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1	Introduction
RAN2-125 bis meeting agreed a LS on emergency call support for (e)RedCap in barred cells in [1], containing the agreed CRs, copied as follows. 
	1. Overall Description:
In RAN2#125bis RAN2 have endorsed the attached CRs for (e)RedCap UEs with the description of the CRs as below: 

If a (e)RedCap UE is barred in a cell where (e)RedCap is enabled since (e)RedCap UEs with 1Rx branch or 2Rx branches or both are barred in the cell, network may allow those (e)RedCap UEs to consider the cell as acceptable cell for emergency calls if cell selection criteria is fulfilled and, if the (e)RedCap UE supports only half duplex FDD operation, HD-FDD operation is allowed in the cell.

The agreed RAN2 CRs also include the means for the cell to allow or not, the above operation via a SIB1 field. The CRs (R2-2402902, R2-2402903) when agreed, are considered to be implementable by Rel-17 UEs without any interoperability issue.
2. Actions:
To RAN3
ACTION: RAN2 respectfully asks RAN3 to take the above information into account and update RAN3 specifications if needed.




In this contribution, we provide our analysis to support the RAN2 request.
2	Discussion
In [1], the attached R18 CRs for RedCap UE and eRedCap UE are agreed separately in RAN2, since the CRs (R2-2402902, R2-2402903) for RedCap are considered to be implementable by Rel-17 UEs without any interoperability issue. 
Observation 1: RAN2 agreed R18 CRs for RedCap UE and eRedCap separately, since the CRs (R2-2402902, R2-2402903) for RedCap are considered to be implementable by Rel-17 UEs without any interoperability issue. 

2.1	Barring exempt for RedCap UE

As discussed in [1], when the cell supports the RedCap UE access, yet bars those UEs due to the 1Rx branch or 2Rx branches or both barrring in the cell, it would be beneficial to introduce an exception for those UEs to have access to the cell to make an emergency call or receive emergency information broadcast when possible.
A set of CRs were agreed and the TS 38.331 CR in [2] was copied as follows. 
	<Skip the irrelevance >
    barringExemptRedCap-r18        ENUMERATED {true}                                                  OPTIONAL,  -- Cond EREDCAP-Barring


	barringExemptRedCap
Indicates whether the cell allows IMS emergency bearer services for RedCap UEs, if these UEs consider the cell as acceptable cell as specified in TS 38.304 [20].



As observed above, the cell can enable such RedCap UEs to have emergency calls even if barred by the cell due to the 1Rx/2Rx. When considering the connected mode handover for target node selection, two options are provided below: 
· Option 1: introduce the barring exempt bit over network interfaces
In this option, we can introduce this barring exempt bit under the RedCap Broadcast Information IE, since the presence of this IE indicates that the intraFreqReselectionRedCap is broadcast in the SIB1 message of the corresponding cell, which also means that the cell supports the RedCap UE access as specified in the [1].. Then, the source gNB can select the proper target cell, based on the barring exempt bit exchanged by neighbouring gNBs, and the ARP value of the QoS flow corresponding to the emergency PDU session

· Option 2: Always allow emergency handover to the target cell no matter whether target cell supports the barring exempt bit.
In this option, the source gNB can always trigger the outgoing handover during the emergency call, without the knowledge of the barring exempt of the target cell. Then the target gNB can always the handover, since the emergency call is the critical service to be supported.  
 
Compared with both options, option 1 is more aligned with RAN2 agreements, and is logically workable in the same way as we handle the RedCap/eRedCap barring bit over network interfaces, option 1 is preferred.  

Proposal 1: For RedCap UE to have emergency call, RAN3 to agree the F1AP and XnAP CRs to include the barringExempt bit under the RedCap Broadcast Information IE. 

2.2	Barring exempt for eRedCap UE

The barringExempt for eRedCap was also mentioned in the LS, and corresponding CR was agreed. However, it comes to our attention that RAN2 is continuing to discuss the common solutions for emergency calls, not restricted eRedCap UEs. There was an email discussion to continue to discuss this as follows in [3]. 

[bookmark: _Hlk164404675][POST125bis][019][Emergency Calls] Common solution (Lenovo)
	Intended outcome: Discuss need for a common solution and possible solutions for a common framework 
	Deadline:  two weeks
It can be observed that there are several options are on the Table. For example, if option B was finally agreed, then possibly there is no need to introduce the barring exempt bit for eRedCap. While for option D, a new bit is needed.  
	Option A: Reuse one of the existing feature specific barring bits broadcasted in SIB1 and repurpose this to have a common meaning. 
Option B: Agree to a general principle that if cell allows access for any feature (from a subset of features), it supports emergency calls.
Option C: Use of ‘ims-EmergencySupport’ to allow cell camping for UEs to obtain limited services. 
Option D: We introduce a new bit in SIB1 to explicitly (dis)allow a non-feature UE to consider the cell as acceptable.

Conclusion: 
Proposal 1: Continue discussion in RAN2#126 on common solution for allowing EM Calls, following two points are to be resolved:
Question A: [Requirement] RAN2 kindly seek operator input to see if there’s a need to differentiate among features with respect to EM Calls support. Example: Allow EM calls to UE-A barred due to a feature-x but not to UE-B barred due to feature-y, if both UE-A and UE-B support EM calls on ‘this’ cell? 

Question B: [Feasibility] RAN2 kindly clarify if there are some hardware/ technical limitations (beyond temporary performance degradation) prohibiting EM Calls by a UE on a certain cell, needing separate/ specific EM call exemption. 

Proposal 2: Endorsed R17 RedCap CRs can be approved.




Also, in the contributions to the RAN2- meeting, there are two options to be discussed. 
	· Option 1: 
· Barring exemption bit is kept for RedCap UEs (as agreed)
· There is no additional barring exempt bit in SIB1 for eRedCap and 2Rx XR UEs
· New common CRs for eRedCap and 2Rx XR UEs are prepared while the endorsed CRs for RedCap UEs are kept as they are
· Option 2: 
· barringExemptRedCap bit is replaced with a common barringExemptEmergencyCall bit applicable to RedCap, eRedCap and 2Rx XR UEs
· Separate CRs are prepared for TS 38.304 for RedCap UEs (early implementable) and for eRedCap and 2Rx XR UEs.




It seems that that the RAN2 agreements are not steady, it is better for RAN3 to take a cautious manner during the online meeting, then make a final decision. For example, for the above#1, there will no need to introduce the barring exempt for eRedCap and 2Rx XR UEs. 
Proposal 2: For eRedCap and common solution being discussed in RAN2, RAN3 to monitor RAN2 progress on the latest progress on the emergency calls. If no impact, RAN3 to follow the incoming LS to agree F1AP and XnAP CRs to include the barringExempt bit for eRedCap under the eRedCap Broadcast Information IE.

As indicated above, RAN2 agreed to have two set of CRs for RedCap and eRedCap respectively, though it is not essential from RAN3 perspective, we can also have a set of separate CRs, to correspond to the RAN2 CRs for easy tracking. 
Proposal 3: Agree two set of CRs for RedCap and eRedCap (common solution pending proposal 2) respectively.

3	Conclusion
This document proposes the following observation and proposals:

Observation 1: RAN2 agreed R18 CRs for RedCap UE and eRedCap separately, since the CRs (R2-2402902, R2-2402903) for RedCap are considered to be implementable by Rel-17 UEs without any interoperability issue. 
Proposal 1: For RedCap UE to have emergency call, RAN3 to agree the F1AP and XnAP CRs to include the barringExempt bit under the RedCap Broadcast Information IE. 
Proposal 2: For eRedCap and common solution being discussed in RAN2, RAN3 to monitor RAN2 progress on the latest progress on the emergency calls. If no impact, RAN3 to follow the incoming LS to agree F1AP and XnAP CRs to include the barringExempt bit for eRedCap under the eRedCap Broadcast Information IE.
Proposal 3: Agree two set of CRs for RedCap and eRedCap (common solution pending proposal 2) respectively.
The CRs can be found in [4-7]. The response LS can be found in [8]. 
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