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RAN3 has received an LS from SA2 in [1] which notifies RAN3 that corrections have been made to TS 23.501 for the case where a UE performs inter-system HO to 5GS and may access cells it is not allowed to (no CAG member or only allowed to access CAG cells).
SA2 provides in [2] the CR that clarifies the 5GS handling of such scenario.
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The CR in [2] clarifies (added text in pseudo revision marks)  that “During transition from CM-IDLE to CM-CONNECTED and after connected mode mobility from E-UTRAN to NG-RAN ... the AMF shall verify whether UE access is allowed by Mobility Restrictions:”
The specification text specifying the AMF behaviour while verifying CAG related information contained in Mobility Restriction information ensures that the AMF has to verify whether the UE is allowed to access the CAG or whether the UE is allowed to access non-CAG cells.
The NG-RAN behaviour related to Mobility Restrictions is very clearly specified in TS 38.300 section 9.4:
The roaming and access restriction information for a UE includes information on restrictions to be applied for subsequent mobility action during CM-CONNECTED state. It may be provided by the AMF and also may be updated by the AMF later.
So, the difference between AMF and the NG-RAN behaviour is that the NG-RAN makes sure that the UE is handed over to a cell that is not forbidden for the UE to access, while the AMF is responsible for evaluating the access rights of the UE at transition from CM-IDLE to CM-CONNECTED and, as a new scenario, during inter-system handover to NG-RAN.
The Action required by SA2 is to check whether there is any alignment within RAN3 specifications needed.
stage 2
In principle, there would not be any alignment needed, as the scope the TSs for handling access restrictions is clearly separated between AMF and NG-RAN nodes in TS 23.501 and TS 38.300 respectively.
However, when re-reading the relevant sections in TS 38.300, it appears, that the clear separation between SA2 and RAN stage 2 was not exactly followed.
TS 38.300 section 16.7.4 states:
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During the establishment of the UE-associated logical NG-connection towards the 5GC, the AMF checks whether the UE is allowed to access the cell as specified in TS 23.501 [3].
If the check is successful, the AMF sets up the UE-associated logical NG-connection and provides the NG-RAN node with the list of CAGs allowed for the UE and, whether the UE is allowed to access non-CAG cells. This information is used by the NG-RAN for access control of subsequent mobility.
If the check is not successful, the AMF shall reject setting up the UE-associated NG connection and inform the NG-RAN node with an appropriate cause value as specified in TS 23.501 [3].
It seems that the current text does not cover the new case introduced by SA2.
Proposal 1:	Agree to update TS 38.300 §16.7.4 to generalize the description by avoiding replicating functional specification from TS 23.501.
stage 3
It seems to be obvious that the NGAP Handover procedure is lacking functionality to inform the AMF about the CAG IDs of the target cell within the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message
Proposal 2:	Agree to update NGAP by inserting the NPN Access Information into the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message.
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It is proposed to note the LS and conclude that there are two actions needed to update stage 2 (TS 38.300) and stage 3 (38.413) accordingly:
Proposal 1:	Agree to update TS 38.300 §16.7.4 to generalize the description by avoiding replicating functional specification from TS 23.501 as proposed in R3-215188.
Proposal 2:	Agree to update NGAP by inserting the NPN Access Information into the HANDOVER REQUEST ACKNOWLEDGE message as proposed in R3-215189.
Final proposal:	Agree that there is no need to reply to the LS.
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