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Introduction
 (
1
/1/ Configuration aspects over NG
1.1 PNI-NPN  
a
/ need to send list of CAG IDs from NG-RAN to 5GC? 
(Is it for paging optimization?  Can a TA comprise a mix of 
cag
 cells or non 
cag
 cells? Is it for Ng-based-handover? Is it due to size of allowed CAG list which would require AMF need to filter?) 
b
/ need to send list of CAG IDs from 5GC to NG-RAN?
)In the RAN3 #105 meeting, [1] suggests that more discussion is needed on the topic of configuration aspects over NG, as indicated as follows:
Based on the last meeting, the offline discussion [2] on this topic made progress, but no agreement is achieved.
In this contribution, we further discuss the remaining open issues and provide proposals for agreement.
Discussion
The need to send list of CAG IDs from NG-RAN to 5GC
The offline discussion [2] has summarized the possible use cases for sending CAG information to the AMF, which is quoted as below:
· Paging filtering at AMF (NG paging reduction)
· Filtering of the UE’s CAG list (in Mobility Restrictions)
· NG-based handover
There was consensus that the value of these use cases i.e. the need to signal CAG support to the AMF is partly under SA2 remit; also, this FFS is already pending on SA2, since the 2nd and 3rd use cases are included in the LS that was sent to SA2 at RAN3#105. 
And SA2 has replied the LS with the following information [4],
Q2: should we consider the case that the size of the UE allowed CAG ID could be so large that the AMF may need to filter it based on the CAG IDs supported in the (registration) area where UE is located?
SA2 Answer: SA2 assumes that RAN3 is referring to the AMF signaling a UE's Allowed CAG list to NG-RAN as part of the Mobility Restrictions. As per current Stage 2 specifications, SA2 does not assume AMF to perform any filtering.
However, SA2 invites SA1 to provide additional guidance on the number of CAG Identifiers per PLMN per UE to be supported.
Q3: should we consider the case that the AMF may reject the NG based handover request based on the CAG IDs supported by the target NG-RAN node?
SA2 Answer: The Allowed CAG list is included in the Mobility Restriction and the source NG-RAN node shall select the target cell accordingly, based on proper neighbour information. SA2 also agrees that   the handover procedure should be stopped if the target cell does not support any CAG ID in the Allowed CAG list. SA2 has not agreed any additional requirements for AMF to reject the handover procedure.
NG Paging Reduction use case
Based on the answers from SA2 listed above, the potential usage for UE CAG list filtering and NG-based handover are not acknowledged by SA2. SA2 does not assume AMF to perform any filtering, and they have not agreed any additional requirements for AMF to reject the handover procedure.
Then the left potential usage is the paging filtering at AMF, which mainly saves the signalling overhead on the NG interface.
UE Verification use case
There is LS exchange between SA2 and SA3 on the issue that whether CAG ID should be included in the RRC message, i.e. Msg5 for initial access. SA3 suggests including the selected CAG ID only in the NAS message. As a result, SA2 asks a question on whether the UE’s selection can be trusted, which is stated as below,
SA2 kindly asks SA3 to provide feedback whether a CAG ID signaled by the UE to the network can be trusted for the purpose of CAG authorization, i.e. to determine whether the UE is allowed to access the CAG cell via which it is accessing a CAG cell or not.’
From the situation stated above, we identify a relationship between the UE verification and whether to send CAG list from RAN to Core. If the UE’s selection can be trusted, then transferring cell supported CAG list from RAN to Core is not needed; otherwise, the cell supported CAG list is needed for AMF to perform UE verification during the initial access.
As a summary, the left uses that can be considered for sending CAG list from RAN to AMF are,
· Paging filtering at AMF (NG paging reduction)
· UE verification during the initial access (pending until SA3 response to SA2)
Observation 1: Paging filtering and UE verification are potential use cases to justify sending per cell CAG list from NG-RAN to 5GC. UE verification use cases require further inputs from SA2 and SA3.
The need to send list of CAG IDs from 5GC to NG-RAN
For PNI-NPN, 5GC only maintains the UE supported CAG list, and there is no 5GC supported CAG ID list specified in TS23.501. Unlike the case in slicing, 5GC doesn’t need a 5GC supported CAG ID list to interact with NG-RAN. As a result, there’s no need to send such list from 5GC to NG-RAN.
Proposal 1: There is no need to send list of CAG IDs from 5GC to NG-RAN.
Conclusion:
In this contribution, following proposals are made:
Observation 1: Paging filtering and UE verification are potential use cases to justify sending per cell CAG list from NG-RAN to 5GC. UE verification use cases require further inputs from SA2 and SA3.
Proposal 2: There is no need to send list of CAG IDs from 5GC to NG-RAN.
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