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Abstract of the contribution: This contribution discusses whether Emergency service Fallback indicator is per TA or per RAT, and gives the proposal
1. Discussion
During the last meeting, the remained issue is whether the Emergency Service Fallback is per TA or per RAT.

In the current spec, the Emergency Services Support indicator is per RAT. If the UE receives both the Emergency Services Support indicator (True) in current RAT and Emergency Service Fallback (True), what is the UE behaviour? This paper considers that the UE will use the IMS Emergency Services natively over 5GS. Otherwise it is unreasonable why the UE does not the IMS Emergency Services natively when the network support it.
Notes: Both indicators are set Yes also can be seen as wrong case.

Observation 1: If the UE receives the Emergency Services Support indicator with YES, it will ignore the Emergency Service Fallback indicator.
So the value for Emergency Service Fallback per RAT is that this indicator has different value in the same TA when both RATs do not support IMS Emergency Services natively over 5GS.
Example:
eLTE Emergency Services Support = No;  NR Emergency Services Support = No

eLTE Emergency Service Fallback = No;  NR Emergency Services Fallback = Yes;  or

eLTE Emergency Service Fallback = Yes;  NR Emergency Services Fallback = No;  

It is quite strange for the operator to deploy emergency fallback in one RAT and prefer the UE to do emergency MO domain selection in another RAT within the same TA.

From network aspect, the emergency service fallback solution is not only for TA. Actually it is the whole PLMN deployment/solution. 

When the both RATs do not support IMS Emergency Services natively, the Emergency Service Fallback indicator always have same value even this indicator is per RAT.
In summary, both solution (ESFB per TA, ESFB per RAT) can work. But ESFB per RAT design is redundancy. And it gives the misunderstanding that the network provide different fallback solution in the same TA (emergency fallback in one RAT and prefer the UE to do emergency MO domain selection in another RAT)
Proposal 1: The Emergency Service Fallback indicator is valid per TA.
2. Proposal

Based on the above discuss we propose CR to TS 23.501 S2-18 (CR0xxx) and to TS 23.502 S2-181878 (CR0yyy). 
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