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1 Introduction

Chair summary:

- Impact on Xn-based/NG-based mobility?

- Impact on MR DC?

- Impact on AMF selection?

- Impact on UE mobility restriction?

- Signaling of Separate entity ID over Xn?

- Signaling of Supported Group IDs (GIDs) over Xn?

- May discuss other issues based on contributions submitted

(E/// - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-211038
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Q3.1 on Mobility scenarios, proposed statement in chair minutes:

The RAN WID does not require work on additional mobility scenarios.
TR 23.700-07 does not conclude on equivalent SNPNs (KI#5) but includes statements about a “common AMF”, which seems to at least require clarification. 

It is proposed to wait for further input from SA2 w.r.t. support of new mobility scenarios.
Q.3.2: Impact of SP-GID to Mobility Restriction List
Based on information available at RAN3#111, no impact of SP-GID to Mobility Restriction List handling was identified.

Q.3.3: External credentials and their role in NG-RAN interface signaling

The fact that the AS key material was generated from external credentials is commonly understood as having no impact on NG-RAN interface signaling.
Q.3.4: Necessity of NG-RAN to be aware of the UEs support of (Rel-17) eNPN

The necessity of NG-RAN to be aware of the UEs support of (Rel-17) eNPN is directly dependent on new mobility scenarios.

3 Discussion

3.1 Scenarios to be supported

SA2 study did not conclude on supporting Equivalent SNPNs or mobility between SNPNs and PLMNs. The moderator wants to check first whether this is the common understanding. (Please check latest version of TR 23.700-07.)

Q3.1 Please provide your view (or the result of your TR checking) below:

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	According to clause 5.1.1 in TR 23.700.07, the following mobility scenarios are supported : Mobility scenarios, including service continuity, for:

-
UE moving from SNPN#1 with separate entity#1 to SNPN#2 with separate entity#1 available; and

-
UE moving between SNPN#1 (where separate entity=PLMN) and PLMN.

Also in the section 8.1.2 of SA2 TR, 

- 
In the case that there are common AMF and/or N14 interface between the source network and target network, mechanism defined in TS 23.502 [6] clause 4.9.1 is re-used to address UE mobility.

We understand the source network, and target network are two different networks, as indicated above, which is new handover scenario to be supported compared to R16. 

	Qualcomm
	Our understanding of the conclusions of the TR is that for now nothing new is required for connected mode mobility. However, this point is not yet fully closed in SA2, and we can wait for their further deliberations. We believe this is also dependent on SA1 feedback on service continuity support.

	ZTE
	According to the current TS38.300, 

 “UEs operating in SNPN access mode only (re)select cells within the selected/registered SNPN and a cell can only be considered as suitable if the PLMN and NID broadcast by the cell matches the selected/registered SNPN”, 

“The NG-RAN node is aware of the SNPN ID(s) supported by neighbour cells. At the time of handover, cells that do not support the serving SNPN ID are not considered as candidate target cells by the source NG-RAN node.”

In R16, only intra-SNPN connected mobility is supported.

According to TR23.700-07, for the Key Issue 1, following mobility scenarios, including service continuity, shall be supported:

-
UE moving from SNPN#1 with separate entity#1 to SNPN#2 with separate entity#1 available; and

-
UE moving between SNPN#1 (where separate entity=PLMN) and PLMN

In order to support inter-SNPN mobility and mobility between a SNPN and a PLMN, RAN3 work is needed. 



	Ericsson
	We agree with Qualcomm.

	Nokia
	Nothing in the conclusion of the TR but may come. We suggest to wait. 

	LGE
	Agree with HW and ZTE.

In conclusion of SA2 TR, the following is captured: In the case that there are common AMF and/or N14 interface between the source network and target network, mechanism defined in TS 23.502 [6] clause 4.9.1 is re-used to address UE mobility.

We think that the source network and target network can be two different network. This means that Rel-16 SNPN mobility principle needs to be enhanced to support the UE mobility when both networks support access using subscriptions and credentials of same Home SP.

	CATT
	As HW and ZTE mentioned, the handover between two networks is supported in 5.1.1.  RAN3 can further work for it e.g., the enhancement of NGAP message

However, we wondering if there is a case where one AMF connected with two networks with same separate entity (AMF sharing). It may need SA2 confirm.

	Samsung
	After checking the latest version of TR 23.700-07, there is a note in the conclusion part of mobility aspect:
“NOTE:
Needed updates to find the correct source or target AMF and what are the applicable UE identities in the registration message will be determined in normative phase.”

We acknowledge the scenario, but we think there may be solutions to realize it without RAN impact, we’d better to wait for SA2’s further conclusion.


3.2 Impact of SP-GID to Mobility Restriction List

There are obviously different views on how the introduction of SP-GID would impact the MRL. Some are of the opinion that this information needs to be included in the MRL, some are of the opinion that the same restrictions would apply as for the SNPN hosting the service provider.

Q3.2
Please provide your view below:

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We think the exact information can be FFS at this time. Then we can further discuss whether to include SP-GID, or other SNPN ID/PLMN ID in the MRL.

	Qualcomm
	Right now we see no impact. From the point of view of the RAN mobility, operation is transparent (e.g. an SNPN has been selected, and existing handling applies)

	ZTE
	Agree with HW. 

	Ericsson
	And again we agree with Qualcomm ;-)
We can rely on existing mobility procedures.

	Nokia
	Depends on the mobility aspect confirmation by SA2. Need to wait.

	LGE
	Agree with HW.

	CATT
	Agree with HW. 

	Samsung
	Including some information in MRL could be one possible solution to solve the mobility issue, but other possible solutions may also be existed, so we prefer to wait SA2’s conclusion.


3.3 External credentials and their role in NG-RAN interface signaling

Some documents discuss whether the fact that the UE has received external credentials would (need to) be explicitly visible in NG-RAN interface signaling.

Q3.3 Please provide your view below:

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Not clear about the question. This is related to handover procedure discussed in 210105? Maybe the proponent company can provide more details. 

	Qualcomm
	At the moment, we see no impact on NG-RAN interfaces related to external credentials.

	ZTE
	Seems no impact. These credentials shall already be pre-configured to the UE.   From our point of view, the provision for credentials is  only related to onboarding issue (SA2 key issue#4), which do not need mobility support.  Addition, such credentials is not needed to be visible in NG-RAN.

	Ericsson
	Yes, this is related to 105. but also to 478.

The NG-RAN does not need to be aware that the UE has been provisioned with credentials from an external entity.

	Nokia
	Question not crystal clear: but the NG-RAN node needs to know that UE is accessing with the need to authenticate externally, however this should impact RRC and NAS. We see no impact on NG interface due to that at this stage.

	LGE
	Not clear about the question for now.

	CATT
	We consider whether the Xn base handover existing. If it is confirmed by SA2 the separate entity ID and/or GIDs should be considered in XnAP message.

Agree with ZTE, there is no mobility issue during external credential fetching

	Samsung
	Seems no need for now.


3.4 Necessity of NG-RAN to be aware of the UEs support of (Rel-17) eNPN

One could raise the general question, whether the NG-RAN would need to be aware at all about the UEs support of (Rel-17) eNPN, or, in asked in a different way: is there any impact of (Rel-17) eNPN on NG-RAN interfaces (yes, including F1!).

Q3.4: Please provide your view below:

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes. This is related to handover scenarios above.

For the inter-network handover, the RAN should be aware of this, so as to choose the proper target NG-RAN node. 



	Qualcomm
	No. Right now the only clear / visible impact to the RAN is for onboarding, and the RAN is aware at the time of access when performing NNSF. However even if we think there could be mobility during onboarding, this does not require the RAN to modify behaviour in terms of target selection.

	ZTE
	Not enough. RAN could not select the appropriate target node for UE even if it know whether UE support eNPN. 
In order to support inter-SNPN mobility, the AMF know which SNPN subscription / credentials owned by an same entity or the common AMF, so the  mobility restriction list can be extern to support allowed SNPNs mobility e.g, with same extern entity.

In addition, the eNPN functionality should also be supported in disaggregated architectures.

	Ericsson
	No, we don’t see any such impact as compared to Rel-16 NPN.

	Nokia
	There is some impact of eNPN over NG-RAN interfaces, at least on NG interface so that AMF can indicate to NG-RAN nodes what it supports.

Then there will be impact to MRL pending decision of SA2 on mobility across SNPNs. For this one we need to wait, as said above.

	LGE
	As described in Q3.1, the NG-RAN in the source SNPN should consider different SNPN that supports access using same Home SP credentials with N14 interface between source and target network as candidate target node. Therefore, the NG-RAN should be aware of (Rel-17) eNPN. The details can be FFS.

	CATT
	Maybe no. the SNPN selection is mainly the responsibility of UE. NG-RAN only needs to choose an AMF base on UE decision.

	Samsung
	Similar view as Nokia, this could be one possible solution to solve the mobility issue, prefer to wait SA2’s decision. 


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

n/a
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