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[bookmark: _Ref528762725]Introduction
In the last RAN2 meeting an LS was received from CT1 related to the SA1 requirements with  CRs for the Sense feature [1] and RAN2 was requested to look into the requirements provide feedback on RAN2 impact if any. 
In the following discussion RAN2 could not agree on a position and the decision was postponed to the next meeting [2].
____________________________________________________________________________
Proposal 1: Discussion on whether the UE-AS needs to be aware of the SENSE-threshold is postponed.
Proposal 2: Discussion on whether the NAS→AS interface needs to be enhanced for SENSE is postponed.
Proposal 3: Discussion on whether the AS→NAS interface needs to be enhanced for SENSE is postponed.
Proposal 4: Discussion on whether SENSE feature can be applied to all UEs (include RedCap UEs) is postponed.
Since LS-in is asking about the impact to the interface between NAS and AS, while there is no conclusion reached on the related questions (i.e., Q2 and Q3), there is no LS-response produced in RAN2-119bis meeting.
____________________________________________________________________________
This document intends to provide some further discussion with respect to potential implications that should also be considered when discussing the SENSS feature and requirements.
Discussion
The LS from CT1 contained the related SA1 CR and the corresponding WID which both contain in their justification further important information related to the issue to be solved by the SENSE feature.
IoT devices used for sensing or other use cases are often deployed stationary and only for such stationarity use cases the problem is encountered. The devices are often from VMNOs and hence have a variety of networks they can select to. However some of these devices/a minority is selecting a network in bad conditions which is an issue especially if a PLMN providing better conditions would be in reach.
Means as observation1: There is no problem for IoT devices which are moving as due to their mobility the bad situation will be resolved by itself when moving.
 
The fact that only a small number of devices even though having several potential network candidates, end up on the “wrong” network may also be due to the fact that the situation in general is not new. I.e. installing IoT devices in places/locations where one of the potential networks may have bad coverage is likely situation and hence many IoT device vendors already have features and functionalities implemented which can resolve by itself such situation.
Especially when considering that not all technologies present on a device (e.g. NB-IoT, Cat-M and GSM) are deployed in certain countries or regions and there is nearly no inter-working between said technologies (only presence indication if available), it becomes obvious that based on additional information which may be available in the application on the device, there is the possibility to perform a more directed steered search for the best network.
Means devices intended to be installed stationarity may already today be configured with a functionality, where a scan prior registration is performed and the scan routine is used to properly select the corresponding VPLMN being best suited, i.e. provides signal levels in a certain range being able to fulfill the UE functioning over its lifetime.
Means IoT device providers already today provide functionality being in line with 3GPP to circumvent that problem, among others some implementations are called “informal network scan”.
A UE scans prior registration (even possible without SIM) carriers, frequency bands and technologies it is capable (depending on application configuration thereof a certain set), and hence allows a corresponding network selection afterwards.
The so far provided SA1 SENSE solution can be regarded in that sense as a decision assistance information.
Hence there are already today solutions in the field circumventing the underlying problem of SENSE on ending up on the less suitable PLMN. 
Observation 2: There are today solutions provided by IoT manufacturers which can circumvent the SENSE underlying problem. And the applied search solutions may be configured depending on various deployment circumstances known to the application, which can be considered in the corresponding search routines.
Such functionality can be configured via AT commands for such static deployments of the IoT device via the connected application. Hence any impact on mobile IoT devices can be avoided. In addition any brute force scan approach, as such requires a lot of time and energy: scanning the IoT technologies (NB-IoT/Cat-M, GSM fallback), the frequency bands supported by the device of the potential VPLMN candidates. 
Moreover if such functionality is provided by the device to circumvent such situation, it often also provides means to perform that search prior VPLMN selection in a corresponding configurable manner. 
As said, the so far proposed value on the SIM card can be seen as a decision making adjustment and said solution does not require any further adaptation in RAN2 functionality.

Conclusion
IoT device providers to a large extend have functionalities which are not specified by 3GPP but are compliant to the 3GPP specifications which allow to perform PLMN selection for stationary MVNO IoT devices in an optimized manner, to avoid the root-cause of the problem being bound to a low  quality network while better alternatives would exist. Such features are optimized for power consumption as brute force searches across all networks, technologies and frequency bands would severely impact power consumption and can be realized with proposed SENSE feature as providing boundary conditions.
Hence following proposals are made for further proceeding of RAN2 on the SENSE feature.

[bookmark: _Ref6663992]Proposal1: For the SENSE feature to work as expected there is no need to change legacy interfaces between upper layers and AS layer for support of PLMN selection. 
Proposal 2: In addition it is proposed to conclude that there is no further work need to discuss or change any RAN2 specifications to support the SENSE feature. There is no need for further cell selection optimization work in RAN2 for stationary IoT devices.

RAN2 should take this observation into account and provide proper feedback to CT1.
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