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1 Introduction

This is the summary of offline discussions for the following come back:
CB: # 78bis_CAGcorrection

-  check usage

- check description – should not describe behavior on absence of an IE

(Nok - moderator)

4860 rev in R3-205708
4861 rev in R3-205709
4862 rev in R3-205710
Summary of offline disc R3-205711
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

R3-204861 (NGAP) revised in R3-205709 – agreed
R3-204860 (38.300) revised in R3-205708 - agreed

R3-204862 (XnAP) revised in R3-205710 – agreed

3 Discussion

There were following comments made during the online/offline on the 38.413 CR.  

Comment 1

The semantics description of the Cell CAG List in 9.3.1.187 is specified with regards to absence of the IE instead of presence.

As a result of the offline, the semantics description was changed to indicate that the presence of cell CAG List indicates a CAG cell.

Comment 2

The following comment was made: “we could instead consider that not including Cell CAG Information IE could carry the meaning that the cell is non-CAG”
The following answer was provided:

If I am a source gNB and I receive the Handover Preparation Failure message with Transparent failure container without the Cell CAG Information IE (this should remain possible in case transparent failure container includes other IEs in the future), The cause “NPN Access denied” should be received but I have two possible interpretations:

· Interpretation 1: there is a mismatch between me (source gNB) thinking target cell is CAG cell and target gNB knowing that target cell is in reality a non-CAG cell and UE is not allowed to access non-CAG cell. The target gNB supports the feature of Cell CAG Information reporting but it deliberately not included the Cell CAG Information IE in the transparent failure container to signal to me the mismatch (i.e. to signal that target cell is non-CAG cell) – this is case 2.

· Interpretation 2: there is NO mismatch between me (source gNB) thinking target cell is CAG cell and target cell which is really a CAG cell. (The reason why the failure happened is due to other reasons, such as no suitable NPN resource).  The target gNB has however not included the Cell CAG Information IE indicating (CAG cell, CAG ID) because it does not support the feature of Cell CAG Information reporting. – This is case 1.

As a source gNB I cannot differentiate these two cases. Therefore, I don’t know if I need to update my knowledge whether target cell is CAG cell or non-CAG cell?

This is why we need to change; the source gNB doesn’t need if it needs to update the status of target cell. He may fail again at next handover to that cell.

Comment 3
Another alternative proposal was made to differentiate the case 1 and case 2 above by adding more cause values:

if I understand correctly, you are trying to make sure that we can differentiate the case of failure due to trying to handover the UE (that is CAG only) to a non-CAG cell, from the failure where it is a CAG cell but the target rejects the handover for non-mismatch reasons, and does not support the reporting back feature. At first sight, isn’t this somehow a cause issue? In the first case, the target obviously knows enough about CAGs to reject a handover, so it would be possible to extend the existing NPN cause to any rejection for CAG related reasons i.e. UE is not allowed (actually this is not dissimilar from trying to handover to a different SNPN in a way). In the second case, there would be presumably a different cause value not related to CAG

The following answer was provided:

Indeed, introducing additional cause values to differentiate case 1 and case 2 would be another option. However it has also impact, and usage of cause value is more uncertain because less compelling as you know. Therefore I would prefer to make it clean:
· Cell CAG Information IE is optional in the container because feature may or may not be supported in the failure container (business as usual in our encoding, assuming other IEs could potentially be added in the future in that container),

· Cell CAG Information IE, when present, should be intrinsically self-explanatory and precise to indicate which cell it is i.e. either I am a CAG cell and here is my CAG ID list, or I am a non-CAG cell.

Comment 4
“it seems that somehow clause 9.3.1.185 in 38.413 became 9.3.1.187 in your NGAP CR. If so it also impacts clauses affected”
Answer: this error was fixed in the revision, based on latest version.
In the end, four other companies (Huawei, ZTE, Samsung, Ericsson) preferred to have new cause value rather than changing the presence of Cell Cag List IE. 

The CR was therefore updated according to this preference in R3-205709.

Moderator’s summary:

It is proposed to agree the revised NGAP CR in R3-205709 using a new cause value instead of changing the presence of the Call CAG List IE.

There were the following comments made during the offline on the 38.423 CR: 

Comment 1
Update the sentence in 9.2.3.123 as follows:
This IE indicates whether the UE is allowed to access cells that support PNI-NPNs for a PLMN.

Moderator’s summary:

It is proposed to agree the revised XnAP CR in R3-205710 with the above change.
There were the following comments made during the offline on the 38.300 CR: 

Comment 1
Rebase the CR with latest version, remove changes in section 16.7.2.3 and 16.7.3 (except the addition of CAG in front of cell).
Moderator’s summary:

It is proposed to agree the revised TS 38.300 CR in R3-205708 with the above changes.
4 Conclusion

The following conclusions were reached:
Proposal 1: agree the revised NGAP CR in R3-205709 using a new cause value instead of changing the presence of the Call CAG List IE.

Proposal 2: agree the revised XnAP CR in R3-205710 with the change in clause 9.2.3.123.
Proposal 3: agree the revised TS 38.300 CR in R3-205708 with the above changes.
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