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Discussion and decision
1 Introduction
This report summarizes the email discussion below that took place during RAN2#117-e meeting:
· [AT117-e][036][NR1516] Idle Inactive procedures (Lenovo)


Scope: Treat R2-2202539, R2-2202220, R2-2202221. Ph1 Determine agreeable parts, Ph2 for agreeable parts, progress CRs.


Intended outcome: Report, Agreed CRs.

2 Reference

The following documents are treated in this email discussion:

[1]
R2-2202539
Correction for cell reselection on CAG cells in white list
Apple
CR
Rel-16
38.304
16.7.0
0229
-
F
NG_RAN_PRN-Core

[2]
R2-2202220
Addition of missing description on handling of Access Identities when cell is reserved for operator use
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
36.304
15.7.0
0837
-
F
LTE_5GCN_connect-Core

[3]
R2-2202221
Addition of missing description on handling of Access Identities when cell is reserved for operator use
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
36.304
16.6.0
0838
-
A
LTE_5GCN_connect-Core
3 Contact information

	Company
	Contact Name, Email

	Lenovo
	Hyung-Nam Choi, hchoi5@lenovo.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	zhaoyang@huawei.com

	CATT
	Zhourui@catt.cn

	Nokia
	amaanat.ali@nokia.com

	Samsung
	Sangyeob Jung, sy0123.jung@samsung.com

	OPPO
	fanjiangsheng@oppo.com

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

	Intel
	sudeep.k.palat@intel.com

	
	

	
	


4 Discussion
4.1 Cell reselection on CAG cells in white list
TS 38.331 includes “intraFreqCAG-CellList-r16” and “interFreqCAG-CellList-r16” per PLMN in SIB3/4. In the concerned field descriptions, a reference to TS 38.304 is provided but in TS 38.304 the description of how to use them is missing. Therefore, the CR [1] proposes to add the following requirement for cell reselection of CAG-only UEs in TS 38.304 R16, subclause 5.2.4.1 (Reselection priorities handling):

If the CAG-only indication in the UE is set, the UE shall consider only white listed cells from the cag-CellList, if configured, as candidates for cell reselection.

Rapporteur’s comment: As chairman commented the language in the CR may need to be aligned since the term “white list” is no longer allowed. During inclusive language discussion it was agreed to replace the term “whitelisted” by “allow-listed” and “CSG whitelist” by “Permitted CSG list”.
Question 1: Do companies agree on the proposed change to TS 38.304 R16?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	 Lenovo
	No 
	Prioritization of CAG cells during cell reselection by a CAG capable UE was discussed but not agreed. The following agreement was made in RAN2#109-e meeting (Feb/Mar 2020) during “offline discussion 117: [PRN] Cell Selection and selection - Intermediate status”, see R2-2001680:

10.
CAG-capable UE is not allowed to reselect to a CAG member cell ignoring highest ranked cell or best cell acc. To absolute priority reselection rules
The above agreement also applies in case the CAG-capable UE is configured with CAG-only indication.

	 Huawei, HiSilicon
	 No
	CAG list is not exactly a whitelist, this list is not exclusive, i.e. even with the list the UE has no limitation to consider cells which are not included into this CAG list. The change is not correct.

	CATT
	No
	We do not need to specify anything on how to use the CAG PCI list,as it is against the RAN2 agreement below,
//RAN2#110 agreement

4.
UE may use knowledge of the CAG PCIs to improve implementation dependent search procedures for CAGs. There is no need to document this in any specifications.

Besides, it is not reasonable for CAG only UEs to only consider the cell in the PCI list, as there could be CAG neighbour cells which are not included in “intraFreqCAG-CellList-r16” and “interFreqCAG-CellList-r16”
//RAN2#110 agreement

There is no requirement for the PCI ranges listed in CAG PCI lists to include all PCI values of all neighbouring cells supporting CAG(s) (for the given PLMN and frequency band).



	Nokia
	No
	We have similar understanding as Huawei

	Samsung
	No
	Same view as Huawei i.e. CAG list is not equal to white listed cells. Also, we do not see any necessity to specify anything in TS 38.304.

	OPPO
	No
	The similar view with Huawei and CATT, this change is against the original intention to introduce CAG list.

	Apple
	Comment
	Thanks for rapporteur’s reminder of inclusive language issue.
If the permitted PCI ranges broadcasted in SIB3/SIB4 are not used as completed PCI list for CAG-cells, then the CAG-only UE is not to be restricted to only use those CAG cells. 
The benefits of those PCI lists in SIB seems quite limited for UE implementation, but we are fine to follow the majority view.

	Ericsson
	No
	Similar view as Huawei. 

	Intel
	No
	Agree with the comments from others on the previous agreements.


4.2 Handling of Access Identities when cell is reserved for operator use
There are following issues in TS 36.304:
· The cell access in 5GC is based on Access Identities and a 5GC-capable UE can be allocated with one or multiple Access Identities which are specified in TS 22.261, subclause 6.22.2.2, Table 6.22.2.2-1. However, in the current specification of TS 36.304, subclause 5.3.1 any description on handling of Access Identities is missing.
· Acc. to TS 22.261 the Access Classes 0 to 9 are equivalent to Access Identity 0 and Access Classes 11 to 15 are equivalent to Access Identities 11 to 15.
· Acc. to current specification a 5GC-capable UE that is assigned with Access Identity 1 or 2 may treat a 5GC cell as candidate during the cell selection/reselection procedures even it is reserved for operator use. But this is not the intended behaviour. In NR it has been specified in TS 38.304, subclause 5.3.1 that UEs that are assigned with Access Identity 1 or 2 shall behave as if the cell status is "barred" in case the cell is "reserved for operator use" for the registered PLMN or the selected PLMN, see below.
	When cell status is indicated as "not barred" and "reserved" for operator use for any PLMN and not "true" for other use,
-
UEs assigned to Access Identity 11 or 15 operating in their HPLMN/EHPLMN shall treat this cell as candidate during the cell selection and reselection procedures if the field cellReservedForOperatorUse for that PLMN set to "reserved".

-
UEs assigned to an Access Identity 0, 1, 2 and 12 to 14 shall behave as if the cell status is "barred" in case the cell is "reserved for operator use" for the registered PLMN or the selected PLMN.
NOTE 1:
Access Identities 11, 15 are only valid for use in the HPLMN/ EHPLMN; Access Identities 12, 13, 14 are only valid for use in the home country as specified in TS 22.261 [12].


To address the above issues, in the CRs [2], [3] the following changes are proposed to TS 36.304 for R15 and R16:
1. In subclause 2 to add a new reference to TS 22.261.

2. In subclause 5.3.1 to specify that UEs assigned with Access Identity 1 or 2 shall behave as if the cell status is "barred" in case the cell is "reserved for operator use" for the registered PLMN or the selected PLMN. Furthermore, to clarify that Access Classes 0 to 9 are equivalent to Access Identity 0 and Access Classes 11 to 15 are equivalent to Access Identities 11 to 15.

Question 2: Do companies agree on the proposed changes to TS 36.304 for R15 and R16?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	 Lenovo
	Yes 
	Proponent

	 Huawei, HiSilicon
	 Yes, but
	We think the specific Access Identity can be listed in the bracket, which can be clearer.

[Lenovo2] We think that this is not stringent needed since the word “corresponding” already implies this.

	CATT
	No
	We do not find issue here. UE supporting LTE should always get access class from USIM, and  Only UE with access class 11 and 15 is allowed to treat this cell as candidate if the cell is reserved for operator use, according to the current 36.304.So for UE with Access Identities 0, 1, 2 which should not be access classs 11 and 15,they will treat the cell as barred,according to the current 36.304
[Lenovo2] For UEs configured with Access Identity 0 we agree, but not for Access Identities 1 and 2 since there are no corresponding ACs for those Access Identities. So, the behaviour for UE configured with those Access Identities is not specified and such UE may decide to ignore the flag “reserved for operator use” and access the cell.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Proponent

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	Also fine to suggestion from Huawei.

	Apple
	See comment 
	We understand the intention, but we are not sure this is an essential correction. 5GC-capable UE could solve this issue by UE implementation as the mapping between AC and corresponding Access is clearly known. We prefer to just add a “NOTE: For ACs described above, corresponding Access Identiti(es) are considered by UEs supporting E-UTRA connected to 5GC”. 
[Lenovo2] We think that this is an essential correction and if we leave it to UE implementation then a UE configured with e.g. Access Identity 1 or 2 may decide to ignore the flag “reserved for operator use” and access the cell. Furthermore, the proposed note is applicable only for the corresponding Access Identities 0, 11 to 15, but not for the Access Identities 1, 2. So there is still a gap to close.

	Ericsson
	Yes 
	Proponent

	Intel
	Yes
	


5 Conclusion

Based on company’s feedback the following proposals are made:
<To be updated>
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