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Report
Drafting session Minutes for MUSIM Q1 Th 11-13:00 22 Aug 2019

Notes by Erik Guttman, Samsung. Session Chair Ellen Liao, MUSIM rapporteur, Intel.

Participants
Samsung – Erik Guttman

Intel – Ellen Liao

Ericsson – Krister Sallberg

Sony – Daniel Lönnblad
Oppo – Yang Ning

Huawei – Jianning Liu, Chuting Yao
Thales – Van Lithan
Telstra – Frank Savaglio
Idemia – Vujcic Dragan
Nokia – Betsy Covell (first half of the session only)

Convida – Mladin Catalina

Qualcomm – Jack Nasielski

Vivo – Adrian Buckley

LG Electronics - SungDuck Chun

Deutsche Telekom – Kurt Bischinger
AT&T – Sankar Ray
Charter Communications – Curt Wong

China Mobile – Chao Liu
Volkswagen – Steffen Schmitz
China Telecom – Yan Li 
Suggested actions are highlighted with yellow.

The session chair began discussion of an outstanding revision of  S1-192564, uploaded to the drafts folder.

Vivo: this is a consolidated draft, please start at the top

Chair: we need to decide the wording of 8.1.3 remove the requirement (operators concern) and modify 8.1-6

Qualcomm: the USIM is appearing to the system, or the USIM UE is appearing

Say the MUSIM UE
Telstra: we see a MUSIM UE independently, each MUSIM UE appears as an independent device.

In each network, it appears as a separate UE.

Nokia: this is not written as a requirement, it needs to be

Samsung: The 3GPP System shall treat each registration from these USIMs independently

AT&T:  independent entities

Samsung: registrations are not entities

Vodafone: USIMs may belong to different PLMNs, the system will see them as a device.  These may have the same IMEI

Qualcomm: based on the GSMA spec, each simultaneous USIM in a MUSIM UE has a unique IMEI.

Unique or single IMEI are both fine

DT: Use dedicated instead of single

Telefonica: this is not clear

Gemalto: The 3GPP system shall treat the MUSIM UE as independent UEs.

Vivo: each active USIM?

DT: use the first and second options.

Samsung: is this to provide interworking with 3GPP2 as it has a different format?

Qualcomm: this is a generic requirement

LGE: Use PEI

DT: this goes to 22.278 so we use legacy terminology

LGE: PEI is general from a SA2 perspective and includes the IMEI.

<this was saved and used as the basis for the next draft>

Orange: please capture the document

Oppo: there are concerns with requirement #2

Chair: we will look at the way forward slides and the decision will be reflected in the requirements after we consider it. 

Samsugn: please open 2565

Qualcomm: please make this a ‘may’. This opens the way

Charter”: the same network operator

Samsung: ‘shall be able to’ so that 

DT: shall be able to is not optional, may the system may not support it. May is more appropriate

Chair: can we merge this
Samsung: if may is OK, then we will merge this

Charter: change all MNO to network operator? If so, we can add these to this document everywhere. 

Samsung: Betsy is not here. Can we use Network Operator based on her email comments?

DT: yes (explaining why)

Samsung:  is everyone OK changing MNO to network operator?

Seems so

Chairman: please capture this in the notes
Orange: we have no definition of MNO.

Chairman: so it is very good to remove MNO and add network operator!

Opening 2582 from the drafts folder

Chair: explained which issues we need to deal with now – highlighted items.

Please take this into account when we open the way forward document.

DT: this is confusing – II understand MUMS and MUMA now. For MUMA capability, you don’t need any optimizations. We need only for MUMS mode. Why not state up front that this applies only MUMS mode.

Chair: this is one way forward. If we do this we don’t have to discuss which requirement is in which mode. I will try to work this way. 

Gemalto: We should change the title – ‘in MUMS mode’ at the end of 8.2

LGE: we can get rid of 8.2-8 in this case.

Huawei: The SID or WID the UE is a multiple USIM UE handles 1 Tx with multiple Rx. The hardware capability. The others only clarify that if you avoid this, you can receive traffic from both at once. When you define this modem, there are different meanings. To state whether the UE can work with more than one RRC connection is more than stating whether we can operate at the physical layer. Please let’s discuss the requirements first and only then decide whether we need these definitions. At the higher layers we can operate in a MUMA mode.

Chairman: we have heard you, we need a definition, only MUMS 

Samsung and Huawei exchanged views on the terms ‘functional’ vs. ‘implementation’ 

Huawei expressed that the MUMS should be expressed at the hardware level

Samsung replied that this is an implementation level consideration and is out of scope.

Functional descriptions are in scope,.

Chairman: it was expressed that we will not return to this discussion – we will include MUMS

Oppo: how do we capture this

Samsung: add general section e.g. to 8.2 (general + requirements) We can state that the MUMA will not have 

Chairman: this can be added in the treated in the TS, leave the requirement

CMCC: if we have this in the title, what about the notes

Qualcomm: why do we make the requirements apply to only one mode? Some apply to more than one mode. Why wouldn’t incoming service information be useful for both modes? Generally some of these reuiqrment

Samsung: we could structure the requirements in 2 sections?

Huawei: no – this has to be a hardware-based definition of operation

Samsung: but Huawei provided a generally useful proposed service identification (‘girlfriend’ vs. ‘boss’) wouldn’t you want this in MUMA mode?

Charter: we define for MUMS, but we don’t say that MUMA mode devices cannot use the mode

China Mobile: In 8.2-10, what about 3GPP system minimizing unnecessary

Oppo:: this requirement is fine, but it is not only for MUMS, for MUMA we can also do something to as well

Samsung: I suggest splitting the requirements from generally applicable and for 

Vivo: does the network need to keep state on which mode the device is operating in.

DT: as Samsung suggested – we should present requirements in different combinations – there are some requirements that are applicable regardless to each mode and combination (both modes,) others in MUMA mode, others in MUMS mode… Some might not be acceptable e.g. display of incoming caller ID in MUMS mode.

Chair: remove the title again. We will not add edit

Samsung: add structure – general info, requirements applicable to all modes, to MUMS mode, to MUMA mode

Sony: the TR cannot be applicable only to MUMS mode

Qualcomm: (discussing 2561) 

 Changes may be needed to capture appropriately the following phrases

· Simultaneously

· At any given time

Maybe neither is correct. Rephrasing may be required.

Convida –if only 1 USIM is used in connected mode? Only 1 USIM can be used when the UE is in connected mode?

Chair: used for the UE text - OK?

Convida suggested a rephrasing.

Several companies suggested alternative wording

Oppo: network connections do not exist in idle mode. We defined three modes. How to describe the UE in active mode.

LGE: in active mode the multiple USIM can use different transmitters

Sony: when we used single TX or Dual TX, we wanted a higher level view, to interpret the UE as whether the UE can be in two networks at the same time. We want a definition that allows different 

Samsung: we discuss both MUMS and MUSA requirements, so we do not restrict the scope

Convida: we should split the requirements

Chair: can we begin to split the requirements? And highlight the specific ones?

- 1, general

- 2, 3 general

oppo which? (it says active, what about idle')

samsung - as stated, this is a general requirement

lge - but what is active communication?

sony - you can use this to be a muma terminal

DT - to suspend you are not active any more, you are now in MUMS mode

Volkswagen - why do we say 'e.g.' there is nothing specific about MUSIM

chair - if you remove the e.g. this is no longer a potential scenario, it is not clear why the 3GPP system will suspend

idemia (previously morpho) - without e.g. it is clear

oppo - we need to clarify the text first (active communication over RRC connected)

chair - replace active with ongoing

