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Introduction
This report summarizes the email discussion below that took place during RAN2#115-e meeting:
[AT115-e][050][NPN] LS out (CMCC)
	Scope: LS out acc to discussion, related to P2 in R2-2109017
	Intended outcome: Approved LSout
	Deadline: Tuesday W2 (CB online only if needed)
Reference

Contact information
	Company
	Contact Name, Email

	Nokia
	Gyuri Wolfner, gyorgy.wolfner@nokia.com

	OPPO
	fanjiangsheng@oppo.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Lili Zheng, zhenglili4@huawei.com

	vivo
	Yanxia Zhang, yanxia.zhang@vivo.com

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

	CMCC
	chaili@chinamobile.com

	
	

	
	

	
	




Discussion
1.1 Comments on the LS
Here companies may provide comments on the LS.
Question 1: Do companies have comments on whether the availability of emergency services of the R15/R16 UEs should be included in the LS?

	Company
	Other comments

	Nokia
	We think that including the question on R15 and R16 UEs is OK to make the situation clear and avoid further debates.

	OPPO
	Usually, any new function introduced in the later release should not impact the behaviour of legacy UEs if early implementation is not considered. We think RAN2 alone can make the decision, so tend to not include the legacy UEs part in the LS.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are ok to send the questions. However, we’re not sure if SA2 can provide the answers because in R16 SA2 raised the questions regarding the support of emergency service for different kinds of UEs to RAN2 (R2-1908651):
	Regarding Emergency service in CAG cells:

E1:	SA2 concluded that the UE should be allowed to camp for Emergency services for the case where UE supports the CAG feature, but is not authorized for any of the advertised CAG IDs.
E2:	SA2 could not conclude whether Rel-16 UEs not supporting the CAG feature should be allowed to camp in a CAG cell in limited service state. There is no SA2 consensus to support this scenario.




	vivo
	RAN2 has agreed to introduce a new IE/field to indicate the support of IMS emergency service for SNPN. However, the legacy UE cannot identify this new IE/field. 
From our view, RAN2 should first discuss if there are solutions which can let legacy UEs know that a SNPN cell can provide emergency service. If there does not exist feasible solution which can let legacy UE know the supporting of emergency cell in a SNPN cell, there is no need to ask SA2 the availability of emergency services of the R15/R16 UEs via SNPN.

	Ericsson
	We agree with what has been brought up by OPPO and vivo. And believe that this can be decided within RAN2.
In addition, emergency services and PWS have been explicitly excluded from Rel-16. Therefore, access to these services would only be possible for Rel-17 UEs (and onwards).

	
	

	
	

	
	




Rapporteur’s summary: Based on majority view, the question related to the R15/R16 UE’s emergency availability in the LS is removed.

Question 2: Do companies have other comments on this LS?

	Company
	Other comments

	Nokia
	Rewording proposal is uploaded in R2-21xxxx Draft LS on limited service availability of an SNPN-v01-Nokia.doc

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	It would be difficult to allow legacy UEs to camp on R17 SNPN to obtain emergency services because legacy UEs cannot recognize the R17 IEs in system information.
On the LS itself, the latest version in the folder (provided by Nokia) looks good to us.

	Vivo
	We tend not to ask SA2’view on the following content. 
· The R17 SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode and R17 Non-SNPN capable UEs cannot camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services.
In the TS 23.122, it is clearly specified that “if the MS does not operate in SNPN access mode, the MS attempts to camp on an acceptable cell, irrespective of its PLMN identity”. Based on our understanding, it means that R17 SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode and R17 Non-SNPN capable UEs cannot camp on an SNPN cell cannot camp on SNPN cell for emergency service.
If the majority support to ask SA2, we suggest also ask CT1.

	Ericsson
	See uploaded draft LS document.

	Ericsson-2
	As shown in the AI Summary, this was a “Cat-a-Proposal”, i.e., the broad understanding within RAN2 is that non SNPN-capable UEs or those that aren’t in SNPN Access Mode cannot camp on SNPNs cells.

Moreover, RAN2 has already agreed to “Introduce a new IE/field to indicate the support of IMS emergency service for SNPN.” Which should clarify the current discussion, regardless of whether RAN2 then agrees that this indication is per cell or per SNPN.

In fact, even though an R17 UE that is not in SNPN AM might somehow notice this indication, TS 23.122, clause 3.5 is clear on this matter: UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode select PLMN cells for these purposes (“if the MS does not operate in SNPN access mode, the MS attempts to camp on an acceptable cell, irrespective of its PLMN identity), where “cell” is shared by at least one PLMN.
Section 4.4.1 (PLMN selection process) states: “The MS not operating in SNPN access mode shall perform PLMN selection process.”
Section 4.9.1 (SNPN selection process) states: “The MS not operating in SNPN access mode shall not perform the SNPN selection process.”
 
With the above statements, we believe that it should also be clear, that non-SNPN capable UEs should act similar to UEs not operating in SNPN Access Mode.

	Nokia-2
	From technical perspective we have the same understanding. The latest Rel-17 version of 23.501, which is considered to be a stable Rel-17 specification, also contains similar type of restrictions (clause 5.30.2.4.1):
 
If a UE is not set to operate in SNPN access mode, even if it is SNPN-enabled, the UE does not select and register with SNPNs. A UE not set to operate in SNPN access mode performs PLMN selection procedures as defined in clause 4.4 of TS 23.122 [17].
 
We think that these citations from the SA2/CT1 specifications makes clear the view of SA2/CT1. If people in RAN2 are ready to accept these specification texts as SA2/CT1 view, then we do not need to send any LS. But if RAN2 cannot agree in the working assumption that
 
· The R17 SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode and R17 Non-SNPN capable UEs can’t camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services from any SNPN.
then I think it is better to send the LS to SA2/CT1 now to be able to close this issue without wasting more time in RAN2.


	Huawei
	Although we agree that the excerpts provided by Felipe and Gyuri tend to indicate that R17 UEs not in SNPN AM cannot select SNPN, these descriptions are not made specifically for emergency services. Maybe it’s good to trigger the discussion in CT1/SA2 and see if their specs need to be updated.
 
23.122 is the stage-2 for PLMN/SNPN selection and since emergency service is supported by SNPN cells in rel-17, it needs to be clarified if the UEs (not capable of SNPN and UEs capable of SNPN but not operating in SNPN access mode) can access those SNPN cells. There is no clear statement so far in 23.122 that in rel-17, the SNPN cells need be avoided by a non-SNPN capable UE or by the UE not operating in SNPN access mode for emergency services.
 
It would be good to provide RAN2 understanding and see if CT1/SA2 are on the same page. Therefore we are ok with having the LS.


	CATT
	We share the same understanding that UEs not in SNPN AM/non SNPN-capable UEs are not allowed to camp on SNPN cell, according to SA2/CT1 spec.
To progress ,It is helpful to send LS to SA2/CT1 for clarification due to no consensus in RAN2.


	QC
	It doesn’t help much to speculate on what SA2/CT1 specifications are saying at this point since we decided to send an LS for clarification. We didn’t have any agreements online so we don’t need to mention any conclusions either. I think we can just ask all the questions and I simplified the LS accordingly. I suppose we want to get feedback from both groups so changed “To” as well. We can proceed based on their responses at the next meeting.

	ZTE
	We are also fine send this LS to both SA2/CT1.
For the below question in the latest version,
"Can R15/R16 UEs camp on an acceptable SNPN cell and select an SNPN supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services?"
as other companies have mentioned, the Rel15/16 UE even can't read the new added IMS emergency support Indication for the SNPN.
So it seems that it's not suitable to ask this question now if the RAN2 hasn't find any solution to support this feature for the R15/R16 UEs.


	Ericsson-3
	Given the positions outlined below and for the sake of progress, we can compromise regarding the LS.
On this matter, and complementing ZTE’s comment, it might be useful to correct the Rapporteur’s Summary for Q1, since the last part of the sentence seems to be missing, i.e.,
Rapporteur’s summary: Based on majority view, the question related to the R15/R16 UE’s emergency availability in the LS is removed.
It also seems useful to add RAN2’s latest agreement on this subject to the LS, i.e.,
   Introduce a new IE/field to indicate the support of IMS emergency service for SNPN.

Moreover, as it was the case with previous versions of the LS, we believe it is important to emphasize what is the general understanding in RAN2, i.e.,
RAN2 tends to reach the following conclusion:
   The R17 SNPN-capable UEs that are not in SNPN Access Mode and R17 Non-SNPN capable Ues cannot camp on an SNPN cell supporting emergency services to obtain emergency services from that SNPN cell.
And instead ask CT1/SA2 to confirm RAN2’s understanding.

	LG
	I have two comments
#1. I think it is still unclear whether the IE/field is per SNPN or per cell, given that companies expressed different view during online. So, we think the question to CT1 (and SA2 CCed) is useful. So I propose to ask this question by adding following sentence:
“Regarding the granularity of the IE/flag, RAN2 would like to ask if the IE/flag should be indicated per SNPN or per cell”
#2. Regarding the support for emergency call for legacy UEs, it is clear that the legacy UE cannot understand the new field. But given the opportunities of early implementation by legacy UEs, it would be valuable to ask if access to SNPN cell for emergency call should be allowed or entirely blocked for legacy UEs, in particular for R16 SNPN-capable UEs in SNPN AM.  If this proposal is confirmed to be reasonable by companies, we could formulate wording.

	Intel
	We are fine to add Bullet#1 from LG. However, it will be good to have the indication from CT1 if they have changed the behaviour from LTE or not.  We have added some text next to the question.
On the “per cell” or “per SNPN”, we also think that we can resolve this in RAN2 once CT1 implemented the change. From this point, we also think the question is not needed.
However, if we include the question, we think it would be good to get confirmation that CT1 has indeed made the change in their specification.

	Nokia
	I am OK with the questions in the latest version, but I think the addition on the consequences of “per SNPN” signaling (Note that signalling “per SNPN” may result in a different UE behaviour applied to PLMN which is signalled “per cell”) should be removed, as it can be interpreted that this has undesired AS level impacts. I think delegates in CT1 understand that this has CT1 impacts, especially as according to clause H.2 of TS 23.167 the UE should be aware which SNPN(s) support emergency sessions in shared environment:
If the broadcast indicator in an NR cell indicates that the cell provides access to SNPNs and that 5GC supports emergency services, the UE shall only register to the core network of the SNPN that indicates support for emergency services.
If broadcast indicators indicate that one or more SNPNs and/or PLMNs support emergency services, then the UE initiates emergency services to either a SNPN or a PLMN according to UE implementation.
I think the text highlighted by yellow is a quite clear requirement that “per SNPN” indication is required. However, if this cannot be agreed, then I am fine with sending the question to get explicit requirement from CT1.

	Ericsson
	[bookmark: _GoBack]We believe that the “per cell” or “per SNPN” indication could be resolved within RAN2. But, if the majority supports this question, we are OK to add it.
However, we have already agreed not to include the R15/R16 emergency services availability question in the LS.

	OPPO
	Thanks for the further comments. For the second question, we observe that we have never agreed to have this question in LS during online time.  It’s beyond the LS scope, let’s focus on the part based on the offline scope. If companies really show some concern from CT1/SA2 side, people can internally check the view from other groups, we should avoid the debate for wording again. We slightly prefer to discuss the indicator issue in the next meeting based on contributions.
By the way, it should be noted that at this stage using TR from other group as the background reference is not suitable because SA2/CT1 stage 2/3 spec are already available. Any TR reference is out of date now.


	CATT
	We also think that “per cell” or “per SNPN” indication could be resolved within RAN2.
We prefer to stick to the original scope of the LS, according to the agreement,
Þ    Send an LS to ask question related to P2 (new offline)

	CMCC
	As the majority view that the selection between “per cell” or “per SNPN” can be resolved within RAN2 and it indeed is out of the agreed LS scope, please let's go the way that keeping the original scope of the LS for the progress.





Rapporteur’s summary: Comments will be reflected in the updated LS.




