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1. Introduction
In the last meeting, RAN2 discussed CR [1] that proposes to remove redundant text in 38.304 on IFRI handling. After the offline discussion [2], the CR was not agreed, but some questions were raised on the existing text on IFRI handling. This contribution further clarifies the issues and discusses whether the current text needs correction and/or improvement. 
2. Discussion
Below is the text for IFRI handling specified in TS 38.304, where two parts are highlighted in yellow and green for comparison: 
Current text on IFRI handling in 38.304 r16
	-         If the field intraFreqReselection in MIB message is set to "not allowed":
 
-    If the cell operates in licensed spectrum, or if this cell belongs to a PLMN which is indicated as being equivalent to the registered PLMN or the selected PLMN of the UE, or if this cell belongs to the registered SNPN or the selected SNPN of the UE:
-     the UE shall not re-select a cell on the same frequency as the barred cell;
-     else:
-     the UE may select to another cell on the same frequency if reselection criteria are fulfilled.
-     The UE shall exclude the barred cell and, if the cell operates in licensed spectrum or if this cell belongs to a PLMN which is indicated as being equivalent to the registered PLMN, also the cells on the same frequency as a candidate for cell selection/reselection for 300 seconds.



Before we compare the yellow- and green-highlighted parts, we clarify the structure of the current text on the IFRI handling for common understanding: 
· The yellow-highlighted part above is to specify the conditions for not reselecting intra-frequency neighbour cells on the same frequency as the barred cell. 
· The green-highlighted part is to specify the conditions for excluding, from cell (re)selection candidates, intra-frequency neighbour cells on the same frequency as the barred cell for 300 seconds. 
· The red text simply adds 300s requirement on top of the green text for the cells excluded from the cell (re)selection candidates. 
Then we compare the two highlighted text, we make the following observations:
· Observation 0: In the text on IFRI-handling in 38.304, same conditions are present in both yellow- and green-highlighted parts, except for the following:
· Observation 1: SNPN-related conditions are present in the yellow part but missing in the green part
· Observation 2: Selected PLMN-related condition is present in the yellow part but missing in the green part
It is not crystal clear if the discrepancy of the conditions (SNPN-related conditions and selected PLMN-related condition) is intentional or needs to be fixed. So we propose RAN2 to discuss this. 
Proposal 1: To discuss if discrepancy of the conditions in the green- and yellow-highlighted parts is intentional or needs to be corrected. 
If RAN2 agree that the discrepancy needs to be corrected, it would mean that the missing condition(s) in the green part needs to be updated. To implement this correction, we can consider two alternative approaches:
One approach is to add the missing condition(s) in the green part. This approach is straightforward but increases redundancy as shown in the Observation 0. Given that the redundancy is possibly the root cause of this discrepancy, this approach may not be desirable w.r.t future-proofness. Given that both SNPN-related condition and selected PLMN-related condition are subject to 300s requirement, the modified text would look like:
Approach1: Increase redundancy
	-         If the field intraFreqReselection in MIB message is set to "not allowed":
 
-    If the cell operates in licensed spectrum, or if this cell belongs to a PLMN which is indicated as being equivalent to the registered PLMN or the selected PLMN of the UE, or if this cell belongs to the registered SNPN or the selected SNPN of the UE:
-     the UE shall not re-select a cell on the same frequency as the barred cell;
-     else:
-     the UE may select to another cell on the same frequency if reselection criteria are fulfilled.
-     The UE shall exclude the barred cell(s) and, if the cell operates in licensed spectrum or if this cell belongs to a PLMN which is indicated as being equivalent to the registered PLMN or selected PLMN, or if this cell belongs to the registered SNPN or the selected SNPN of the UE, also the cells on the same frequency as a candidate for cell selection/reselection for 300 seconds.



Another approach is to remove the redundant conditions specified in both yellow- and green-highlighted part. This approach is similar to the CR[1]. This approach is possible only if both SNPN-related condition and selected PLMN-related condition are subject to 300s requirements. The modified text would look like:
Approach2: Reduce redundancy
	-         If the field intraFreqReselection in MIB message is set to "not allowed":
 
-    If the cell operates in licensed spectrum, or if this cell belongs to a PLMN which is indicated as being equivalent to the registered PLMN or the selected PLMN of the UE, or if this cell belongs to the registered SNPN or the selected SNPN of the UE:
-   the UE shall not re-select a cell on the same frequency as the barred cell and treat such cell(s) as barred;
-     else:
-     the UE may select to another cell on the same frequency if reselection criteria are fulfilled.
-     The UE shall exclude the barred cell(s) and, if the cell operates in licensed spectrum or if this cell belongs to a PLMN which is indicated as being equivalent to the registered PLMN, also the cells on the same frequency as a candidate for cell selection/reselection for 300 seconds.



In the second approach, adding “and treat such cell(s) as barred” in purple is to better align with the addition of “(s)” in cyan-highlighted part.
RAN2 needs discussion whether we need to make any change in specification and if so, which approach should be taken. If RAN2 agree that the discrepancy needs to be eliminated, we suggest to take the approach 2 because it can remove the root cause of the problem.  
Proposal 2: If the discrepancy needs to be eliminated, take the approach of removing redundancy (approach2) to remove the root cause of the problem.  
We provide CR based on the approach2 in [3] 
3. Conclusion 
In this contribution, we discussed whether discrepancy of conditions related to IFRI handling in 38.304 needs to be corrected. We make the following observations:
· Observation 0: In the text on IFRI-handling in 38.304, same conditions are present in both yellow- and green-highlighted parts, except for the following:
· Observation 1: SNPN-related conditions are present in the yellow part but missing in the green part
· Observation 2: Selected PLMN-related condition is present in the yellow part but missing in the green part
Then, it is proposed:
Proposal 1: To discuss if discrepancy of the conditions in the green- and yellow-highlighted parts is intentional or needs to be corrected. 
Proposal 2: If the discrepancy needs to be eliminated, take the approach of removing redundancy to remove the root cause of the problem.  
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