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1
Introduction

This is the summary of email discussions on CB number 30 on NPN aspects of the Initial UE Message procedure.

Our chairman summarized the content of the respective papers [1] – [6], grouped under “Common Issues”:

CB: # 30_Email_PRN_initUEmessage

-  Signal NID explicitly in INITIAL UE MESSAGE and rely on TAI for the associated PLMN; set maxnoofCAGsperCell to 32 and remove Editor’s Note? (QC) – maxnoofCAGsperCell discussed in CB 29

- Format of NPN Access Info IE:

Remove the editor’s note with no change on the format (Nok)

Move the NPN Access Information IE into the NR user location information part of the ULI and to remove the PLMN ID from the SNPN Access Information part of the NPN Access Information IE? (E///,HW,QC)

- Cause values:

Add a cause value “PNI-NPN access denied”; use the same cause for PNI NPN mobility scenarios; add a cause value “SNPN access denied”; use the same cause for SNPN mobility scenarios; reuse the cause value “PNI NPN access denied” for the case of release due to CAG subscription expiry? (Nok)

NEC proposal in 1763,1764

- Clarify that the PNI-NPN related information within Initial UE message is associated to the selected PLMN of serving cell? (HW)

(E/// - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202510
Chapter 2 follows the chair’s list of topics and content of related documents, requesting views from several companies.

Chapter 3 contains the actual proposals and references to the TPs.

2
Discussion

2.1
Remove the PLMN Identity IE from the SNPN Access Information IE in the NPN Access Information IE 

	Moderator’s Summary:

There seems to be common understanding that we should not duplicate the PLMN Identity IE included in the TAI IE of the User Location Information IE.

It is proposed to agree to change 9.3.3.Y5 in the BL CR to only contain the NID, not the SNPN ID.

	Company 1 view:

	Nokia: no strong view.

	Huawei: agree. This allows the SNPN and PNI-NPN to have the same/similar format. 

	ZTE: Yes

	Qualcomm: tend to agree, at least not seen a good reason not to

	Ericsson: agree


Moderator’s summary:

Seems agreeable, see Proposal 1 in Section 3.

2.2
Include the NPN Access Information IE into the User Location Information IE

	Moderator’s Summary:

[4] follows suggestions in 2.1, however proposes to include the NPN Access Information IE into the ULI, as the “natural” place for it, also containing information on the selected PLMN Identity.

It is proposed to consider this approach.

	Company 1 view

	Nokia: it seems indeed logical to add into the ULI because closer to selected PLMN.

	Huawei: we see both pros and cons as follows. Considering the cons, we may slightly prefer to keep the NPN Access Information IE in the initial UE message only. 

· On one hand, the NPN access information is closer to the selected PLMN in TAI. 
· While on the other hand, the ULI is included in many procedures, e.g. PDU session/mobility/UE context/UL NAS etc. It should be explicitly specified that NPN access information is only included in the Initial UE message only. 

	ZTE: Needs to be confirmed by SA2/SA3 firstly.

	Qualcomm: Actually we have similar view to Huawei here, if seen from INITIAL UE MESSAGE point of view, this makes sense for SNPN, and maybe also for other messages too (?). But in general the CAG list seems to be out of scope of ULI (and also it seems inefficient to add it all the time.
One option would be to break our principle and (1) add the NID to the ULI, while (2) removing SNPN access information from the NPN Access Information. This is not so bad as the two IEs are not really performing the same function at all.

	Ericsson: ack’ing Huawei’s (and QC’s) view, following QC’s proposal. 


Moderator’s summary:

QC’s approach seems to be a good way forward, so a “Served NID” would be added to the ULI, and the NPN Access Information IE would only contain PNI-NPN related information.

See Proposal 1 in Section 3.

2.3
Introduce NGAP Cause Values for NPN related Access Control failure

	Moderator’s Summary:

[3] suggests to include 2 new cause values, “PNI-NPN access denied” and “SNPN access denied”.

It is proposed to agree on TP in R3-201813.

	Company 1 view

	Nokia: OK.

	Huawei: there are redundant discussions on cause values. It is suggested this can be discussed in CB# 29, where the cause(s) can be reused for configuration/mobility/initial access etc scenarios. 

	ZTE: OK. For the case that UE is rejected by CAG access only cell, then the cause value “CAG access only” seems also helpful.

	Qualcomm: Would prefer another way i.e. just have general NPN reason (it is obvious which is the case), and maybe instead decouple access from mobility. So for example “Release due to NPN access reason”, which covers a range of use cases (access, sub change etc), and “Handover rejected due to NPN access reason”, which covers mobility.

	Ericsson: agree with Qualcomm’s view that there is probably no need to distinguish between SNPN and PNI-NPN. But then a single cause like NPN access denied/Access not allowed to this NPN would be sufficient.


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal to not distinguish NPN and PNI-NPN for this range of causes and include a single case “NPN access denied”.

See Proposal 2 in Section 3.

2.4
Shall the PNI-NPN related information in the INITIAL UE MESSAGE be restricted to the “selected PLMN” or include the full set of PNI-NPN identifiers?

	Moderator’s Summary:

[5] suggests that the existing text in the BL CR is changed to 

If PNI-NPN related information within the NPN Access Information IE is received in the INITIAL UE MESSAGE message, the AMF shall, if supported, consider that the included information is associated to the selected PLMN of the cell via which the UE has sent the first NAS message and use the contained information as specified in TS 23.501 [9].
The moderator thinks that we have to check following topics:

a) In TS 38.331, there is the distinction between an PLMN index and NPN index, both applicable for providing input for the selectedPLMN-Identity in the RRCSetupRequest message.

b) In TS 23.501, it is currently specified, that the NG-RAN node provides all PNI-NPN identifiers of a CAG cell.

The suggested changes do not take these topics into account, which does not mean that we should not discuss the proposal. Please provide your view.

	Company 1 view

	Nokia: it seems sufficient to provide the PNI NPN information of the cell for the selected PLMN only. 

	Huawei: agree with Nokia. It should be clearly specified in our spec that the Cell CAG List IE is associated with the selected PLMN only. Otherwise, it is not clear for the NG-RAN whether all of PLMNs associated Cell CAG list, or which of PLMN associated Cell CAG list is included.

About moderator’s comments, the NG-RAN anyhow should identify the UE selected PLMN and compose the TAI in User location information. This is not an issue from RAN3 perspective. 

	ZTE: Considering together with 2.1, providing the PNI-NPN related information in the INITIAL UE MESSAGE be restricted to the “selected PLMN” is enough.

	Qualcomm: in principle the change seems reasonable. By the way there is a slight overlap with the discussion on moving IE this to ULI: if we go in the direction of the alternative we described above (move NID to ULI), then this becomes a little simpler as we are only focussing on PNI-NPN information (and selected PLMN). Then the proposed change actually just states what the semantics of the IE already says.

	Ericsson: Agree with the approach to reduce the amount of information provided to the AMF. The SA2 details can be sorted out by company contributions. The RAN2 related comment is about the current statement in 38.331:

selectedPLMN-Identity

Index of the PLMN or NPN selected by the UE from the plmn-IdentityList or npn-IdentityInfoList fields included in SIB1.

So, the selected PLMN is in fact not the selected PLMN of the cell but an index related to an NPN. However, due to security reasons the UE does not actually select an PNI-NPN but only a group of PNI-NPNs. 

So the wording in [5] “...associated to the selected PLMN of the cell via which the UE ...” 
should be changed to 
“... associated to the cell via which the UE has sent the first NAS message and the PLMN Identity indicated within the TAI IE and use ...”. 


Moderator’s summary:

Proposal to reduce the amount of information provided to the AMF is agreeable.

Rewording may be considered.

See Proposal 3 in Section 3.

3
Conclusion and Proposals

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1:
Add a Served NID IE to the NR user location information IE in the User Location Information IE, remove the SNPN Access Information IE from the NPN Access Information IE and keep the NPN Access Information IE on highest message level as in current BL CR.
Proposal 2:
Define a single Cause “NPN access denied”, not distinguishing between SNPN and PNI-NPN cases to cover initial access and mobility cases and add a NOTE to allow further discussions, if necessary (alignment with other CBs).

Proposal 3:
Agree to only include CAG IDs associated with the PLMN ID included in the TAI IE. 

It is proposed to structure actual TP work as follows:

Proposal a:
Proposal 1 goes into R3-202652 (revision of R3-202128), a TP for the NGAP BL CR.
Proposal b:
Proposal 2 goes into R3-202615 (revision of R3-201813), a TP for the NGAP BL CR.

Proposal c:
Proposal 3 goes into R3-202680 (revision of R3-202337), a TP for the NGAP BL CR.
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