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1 Introduction

CB: # 21_NPN_Xn

ZTE,CATT:

- NG-RAN node should know the full picture of SNPN support information supported by the UE, without the limitation on UE current serving PLMN

E///,HW:

- Remove the Editor’s Note and keep a single access control related Cause Value “NPN access denied”

E///:

- In 9.2.3.x9 NPN Paging Assistance Information, remove the Serving SNPN ID IE (and update ASN.1).

Nok:

- remove the NPN Support IE and replace it by a simple NID IE in service cell information

- remove the editor’s note and keep the one access failure cause value as it is “PNI NPN access denied”

HW:

- Further discuss the SNPN ID in XNAP Paging message. If no conclusion, the NID can be removed from the XnAP, and this can be further discussed in the next release. 

- Update the note in the MRL to include the “RAT Restriction Information is set as e-URTA restricted”, or alternatively remove this note.

- RAN sharing with NPN: add semantics descriptions to ignore the legacy PLMN identity

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-203998
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-203459 – agreed

R3-203412 rev in R3-204158 – agreed

R3-203713 rev in R3-204145– agreed

R3-203712 rev in R3-204144 – agreed

3 Discussion

3.1 List of SNPN IDs in Mobility Information IE 

Tdoc R3-203262 (other agenda item) explains that the Mobility Information IE should contain the full list of SNPN IDs allowed for the UE.

Should AMF transfer a list of SNPN IDs (= multiple SNPN IDs) allowed for the UE as part of the mobility restriction list as proposed in R3-203262 and R3-203264, especially to account for the case of NID with assignment mode 0?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. This seems not needed because mobility is restricted to only one SNPN ID and this SNPN ID can therefore only be (serving PLMN IE + one NID indicated in Mobility Information IE) 

	Huawei
	No for the CR (seems not resolved the issue proposed in the paper). But we think that more thinking is need for the NID value mode 0. Note that it is clearly stated that in TS23.003
A Stand-Alone Non-Public Network (SNPN) is identified by a combination of PLMN-Identifier (see clause 12.1) and Network Identifier (NID) (see 3GPP TS 23.501 [119] clause 5.30.2)
So even for NID value mode 0, the PLMN ID is anyway needed, so to include a list of PLMN IDs is not helpful?

	Qualcomm
	As explained in CB#20, we don’t see a requirement for this proposal. Should really have been discussed elsewhere first. With the information we have from stage 2, RAN3 cannot really consider this.

	ZTE
	See CB#20.

	CATT
	Agree with Huawei. 

-
option 1: the NID assigned such that it is globally unique independent of the PLMN ID used. Option 1 of this assignment model is encoded by setting the assignment mode to value 0.

The scenario for option 1 should be supported.

	LGE
	No, agree with Nokia

	NEC
	No. The case of NID with assignment mode could be discussed further.

	Ericsson
	No, as also stated in another CB


Moderator’s summary:

A majority does not see need for this change. R3-203262 is not agreed but it is allowed to continue investigation of potential impact of NID assignment mode 0.
3.2 Mobility cause value

Do we need to discriminate SNPN and PNI NPN failure causes and have more than one cause value for this?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. one generic cause value is good enough as explained in R3-203459.

	Huawei
	No. the editor’s note can be simply removed. 

	Qualcomm
	No, remove editor’s note.

	ZTE
	No, remove editor’s note.

	LGE
	No, remove editor’s note.

	NEC
	No, remove editor’s note.

	Ericsson
	No


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree R3-203459.
3.3 Paging over Xn

Do we need to include the serving SNPN ID in the RAN (XnAP) Paging message?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. Seems not needed (see R3-203455).

	Huawei
	No. we see some benefits to include NID in the NG/Xn paging messages for PLMN IDs reserved for use by private networks. But we are fine to remove the NID from the XnAP (our TP also removes this part) 

	Qualcomm
	No, fine to remove

	ZTE
	No

	CATT
	No

	LGE
	No

	NEC
	No. 

	Ericsson
	No


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal 2: agree to remove SNPN ID from Xn Paging message and update R3-203412 with the only change to remove the SNPN ID from the Xn Paging message.
3.4 Removal of NPN Support IE over Xn

At last RAN3 the Broadcast Information IE has been added in the served cell information NR IE which provides per TAC and per PLMN the list of supported CAG IDs. Therefore, this PNI NPN information will no longer need to be added (redundantly) in the TAI Support List IE in 9.2.3.20. The NPN Support IE in the TAI Support List IE therefore loses its original purpose of indicating all TAC supported information and can be reduced to only one NID. In this case, to make the coding lightweight tdoc R3-203458 proposes to remove this useless NPN Support IE choice structure and replace with a simple NID IE.

Given the recent addition of Broadcast Information IE of last RAN3, is it ok to streamline the protocol and replace the NPN Support IE by a simple NID IE in the TAI Support List IE in 9.2.3.20 as proposed in R3-203458?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia 
	Yes. The NPN Support IE can be replaced by NID over Xn.

	Huawei
	No (slightly). We prefer to keep the existing NPN Support IE with the Choice structure in order to future change if any. 

	ZTE
	No.

	NEC
	Not a strong opinion, but the existing NPN Support IE may be more suitable for any future changes. 

	Ericsson
	This was done for forwards compatibility reasons, simple protocol design reason.


Moderator’s summary:

It seems that companies prefer to keep existing coding for future-proofness even if no more justified today. Tdoc R3-203458 is not agreed.
3.5 RAN Sharing

Since PLMN Identity IE is also included in NPN Broadcast Information IE, there would be duplicated PLMN related information for one logical cell. In this case, it is unclear to the peer node which IE represent the PLMN information for the logical node. To resolve the ambiguity, there are three solutions submitted by companies at the last meeting:

1/ Solution 1: expand NPN Support Information IE to a separate list to contain all of the NPN configuration information. In this case, NPN Support Information list IE and Broadcast PLMN Identity Info List NR IE is used for public network and NPN separately (see R3-203685)

2/ Solution 2: remove the PLMN Identity IE in Broadcast SNPN ID List IE and Broadcast PNI-NPN ID Information IE.

3/ Solution 3: Add semantics descriptions that for the NPN Broadcast Information IE in the Served Cell Information NR IE that the information contained in the Broadcast PLMNs IE shall be ignored (see 3713).
Which solution you think better:

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia 
	Solution 1 seems cleaner and more future-proof.

	Huawei
	Solution 3. This solution can reuse the existing IEs (e.g. cell ID, TAC, RANAC etc) as much as possible. While solution 1 introduces a big change at this last meeting (though it could work). 

Also the CB on F1 should be aligned with each other on this aspect. 

	Qualcomm
	Not very strong opinion but solution 1 could be checked further as it does seem cleaner.

	ZTE
	Solution 3 is preferred.

	CATT
	Solution 1. It is aligned with the structure of RAN2 and clearer.

	LGE
	Solution 3 is preferred

	NEC
	No a strong opinion, either solution 1 or 3 is ok. While solution 1 seems to be future proof, solution 3 requires the simplest change at this stage. 

	Ericsson
	Solution 3


Moderator’s summary:

We have 0 company support for solution 2 which is eliminated. Then we have 3 companies leaning toward solution 1 and three companies leaning towards solution 3, one company neutral… It seems that solution 3 supporters are a little bit more “opinionated”. So unless one more company voices in favor of solution 1 the direction at this stage seems to slightly be solution 3.
Proposal 3: agree R3-203713 or any necessary update.

3.6 Semantics in Xn MRL

There is the following note in the MRL

· NOTE: if the Serving NID IE is included in this IE, the Equivalent PLMNs IE and the Last E-UTRAN PLMN IE are not included and the Core Network Type Restriction for Serving PLMN IE is set to “EPCForbidden”, following principles specified in TS 23.501 [9].

From tdoc R3-203712, this note seems not complete to include the RAT restriction. Thus, this note should be updated, or alternatively, this note can be removed. Which solution do you prefer:

Solution 1: update the note in the MRL to include the “RAT Restriction Information is set as e-UTRA restricted” (see R3-203712).

Solution 2: remove the complete note in MRL.

Solution 3: do nothing.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Solution 1

	Huawei
	Solution 1 or solution 2 are fine to us. 

At least the BLCRs for NGAP/XnAP should be aligned. 

	Qualcomm
	Slight preference for solution2, but in any case need to align with NGAP. One late thought is that maybe we could have just a general short statement e.g. “NOTE: if the Serving NID IE is included in this IE, the usage and/or inclusion of other Mobility Restriction information follows principles specified in TS 23.501 [9]”

	ZTE
	Related with Q3.1.

	NEC
	Solution 1 or 2.

	Ericsson
	Solution 2, this is also proposed by the rapporteur of the NG CB


Moderator’s summary:

It was decided to align Xn with NG in the NPN NG come back which is solution 2.
Proposal 4: agree solution 2 and update R3-203712 with the only change to remove the semantics of NPN Mobility Information IE in MRL.

4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: It is proposed to agree R3-203459.

Proposal 2: agree to remove SNPN ID from Xn Paging message and update R3-203412 with the only change to remove the SNPN ID from the Xn Paging message.

Proposal 3: agree R3-203713 or any necessary update if needed.

Proposal 4: agree solution 2 and update R3-203712 with the only change to remove the semantics of NPN Mobility Information IE in MRL.
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