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1
Introduction

This TP aims at finalising work for E1AP for NPN.

2
Discussion 
The open point on E1AP is whether PNI-NPN related information shall be exchanged within E1 interface management procedures.

This discussion was unfortunately put into context to another long discussion we had on extending the list of supported cells per CU-UP contained in F1 interface management messages, which fading flame was kind of re-ignited by the discussion on including supported CAG IDs per CU-UP.

While CU-UPs way support different PLMNs, different slices, different QoS Flow QoS Parameters, it was also decided in Rel-15 to support CU-UPs co-located with the DU by providing the possibility to reference to the DU the CU-UP is co-located with. Naturally, this reference should have been a DU identifier, but it was decided to rather include the Cell IDs supported by the DU as a reference. So, it seems to be a misconception to assume that CU-UPs “support” cells, the inclusion of cell identifiers is only a means to indicate a special deployment scenario on E1AP.

Btw, 23.501 mentions the role slice differentiation may play in the deployment of a PNI-NPN. The operator can very well define specific slices for PNI-NPNs if this is required and by that allow specific resources (or amount of resources) being utilised by those PNI-NPNs.

There is a related question we tried to answer in Agenda Item 16.5 for F1 on whether there is any reason to signal CAG IDs from the CU-CP to the DU, for which we see no need, as a CU-CP does not “support” a CAG, it can only serve a DU which provides cell resources for CAG cells and providing the CAG IDs of a cell enables the CU-UP to control mobility of CM-CONNECTED UEs along PNI-NPN related subscription information provided in the MRL.

Likewise, an AMF does not “support” CAGs, it only serves gNBs providing cell resources for CAG cells and performs initial access control for UEs and provide mobility control information to the gNB.

If this is understood, we only have to add the fact, that the CU-UP does not play any role in access control of the UE. So, there is no reason to provide access control related information to the CU-UP. PNI-NPN related information would also not be able to influence user plane related behaviour of the CU-UP, at least there is no specified relation between access control and UP functions in the CU-UP.

We have discussed in the past whether it would make sense to provide explicit E1 support for additional (PLMN) deployment scenarios for reasons of optimising latency on F1-U but could not conclude on the significance of that aspect. So we can conclude on the non-significance of such aspects in light of PNI-NPN deployment scenario as well (with PNI-NPNs being “integrated” in PLMNs).

3
Conclusion and Proposal
We propose to close discussions on E1AP for NPN for Rel-16 and agree on the latest E1AP BL CR (provided remaining editorials are ironed out).

