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1
Overall description
RAN2 thanks SA2 for their reply LS confirming that SA2 has not identified any technical issues to support early UE capability retrieval for eMTC UEs for EPS from system architecture perspective. 
RAN2 discussed the concerns raised by SA2 for 5GS and would like to provide the responses as follows:
SA2 LS indicated:

· Concerns to enable use of truncated 5G-S-TMSI for all UEs accessing ng-eNBs connected to 5GC as this would reduce the available AMF Set ID number space, AMF Pointer number space and TMSI number space (due to truncation) for all UEs.
RAN2 response:

RAN2 has a potential solution to identify in Msg3 to include InitialUE-Identity-5GC which enables ng-eNB to differentiate between BL UEs and non-BL UEs in CE mode. 
 


Such solution would allow AMF to allocate 40-bit truncated 5G-S-TMSI only for BL UEs.
SA2 LS indicated:

· Concerns about truncated 5G-S-TMSIs being used, with no additional checks, to retrieve the UE capabilities for all UEs and the high levels of coordination required between operators in RAN sharing cases for eMTC UEs using CP optimisations.


SA2 LS indicated:

· Concerns about introducing to EPS capabilities that are not supported by 5GS, or no clear path exists for its addition to 5GS. 








However, RAN2 thinks the last 2 concerns above are out of RAN2 scope and up to SA2 to address. 





Therefore, RAN2 respectfully asks SA2 to take above response into consideration.
2
Actions
ACTION to SA2: 

RAN2 respectfully asks SA2 to take above response into consideration.
3
Dates of next TSG RAN WG2 meetings
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #112e


 Nov 2020, E-Meeting
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #113


 March 2021
�We did not agree to describe a solution and  we have not agreed on the solution yet. We think it is also possible to use a special LCID (potentially refarming one), which would be a lot cleaner and would allow to introduce in a later release. 


�1st sentence is about current behaviour and nothing new and OK to remove.2nd sentence is already an existing method for NB-IoT and is not new but OK to remove. Adding last sentence to clarify their concerns 


�Agree with HW and OK with QC addition


�Agree with HW that solution details are not needed. We can indicate possibility/feasibility of solution at RAN2 to restrict the truncation to non BL UE. 


�we have not agreed to comment on the other concerns.





RAN2 intends to send a reply LS to SA2 to indicate that there seems to be a potential solution to address the 1st concern from RAN2 standpoint, however it should be up to SA2 to decide whether/how other concerns are addressed.


 


�I undeleted SA2 text from LS.


About the response, deleting individual response is OK. But during online session, many companies said that this concern can be resolved by configuration and we are also conveying the NB-IOT fact, which does not require any additional check for Msg3 based early UE capability retrieval.


�Agree with HW. Regarding "resolved by configuration" – in our understanding this is not any RAN2 configuration thus we don't understand why RAN2 should specifically comment on that? The SA2 concern seems to be about the need for "high levels of coordination", e.g. with regards to configuration. 





It was also raised up online by companies that RAN2 should address only 1st concern.


�This is network implementation issue related to RAN sharing and needs to be discussed within SA2 only. RAN2 views not required. As indicated it was not agreed to respond to this issue


�Removed as this paragraph contradicts the next paragraph, and as commented above also the scope of the LS reply – also it is not clear why RAN2 should explain to SA2 (or RAN3) procedures which are under their responsibility?


�This looks OK – however it contradicts the previous paragraph


�


�We don’t agree with this and we have not agreed to comment on this in the LS


�This is not the scope of LS





