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1 Introduction

This is the summary document for the following come back:  
CB: # 12_NPN4Gto5GHO_CAGInfor

- Signaling options on the table: a) Handover Request Acknowledge message b) Uplink NAS Transfer message

- NPN Access Information or the Cell CAG List or Cell CAG Information?

- 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? E///

- Reply LS to SA2
(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-215815
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following: 

Agree to add NPN Access Information IE to the Handover Request Acknowledge message.
Agree Reply LS in R3-216064 (revision of R3-215174).
Agree R3-216055 (Huawei, revision of 5175, CR to 38.413).
3 First Round
At inter-system handover between E-UTRAN and NG-RAN, the AMF may not have subscription data during handover preparation, and thus provides no CAG-related mobility restrictions to the NG-RAN. Therefore, the target gNB cannot do proper admission of the UE which may access a non-allowed CAG cell or may access a non-CAG cell while not allowed to. 
SA2 informs RAN3 in incoming LS in [1] that SA2 agreed a solution whereby the check is done at the registration request following the handover. More precisely, when the UE arrives in 5GS, it initiates a registration update, the AMF retrieves subscription data and verifies whether the UE can access the cell.  However, in order to perform this check the AMF must have the CAG information associated to the cell where the registration is done. More precisely, the AMF must retrieve the NPN Access Information which contains the list of CAG IDs of the cell.
Q1: Do you acknowledge the above issue i.e. that AMF is currently missing the CAG information of the target cell in order to perform the NPN access verification for the UE at the registration following an inter-system handover and that some stage 3 CR is needed? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes


If you answered “yes” at Q1, there are 3 options for AMF to retrieve this information:
· Option 1: target gNB sends the NPN Access Information to AMF during the handover preparation in the NGAP Handover Request Acknowledge message. AMF needs to store the information and during the subsequent registration request from the UE, then AMF uses it to verify that the UE can access. 
· Option 2: target gNB sends the NPN Access Information to AMF within the Handover Notify message at completion of the handover. AMF needs to store the information and during the subsequent registration request from the UE, then AMF uses it to verify that the UE can access.

· Option 3: target gNB can piggy-back the NPN Access Information within the Uplink NAS Transport message carrying the registration request message from UE, in a similar way as this is currently piggy-backed in the Initial UE Message. AMF uses the information received in the message to verify that the UE can access.

Q2: which option do you prefer and why?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 3.

It is similar to initial access using Initial UE Message. Advantage: it doesn’t require AMF storage.

	Huawei
	Option 1. 
The benefit is that the NG-RAN can provide the information in the immediate handover procedure after identifying the “EPSto5GS” codepoint in the Handover Type IE. Otherwise, for option 3, the NG-RAN has to record the “EPSto5GS” handover, then add it in the subsequent UL NAS transport message when receiving the UL NAS-PDU from the UE.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1, as discussed in our paper, and explained by Huawei above.
We acknowledge that all options are of course feasible.

	ZTE
	Option 3 
From RAN3 perspective, all options can work. But we don’t know which one is more appropriate from SA2’s point of view. So, we can send LS to SA2.

	CATT
	Slight prefer Option 1. Both option 1 and option 3 have to store something as mentioned by HW and Nokia, but option 1seems more related to inter-system handover.


Moderator’s summary:

Both options can work. There is a light majority for option 1. Since we need to decide, we propose option 1.
Proposal 1: agree option 1. As Huawei is the input LS company for this item we propose to take R3-215175 as starting point for the revision of the CR/LS.
Proposal 2: agree reply LS in R3-215174.

Q3: Tdoc R3-215188 proposes some stage 2 description in RAN3 for TS 38.300. Do you think that stage 2 CR is also needed?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Seems OK for us.

	Huawei
	Ok, to align with SA2 updated spec. 

	Qualcomm
	It makes sense, on the detail it is not clear if Registration should (needs to ) be mentioned in RAN specs

	ZTE
	OK 

	CATT
	Yes


Moderator’s summary:

Companies seem ok to have a stage 2 draft 38.300 CR.
Proposal 3: agree draft CR 38.300 on a revision of R3-215188 taking Qualcomm’s comments (and possibly others) into account.

Tdoc R3-215173 points out that there can be some data transmission before the verification takes place. Therefore, if the verification fails the AMF would tear down the connection but some UL data or DL data (e.g. forwarded data) might have been scheduled in the meantime. 

Q4: Do you think that RAN3 should do something about this?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No unless we find a good solution.

	Huawei
	As the proponent, we intend to bring up this issue for discussion. 

These UL/DL data not only consume precious radio resources (in terms of handover latency and registration procedure latency), but also may impact the KPI performance at the NG-RAN node, if the AMF finally tear down the UE connection. 
But we are not sure whether RAN3 should have some actions, given the SA2 agreements. We are open to further discussion. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Nokia, also this seems a relatively minor issue. There are other use cases where similar problem may occur (outside of NPN) if for example AMF/MME has limited information at point of handover preparation.

	ZTE
	Not needed. It is up to implementation.

	CATT
	It is not a NPN specific issue, and the current specification is work well


Q5: If answer to previous question is “yes”, which impact or solution do you propose?

	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

Issue is acknowledged but need for a solution not acknowledged.
4 Second Round

It
5 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: TP...
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