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1 Introduction

SA2 has informed all the relevant WGs (including RAN3) of their aim to define an access-agnostic architecture, i.e. where the 5G CN interfaces any 5G access network with a set of common interfaces (N2/N3) [1]. “SA2 assumes that N2 and N3 defined between 5G-RAN and the 5G Core are also used to connect standalone non-3GPP Access Networks to 5G core network control-plane functions and user-plane functions respectively.” [1]
SA2 currently assumes [1]:

· A single CP protocol defined for N2;

· A single UP protocol used for 5G-RAN and non-3GPP access network (as well as over N9);

· These “single” protocols may have access-dependent features.

Some further discussion followed at RAN #75, starting from a contribution from the RAN3 Chair [3]. It was concluded that “RAN3 will work on this topic, interested companies are invited to bring contributions, (what SA2 has agreed could be a starting point). RAN3 goal is to discuss how to make NG access agnostic.” [2]
We would like to “break down” the somewhat abstract concept of “agnosticism” and discuss possible impacts on the real RAN3 work for NR.
2 Discussion
Taken more or less literally from the dictionary definition, “access agnostic” suggests “unwilling to commit to an opinion” about the radio access technology(ies) which are connected to the 5G Core. [4] This is, in fact, reflected in the assumptions made by SA2, mentioned above.
The RAN3 Chair had already clarified that [3]:

1. RAN3 interfaces are designed to be robust and future-proof;

2. RAN3 cannot work on interfaces with termination points outside 3GPP responsibility – this may be overcome in a similar way as e.g. LWA, by defining logical nodes in RAN3 encompassing the non-3GPP RAT and leaving non-3GPP details to implementation;

3. RAN3 interfaces are fully specified in Stage 2 and Stage 3, based on precise requirements for transport network layer and application protocols.

Some observations can be made on the above points:
· It is extremely hard to guarantee robustness and future-proofness of an interface without being able to discuss all its details – this could certainly preclude reaching a high level of quality for NR work;
· The fact that RAN3 fully specifies both Stage 2 and 3 for its interfaces severely limits the level of “access agnosticism” allowed in RAN3 (unlike in e.g. SA2);

· One possibility to accommodate SA2 requirements would be to follow the same strategy as for LWA, i.e. for RAN3 to define one or more logical nodes for non-3GPP RATs so that the appropriate parameters can be accommodated through the introduction of appropriate procedures/extensions/IEs in RAN3 protocols. This would allow fully specifying the NR-5GC interfaces while leaving all the details of non-3GPP logical node(s) to their respective implementation(s). Given current RAN3 best practices in protocol design, this is always possible, and non-3GPP RATs can always be supported at a later stage in an incremental manner without precluding existing functionality. This does not put any constraints on the initial phases of protocol design.
Observation 1: RAN3 fully specifies both Stage 2 and 4 for its interfaces, so this severely limits the level of “access agnosticism” allowed in RAN3 (unlike in e.g. SA2).

Observation 2: By defining new logical nodes for non-3GPP RATs similarly to e.g. the LTE WT, non-3GPP RATs can always be supported incrementally without precluding existing functionality; this does not constrain the initial phases of protocol design.
During the discussion it was also clarified by the RAN Chair that the SA2 requirements “shall not be misused to fight about each IE”, and that further guidance is welcome [2].

So, if the spirit of SA2 requirements is not to preclude non-3GPP technologies from connecting to the 5G Core rather than to support them from the start, it seems from the examples above that this is already in line with RAN3 best practices.
Observation 3: If the spirit of SA2 requirements is not to preclude non-3GPP technologies from connecting to the 5G core (rather than to support them from the start), this is already in line with RAN3 best practices.

We therefore propose to continue discussion keeping the above in mind, while welcoming further input from SA2.

Proposal 1: RAN3 should continue discussion keeping the above in mind, while welcoming further input from SA2.
3 Conclusions and Proposals
The concept of “access agnosticism” seems to be different in RAN3 than e.g. in SA2. We have summarized previous discussions on this topic, which needs to be further refined with the help of SA2. Our observations and proposals are below.
Observation 1: RAN3 fully specifies both Stage 2 and 4 for its interfaces, so this severely limits the level of “access agnosticism” allowed in RAN3 (unlike in e.g. SA2).

Observation 2: By defining new logical nodes for non-3GPP RATs similarly to e.g. the LTE WT, non-3GPP RATs can always be supported incrementally without precluding existing functionality; this does not constrain the initial phases of protocol design.

Observation 3: If the spirit of SA2 requirements is not to preclude non-3GPP technologies from connecting to the 5G core (rather than to support them from the start), this is already in line with RAN3 best practices.

Proposal 1: RAN3 should continue discussion keeping the above in mind, while welcoming further input from SA2.
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