Slice-MBR (Source: ZTE, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:

Discussion and conclusion:
r06 agreed. Revised to S2-2201281. ZTE suggested to replace 'The AMF shall provide both the S-NSSAI of the VPLMN and the mapped S-NSSAI of the HPLMN, alongside the related Subscribed UE-Slice-MBR. The V-PCF is configured with the UE-Slice-MBR for the mapping of the S-NSSAI of the HPLMN and the S-NSSAI of the VPLMN.' by 'The AMF shall provide the S-NSSAI of the VPLMN, alongside the related Subscribed UE-Slice-MBR. The V-PCF is configured with the UE-Slice-MBR for the S-NSSAI of the VPLMN'. Ericsson did not agree to this and suggested keeping r06 as it was agreed. S2-2201281 remained approved.

TD S2‑2201756 (P-CR) Architecture assumption for DetNet . (Source: Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell)
e-mail comments:

Discussion and conclusion:
Revision of S2-2200291r06. S2-2200291r06 with the figure removed should be used for the revision in S2-2201756.

TD S2‑2200937 (CR) Remove indication of country of UE location for NR satellite access
Discussion and conclusion:
It was reported that the title of this CR was changed to TAIs reporting corresponding to the Selected PLMN. for the revision in S2-2201541. 


For CC#4/CC#5
TD S2‑2201089 (P-CR) FS_SFC architectural assumptions and Principles. (Source: Intel)
e-mail comments:
Laurent (Nokia): provides r01 merging in 1228
Stefan (Ericsson) provides r02
Ellen (Intel) provides r03
Xinpeng(Huawei) provides r04.
Stefan (Ericsson) provides r05
Ellen (Intel) provides r06
Xinpeng(Huawei) comments.
Curt (Charter) comments.
Ellen (Intel) provides r07
Jaewook(ETRI) asks a question about r07.
Laurent (Nokia): provides r08
Ellen (intel) answers ETRI's questions
Xinpeng(Huawei) commets.
Jaewook (ETRI) provides comments.
Xinpeng(Huawei) replies to Jaewook (ETRI).
Ellen (Intel): provides r09
Laurent (Nokia): provides r10
Ellen (Intel) provides r11 to use the same wording as SID
Xinpeng(Huawei) provides r12.
Laurent (Nokia): provides r13
Stefan (Ericsson) provides r14
Ellen (Intel) provides r15
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Revisions Deadline ====
Laurent (Nokia): can happily live with R10, R13, R14, R15 (the best). objects to any other version including R00
Xinpeng(Huawei) is ok with r15 with the following changes: ' - The study assumes a Home Routed roaming PDU Session does not have an offloading point for SFC in a VPLMN. This does not prevent offloading in the VPLMN for other purpose.', and objects to all other versions.
Xinpeng(Huawei) could be ok with r15 with one of the following optional changes: Option1: ' - Currently The study assumes a Home Routed roaming PDU Session does not have an offloading point for SFC in a VPLMN. This does not prevent offloading in the VPLMN for other purpose.'; Option2: replace 'The study assumes a Home Routed roaming PDU Session does not have an offloading point in a VPLMN' to ''This study will not study SFC in VPLMN for a HR PDU Session'. and objects to all other versions.
==== 8.X, 9.X, 10.X Final Deadline ====
Discussion and conclusion:
r15 with changes to the VPLMN Support was proposed by Huawei. Nokia could agree r15 as it is and indicated that the text would not be taken into the Edge Computing. Huawei commented that they preferred option 2, but if there are issues, the note can be removed for now. Er9icsson commented that Huawei should not object to the existing TSG Approved SID text, but can propose changes to it. This was postponed for CC#5.


3	AoB
There were requests to include the following documents for discussion at CC#5: 
S2‑2201146 (Noted)
S2‑2201632 (Revision of S2-2200801r12. Approved)
S2‑2200234 (Revised to S2-2201807, Approved)
S2‑2200717 (Revised to S2-2201349, Approved).


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

Closed: 24 February 2022, 15.35 UTC


