3GPP TSG-CT WG1 Meeting #133-e
C1-216682
E-meeting, 11-15 November 2021

Source:
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
Title:
“Flag that the UE shall ignore the indication of country of UE location” configured by HPLMN
Agenda item:
17.2.4
Document for:
Discussion
1
Introduction

3GPP TR 24.821 includes the following agreement.
	In the normative phase, for study point a), when the UE is rejected by the NW with the indication "PLMN not allowed to operate at the present UE location", the UE shall enter PLMN selection procedures detailed in 3GPP TS 23.122 [3], sublause 4.4.3.1 on "At switch on or recovery from lack of coverage" but with the following additional requirements:-

1)
the PLMN that provide the reject cause "PLMN not allowed to operate at the present UE location" shall not be considered as a candidate for PLMN selection for satellite NG-RAN access. The scope and duration that this PLMN is considered as not allowed for NTN access will be dealt with in normative phase; and

2)
if NW has provided an indication of the country of UE location in the form of one or more MCCs, and the HPLMN has configured the UE to take the network indicated information into account, then the UE should consider PLMN of the same country – as defined in 3GPP TS 23.122 [3] - as the indicated MCCs, or PLMNs with a shared MCC as defined in ITU-T E.212 [6] clause F.6, as candidates for satellite NG-RAN access for PLMN selection.


As a result, 3GPP TS 24.501 specifies the following task:

Editor's note [5GSAT_ARCH-CT, CR#3219]:
It is FFS if and how the HPLMN can influence the validity and use of the indication of country of UE location in the UE.

Therefore, CT1 needs to discuss how a "flag that the UE shall ignore the indication of country of UE location" can be configured or updated in a UE by the HPLMN.

2
Discussion

2.1
Default UE behavior: Do not ignore to the indication of country of UE location
Our view is that if no "flag that the UE shall ignore the indication of country of UE location" is configured, the UE does not ignore the indication of country of UE location from a VPLMN. In CT1#132-e, no company was against this.

2.2
Format of the flag: A single bit information
The "flag that the UE shall ignore the indication of country of UE location" can be either:

· specific to a PLMN; or

· common to all PLMNs.
If the "flag that the UE shall ignore the indication of country of UE location" is specific to a PLMN, a UE should either be configured with a list of flags each of which is associated with a PLMN ID or the HPLMN should be able to update the "flag that the UE shall ignore the indication of country of UE location" based on the selected PLMN. Since the configuration itself can be updated, we do not see a need to send a lit of flags each of which is associated with a PLMN ID. In CT1#1320e, no company supported sending a list of flags each of which is associated with a PLMN ID.
2.3
Comparison among delivery mechanisms
	
	OTA
	UPU transp. container
	SOR transp. container

	Can it be detected whether a VPLMN modified or omitted the flag?
	No ☹
	Yes 😊
	Yes 😊

	Can the flag be delivered via the REGISTRATION ACCEPT message?
	No ☹
	Currently no 😐
	Yes 😊

	Can the flag be delivered via the REGISTRATION REJECT message?
	No ☹
	Currently no 😐
	Currently no 😐

	Overall
	Worst
	Acceptable
	Best


OTA is not only unreliable but also inefficient because it is not possible to detect whether a VPLMN modified or omitted the flag and it always requires dedicated signaling (which is costly for satellite NG-RAN access technology).
Both UPU transparent container and SOR transparent container provide reliable ways to deliver the flag, but there is a difference between them when it comes to delivery of the flag via the REGISTRATION ACCEPT message. Currently the REGISTRATION ACCEPT message does not include a UPU transparent container. Although the REGISTRATION ACCEPT message can be enhanced to include a UPU transparent container in Rel-17, if the serving AMF in a VPLMN is not enhanced to include a UPU transparent container in the REGISTRATION ACCEPT message, the flag cannot be delivered. This should not be problematic if the flag can be delivered via satellite NG-RAN only. However, it is not clear to us why such a restriction is necessary.
Both UPU transparent container and SOR transparent container cannot be delivered via the REGISTRATION REJECT message, but it should not be an issue at all because the delivery of the flag via the REGISTRATION REJECT message should be made available only when the UE accesses a VPLMN via satellite NG-RAN and the AMF is a non-legacy one.
3
Conclusion

In the last meeting, an attempt to send an LS was made, but no LS was approved because CT1 preferred to make an own decision. Hence, it is proposed to conclude on the delivery mechanism for the flag. Our preference is SOR transparent container. However, UPU transparent container is acceptable to us.
