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1 Introduction

This is the summary document for the following come back:  

CB: # NPN2_CellAccessControl
- F1 signaling needed to have CU to send congestion assistance information to DU to set the onboarding bit?

- Provide TPs for stage2 and stage3, if agreeable.

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-221056
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:  

Agreements

Do not mention the NGAP Setup procedure and the AMF Configuration Update procedures in the BL CR 38.300.

Set the criticality of Onboarding Support IE to “ignore” in the NG Setup Response and the AMF Configuration Update in BL CR 38.413. 

Agree TP R3-221155 revision of R3-220655 for BL CR 38.300. 
Agree TP R3-220198 for BL CR 38.413.
DU ultimately decides whether to set the onboarding indication in SIB1.  
To be continued
Whether CU sends “congestion assistance information” to assist DU in the setting of the onboarding indication in SIB1.

Whether DU informs CU if it has set the onboarding indication in SIB1 in a given cell so that the CU can check when UE accesses for onboarding in that cell that this accessing is aligned with the SIB1 broadcast.

3 First Round

Stage 2 – TS 38.300

AMF Onboarding Support

Current TS 38.300 BL CR says that the NG-RAN node receives the onboarding support capability of the AMF via the NG setup procedure and does not mention the AMF Configuration Update procedure. There are two options to fix this:

· Option 1: change “using the NG Setup procedure “ into “using the NG Setup procedure and the AMF Configuration Update procedure”. (e.g. R3-220854)
· Option 2: not mention the procedures used and remove “using the NG Setup procedure” from the sentence. (e.g. R3-220655) 
Q1: what is your view between these two options? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No strong view, slight preference for option 1. 

	CTC
	Option 1

	Qualcomm
	Option 2

	Huawei
	Slightly prefer Option 2 since there is no need to specify the NGAP messages in stage 2. 

	LGE
	Slightly prefer Option 2

	ZTE
	Option 1

	CATT
	Option 1

	Ericsson
	Option 2
we should not follow example from other group’s stage-2 work  and put too many stage 3 details into stage 2: simplicity, modularity, avoiding duplication among TSs are excellent guiding principles for specification workl


Moderator’s summary:

There are 3 companies for option 1 and 3 companies for option 2. Then 1 company slightly prefer option 1 and another one slightly prefer option 2. To make a decision Nokia is OK to switch to option 2 and make 5/3.

Proposal 1: agree 
Do not mention the NGAP Setup procedure and the AMF Configuration Update procedures in the BL CR 38.300.
Agree TP R3-220655.
Mobility

It was clarified recently that connected mobility is possible i.e. handover is possible during the onboarding process (even towards a non-supporting cell). However, in the current release this connected mobility is restricted to intra-SNPN This is different than idle mode mobility since SA2 agreed to support inter-SNPN mobility for idle mode. Therefore, tdoc R3-220197 proposes to add the following clarification in the BL CR TS 38.300:

Intra-SNPN connected mobility is supported during the onboarding process in this release.
Q2: are you ok to add this clarification? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK. 

	CTC
	No string view.

	Qualcomm
	Prefer not - there is nothing here that is new after access from any other SNPN access.

	Huawei
	Prefer not. 

This is clearly described in clause 5.30.2.10.2.3 of TS 23.501 as a note. It seems no need to duplicate it in RAN specification. 

	LGE
	Same view with Qualcomm and Huawei

	
	Fine for us.

	CATT
	Same view with Qualcomm and Huawei

	Ericsson
	rather not, keep it simple


Moderator’s summary:

There are 5 companies do not like the change. Not agreed.

Slicing

At RAN3#114 RAN3 discussed the support of slicing and concluded that the onboarding slice should be managed like any other slice. This means that the NG-RAN node should be configured with the S-NSSAI associated with the onboarding slice and should report it as supported to the AMF in the NG Setup Request message.

This is not so obvious because according to TS 23.501 the 5GC is assumed to be configured with a specific S-NSSAI/DNN for onboarding that 5GC will use when setting up the onboarding PDU session. Coordination is therefore required between RAN and CN. 

Due to the above tdoc R3-220197 proposes to add the following sentence to the 38.300 BL CR:

The supporting NG-RAN nodes shall be configured with the onboarding S-NSSAI supported by 5GC as described in TS 23.501 [3]
Q3: are you ok to add this clarification? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK. 

	CTC
	No string view, maybe unnecessary.

	Qualcomm
	Don’t see that there is strong need.

	Huawei
	Discussed already. We also don’t see the strong need.  

	LGE
	We also think there is no strong need.

	ZTE
	Seems not needed.

	CATT
	We also think there is no strong need.

	Ericsson
	no need


Moderator’s summary:

There are 2 companies do not like the change. 4 companies don’t see strong need. Not agreed.

Stage 3 – TS 38.413

Criticality of the AMF Onboarding Support IE in TS 38.413

It was agreed at previous RAN3 meetings to add the Onboarding Support IE in the NG Setup Response and AMF Configuration Update messages. 

9.2.6.2
NG SETUP RESPONSE

This message is sent by the AMF to transfer application layer information for an NG-C interface instance.

Direction: AMF ( NG-RAN node
	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description
	Criticality
	Assigned Criticality

	Message Type
	M
	
	9.3.1.1
	
	YES
	reject

	AMF Name
	M
	
	9.3.3.21 
	
	YES
	reject

	PLMN Support List
	
	1
	
	
	YES
	reject

	>PLMN Support Item
	
	1..<maxnoofPLMNs>
	
	
	-
	

	>>PLMN Identity
	M
	
	9.3.3.5
	
	-
	

	>>Slice Support List
	M
	
	9.3.1.17
	Supported S-NSSAIs per PLMN or per SNPN.
	-
	

	>>NPN Support
	O
	
	9.3.3.44
	If NID IE is included, it identifies a SNPN together with the PLMN Identity IE.
	YES
	reject

	>>Extended Slice Support List
	M
	
	9.3.1.191
	Additional Supported S-NSSAIs per PLMN or per SNPN.
	YES
	reject

	>>Onboarding Support
	O
	
	ENUMERATED (true, ...)
	Indication of onboarding support.
	YES
	reject

	Criticality Diagnostics
	O
	
	9.3.1.3
	
	YES
	ignore

	UE Retention Information
	O
	
	9.3.1.117
	
	YES
	ignore

	IAB Supported
	O
	
	ENUMERATED (true, ...)
	Indication of support for IAB.
	YES
	ignore

	Extended AMF Name
	O
	
	9.3.3.51
	
	YES
	ignore


	Range bound
	Explanation

	maxnoofServedGUAMIs
	Maximum no. of GUAMIs served by an AMF. Value is 256.

	maxnoofPLMNs
	Maximum no. of PLMNs per message. Value is 12.


However, the Onboarding Support IE has currently been set with the criticality “reject” which leads to a failed NG setup /AMF configuration update procedure to an NG-RAN node which does not support onboarding feature.

If the NG-RAN node does not support onboarding feature then it would not broadcast the supporting bit and avoid connection attempts from UE. It would then not have to “direct” connection attempts to appropriate onboarding AMF. 

Therefore, this should not prevent the system to function. 

Moreover, the current procedural text says: 

If the Onboarding Support IE is also included within the same PLMN Support Item IE, the NG-RAN node shall, if supported, consider that the AMF supports UE onboarding for the identified SNPN, as specified in TS 23.501 [9].

The “if supported” means that a non-supporting NG-RAN node shall not trigger a logical error when it does not support onboarding and receive the onboarding support indication from AMF. Otherwise, the procedure text would not have “if supported”.

Tdoc R3-220198 therefore proposes to change the criticality of the Onboarding Support IE to “ignore”.

Q4: do you agree that the criticality of the added Onboarding Support IE in NG Setup Response and AMF Configuration Update should rather be set to “ignore”?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Agree. 

	CTC
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	This seems fine, agree

	Huawei
	We acknowledge this issue between the procedure texts and the “reject” criticality. But our concern is that if with this change, then the non-supporting NG-RAN will ignore the Onboarding Support IE. However the AMF supporting the Onboarding is expecting the UE onboarding access but this will never happen. 

So further thinking is needed. 

	LGE
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree

	Ericsson
	OK

on Huawei, we think that, as described in draft stage 2 BL CR, the onboarding indicator assists the gNB allowing onboarding to select an AMF offering onboarding. This reflects the architectural principle that on NG, it is the RAN that selects the AMF, not the other way round.


Moderator’s summary:

The vast majority of companies agree that the criticality should be “ignore”. 
Proposal 2: 
Set the criticality of Onboarding Support IE to ignore in the NG Setup Response and the AMF Configuration Update. 
agree TP R3-220198.
Stage 3 – TS 38.473 Aspects

Sending congestion assistance information from CU to DU

At RAN2#114-e, the following agreements about supporting UE onboarding was achieved:

   Toggling the 1-bit onboarding indication in SIB1 allows to control congestion due to onboarding request.

The question is which node between CU and DU will control this congestion. There are two options:

· Option 1: tdoc R3-220388 and R3-220655 propose that CU sends to DU a congestion indication bit per SNPN (new IE sent within the F1AP UAC Assistance Information IE of the Network Access Rate Reduction message)).

· Option 2: Instead, tdoc R3-220853 says that DU handles access control and can set the bit itself. This is because DU can be aware that CU suffers from congestion when DU receives Network Access Rate Reduction message and then DU can decide accordingly to block the onboarding access in some cells. 

Q5: what is your view between these two options? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	It is not clear if this is a full control by CU or only assistance information. If only assistance information and DU decides then the IE should be named like “congestion bit preference” and DU decides. 

	CTC
	DU handles SIB1 and decide whether broadcasting the onboarding indication, while CU know the congestion condition, CU could send assistance information for helping. DU can not decided whether broadcasting onboarding indication according to the congestion by itself or by implementation because it does not know the congestion information. If we want to enable or disable the onboarding function dynamically based on the congestion, DU needs CU’s assistance. 

We prefer to introduce 1-bit onboarding assistance indication.  

	Huawei
	We also think the DU has full control of the onboarding broadcast in SIB1, as indicated by CTC. 

The proposal here is to allow the CU to provide assistance information to the DU. So we are fine with the “congestion bit preference” or other terminology. 



	ZTE
	Option 2.

RAN2 has not defined new UAC parameters for onboarding UE, and we think DU can set onboarding bit in SIB1 by itself. Prefer no F1 signalling impact.

We want to remind that similar issue is being discussed in CB: # RedCap3_eDRX. That is whether redcap barring signalling from CU to DU is needed.  Both issues should come to the same conclusion.

	Ericsson
	option 2 is how it worked so far and should work also in that case


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree that DU has full control to set the congestion bit in SIB1. Two companies oppose adding congestion assistance information from CU to DU. But since there is some support (3 companies) we propose to not close this topic and put it as to be continued.

Proposal 3: agree:

DU ultimately decides whether to set the onboarding indication in SIB1. 

to be continued:

Whether CU sends “congestion assistance information” to assist DU in the setting of the onboarding indication in SIB1.

Sending the onboarding indication bit from DU to CU

Tdoc R3-220655 proposes that the DU informs the CU in the served cell information (F1 setup request and F1 Conf update) on whether DU broadcast the onboarding indication in SIB1 to allow the SNPN UE without SNPN credentials to access. This is to enable the CU to verify when UE accesses for onboarding (onboarding indicator in MSG5) whether the UE was actually allowed to access.  

Q6: what is your view on this proposal? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Depends on answer to Q5. Assuming that we have CU controlling the congestion bit to be broadcast by DU as in Q5 then this reporting from DU to CU is not needed. But if instead CU only provided assistance information to DU, then this bit might be needed.

	CTC
	We need to reach the consensus on Q5 first, then turn to Q6 

	Huawei
	As the proponent company, we suggest the group to discuss whether this is needed. 

e.g, the CU can verify whether the UE was actually allowed to access if carrying the onboarding indicator in MSG5. 

	ZTE
	Not needed.

	CATT
	Not needed. 

	Ericsson
	Not needed


Moderator’s summary:

3 companies oppose the proposal. 2 companies think it first needs resolution on Q5.
Proposal 4: because this is linked to Q5, we can add it to the to be continued:
Whether DU informs CU how it has set the onboarding indication in SIB1 in a given cell so that the CU can check when UE accesses for onboarding in that cell that this accessing is aligned with the SIB1 broadcast.

4 Second Round

Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies think …

Proposal 2: TP...

5 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: TP...
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