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1 Introduction

CB: # 29_RRCRejectDU

- Evaluate the necessity of the scenario, whether the enhancements based on RRC Reject templates are worth the impact on the system?

- Stick to current mechanism RRC Reject message generated by gNB-CU or by gNB-DU?

- The NETWORK ACCESS RATE REDUCTION message is extended with an RRC container where the CU may provide a template of the RRCReject message that the DU may use while it is overloaded?

[NWM] (HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc in R3-214191
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

For chairlady to copy
No consensus. Continue to discuss on contribution driven basis.

Detailed discussion

6 companies participated discussion, 4 companies don’t see the benefits of this proposal, 1 company is positive to the intention but suggest to allow gNB-DU to generate RRC connection reject message autonomously which is not acknowledged by other company, 1 company (proponent) thinks that the proposal is useful.
3 Discussion [if needed]

This was discussed in previous meeting, and was raised again in this meeting [1][2][3][4][5][6]. From moderator’s understanding, the main issues are, if gNB-DU is allowed to reject a RRC connection request, if yes, what’s the additional benefits that gNB-DU is allowed to generate a RRC connection reject message directly, comparing current mechanism; or, if there are any drawbacks for this proposal. 
3.1 Is gNB-DU allowed to reject UE access request based on current spec?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	As indicated in the discussion paper, the spec clearly specifies that: If the DU to CU RRC Container IE is not included in the INITIAL UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER, the gNB-CU should reject the UE under the assumption that the gNB-DU is not able to serve such UE. Here the only intention is that gNB-CU will make the final decision. In addition, gNB-CU also learns the overload situation of the gNB-DU.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree with Huawei

	Nokia
	Yes
	gNB-DU is allowed to reject UE access. However, with limitation that gNB-DU firstly indicates to gNB-CU that access for the UE failed (via means of not including DU to CU RRC Container IE in INITIAL UL RRC MESSAGE TRANSFER), and secondly the gNB-CU generates the RRC Reject message to be sent to the UE. In other words, there is always a DU to CU and CU to DU interaction required.

	Samsung 
	Yes
	The rejection is indicated by not including DU to CU RRC container

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with the common understanding that the rejection could be achieved by not including the DU to CU RRC Container IE.

However, as Nokia mentioned, the interactions between DU and CU are always needed.

	Radisys
	Yes
	DU is allowed to reject by not including DU to CU RRC Container. However we prefer that encoding of RRC Reject is at the CU.

	
	
	


3.2 Are there any potential benefits/drawbacks of this proposal?

Moderator’s note: Let’s make analysis on the potential benefits/drawbacks if gNB-DU is allowed to generate RRC connection reject message directly (with template provided by gNB-CU), especially comparing with current mechanism. 

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	In general we don’t think it will bring additional benefits. As also pointed in the discussion paper, e.g. If gNB-DU is allowed to autonomously reject a UE’s RRC connection request, it would further introduce additional issues, e.g. rejection criteria handling, how to stop, how reject with redirection could work, etc; and, even gNB-DU is allowed to reject a RRC connection request, such even should be reported to gNB-CU, this means that anyway additional F1 procedure is not avoidable.

	Ericsson
	We could see a benefit if the gNB-DU could autonomously encode the RRCReject message, where the gNB-DU could also choose an ideal wait time for the UE, on the basis of the exact issue the gNB-DU is experiencing. However, the proposal in [2] and [3] do not allow this flexibility. Instead, the proposals in [2] and [3] may end up in wait time values that are not in line with the gNB-DU condition, for example too short wait times, which would only generate more issues.

	Nokia
	In our view, the RRC message itself needs to be generated by the gNB-CU given that that is the agreed functional split and we wish not break. Hence, if the gNB-DU is to send an RRC Reject message directly, it shall be generated by the gNB-CU.

We also think that the wait time configuration in case of using an RRC Template approach is not an issue, given that the gNB-CU has a more holistic view of overall situation at the gNB, and thus can set and update this value accordingly. 

	Samsung 
	Is the benefit of encoding the RRCReject message at gNB-DU to reduce the latency of the RRC Rejection procedure? We are not sure why the latency in rejection procedure is an important issue. 
In addition, to maintain such template at the gNB-DU, the gNB-CU may need update it under different situations. This will introduce additional F1AP procedures. 

	ZTE
	As discussed in [5], the pre-condition of the gNB-DU is allowed to reject the UE access by it own is that the gNB-DU must decode the RRC message from UE to check whether this access request is for the emergency call. Otherwise, the gNB-DU could reject the emergency call by it own. 

However, if the gNB-DU must decode the RRC message from the UE every time, it also increases the workload for the gNB-DU. And the burden for the overloaded gNB-DU still exists.

	Radisys
	gNB-DU cannot work as an autonomous entity. It needs to work with CU. Also we would prefer to retain the functionality of encoding RRC messages at CU. 
We do not see any benefits in DU rejecting autonomously, except saving some F1 messages. We think this is negligible impact on latency

However from drawback pov, we think it breaks the functional split at architecture level. Also it impacts the KPIs between CU to DU. Since CU has a wider view, CU can make better decision rather than rejecting the UE like redirection, which DU cannot perform. 

	
	

	
	


3.3 Is there a need to introduce such a mechanism?

Moderators’ note: Companies are invited to share further thoughts if there is a need to introduce such a mechanism or current spec could already achieve the intention.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	No.
	Taking the above comments into account, we think there is no need to introduce such a mechanism since no additional benefits are foreseen.

	Ericsson
	
	As mentioned above, we would be positive to allowing the gNB-DU to generate the RRC Rejection autonomously. We would not be positive to the proposals in [2] and [3]

	Nokia
	Yes
	Yes, however with an approach that does not break existing architecture, i.e. the RRC Rejection message shall be generated by the gNB-CU. 

	Samsung
	No 
	We couldn’t see a clear benefit. 

	ZTE
	No
	This mechanism may introduce extra workload for the overloaded gNB-DU.

	Radisys
	No
	Current spec already allows DU to reject the UE. Hence we do not see any need to optimize it further by breaking the functional split of RRC message encoding rules. We think the impact on latency is negligible in terms of latency, if DU is autonomously rejecting the UE.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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