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1. Introduction
Between CT1#128e meeting and CT1#129e meeting, the interesting companies in CT1 had an offline discussion which is a kind of informal show-of-hands like process, which is so-called “moderated discussion.” The details and the summary of the discussion is described in C1-212334.

In this paper, we would like to analyze some of the results, which has resulted in a majority view, and would like to propose a set of conclusion for the related key issues.
2. Discussion
Between 20 questions asked for the moderated discussion, a few questions has weighted results which are more than 70% of preferences.

Q.1: Please indicate whether you support the RAN sharing based approach to solve the issues in case of Disaster Condition, and if you do support it, please indicate whether you think that other enhancements are needed.

Result:
13 companies provided replies on the question 1 as follows:

-
1 company (7.7%) supports the RAN sharing option;

-
9 companies (69.2%) do not support it; and

-
3 companies (23.1%) do not support it as mandatory.
For Q1, 69% of interesting parties are against the idea of using RAN sharing for the disaster roaming scenario, and 23% are not against the idea but do not support it as a mandatory solution. This result for Q1 can be assumed as a majority view. Still the answer from SA1 to C1-211192 is pending, but even if SA1 is in favour of the option, the preference in CT1 is clear. So this can be captured as the conclusion.

Proposal 1. The solutions based on the RAN sharing approach should be precluded from the conclusions.
Note that the affected solutions are Solution #3, #9, #10, #18, #35, and #51.

Q.4: Please indicate whether the higher priority PLMN search should be suppressed or modified when the UE is camped on a PLMN providing disaster roaming.

Result:
13 companies provided replies on the question 4 as follows:

-
10 companies are okay with modifying the higher priority PLMN search mechanism;


>
5 companies support to suppress the higher priority PLMN search during the disaster condition;


>
5 companies are okay with modifying it, but not okay with suppressing it;

-
2 companies do not support to change the existing mechanism.
-
1 company have mixed position: okay to suppress it while UE is in home country, not okay to modify it while UE us not in the home country.
At least 10 companies out of 13 (77%) think modifying the higher priority PLMN search is required. However, the common understanding seems that only updating serching period in case of disaster roaming. 5 companies out of 10 believes that suppressing PLMN search is not needed. So with this result, the only feasible conclusion can be “modifying higher priority PLMN search”. 
Proposal 2. The higher priority PLMN search should be at least modified under the Disaster Condition.
Q.6 (KI#2): Please indicate whether the notification of Disaster Condition between PLMN with Disaster Condition and PLMN providing disaster roaming should be left out of 3GPP scope?

Result:
14 companies provided replies on the question 6 as follows:

-
11 companies (78.6%) think that it should be left out of 3gpp scope, while 1 of them thinks either way is fine;

-
Other 3 companies are okay to leave it out of 3gpp scope, but under the following condition:


> 1 company thinks that it should be specified which entity is responsible for involvement of the government in decision on initiation and termination of the Disaster Condition

> 1 company thinks that it is okay to leave it out of 3gpp scope for the non-RAN sharing based approach, but for RAN sharing based solution notification via NGAP should be specified;


> 1 company thinks that the information to be communicated should be specified.

This is another overwhelming majority view, which is over 76%. Based on the result, the interaction between PLMN with DC and PLMN providing DRS should be left out of 3GPP scope.
Proposal 3. Concluding key issue #2 with making the notification between PLMNs be left out of 3GPP scope.

Note that the solution #7 is mostly aligned with this conclusion.
Q.9 (KI#6): Please indicate whether the UE in idle mode should return to the PLMN previously with Disaster Condition immediately or not. (i.e. whether needs to be paged in order to return immediately, or return later by searching higher priority PLMN)

Result:
13 companies provided replies on the question 9 as follows:

-
13 companies are okay with not returning to PLMN previously w/ DC immediately;

-
5 companies can live with the paging, but it is up to the network;

-
6 companies think that return by searching for higher priority PLMN should be used as normal case;

-
4 companies think returning UEs when it back from idle mode can be used.

100% of the responders agree with not returning UEs to PLMN previously with DC immediately. However there was no majority view on how exactly UEs return to the PLMN previously with DC.
Q.10 (KI#4): Does the AMF of the PLMN providing disaster roaming need to distinguish between a normal registration and a registration for disaster roaming? If yes, is this distinction achieved via an explicit indication from the UE, or using based on PLMN ID in GUTI, SUCI, or other indication)?

Result:
14 companies provided replies on the question 10 as follows:

-
11 (78.6%) companies think that AMF should be able to distinguish the registration;

>
4 companies thnk that explicit indication is required;
>
3 companies thnk PLMN ID can be used to distinguish;

>
2 company thinks PLMN ID or new information can be used;
-
3 companies think that distinction of registration is NOT needed

78.6% of the responders prefers to distinguish the registrations by the AMF. There was no consensus on how the AMF can distinguish them.
Proposal 4. The AMF should be able to distinguish the registration request from the normal UEs and the registration request for the disaster roaming.

Q.12 (KI#4): Please indicate whether the new mechanism is needed to confine the UE to the area of disaster roaming service, or the existing mechanisms (e.g. service area restriction) can be utilised?

Result:
12 companies provided replies on the question 12 as follows:

-
11 companies think that existing mechanisms are sufficient;

-
1 company think that new mechanism is needed;

11 out of 12 companies think that the existing mechanisms are sufficient in order to confine the UE to the area of disaster roaming services.
Proposal 5. The existing mechanisms can be utilized to confine the UE to the area of disaster roaming services.

Q.14 (KI#5): Please indicate how the UE handles PLMNs for disaster roaming that are in the list of forbidden PLMNs.

Result:
13 companies provided replies on the question 14 as follows:

-
9 companies think that the PLMN shoud NOT be removed from the FPLMN list;


>
1 company prefer to mange those PLMNs with an exception list, without removing from FPLMN list;

>
1 company think FPLMN list can be updated as well (both okay);
-
3 companies think that removing from FPLMN list is needed, and then put back them in the list when DC is over;

-
2 companies does not specify clearly, but they think those PLMNs will be considered as a candidate with a specific priority;

Slightly less than 70% (69.2%) of the responders think that the PLMN providing DRS should not be removed from the list of forbidden PLMNs. 
Proposal 6. The PLMN providing disaster roamin should not be removed from the list of forbidden PLMNs
Q.16 (KI#4): Please indicate whether PLMN with DC and PLMN providing disaster roaming should have an agreement on disaster roaming before the PLMN providing disaster roaming starts providing the disaster roaming.

Result:
13 companies provided replies on the question 16 as follows:

-
10 companies think the agreement is needed;

-
1 company thinks there is no need to have an agreement;

-
8 companies think that such an agreement is out of 3GPP scope;
Approx. 77% of companies agreed that the agreement between PLMN with DC and PLMN providing DRS is required. But 8 of 13 (61.5%) think that the agreement is out of 3gpp scope. The only feasible conclusion can be “the agreement between PLMN with DC and PLMN providing DRS is required”.
Proposal 7. the agreement between PLMN with DC and PLMN providing DRS is required

Q.17 (KI#7): For 5GMM layer congestion mitigation, please indicate whether a new mechanism for restricting access attempts at the UE to avoid potential overload/congestion is needed? Or are the currently available mechanisms for mitigation of overload/congestion (e.g. existing NAS level congestion control) enough?

Result:
11 companies provided replies on the question 17 as follows:

-
9 companies think the existing mechanisms are sufficient;


>
5 companies only mentioned that the existing mechanisms are sufficient;


>
4 companies think the existing mechanisms with some enhancements are sufficient;

-
2 companies think new mechanism for MM layer is needed, such as wait time to stagger UE;

-
Among 6 companies supporting enhancements to the existing mechanism (4) or new mechanisms (2)

>
3 companies think new cause value is needed;


>
4 companies think new wait time is needed;

Although 9 out of 11 companies prefer that the existing mechanisms are sufficient for 5GMM layer congestion mitigation, the understanding of “existing mechanisms” seem varying. At least no new mechanisms other than adding new cause or new timer is needed.
Proposal 8. No new mechanism other than adding new cause value or new timer is required for 5GMM layer congestion mitigation.
3. Conclusion
Within 20 questions, 8 questions have a majority view, with the following proposed conclusions.
Proposal 1. The solutions based on the RAN sharing approach should be precluded from the conclusions.

Proposal 2. The higher priority PLMN search should be at least modified under the Disaster Condition.
Proposal 3. Concluding key issue #2 with making the notification between PLMNs be left out of 3GPP scope.

Proposal 4. The AMF should be able to distinguish the registration request from the normal UEs and the registration request for the disaster roaming.

Proposal 5. The existing mechanisms can be utilized to confine the UE to the area of disaster roaming services.

Proposal 6. The PLMN providing disaster roamin should not be removed from the list of forbidden PLMNs
Proposal 7. the agreement between PLMN with DC and PLMN providing DRS is required

Proposal 8. No new mechanism other than adding new cause value or new timer is required for 5GMM layer congestion mitigation.
The pCR on adding conclusions for those proposals is in C1-212336.
