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1   Introduction

This is a summary of the offline discussion from RAN#103b on Access Control Information over F1.
2   Background

This topic has been discussed and the status before the meeting was as follows

Alt1: The information transferred from CU to DU refer to the definition of UAC Barring information defined in RAN2.

Alt2: CU provides some assistance information to DU to help DU update the UAC barring information e.g. barring factor/barring time for each UE category.

Alt3: CU conveys portions of SIB1 (including use case for uac-barringInfo) to DU, which means all UAC information defined in SIB1 is transferred and can adapt possible future extension in RAN2 without impact of RAN3 specification. To be continued...

gNB-CU signals to the gNB-DU assistance information helping the gNB-DU to configure UAC parameters to be broadcast in the SI. The gNB-DU remains the node that takes the final decision about how UAC parameters are configured

The nature and structure of the information signaled by the gNB-CU is FFS.

Previous summary of offline disc (R3-190948), noted

To be continued...
During the online session, there was an effort to find a compromise solution. The following was captured:

Operator-defined ACs: CU maps between slice-specific overload start info and AC to be barred; whenever traffic related to operator-defined ACs needs to be barred, CU signals to the DU the operator-specific ACs to be barred
Standardized ACs: CU signals assistance info to DU (PLMN ID + UAC response + UAC reduction info);

How to encode UAC response and UAC reduction info?

1) based on SIB1 structure

2) based in AMF info

WA UAC response == overload action; UAC reduction info == traffic load reduction indication over NG (% on how much to reduce)

It seems there is a general consensus that the gNB-DU should be the one making the final decision on what UAC parameter that applies and exactly when to trigger UA. There is also a consensus that the gNB-CU shall provide information to assist the setting of the UAC parameters in the gNB-DU. UAC can be triggered by internal load (in gNB-CU/ gNB-DU), by OAM (in gNB-CU/ gNB-DU) and by AMF overload. 

In order to avoid the need to configure the mapping of operator specific access categories in the gNB-DU (e.g. slice information) it was agreed to do this mapping in the gNB-CU

There was also a question in the online session whether there is any possible impact from RAN sharing. 

3   Conclusion
It seems there is a general consensus that the gNB-DU should be the one making the final decision on what UAC parameter that applies and exactly when to trigger UA. There is also a consensus that the gNB-CU shall provide information to assist the setting of the UAC parameters in the gNB-DU. UAC can be triggered by internal load (in gNB-CU/ gNB-DU), by OAM (in gNB-CU/ gNB-DU) and by AMF overload. 

In order to avoid the need to configure the mapping of operator specific access classes in the gNB-DU (e.g. slice information) it was agreed to do this mapping in the gNB-CU

If all UAC assistance information is signaled explicitly per PLMN, there is no ambiguity arising from RAN sharing. If we signal the information in one common and one per-PLMN part, the procedure text must clarify that the common part applies to the PLMN supported over this interface. 
Proposed agreements after offline discussions:

· The information is signaled per PLMN

· For standardized access categories it was agreed to do the mapping to Access Category/Identity in the DU by sending an “UAC action” (same definition as Overload Action in TS 38.413) to the DU.

· For non-standardized access categories it was agreed to do the mapping to Access Category/Identity in the CU and send the Access Category/Identity to the DU.

Note: the last agreement is related to the agreement in the online session but slightly more precise.
Open Issue

There is still an open issue on how to signal the amount of reduction of each access category defined above, i.e. whether to signal the reduction from the CU to the DU as

a) A single value 
· UAC reduction indication (similar to Traffic Reduction Indication IE over NG): the percentage of signalling traffic to be reduced.
b) Two values:

· Barring Factor: Indicates the probability that access attempt would be allowed during access barring check as defined in subclause 6.3.2 in TS 38.331.
· Barring Time: Indicates minimum time before a new access attempt is to be performed after an access attempt was barred at access barring check for the same access category as defined in subclause 6.3.2 in TS 38.331.
There is a consensus that the DU shall have the functionality to map from a desired reduction to the two values in (b) e.g. in case DU needs to apply a reduction by itself or configured to DU by OAM. 

Arguments used so far for the two solutions (no consensus) 

· For option (a): the parameters in (b) should be configured by DU and not the CU. 

· For option (b): this may simplify the task for the DU since the DU can apply these directly. 
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