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Abstract of the contribution: Proposes evaluation and conclusion for key issue 2.
1. Discussion
In order to handle mobility procedures between an AMF that supports the RACS feature and an NG-RAN node that does not support the RACS feature (e.g. rel.15 node), it means that the AMF needs to always be able to supply to NG-RAN the full set of radio capabilities, in other words “fallback” to the rel.15 procedures defined in TS 23.502. 

As a result of that there is always need for AMF to have access to the full set of UEs radio capabilities and therefore the mapping between the UE Capability ID and the actual radio capabilities, for instance in case of manufacturer assigned UE Capability ID. 

Observation 1: In order to be able to handle scenarios where the NG-RAN node connected to the specific AMF does not support the RACS feature the AMF needs to have access to full set of UEs radio capabiltiies and the mapping between UE Capability ID and mapped UE radio capabilities
In order though to reduce the signalling on N2 and Xn i.e. not transfer the full set of UE radio capabilities between CN and RAN, RAN needs to also have access to the mapping between UE Capability ID and the UE’s radio capabilities. In this respect it is benefical for RAN to also have access to the mapping between UE Capability ID and UEs radio capabilities. This functionality though is needed only if signalling the full UE radio capabilities container in N2 and Xn is a concern. As indicated in Annex A of TR 23.743 and in R3-185103/S2-1810011, RAN WG3 have indicated that the standards for the SCTP layer (used on S1, X2, N2 and Xn interfaces) do not impose any practical restrictions on information element or message size.
In summary it is proposed that: 

Proposal 1: AMF is mandated to have access to full set of UEs radio capabilties and the mapping between UE Capability ID and mapped UE radio capabilities

Proposal 2: NG-RAN is optional to have access to full set of UEs radio capabiltiies and the mapping between UE Capability ID and mapped UE radio capabilities

How exactly the databases that store the mapping between UE Capability ID and radio capabilities that are located in the CN and RAN are synchronised e.g. whether there is a master database in CN and RAN database can access it or the RAN database “self learns” the UEs radio capabilities can be left up to implementation. 
What though needs to be negotiated between the specific NG-RAN node and AMF is whether the AMF needs to send the full set of UE radio capabilities or only the UE Capability ID to RAN when UE context is being setup. This can be negotiated between the NG-RAN node and AMF during N2 setup or decision can be based on configuration e.g. per TA-list. 
Proposal 3: whether the AMF needs to send the full set of UE radio capabilities or only the UE Capability ID to the specific NG-RAN node when UE context is being setup is negotiated between the NG-RAN node and AMF during N2 setup or is based on pre-configuration e.g. per TA-list.

If RAN “self-learning” is used this “negotiation” between the specific RAN node and AMF may need to be more dynamic e.g. at initial UE context setup the AMF to have to provide to RAN the full set of UEs radio capabilities but at subsequent transitions from IDLE to CONNECTED the AMF can only provide the UE Capability ID because the specific NG-RAN node “learnt” the mapping of UE Capability ID to actual radio capabilities. This therefore may need an indicator in Initial UE message that can allow a more dynamic control of whether to send in N2 the full set of radio capabilities of UE Capability ID. Details of whether this is needed or not and if it is needed to which N2 messages such negotiation to apply can be left to RAN3 to decide. 
Proposal 4: whether a more dynamic negotiation between the NG-RAN node and AMF on whether AMF needs to send the full set of UEs radio capabilities or only the UE Capability ID is needed e.g. at every IDLE to CONNECTED transition can be discussed in RAN3

2. Conclusion
It is proposed to conclude on the following principles for key issue #2. 
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Editor's note:
This clause will capture conclusions from the study.
For key issue #2 the following principles are agreed: 
· AMF that supports the RACS feature is mandated to have access to full set of UEs radio capabilties and the mapping between UE Capability ID and corresponding UE radio capabilities;
· NG-RAN is optional to have access to the mapping between the UE Capability ID and the full set of UEs radio capabilities;
· whether the AMF needs to send the given set of UE radio capabilities or only the UE Capability ID to the specific NG-RAN node when UE context is being setup is negotiated between the NG-RAN node and AMF during N2 setup or is based on pre-configuration e.g. AMF knows the support of NG-RAN nodes per TA-list; 
· whether source NG-RAN node needs to send the given set of UE radio capabilities or only the UE Capability ID to a specific NG-RAN node during Xn handover is negotiated between the NG-RAN nodes during Xn Setup or is based on preconfiguration;
· whether a more dynamic negotiation between the NG-RAN node and AMF on whether AMF needs to send the given set of UEs radio capabilities or only the UE Capability ID is needed e.g. at every IDLE to CONNECTED transition N2 setup can be discussed further in RAN3.
NOTE: The term “given set” refers to limit that the source AMF and source NG-RAN node needs to ensure in order the size of the UE Radio Capability information does not cause the size to exceed the limits that can be handled by interfaces involved (N2 or Xn). 
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