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1 Introduction
This document is a summary of the following offline discussion:

· [AT113-e][033][eNPN] IMS voice and emergency services for SNPN (Huawei)


Scope: Take into account documents submitted to this section, 1st pass: identify what is required to be supported by AS and determine the RAN2 impact, if possible. Identify common views / potential initial agreements, Identify points that need further discussion. Can also gather comments on the need to ask questions to other group. 


Intended outcome: Report with agreeable proposals and discussion points (not too many, preferably < 6) for treatment on-line


Deadline: 1st Deadline for Comments: Friday Jan 29 1000 UTC. Other deadline if needed by rapporteur. Report Ready for treatment on-line Feb 3. 

2 Discussion

Broadcasting of parameters

In Rel-16, the IMS voice and emergency services are not supported for SNPNs. In Rel-17, the support of IMS voice and emergency services for SNPN will be specified. SA2’s eNPN WI (S2-2009251) covers the following objective: 

	-
Support of IMS voice and emergency services for SNPN (KI#3)

-
To enable support for IMS services as per conclusions in clause 8.3.

-
Use of IMC when USIM or ISIM is not available in UEs accessing IMS via an SNPN

-
Reuse of USIM credentials for IMS AKA shall be possible when USIM is available in UEs accessing IMS via an SNPN

-
Functionality for support of voice and emergency services with SNPN, excluding EPS fallback and T-ADS.


And the broadcasting of relevant parameters is in the scope of RAN2 according to the RAN WI (RP-202363):
	· Support of IMS voice and emergency services for SNPN [RAN2]

· Broadcasting of relevant parameters [RAN2]


To support IMS voice and emergency services in SNPN, the SNPN cell needs to broadcast IMS related parameters so that UEs in limited service state can camp on this cell. The eCallOverIMS-Support and ims-EmergencySupport fields in SIB1 indicate the support of IMS voice and emergency services in the cell, and therefore these two indicators should be extended to SNPN cells. 

Q1: Do you agree to extend eCallOverIMS-Support and ims-EmergencySupport fields in SIB1 to SNPN cells?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	For the eCallOverIMS-Support, according to our SA2 colleague’s feedback, the eCallOverIMS was not included in the R17 WID scope. Thus it’s better to confirm with SA2 whether the eCallOverIMS shall also be considered.

	OPPO
	Partially 
	eCallOverIMS-Support is not in the scope, if we want, we can confirm with SA2. 

For ims-EmergencySupport, what does it mean to extend this field in SIB1 to SNPN cells? Do we imply this parameter is reused for SNPN cell for emergency purpose or just want to say currently this field is only applied for PLMN cell but the field description is unclear?

	CATT
	Partially
	Agree with OPPO, support of eCall is not in the scope of R17 NPN

	Lenovo
	Partly
	ims-EmergencySupport indication in SIB1 needs to be extended to support RAN sharing of SNPNs.

Referring to the SA2 TR, eCall over IMS was not considered in their study. But we are ok to check with SA2.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Partially
	Yes for the ims-EmergencySupport, no for the eCallOverIMS-Support.

eCall over IMS is not included in SA2 TR 23.700-07 or RAN2 R17 WID, we suggest that eCall over IMS is outside of the WI scope.

	Qualcomm
	Yes 
	If necessary, eCall support can be confirmed with SA2.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	Though not in scope, in case this is needed, we can use the existing fields. 

	Samsung
	Partially
	Share with Oppo’s view. It’s fine with IMS emergency, but eCall over IMS services is out of scope. 

	APT
	Partially
	Agree with OPPO. We need to confirm with SA2 whether eCallOverIMS-Support can be considered. The concept of ims-EmergencySupport fields in SIB1 seems to be fine, but RAN2 can further study how to apply ims-EmergencySupport fields in SIB1.

	Nokia
	See comment
	If the question means that the meaning of the current fields is extended, then NO. 

If the question means that SIB indicators are needed, then YES.

SA2 should be asked if eCall over IMS is in the scope or not (our understanding is that this has not been clarified in SA2)

	MediaTek
	Partially
	We are ok to check with SA2 on the support of eCall over IMS services

	LGE
	Yes, but
	On Emergency call on SNPN, we can consider reusing existing ims emergency indicator. This is because there is no clear requirement on distinction between emergency call support on PLMN and that on SNPN, and there is no clear requirement on emergency support per SNPN.

On eCall support on SNPN, we think there is no requirement to support eCall on SNPN. So we think eCall support is out of R17 eNPN. But, we are fine to check with SA2 (need to send an LS?). 

	vivo
	See comment
	Based on our understanding, eCall over IMS service is out of scope. Agree with other companies, we can confirm with SA2 if eCallOverIMS-Support for SNPN cell is needed.
Regarding to extent ims-EmergencySupport fields, we have same view with Nokia. We prefer to introduce a new indicator for SNPN in order to reduce unnecessary attempt for UE in SNPN Access mode.

	Ericsson
	at least for Emergency Support
	We need to check with SA1 and/or SA2 whether eCall is supported for SNPN UEs. The use case is a bit unclear when eCall should be supported over an SNPN as eCalls are intended for the automotive area.


Summary: 17 companies joined the discussion, all of them agree to extend the ims-EmergencySupport field to SNPN cells (it is FFS whether to reuse the existing IE or add new IEs indicating the support for IMS emergency, depending on the outcome of Q2).
On eCallOverIMS-Support in SIB1, a clear majority of them expressed that eCallOverIMS-Support is not in the scope of R17 eNPN (10 companies suggest checking with SA2 whether eCallOverIMS-Support should also be considered).
Note that Q4 also involves a question for other WGs to clarify, so the issue on eCallOverIMS-Support is put in the proposal under Q4.
[Rapporteur] Proposal 1: Extend the ims-EmergencySupport field to SNPN cells (it is FFS whether to reuse the existing IE or add new IEs indicating the support for IMS emergency).
In RAN sharing scenarios, RAN2 needs to decide whether the eCallOverIMS-Support and ims-EmergencySupport in R17 should be per physical cell or per network. 

Q2: If your answer to Q1 is Yes, do you think the eCallOverIMS-Support and ims-EmergencySupport fields in R17 should be Option A) physical cell specific or Option B) network-specific?

	Company
	Option A/B
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option B
	Different networks may not have the same support for IMS voice and emergency services

	ZTE
	Option A/B
	Both A and B are acceptable to us, but we think it shall be SA2 to determine whether per network ID is needed.

	OPPO
	Option A/B
	No strong view, SA2 input is desirable.

	CATT
	-
	It depends on whether UE in SNPN AM can initiate emergency services on any SNPN.it may need confirmation with SA2.

	Lenovo
	Option B
	So far we understood the adopted solution #23, the ims-EmergencySupport indication should be network-specific.

Support of eCall over IMS needs to be checked with SA2, see comment to Q1.

	Intel
	Option A for ims-EmergencySupport for SNPN

Option B for eCallOverIMS-Support
	Like the existing IMS emergency support indicator (since LTE Rel-9), it is sufficient to have just one bit to indicate support for the ims-EmergencySupport indicator for SNPN in a cell. It is only indicating whether a SNPN cell supports IMS emergency bearer services for UEs in limited service mode, as long as one network within the cell support IMS emergency service. 

For eCallOverIMS-Support, it is not applied to UE in limited service state but to normal UEs. Hence the broadcast indicator has to be per SNPN.  For eCallover IMS in limited service state, the UE has to consider both the eCallOverIMS and IMS emergency support indicator together. 

	CMCC
	Option B
	Option B for ims-EmergencySupport according to TR 23.700-07 “if the NG-RAN is shared by more than one network, and the networks do not have the same support for Emergency Services, the broadcast indicator is related to those networks that supports Emergency Services”.

	Qualcomm
	Option B
	This should be per network considering Rel-16 SNPNs which may share the same cell. Depending on the ASN.1 choice, we can also make it per PLMN for more flexibility.

	China Telecom
	Option B
	Agree with HW

	Apple
	Option A or B
	No strong view. 

	Samsung
	
	Maybe both but need to further wait for SA2 input.

	APT
	Option A for ims-EmergencySupport for SNPN
	ims-EmergencySupport fields in SIB1 is a physical cell specific indicator.

	Nokia
	See comment
	It would be better to ask SA2

	MediaTek
	Option B
	Agree with CMCC

	LG
	Option A
	We would like to consider reusing existing IMS emergency support indicator.

	vivo
	Option A
	In TR 23.700-07, it is stated that “if the NG-RAN is shared by more than one network, and the networks do not have the same support for Emergency Services, the broadcast indicator is related to those networks that supports Emergency Services”. It is not clear whether SA2 prefers cell specific indicator or NW specific indicator. Considering that same discussion for PLMN case has continued for several meetings and the final decision is to adopt a cell specific indicator. We think the design principle of PLMN case should be reused for SNPN case.

	Ericsson
	Option B
	1) Different SNPNs may not support IMS voice / eCall

2) SNPNs are private networks and the SNPN operator should have the freedom to decide whether to support these emergency services in his network or not.

However, we can leave the decision to SA2.


Summary: 7 out of 17 companies think the ims-EmergencySupport for SNPN should be per-network (Option B), and 4 companies showed clear support for Option A (per-physical cell). 6 companies have no strong view and 5 of them prefer to wait for SA2 input.
[Rapporteur] Proposal 2: Discuss whether the ims-EmergencySupport for SNPN should be configured per-network or per cell, or ask SA2 to clarify.
Impacts on acceptable cell selection

The current definition of acceptable cells in TS 38.304 is excerpted as follows:

	acceptable cell:
An "acceptable cell" is a cell on which the UE may camp to obtain limited service (originate emergency calls and receive ETWS and CMAS notifications). Such a cell shall fulfil the following requirements, which is the minimum set of requirements to initiate an emergency call and to receive ETWS and CMAS notification in an NR network:

-
The cell is not barred, see clause 5.3.1;

-
The cell selection criteria are fulfilled, see clause 5.2.3.2.


In R16, SNPN cells support neither emergency calls nor ETWS/CMAS notifications. In R17, emergency calls will be supported, but the support of ETWS/CMAS is not in the scope of SA2 WID or RAN WID.
Q3 : If emergency calls are supported whereas ETWS/CMAS notifications are not, can the SNPN cells be viewed as acceptable cell ? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We think ETWS/CMAS also need to be supported in an acceptable cell.

	ZTE
	FFS
	We think before discussing Q3, we can confirm with SA2 whether the ETWS/CMAS would be supported in Rel 17 first.

	OPPO
	
	For SNPN, RAN2 can give an exception for the acceptable cell definition.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with HW.it is not reasonable to emergency call but not ETWS/CMAS on SNPN

	Lenovo
	Yes
	ETWS/CMAS was not considered in the SA2 study.

	Intel
	No
	Agree that ETWS/CMAS should also be supported for SNPN from Rel-17

	CMCC
	No
	Agree with Huawei. And it’s better to confirm with SA2/SA1 whether ETWS/CMAS can be supported in R17.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	The UE is not aware that ETWS/CMAS is supported since there is no broadcast of such indication. Even for PLMN deployments, many do not support it in the field. Therefore, acceptable cell is determined only based on emergency call support in CT1 specification. This can also be clarified in legacy 38.304 for PLMNs.

	China Telecom
	No
	

	Apple 
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	It seems no according to definition of acceptable cell.

	APT
	FFS
	Agree with ZTE

	Nokia
	FFS
	Before making a decision it may be better to check ETWS/CMAS support with SA2

	MediaTek
	Yes
	The point of introducing emergency services in SNPNs is to enable UE’s to camp on the SNPN albeit with limited service. In order to do so, the cell must be viewed as ‘acceptable’. We are also ok to check with SA2 if ETWS/CMAS notifications are supported for SNPNs.

	LGE
	FFS
	If support for ETWS/CMAS notification is not required from SA1/SA2, yes. 

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with QC. In addition, we are wondering if there is direct relationship between emergency service support and ETWS/CMAS. To our knowledge, in some area/country, UE can camp on a acceptable cell and initial emergency service even if ETWS/CMAS is not supported by this cell.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree with Qualcomm.

Limited service does not have to comprise both emergency calls and PWS services. The specification should be read as emergency call OR ETWS and CMAS. The important aspect for the acceptable cell is the minimum set of requirements, and we do not see this as a requirement to the cell, but a requirement to the UE.

Change TS 38.304 to “Such a cell shall fulfil the following requirements, which is the minimum set of requirements to initiate an emergency call and/or to receive ETWS and CMAS notification in an NR network”


Summary: 7 companies answered “No” and 5 companies answered “Yes”. The main concern for “Yes” is that the UE is not aware that ETWS/CMAS is supported since there is no broadcast of such indication. Among all the companies, 4 suggest asking SA2/SA1 whether the ETWS/CMAS would be supported in Rel 17, which is related to Q4.
Seems RAN2 cannot achieve consensus for the moment.
[Rapporteur] Proposal 3: RAN2 to discuss: if emergency calls are supported whereas ETWS/CMAS notifications are not, can the SNPN cells be viewed as acceptable cell.
Q4 : Do you think RAN2 should send an LS to SA2/SA1 to ask for the support of ETWS/CMAS notifications for SNPN cells ?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	It’s better to clarify.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	
	Based on SA2 TR, no SA2 requirements is given for SNPN to support PWS, if other companies are fine to send LS, we can accept.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	
	No strong view, but if anyway it is intended to send an LS to SA2 for other issues, then question to ETWS/CMAS support can be added as well.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	Whether PWS is mandatory or not for SNPN is being discussed in SA1. This will not affect RAN2 procedures as the UE just checks IMS emergency support for cell selection. Thus there is no reason for RAN2 to know this.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	It seems beneficial

	APT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Note that a single LS with all eNPN related questions should be sent

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	No
	Non public network support for PWS is still under discussion in SA1. If the final decision is to support ETWS/CMAS for SNPN cell, SA1 will inform RAN2. Now we just need wait.

	Ericsson
	OK
	Same view as OPPO, but do not see a need to send an LS as the SA2 TR does not mention PWS.

Note that ETWS/CMAS support for SNPNs has been discussed in SA1 but currently there is no such requirement. 


Summary: 15 out of 17 companies can accept sending an LS to SA2/SA1 to ask for the support of ETWS/CMAS notifications for SNPN cells. 1 company thinks this issue has no RAN2 impact and 1 company suggests we just need to wait for SA1 progress as the support for PWS is ongoing in SA1.
Since there is majority support, and Q1 also involves a qustion to clarify, RAN2 can incoporate the questions into a single LS.
Note that if RAN2 can conclude whether ETWS/CMAS is needed or not (there have already been several companies showing support for this), RAN2 can also make the decision and inform it to SA2/SA1. 
[Rapporteur] Proposal 4: Send an LS to SA2/SA1 to clarify the following questions:

1) Whether eCall over IMS will be supported by R17 SNPN cells.
2) Whether ETWS/CMAS will be supported by R17 SNPN cells.
The current definition of reserved cells in TS 38.304 is excerpted as follows :

	reserved cell:
A cell is reserved if it is so indicated in system information, as specified in TS 38.331 [3].

Following exception to these definitions are applicable for UEs:

-
if a UE has an ongoing emergency call, all acceptable cells of that PLMN are treated as suitable for the duration of the emergency call.

-
camped on a cell that belongs to a tracking area that is forbidden for regional provision of service; a cell that belongs to a tracking area that is forbidden for regional provision service (TS 23.122 [9], TS 24.501 [14]) is suitable but provides only limited service.

-
if the UE in RRC_IDLE fulfils the conditions to support NR sidelink communication or V2X sidelink communication in limited service state as specified in TS23.287 [16] clause 5.7, the UE may perform NR sidelink communication or V2X sidelink communication.


Q5: If your answer to Q3 is Yes (SNPN cells supporting emergency calls can be viewed as acceptable cells), do you agree to extend the above highlighted texts to SNPN cells (i.e. For reserved cells specified in TS 38.304, all acceptable cells of an SNPN supporting emergency services are treated as suitable when the UE has an ongoing emergency call) ?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	APT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


Summary: Unanimous support is achieved. Even though it is FFS for the moment whether SNPN cells supporting emergency calls but not supporting ETWS/CMAS can still be viewed as acceptable cells, it should not affect the conclusion of Q5 because we are considering the case where “a UE has an ongoing emergency call”, so for the duration of the emergency call it should not matter whether the SNPN supports ETWS/CMAS or not.
[Rapporteur] Proposal 5: For reserved cells specified in TS 38.304, all acceptable cells of an SNPN supporting emergency services are treated as suitable when the UE has an ongoing emergency call.
Availability of emergency services

If an SNPN cell supports emergency services, it is unclear which kinds of UEs are able to camp on this cell to obtain emergency service:

Case 1) UEs in SNPN Access Mode

Case 2) SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode

Case 3) Non-SNPN capable UEs

Similar discussions have been made in R16 for CAG cells that support emergency services.

Q6.a: For an R17 UE, please indicate your understanding of whether the UE is able to camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.

	Company
	Case 1 (Yes/No)
	Case 2 (Yes/No)
	Case 3 (Yes/No)
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	These questions may eventually depend on operators’ preferences.

	ZTE
	Yes
	FFS
	FFS
	For the case 2/3, we think it’s better to confirm with SA2 first.

	OPPO
	Yes
	No
	No
	Ok to confirm with SA2

	CATT
	Yes
	FFS
	FFS
	Case 2/3 Should be decided SA2

	Lenovo
	Yes
	FFS
	FFS
	

	Intel
	Yes
	Check with SA2 (See comments)
	Check with SA2 (See comments)
	It is currently not clear from SA2 TR whether UE in Case 2 and 3 can camp on SNPN cell for emergency call.

	CMCC
	Yes
	FFS
	FFS
	It’s better to confirm with SA2 first.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	It is beneficial if emergency services are available to all UEs. 2 and 3 can be confirmed with SA2 by including these agreements in an LS.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	FFS
	Yes
	Generally, if SNPN support emergency services, there is no reason to exclude these three types of UEs to obtain emergency services. For Case 2, whether it needs to go into SNPN AM is FFS.

	Apple
	Yes
	FFS
	FFS
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	FFS
	FFS
	

	APT
	Yes
	FSS
	FSS
	For Case2/3, we can check with SA2.

	Nokia
	YES
	NO (FFS)
	NO
	It would be better to check case 2 and 3 with SA2

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	It is beneficial for end-users to access emergency services wherever they can, regardless of NW type or access mode. This can be confirmed by SA2 by an LS as well.

	LGE
	Yes
	FFS
	FFS
	We’d like to comfirm with SA2

	vivo
	Yes
	No
	No
	We are fine to confirm with SA2

	Ericsson
	Yes
	No
	No
	Case 2:

SA2 TR, clause 8.1.5 conclusions for KI#1:  

-     To enable a UE with PLMN subscription to select an SNPN, the UE needs to enter SNPN access mode.

NOTE 2:  (De)activation of SNPN access mode is up to UE implementation.
Non-SNPN capable UEs per definition would not select an SNPN for camping.


Summary: All companies agree that R17 UEs in SNPN Access Mode can camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services. However, for the cases of “R17 SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode” and “R17 Non-SNPN capable UEs”, the opinions are divergent, and most companies (10/17) think it should be confirmed by SA2.
[Rapporteur] Proposal 6: R17 UEs in SNPN Access Mode can camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.
Proposal 7: RAN2 to discuss whether “R17 SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode” and “R17 Non-SNPN capable UEs” can camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.
Q6.b: For an R16 UE, please indicate your understanding of whether the UE is able to camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.

	Company
	Case 1 (Yes/No)
	Case 2 (Yes/No)
	Case 3 (Yes/No)
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	FFS
	FFS
	 Our understanding is that the R16 UE in SNPN Access mode doesn’t support emergency service feature. For the case 2/3, we think it’s better to confirm with SA2 first.

	OPPO
	No
	No
	No
	We see some NBC issue for these requirements. Emergency over SNPN is not supported in R16. How R16 UE can have this implementation?

	CATT
	No
	No
	No
	

	Lenovo
	No
	No
	No
	We can assume that a R16 UE cannot comprehend the R17 ims-EmergencySupport indication in SIB1.

	Intel
	Will not camp as acceptable cell (See also comments)
	 No
	No
	Is this assuming early implementation of the feature? If so, then it is the same as R17 UE. 

“Legacy” Rel-16 UEs will not camp on SNPN cell as per current specifications.

	CMCC
	No
	No
	No
	Emergency services are not supported in SNPN in R16, so R16 UE cannot camp on an SNPN cell to obtain emergency services.

	Qualcomm
	FFS
	FFS
	FFS
	Similar to Intel comment, this is about early implementation of Rel-17 feature. We can decide if this should be allowed (via the magic sentence in the spec).

	China Telecom
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Same with Q6.a. To reduce spec impact, SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode can turn into SNPN AM to obtain emergency service.

	Apple
	No 
	No
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	No
	No
	

	APT
	No
	FSS
	FSS
	We have concerns on backward compatibility issues and suggest confirming with SA2.

	Nokia
	No
	No
	No
	Rel-16 clearly states that these cases are not supported by a Rel-16 UE

	MediaTek
	FFS
	FFS
	FFS
	Agree with Intel that the question is about early implementation of a Rel-17 feature, rather than a ‘legacy’ Rel-16 UE. We can decide if this is allowed.

	LG
	No
	FFS
	FFS
	

	vivo
	No
	No
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	No
	No
	Agree with OPPO/Intel. Emergency services over SNPNs have been explicitly excluded for R16 in both TS 38.300 and TS 23.501.

Unclear why this question is raised.


Summary: For all the three cases, the majority view for an R16 UE is “No”. Several companies indicate that this is related to early implementation of a Rel-17 feature.
Please refer to Proposal 8 under Q6.c.
Q6.c: For an R15 UE, please indicate your understanding of whether the UE is able to camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.

	Company
	Case 3 (Yes/No)
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	FFS
	It’s better to confirm with SA2 first.

	OPPO
	No
	See comments in Q6.b

	CATT
	No
	

	Lenovo
	No
	We can assume that a R15 UE cannot comprehend the R17 ims-EmergencySupport indication in SIB1.

	Intel
	No
	

	CMCC
	FFS
	We identify some NBC issue.

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Apple
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	

	APT
	FSS
	Suggest confirming with SA2 first.

	Nokia
	No
	Same as Q6b

	MediaTek
	No
	

	LGE
	FFS
	We’d like to confirm with SA2.

	vivo
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Unclear how a R15 UE can support SNPN which has been introduced in R16 unless the UE has been upgraded to support SNPNs.


Summary: For an R15 UE, the majority view (11/17) is “No”.

[Rapporteur] Proposal 8: RAN2 to discuss whether R16 and R15 UEs are allowed to camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.
Other issues

According to eNPN WI (S2-2009251), EPS fallback is not supported for SNPN. Therefore, the SNPN shall not indicate the EPS fallback indicators to UE in RRC release and Mobility from NR failure procedures. 

Q7: Do you agree that “The voiceFallbackIndication field in RRCRelease and MobilityFromNRCommand is not applicable to SNPN cells”?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	China Telecom

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	APT
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


Summary: Unanimous support is reached.

[Rapporteur] Proposal 9: The voiceFallbackIndication field in RRCRelease and MobilityFromNRCommand is not applicable to SNPN cells.
Q8: If there’re other critical issues not mentioned in this discussion that need to be treated in this meeting, please elaborate it below (Please note that the scope of this offline should be limited and that the agreeable proposals and discussion points to be treated online should be preferably < 6 as per the Chairman’s guidance):

	Company
	Issue
	Comments

	ZTE
	IMS voice
	The above discussion is only on the IMS emergency service, but the IMS voice (normal IMS service) was also included in this WID, so at least the question below shall be included 

Q9: Is they any impact to the system information for support IMS voice?

[Rapporteur] For PLMN, there’s no indication for the support of IMS voice in SIB, because it is a NAS capability. Therefore we think for SNPN, the support of IMS voice does not have RAN2 impact either. But we’re fine to hear from more companies on this issue.

	Lenovo
	Emergency Services Fallback
	From the adopted solution #23 we understood that Emergency Services Fallback (to LTE/5GC and LTE/EPC) will not be supported as well.
[Rapporteur] Same understanding. If there’s further RAN2 impact, it can be brought up by a separate paper next meeting.

	Nokia
	
	Agree with ZTE, that an initial views on IMS impacts should be checked.

	vivo
	Any Cell Selection state
	According to the description of any cell selection state in TS 38.304 as below, UE in SNPN Access Mode shall stay in any cell selection state if the UE cannot find a suitable cell to camp on. 

In R17 eNPN, emergency service is supported for SNPN. It is reasonable that UE in SNPN Access Mode shall attempt to find an acceptable cell when the UE is in any cell selection state.

This state is applicable for RRC_IDLE and RRC_INACTIVE state. In this state, the UE shall perform cell selection process to find a suitable cell. If the cell selection process fails to find a suitable cell after a complete scan of all RATs and all frequency bands supported by the UE, the UE not in SNPN Access Mode shall attempt to find an acceptable cell of any PLMN to camp on, trying all RATs that are supported by the UE and searching first for a high-quality cell, as defined in clause 5.1.1.2.
[Rapporteur] OK to discuss, though might not be urgent.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


[Rapporteur] Proposal 10: The following are FFS in R17 eNPN:
· The impact on the system information for supporting IMS voice
· The behaviour of SNPN AM UEs in any cell selection state
3 Conclusion


Proposals with full consensus:

Proposal 1: Extend the ims-EmergencySupport field to SNPN cells (it is FFS whether to reuse the existing IE or add new IEs indicating the support for IMS emergency).
Proposal 5: For reserved cells specified in TS 38.304, all acceptable cells of an SNPN supporting emergency services are treated as suitable when the UE has an ongoing emergency call.
Proposal 6: R17 UEs in SNPN Access Mode can camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.
Proposal 9: The voiceFallbackIndication field in RRCRelease and MobilityFromNRCommand is not applicable to SNPN cells.
Proposals that need further discussion:

Proposal 2: Discuss whether the ims-EmergencySupport for SNPN should be configured per-network or per cell, or ask SA2 to clarify.
Proposal 4: Send an LS to SA2/SA1 to clarify the following questions:

1) Whether eCall over IMS will be supported by R17 SNPN cells.

2) Whether ETWS/CMAS will be supported by R17 SNPN cells.
Proposal 7: RAN2 to discuss whether “R17 SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode” and “R17 Non-SNPN capable UEs” can camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.
Proposals to be postponed:

Proposal 3: RAN2 to discuss: if emergency calls are supported whereas ETWS/CMAS notifications are not, can the SNPN cells be viewed as acceptable cell.
Proposal 8: RAN2 to discuss whether R16 and R15 UEs are allowed to camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.
Proposal 10: The following are FFS in R17 eNPN:

· The impact on the system information for supporting IMS voice
· The behaviour of SNPN AM UEs in any cell selection state
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