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Introduction
In RAN3#101bis meeting, the issue for access control mechanism under CU-DU architecture was discussed, and the following conclusion were agreed: “For both of the camp, common part is that both CU and DU needs to be involved in the configuration of UAC barring information. So, information needs to be transferred between CU and DU”, and “It is proposed to discuss the above three alternatives and select one in next RAN3 meeting”.
In this contribution, we provide analysis and proposal on the three alternatives[1] and accordingly provide two CRs for TS 38.473[2][3].
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Discussion
According to the last RAN3 meeting, there are three alternatives to solve the problem of CU transmitting UAC related information to DU:
· Alt1: The information transferred from CU to DU refer to the definition of UAC Barring information defined in RAN2.

· Alt2: CU provides some assistance information to DU to help DU update the UAC barring information e.g. barring factor/barring time for each UE category.

· Alt3: CU conveys portions of SIB1 (including use case for uac-barringInfo) to DU which means all UAC information defined in SIB1 is transferred and can adapt possible future extension in RAN2 without impact of RAN3 specification
For Alt 1, the ASN.1 fields of the UAC Barring information are defined in RAN2 shown as follows:
    uac-BarringInfo                     SEQUENCE {

        uac-BarringForCommon                UAC-BarringPerCatList                                               OPTIONAL,   -- Need S

        uac-BarringPerPLMN-List             UAC-BarringPerPLMN-List                                             OPTIONAL,   -- Need S

        uac-BarringInfoSetList              UAC-BarringInfoSetList,
        uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo CHOICE {

            plmnCommon                           UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo,

            individualPLMNList                   SEQUENCE (SIZE (2..maxPLMN)) OF UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo

        }                                                                                                       OPTIONAL
    }                                                                                                           OPTIONAL,   -- Need R

This option inherits some shortcomings of the Alt2 and Alt3 described below. For example, no future extensibility, additional CU encoding for SIB1 or some of its fields, redundant signaling structure (see above reference, the only information marked yellow needs to be sent to DU entity). But one advantage is that it saves effort of RAN3 following the definition of parameters decided by RAN2.
For Alt 2, only barring factor/barring time for each UAC Barring information set index needs to be transmitted, since the mapping between UE category and UAC Barring information set index already exists in the UAC-BarringPerCatList, then there is no need to pass every category or its associated configuration information to DU entity. The biggest advantage of this option is minimal signaling overhead over F1, and defined IE structure is concise and clear. In addition, this option does not require CU to do encoding for whole SIB1 or some of its fields. But main disadvantage is requiring RAN3 to follow the definition of parameters decided by RAN2. Additionally, no future extensibility, that is, if other features need to be introduced over F1, they will be added one by one, as done by 3G network over Iub/Iur.
For Alt 3, the definition of whole SIB1 is introduced into F1 interface, the biggest advantage of this option is taking into account the possibility of transmission of other features over F1, such as cell reselection related parameters in SIB1[4], which may also need to be passed from CU to DU (to be further discussed by RAN3), so this option is future extensible. Another advantage is that RAN3 doesn't need follow the definition of parameters decided by RAN2. But disadvantage is that additional encoding work for SIB1 is introduced into CU entity, and more redundant signaling structures are brought to F1 interface.
The following is a simple comparison table that can be considered to determine the final approach.
Table-1 Comparisons between three alternatives
	
	Alt 1
	Alt 2
	Alt 3

	Following the definition of parameters decided by RAN2
	☺
	☹
	☺

	Additional CU encoding for SIB1 or some of its fields
	☹
	☺
	☹

	Future extensibility
	☹
	☹
	☺☺

	Redundant signaling structure and overhead over F1
	☹
	☺
	☹☹


According to above analysis, Alt 1 has fewer advantages, it is proposed for RAN3 to exclude this option firstly, and then based on further discussion of other features, e.g, cell reselection related parameters in SIB1, select one option from Alt2 and Alt 3 as the standardization solution.  
Proposal: RAN3 to exclude alternative 1 firstly and decide one alternative from alternative 2 and alternative 3 as the standardization solution.
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Conclusion

In the present contribution we make the following proposal:

Proposal: RAN3 to exclude alternative 1 firstly and decide one alternative from alternative 2 and alternative 3 as the standardization solution..
Accordingly the two CRs for TS 38.473 corresponding to Alt 2 and Alt 3 respectively are provided in paper [2][3].
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