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1	Introduction
This document is the summary of the second phase of the following email discussion:
[AT113-e][101][PRN] Corrections (Nokia)
Updated scope: Discuss revisions of R2-2101557 and R2-2101852 and draft a CR based on R2-2101704
Updated intended outcome: rapporteur's summary in R2-2102021 and agreeable CRs in R2-2102022, R2-2102023 and R2-2102024
Updated deadline (for companies' feedback): Tuesday 2021-02-02 17:00 UTC
Updated deadline (for summary CRs): Tuesday 2021-02-02 23:00 UTC
CRs listed as "can be agreed as is" in R2-2102021 and not challenged until Wednesday 2021-02-03 11:00 UTC will be declared as agreed by the session chair. For the other ones, the discussion will continue online.

Contact person(s) for each participating company
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Nokia
	Gyorgy Wolfner
	gyorgy.wolfner@nokia.com

	Lenovo
	Hyung-Nam Choi
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	MediaTek
	Li-Chuan TSENG
	li-chuan.tseng@mediatek.com

	Intel
	Seau Sian Lim
	seau.s.lim@intel.com

	Ericsson
	Felipe Arraño Scharager
	felipe.arrano.scharager@ericsson.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Lili Zheng
	zhenglili4@huawei.com

	Asia Pacific Telecom
	Yung-Lan Tseng
	thomastseng@fginnov.com

	ZTE
	Wenting Li
	li.wenting@zte.com.cn

	
	
	




2	Discussion
2.1	Revisions of R2-2101557 
Initial discussion of the document concluded in the following way:
· Attempt to define a well-defined UE behaviour by referring to the most favourable UAC barring factor
· Use R2-2101557 as a baseline and try to include the well-defined UE behaviour as above

Rapporteur's understanding is that the "well-defined UE behaviour by referring to the most favourable UAC barring factor" requires a kind of merge of R2-2101557 and R2-2100485. The draft CR can be found in CR-UACparameterSelection. Note that the cover page has not been updated.
The changes from the R2-2101557 are highlighted below
First change
[bookmark: _Toc60776719][bookmark: _Toc60867500]5.2.2.4.2	Actions upon reception of the SIB1
Upon receiving the SIB1 the UE shall:
1>	store the acquired SIB1;
1> if the cellAccessRelatedInfo contains an entry of npn-IdentityList with the selected PLMN and at least one CAG ID is broadcast from the UE's allowed Allowed CAG list and the cellAccessRelatedInfo contains an entry with the PLMN-Identity of the selected PLMN and the and CAG-only indication in the UE for that PLMN is absent or false and there are different UAC-BarringPerPLMN entries for the selected PLMN:
2> 
2>	it is left to UE implementation to select PLMN from the plmn-IdentityList or PNI-NPN from the npn-IdentityInfoList;
2>	in the remainder of the procedures, use plmn-IdentityList/npn-IdentityList, trackingAreaCode, and cellIdentity for the cell as received in the corresponding entry of plmn-IdentityList or the npn-IdentityInfoList containing the above UE selected PLMN or PNI-NPN; 
1>	else if the cellAccessRelatedInfo contains an entry of npn-IdentityList with thea selected SNPN or PLMN and in case of PLMN the UE is either allowed or instructed to access the PLMN via a cell for which at least one CAG ID is broadcast:
2>	in the remainder of the procedures use npn-IdentityList, trackingAreaCode, and cellIdentity for the cell as received in the corresponding entry of npn-IdentityInfoList containing the selected PLMN or SNPN;
1>	else if the cellAccessRelatedInfo contains an entry with the PLMN-Identity of the selected PLMN:
2>	in the remainder of the procedures use plmn-IdentityList, trackingAreaCode, and cellIdentity for the cell as received in the corresponding PLMN-IdentityInfo containing the selected PLMN;
1>	if in RRC_CONNECTED while T311 is not running:
************************************ omitted unchanged parts**********************************
Fourth change
[bookmark: _Toc60776846][bookmark: _Toc60867627]************************************ omitted unchanged parts**********************************
5.3.14	Unified Access Control
Upon initiation of the procedure, the UE shall:
1>	if timer T390 is running for the Access Category:
2>	consider the access attempt as barred;
1>	else if timer T302 is running and the Access Category is neither '2' nor '0':
2>	consider the access attempt as barred;
1>	else:
2>	if the Access Category is '0':
3>	consider the access attempt as allowed;
2>	else:
3>	if SIB1 includes uac-BarringPerPLMN-List that contains a UAC-BarringPerPLMN for the selected PLMN or SNPN:
4> if in clause 5.2.2.4.2 it was left for UE implementation to select PLMN from the plmn-IdentityList or PNI-NPN from the npn-IdentityInfoList:
5>	select the UAC-BarringPerPLMN entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to the selected PLMN that UAC-BarringPerPLMN value is not the smaller;
4>	else if the procedure in 5.2.2.4.2 for a selected PLMN resulted in use of information in npn-IdentityInfoList and UAC-BarringPerPLMN has an entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to used information in this list:
5>	select the UAC-BarringPerPLMN entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to used information in the npn-IdentityInfoList;
4>	else:
5>	select the UAC-BarringPerPLMN entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to the selected PLMN and the PLMN-IdentityInfo, if any, or the selected SNPN and the npn-IdentityInfoList;
3>	if any UAC-BarringPerPLMN entry is selected:

************************************ omitted unchanged parts**********************************
End

Q1: Are the proposed changes in the draft CR acceptable? (If you request a modification that is complex then please provide a revision of the draft CR in CR-UACparameterSelection)
	Company
	Answer
	Comment (e.g. requested modifications in the change)

	Lenovo
	Partly
	In general, description related to UE implementation should be added as a note and not in normative text.

	MediaTek
	Yes, but
	Agree with the intention to have UE implementation in the above-mentioned case. However, we also have concern about put description related to UE implementation 

	Intel
	Partly
	Agree with the fourth change.  Like others, we are concerned on putting UE implementation into the procedure text in 1st change

	Ericsson
	No
	It seems the sentence 
“select the UAC-BarringPerPLMN entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to the selected PLMN that UAC-BarringPerPLMN value is not the smaller;”
in Access Control section is missing something. “..value is not the smaller” sounds strange. 

It seems also that the problem raised in previous summary paper, that there is a need to be more specific than simply referring to UAC-BarringPerPLMN, is not addressed. We would propose to refer to the barring factor. 

It is unclear if the above procedure in Access Control would trigger change of selected cellIdentity and TAC, probably this should be clarified by redrafting the sentence including the “selected PLMN”
Even though the change in 5.3.14.2 Initiation (seem to be wrong heading) may ultimately provide a well-defined UE-behavior with respect to selection of UAC-parameters, the proposal seem to suggest to remove the well-defined behavior agreed in R2 #112e (R2-2011162) when it comes to what TAC/cellIdentity the UE will select. We prefer that also selection of TAC/cellIdentity is well-defined.

A revised version of our previous contribution, addressing the barring factor and the Access Identity has been uploaded to the subfolder mentioned above.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes with comments
	As indicated in Phase 1 discussion, we’re ok with R2-2101557 as it is. But it seems multiple companies still prefer a well-defined UE behaviour instead of leaving it to UE implementation. If we go for the well-defined direction, we would suggest a simpler version (only changes 38.331 sub-clause 5.3.14.2):

3>	if SIB1 includes uac-BarringPerPLMN-List that contains a UAC-BarringPerPLMN for the selected PLMN or SNPN:
4>	if the procedure in 5.2.2.4.2 for a selected PLMN resulted in use of information in npn-IdentityInfoList and UAC-BarringPerPLMN has both an entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to used information in this list and an entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to the selected PLMN and the PLMN-IdentityInfo; and 
4>	if the uac-BarringFactor associated with the npn-IdentityInfoList is not smaller than that associated with the PLMN-IdentityInfo:
5>	select the UAC-BarringPerPLMN entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to used information in the npn-IdentityInfoList;
4>	else:
5>	select the UAC-BarringPerPLMN entry with the plmn-IdentityIndex corresponding to the selected PLMN and the PLMN-IdentityInfo, if any, or the selected SNPN and the npn-IdentityInfoList;


	Asia Pacific Telecom
	Partly Agree
	(1) The intention of the proposed changes is supported. 
(2) However, using additional notes to indicate UE implementation may be enough. 

	ZTE
	Agree with comments
	For the first change, we made an updated version based on companies comments. 

For the forth change, we think it's too strange to take the UAC parameter of another cell instead of the selected cell, we think it will destroy the whole UAC mechanism, and it seems that the UE may select the UAC parameter from PLMN or NPN at every access attempt. Thus we deleted the forth change in the updated version, and add barring factor related description to the note part of SIB1 reception. Anyway, if companies have strong preference to include forth change, we are also ok. 

For the concerns on the TAC change from Ericsson, we think the TAC change within the Registration TAC list is ok, furthermore, if the UE can select both PLMN and NPN, normally the network would put both TACs into the TAC list to avoid unnecessary registration procedure(for TAC update). 


	
	
	



[bookmark: _GoBack]Summary: No consensus reached on the solution of the issue, no solution candidate received strong support
Proposal 1: Further discuss (e.g. in an email discussion) the CR on UAC parameter selection.

2.2	Revisions of R2-2101852
Initial discussion on this paper concluded in the following way:
· The change on T320 is agreed in principle 
· Continue the discussion on the change to T325 (and possibly the coversheet) in offline 101, also considering the CR in R2-2101193 (initially discussed in the main session).

The CR in R2-2101852 contains the following change proposal in 5.3.8.3:
*****************************
[bookmark: _Toc60867597][bookmark: _Toc60776816]5.3.8.3	Reception of the RRCRelease by the UE
The UE shall:
1>	delay the following actions defined in this sub-clause 60 ms from the moment the RRCRelease message was received or optionally when lower layers indicate that the receipt of the RRCRelease message has been successfully acknowledged, whichever is earlier;
1>	stop timer T380, if running;
1>	stop timer T320, if running;
1>	if timer T316 is running;
2>	stop timer T316;
2>	clear the information included in VarRLF-Report, if any;
1>	stop timer T350, if running;
1>	if the AS security is not activated:
2>	ignore any field included in RRCRelease message except waitTime;
2>	perform the actions upon going to RRC_IDLE as specified in 5.3.11 with the release cause 'other' upon which the procedure ends;
1>	if the RRCRelease message includes redirectedCarrierInfo indicating redirection to eutra:
2>	if cnType is included:
3>	after the cell selection, indicate the available CN Type(s) and the received cnType to upper layers;
NOTE 1:	Handling the case if the E-UTRA cell selected after the redirection does not support the core network type specified by the cnType, is up to UE implementation.
2>	if voiceFallbackIndication is included:
3>	consider the RRC connection release was for EPS fallback for IMS voice (see TS 23.502 [43]);
1>	if the RRCRelease message includes the cellReselectionPriorities:
2>	store the cell reselection priority information provided by the cellReselectionPriorities;
2>	if the t320 is included:
3>	start timer T320, with the timer value set according to the value of t320;
1>	else:
2>	apply the cell reselection priority information broadcast in the system information;
1>	if deprioritisationReq is included and the UE supports RRC connection release with deprioritisation:
2>	start or restart timer T325 with the timer value set to the deprioritisationTimer signalled;
2>	store the deprioritisationReq until T325 expires or is stoppedy;
*****************************
The CR in R2-2101852 contains proposing to change the description of timers in 7.1.1 in the following way:
	Timer
	Start
	Stop
	At expiry

	T320
	Upon reception of t320 or upon cell (re)selection to NR from another RAT with validity time configured for dedicated priorities (in which case the remaining validity time is applied).
	Upon entering RRC_CONNECTED, upon reception of RRCRelease, when PLMN selection or SNPN selection is performed on request by NAS, when the UE enters RRC_IDLE from RRC_INACTIVE, or upon cell (re)selection to another RAT (in which case the timer is carried on to the other RAT).
	Discard the cell reselection priority information provided by dedicated signalling.

	T325
	Upon reception of RRCRelease message with deprioritisationTimer.
	When a PLMN selection or SNPN selection is performed on request by NAS. 

	Stop deprioritisation of all frequencies or NR signalled by RRCRelease.



The CR in R2-2101193 contains the proposing to change the description of timers in 7.1.1 in the following way:
	T320
	Upon reception of t320 or upon cell (re)selection to NR from another RAT with validity time configured for dedicated priorities (in which case the remaining validity time is applied).
	Upon entering RRC_CONNECTED, upon reception of RRCRelease, when PLMN selection or SNPN selection is performed on request by NAS, when the UE enters RRC_IDLE from RRC_INACTIVE, or upon cell (re)selection to another RAT (in which case the timer is carried on to the other RAT).
	Discard the cell reselection priority information provided by dedicated signalling.

	T325
	Upon reception of RRCRelease message with deprioritisationTimer.
	When PLMN selection or SNPN selection is peformed on request by NAS.
	Stop deprioritisation of all frequencies or NR signalled by RRCRelease.



Q2.1: Is the proposed change in 5.3.8.3 acceptable? 
	Company
	Answer
	Comment (e.g. requested modifications in the change)

	Lenovo
	No
	The original intention of the feature was not to stop T325 and instead let expire. So, as long as the UE is operating within the serving PLMN, there is no use-case for stopping the timer. And deleting the timer (when PLMN selection or SNPN selection is performed) is not the same as stopping it.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We think the issue here is that the stopping conditions in TS 38.331 do not align with the procedures described in other specs. We support modification in TS 38.331 to align with other specs. If companies have different understanding, we may need to modify those specs.

	Intel
	No
	T325 change is not that important.  It is only relevant if the UE does PLMN selection to another PLMN and comes back to this PLMN which is not a usual case.  Further, if the network provided a deprioritisation for a period of T325, it is OK to keep it even if the UE selects another PLMN.  For SNPN, if the UE switches to SNPN mode, it is again not wrong to keep the T325 running.  Hence we think it is not an essential change.

T320 change is OK with us. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Yes for T320, no strong view for T325.

	Asia Pacific Telecom (Proponent) 
	Yes
	With the introduce of SNPN in 3GPP specs, we could expect the PLMN selection/SNPN selection triggered by NAS request would happen more frequently. Then, the counting T325 and the UE stored deprioritisationReq would mislead the UE during the following cell (re)selection procedure if AS layer does not release the stored deprioritisationReq after PMNN selection/SNPN selection is triggered.

	ZTE
	Yes(Proponent) 
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Q2.2: Is the proposed change for T325 acceptable? (If YES then please indicate also whether R2-2101852 or R2-2101193 should be used)?
	Company
	Answer
	Comment (e.g. requested modifications in the change)

	Lenovo
	No
	Same comment as for Q2.1. There is no need to capture the “deletion case” in the informative timer table and the entry to stop condition can be left empty as it is.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	See Q2.1.

	Intel
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Doesn’t matter since they look nearly identical.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	No strong view.

	Asia Pacific Telecom
	Yes
	Please find our response in Q2.1. We suggest R2-2101852 to be used since it clearly indicates the received deprioritisationReq should be stored until T325 expires or is stopped.

	ZTE
	Yes(Proponent) 
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Wording of R2-2101852 is OK with a minor change:
When PLMN selection or SNPN selection is performed on request by NAS. 

	
	
	



Q2.3: Other comments (e.g. cover page issue)?
	Company
	Comment (e.g. requested modifications in the change or in the cover page)

	Lenovo
	The change to T320 can be merged into Ericsson’s rapporteur CR.

	Ericsson
	The timer table in section 7.1.1 is only informative and for most of the start and stop conditions of the timers we also have corresponding text in the normative sections. However, for PLMN/SNPN selection there doesn’t seem to be any suitable normative section where we can add the stop conditions for T320 and T325. For us it would be fine to just update informative timer table.

	Nokia
	It may be merged to 38.331 Rapporteur's CR

	
	



Summary: 7 companies answered, and 2 companies have concerns.
Proposal 2.1: RAN2 should discuss if R2-2101852 (with a minor editorial change) can be approved or merged into the Rapporteur's CR of 38.331.
Proposal 2.2: If R2-2101852 is agreed then consider R2-2101193 to be merged in the agreed CR.
2.3	CRs based on R2-2101704
Initial discussion on this paper concluded in the following way:
· Discuss offline a proper CR, also adding NR-U WI code

The draft CRs for 38.331 and 38.304 can be found in CRs for intra-freq reselection.
Q3.1: Is the draft CR for 38.331 acceptable? (If you request a modification that is complex then please provide a revision of the draft CR in CRs for intra-freq reselection)
	Company
	Answer
	Comment (e.g. requested modifications)

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Asia Pacific Telecom
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Q3.2: Is the draft CR for 38.304 acceptable? (If you request a modification that is complex then please provide a revision of the draft CR in CRs for intra-freq reselection)
	Company
	Answer
	Comment (e.g. requested modifications)

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Asia Pacific Telecom
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Summary: No companies have concerns on the draft CRs.
Proposal 3: Approve the CRs on intra-frequency reselection
3	Conclusions
Proposal 1: Further discuss (e.g. in an email discussion) the CR on UAC parameter selection.
Proposal 2.1: RAN2 should discuss if R2-2101852 (with a minor editorial change) can be approved or merged into the Rapporteur's CR of 38.331.
Proposal 2.2: If R2-2101852 is agreed then consider R2-2101193 to be merged in the agreed CR.
Proposal 3: Approve the CRs on intra-frequency reselection

