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Abstract of the contribution: The following provides a commenting contribution on S3-142030 to do a further editorial cleanup of TR 33.869 so that it can be published as a TR 900 series document.
Reasoning

In SA3#74 and SA3#75 it was agreed that the TR stays as it is, just becomes a 900-er TR. So, the exercise as done by MCC and and the contributors of S3-142030 was to just correct the formats, pictures, references, “we”-style, etc.  to fulfill the form. 

This contribution agrees with all changes proposed in S3-142030 and provides a further clean-up following this agreement. All updates are summarized below. 
The commented TR can be found in attachment file named “S3-142235 Comments on S3-142030 VF proposal TR 33969-071_rm.doc”. A clean version named “TR 33969-071_cl.doc” is attached as well.
Updates summarized 

- in section 4, MCC added an ed.note, by which the earlier distinguishment of shall/should for the requirements is lost. In case of indroducing potential requirements to a TS, it needs to be carefully checked, if the now used “should” is actually a normative “should” or “shall”. Thus it is proposed to add “may”, i.e. “may need to be changed”, to reflect this situation in the ed.note:


“NOTE:
When the "potential requirements" from the present document might be introduced into normative document (Technical Specifications - TSs), the word "should" may need to be changed into "shall" (with bold characters).
- in section 7.0 where all solutions are listed, the 2 bullets as shown below belong together, formatting error.
· Solution 6 and 7 use certificate-based approach for secure transfer. 

· Solution 7 discusses general aspects while solution 6 discusses specific aspects of an implicit certificate- based approach. 

This is a formatting error, i.e., in the update these bullets are combined.
- section 7.9: renaming “solution 1,2,3” that refer to different counter-mechanisms into “solution A,B,C” to avoid confusion 

- also correcting wrong references due to the changed section numbering as proposed in S3-142030.

- in section 8.6:  adding to the title “and solution 7” such that it reads
“Evaluation of solution 6 and solution 7” 
  because this section compares both solutions 

 - in Conclusion section 9: 
It is proposed to add  “partially evaluated” , i.e. to add “partially” in the first paragraph of the conclusion section :

“Seven candidate solutions have been developed and partially evaluated within the present document.” 
because the evaluation section is not complete, some sections are empty.
Last sentence in conclusion says  “…not make any recommendation or selection between the solutions described in the present document.” 

It is proposed to. add “possible solutions” to be in line with MCC proposal in section 7.
- In Annex B: references to table B-1 and B-2 + correction of VF’s text proposal below table B.1

- Others:                                                

Formatting of a Note in 6.1.2

in section 9, reference 7.9.5 -> should be 7.9

in section 8.3.2 – one more “we” replaced

Formatting heading 6

