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Introduction
RAN3 has received the LS in [2] from SA2 concerning MUSIM (multi-user SIM). Some questions indicate RAN3 to answer. Proposed answers are detailed below.

Discussion

Q1: Please confirm the feasibility and overhead of sending a Paging Cause in [Uu] Paging message for EPS and for 5GS. [RAN2, RAN3]
It should be noted here that sending cause in Radio Paging message has been discussed in the past for 4g. This had not been accepted because network filtering solutions have always prevailed. 
Therefore, even if it is of course “feasible” to add a cause value in NGAP paging message from RAN3 viewpoint, we expect SA2 to make network filtering solutions prevail instead. 

Adding a radio paging cause is not at no cost. For example, depending on the granularity of such cause, the few bits added would translate into fewer “pagings” in a paging record. Another caveat is about the network deployment of the feature and backward compatibility issues.

Finally, adding a radio paging cause could have security issues where SA3 is expected to be involved. For example, it may make tracking people easier. For instance, an attacker could post something on the instant communicator and it would help him to track the person if he can know the type of pending data and what the paging is for.
Proposal 1: answer Q1 that adding paging cause over S1 and NG is feasible but SA2 should give preference to solutions avoiding this by leveraging network filtering schemes.
Q3: Please indicate how the paging cause is expected to be supported in RAN nodes (e.g. per PLMN, per TA, per RAN node, per cell) (For NR and E-UTRA) [RAN2, RAN3]
We expect the need of full deployment of this feature PLMN wide. Otherwise the UE and network would have to agree where it is supported. This would then possibly impact e.g. SIB which is not desirable.
Proposal 2: answer Q3 that the feature would require all NG-RAN nodes of PLMN to support the feature.
Q5: Please provide feedback if it is feasible (and secure) that the Busy Indication is sent as RRC message instead (no NAS message to the CN) i.e. as a RRC response to paging without requiring an RRC connection [RAN2, RAN3, SA3]

We understand the question as NAS is not involved but instead the UE sends an RRC message that is followed by an NGAP message in order to inform the 5GC. NAS is integrity protected and without NAS involvement there seems to be security risks. We think SA3 input is critical on this question.
Proposal 3: answer Q5 that providing the Busy Indication as RRC message instead of NAS message has likely security risk that SA3 needs to analyse. 

Q6: Please indicate whether it is feasible to define an RRC-based leaving and returning procedure in 5GS/NR. [RAN2, RAN3]

Two types of leaving are envisioned by SA2:

· “Short leaving” can be used to send the Busy Indication. 
· “Long leaving” would be used to indicate to network A that UE is going to leave to connect to network B.
It is up to RAN2 to decide if short leaving RRC message is needed depending on Q4 about the duration needed for UE to send the busy indication.
For long leaving in 5g the existing RRC release request introduced for power saving in NR could be reused. A NAS based solution could be also possible. RAN2 should first answer the question. 
Proposal 4: wait RAN2 response for Q6 to see if any RAN3 impact. 

Q7: Please let us know whether changes to 5GS/E-UTRA (Option 5) to support RRC-based leaving is part of RAN Work Item. [RAN2, RAN3]

According to the RAN work item, concerning the objective of informing the switching, the network A (where the UE is connected) is NR only. Therefore, there is no need to support an RRC-based leaving mechanism for option 5.

Proposal 5: answer Q7 that support of an RRC-based leaving mechanism for option 5 is out of scope of the work item. 
The next question concerns the paging collision in idle mode and solutions from TR 23.761.
Q9: SA2 would like to ask RAN2 and RAN3 to take these solutions into consideration and provide feedback including proposals from RAN that SA2 may have not yet considered.

Q10: Some companies in SA2 believe that the RAN plenary decision on “No E-UTRA impact” restriction is only related to layers RRC and below. Other companies in SA2 believe that the restriction also includes no impact to S1_AP and NG_AP. It would be helpful for SA2 to get the correct definition of the WI restriction from RAN WGs.

We think that the selection of the solution for Q9 should be left to RAN2.

For Q10, when paging collision can occur, there are two types of RAN impacting solutions:

· If 5g side modifies its paging reception by one of the listed solutions, there is no real need to inform 4g side. Therefore, no impact to both S1AP and E-UTRA.

· If 4g side modification is needed instead, given that the UE calculation of PO/PF is based on IMSI, there is no solution that would impact S1AP without impacting 36.304 and therefore E-UTRA.

Therefore, would a RAN impacting solution be chosen, the RAN Plenary decision can only be understood as a hint to go for the first type i.e. simply adapt 5g side to avoid impact on EPS side.
If instead a non-RAN impacting solution is chosen, solution should be common for EPC and 5GC.  

Proposal 6: answer Q9, Q10 to clarify that if a RAN impacting solution is chosen, only a solution on 5g side is needed.
Conclusion and Proposal

This paper has analysed the questions where SA2 involved RAN3 and made the following answer proposals.

Proposal 1: answer Q1 that adding paging cause over S1 and NG is feasible but SA2 should give preference to solutions avoiding this by leveraging network filtering schemes.

Proposal 2: answer Q3 that the feature requires all NG-RAN nodes of PLMN to support the feature.

Proposal 3: answer Q5 that providing the Busy Indication as RRC message instead of NAS message has security risk that SA3 needs to analyse. 

Proposal 4: wait RAN2 response for Q6 to see if any RAN3 impact. 

Proposal 5: answer Q7 that support of an RRC-based leaving mechanism for option 5 is out of scope of the work item. 

Proposal 6: answer Q9, Q10 to clarify that only a solution on 5g side is needed for paging collisions.

It is proposed to agree to send back the reply LS in [3]. 
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