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1 Introduction

CB: # 30bis_Email_PRN_MobRestrList

- SNPN ID contained in NPN Mobility Information IE? (Nok)

- Add MRL to the UE CONTEXT MODIFICATION REQUEST message? (E///)

- Add a note on the application of mobility restriction for NPN in the NGAP BL CR, and update the note in the XnAP BL CR; add the procedural texts on NPN mobility information in NGAP BLCR and XnAP BLCR? (HW)

- st2 aspects? (CT,HW)

- revise as needed; check details

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-202511
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-20xxxa, R3-20xxxc merged

R3-20xxxc rev [in xxxg] – agreed

R3-20xxxf rev [in xxxj] – endorsed

Propose to capture the following:

Agreement text…

WA: carefully crafted text…

Issue 1: no consensus

Issue 2: issue is acknowledged; need to further check the impact on the gNB-CU. May be possible to address with a pure st2 change. To be continued…

3 Discussion

3.1 Stage 3: Modification Request

Question 1: do we need to add MRL in the UE Context modification Request (tdoc 2129):

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. This is already included in DL NAS Transport therefore redundant. Adding in Modification Request would force NG-RAN node to implement both. Sending it in DL NAS Transport allows automatic synchronization between NG-RAN and UE. 

	Huawei
	Same understanding as Nokia. Sending the MRL together with the NAS-PDU in DL NAS transport can allow the UE and RAN synchronized. 

	ZTE
	No. Mobility Restriction List is already provided in the  DL NAS  Transoport Message.

	Qualcomm
	Yes. There could be use cases where it makes more sense for the NAS procedure to be completed ahead of notification to the RAN, e.g. when the NAS procedure requires an ack from the UE. Note that the RAN is unaware of the success or otherwise of the NAS procedure – otherwise you actually risk creating a sync issue. Enabling the AMF to decide how to do this seems very sensible.  


3.2 Stage 3: Coding of Mobility Information

Question 2: is it ok to change NID into SNPN ID in the mobility information IE to have it self-contained (tdocs 1814, 1815)?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. This allows a complete definition of the mobility area of the UE for NPN in one IE (= self-contained). This also makes this Mobility Information IE reusable.

	Huawei
	Seems not necessary. This will create redundancy with the serving PLMN ID IE in MRL. 

Note that we have a similar discussion on initial UE message (CB#30) to change 9.3.3.Y5 in the BL CR to only contain the NID, not the SNPN ID. It seems the same logic can be applied here: no redundancy is introduced. 

	ZTE
	Yes. It makes the NPN mobility information of UE clear.

	Qualcomm
	Agree this is possible, but Huawei has a point on consistency. Reuse of the IE does not seem critical; we will always need PLMN signalling on the outside anyway.


3.3 Stage 3: Update of NGAP CR

Question 3: is it ok to add the note in the NGAP similar as XnAP and some NPN procedural text (tdoc 2338)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes.

	Huawei
	Yes

	ZTE
	Yes.

	Qualcomm
	FFS: the note is correct but seems like over-specification (the receiver can ignore). It is also not clear that the procedural text is useful: reading the current text, it seems correct.  Anyway can discuss further.


3.4 Stage 3: Update of XnAP CR 

Question 4: is it ok to modify the note in the XnAP and some NPN procedural text (tdoc 2339)?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Partly ok. Modification of the note is ok but no need for the additional procedural text.

	Huawei
	Ok about the note. Also the following descriptions “or for above aspects for NPN” seems necessary in 9.2.3.53
Mobility Restriction List
We are open to the NPN related procedural texts. 

	ZTE
	Seems OK.

	Qualcomm
	Same as above – looks like over specification.


3.5 Stage 2: 38.300

Question 5: is it ok to add received MRL at incoming handover in addition to context creation (tdoc 2177)?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. This change is not correct. The words “context creation” was carefully thought to cover all possible scenarios including when UE context is created at incoming handover.

	Huawei
	Yes. 

The original descriptions is that: “The NG-RAN node has received…… from the AMF at the time of UE context creation”, it may be understood in a way that this context creation only applies to initial access. 

	ZTE
	No. 

	Qualcomm
	Tend to agree with Nokia in principle. But Huawei also has a point that some people could mis-read as “context creation in RAN” rather than “context creation in the NG-RAN node”. Also the text seems to imply “receiving from AMF” as opposed to “receiving from another node something that originally came from AMF”. How about deleting “from the AMF” and perhaps just “The NG-RAN node receives the mobility restrictions of a given UE within the UE context” or something like that.


3.6 Stage 2: 37.340

Question 6: do we need specific text for NPN in section 11.1 of TS37.340 (tdoc 2340)?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. The section 11.1 is supposed to be generic enough and doesn’t need to be refined per added feature.

	Huawei
	Yes. The section 11.1 now only covers the roaming and access restriction information for PLMN access/mobility. It is a reasonable way to extend to support NPN access as well. 

	ZTE
	Yes.

	Qualcomm
	No – the value seems limited and may even create confusion regarding for example E-UTRA support.


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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