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1	Overall description
SA2 thanks CT4 for their liaison S2-2308308 (C4-232628) in which CT4 ask SA2 two questions, in response to the first question:
Q1: Are there any difference between the media service list and the media capability list? CT4 considered that they are same and defined as one media capability list. Then different NFs, (e.g., MRF, MRFP, DCMF) shall contains the corresponding various IMS media capabilities/services. Is the understanding correct?
SA2 would like to confirm CT4’s understanding is correct and that SA2 will update their documents to use a consistent term.
In response to the second question:
Q2: Given the potential drawbacks of defining the media service/capability as a free string, CT4 would like to define each media service/capability to be an enumeration type which is also a string but with exact meaning. CT4 would like to ask SA2 whether it is acceptable?
SA2 have discussed this and there is no architectural reason that enumeration type is not acceptable. However, there were some companies that wanted to ensure some capability for “free-text” to be used and defined by the operator; therefore SA2 do request that sufficient space of the enumeration table be left open for operator and/or implementor to allocate their own enumerations inside their own network. 
2	Actions
To:  CT4
ACTION:  CT4 to take the above into consideration	

3	Dates of next WG SA2 meetings
[bookmark: OLE_LINK55][bookmark: OLE_LINK56][bookmark: OLE_LINK53][bookmark: OLE_LINK54]SA2#159	<start_date> - <end_date>	Xiamen, China
SA2#160	<start_date> - <end_date>	Chicago, USA
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