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1 Introduction

CB: # 1003_PRN_Onboarding

-  Topics to discuss:

  - external entity providing subscription or credential for SNPNs

  - NG Setup and Configuration Update messages impact

  - Initial UE Message impact

  - whether the SNPN allows registration attempts from UEs that are not explicitly configured to select the SNPN

  - UE selected Group ID(s) when UE connect to NG-RAN

  - terms "Credentials Holder (CH)" and "Group IDs for Network Selection (GINs)"

  - cause values

  - Xn impact, if any

  - may also discuss other issues based on contributions submitted

 - Start with a summary of offline

  - Attempt to progress at least stage-2 and if possible, stage-3

(Nok - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-212685 
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

Agree TP … .
3 Discussion

3.1 Cell Access for external credentials
This section deals with access for authentication via external credentials, also called key issue#1 by SA2.

Q1: Terminology: Tdoc 1651 and 1899 propose to align with SA2 on the terminology. Can we agree from now onwards to: 
· Use “Credential Holder” instead of “separate external entity”  

· Use “GIN” instead of “GID” (standing for Group ID for Network Selection)
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. Alignment is good.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q2: Do you think that the NG-RAN node should be informed whether a particular AMF supports the feature of access to SNPN with credentials held by credential holder:

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. SA2 has clarified that support of the feature was homogeneous in the SNPN. Therefore, all AMFs of the V-SNPN support the feature or not. There is no need of AMF selection.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q3: In case the V-SNPN broadcast some GINs, do you think that the NG-RAN node should be informed of which GINs are supported by a particular AMF (e.g. refer 1710):

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	This point is a bit uncertain depending on how to read SA2 LS. One can wonder if any AMF could really support all GINs (partners) of the V-SNPN. We prefer to ask SA2 for confirmation.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q4: In this feature, 3 parameters are broadcast by gNBs per SNPN (whether SNPN supports the feature, whether access for UEs not configured is allowed, and optionally list of GINs). Operators would therefore have to configure both CN and NG-RAN nodes about this support on a per SNPN basis. 2446, 1651 and partially 1804 suggest that to ease the task of the operator only the CN nodes are configured and NG-RAN nodes are then automatically updated using the NG Setup Response/AMF configuration update. This is for example the case today for Tracking Areas which are configured in RAN nodes only and then uploaded to CN nodes via the NG Setup Request. We have therefore 3 options:
· Option 1: configure the 3 parameters in RAN nodes by RAN O&M.
· Option 2: no need to configure the 3 parameters in RAN nodes by RAN O&M because automatically received in the NG Setup Response/AMF Configuration update (after configuration in CN).
· Option 3: any mix of option 1/option2 i.e. in this case please indicate which parameters by RAN O&M and which parameters by NG Setup Response/AMF Configuration update.

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option 2. These 3 parameters are per SNPN. It would ease the task of the operators if they are only configured in CN and then automatically sent to RAN nodes in NG Setup Response.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q5: Do we need we need to add an Indication in NGAP Initial UE Message that access is related to this feature of access with credentials of credential holder? (e.g. refer 2080, 2502)
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. Given that there is no need of AMF selection at access, there is no such indicator over RRC, and therefore no need of such indicator over NGAP Initial UE Message.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q6: When UE registers using this feature, and happens to be rejected, do we need a new NGAP specific cause value or can we reuse existing cause value such as “NPN access denied”? (e.g. refer 1899)
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No need of specific cause value for NG-RAN (even if SA2 mentions new cause value towards the UE).
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3.2 Cell Access for onboarding
Q7: It has been agreed that NG-RAN nodes should be informed whether a particular AMF supports “onboarding” function. There are two main options:
· Option 1: configured by RAN O&M

· Option 2: received via NG Setup Response/AMF Configuration Update

Which option do you prefer?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Option2. Received via NGAP NG Setup Response will ease the task of operators.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q8: It has now been agreed that onboarding (O-NPNs) may also support GINs. Should NG-RAN nodes be informed which GINs a particular AMF support e.g. in case not all AMFs access to all DCS? (e.g. refer 1804 and 2080) 
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	This point is a bit uncertain and would deserve confirmation from SA2 if we send an LS.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q9: do we need an “onboarding indicator” in the NGAP Initial UE Message? (e.g. refer 2192, 1899, 2080, 2502, 1804)
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Yes. Even though NAS includes a new “onboarding registration type”, RRC will also include a new onboarding access indicator. It would be good to enable AMF to check (or match) the RRC received indicator.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Q10: When UE registers using onboarding and gets rejected, SA2 says that UE may try another ON-SNPN, do we need a new NGAP specific cause value or can we reuse existing cause value such as “NPN access denied”? (e.g. refer 1899)
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No need of specific cause value for NG-RAN (even if SA2 mentions new cause value towards the UE). 


	
	

	
	

	
	


Q11: Onboarding uses a specific “restricted PDU session” for UP remote provisioning. 

Do you think that NG-RAN node shall be informed of this special PDU session at PDU Session Setup Request? (e.g. refer 1804)

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	We don’t see any reason why at this time.



	
	

	
	

	
	


Q12: 1899 explains that if an handover target cell does not support the onboarding indicator, it is likely overloaded with increased probability of rejection of the onboarding PDU session (case of UP onboarding). 1889 proposes to exchange “onboarding indicator” over Xn to improve target cell selection. Are you ok to exchange “onboarding indicator” over Xn?
	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	No. So far not convinced but ok to continue the discussion.


	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies think …
Proposal 1: TP...
3.3 Baseline CRs
Rapporteurs have proposed a baseline CR for TS 38.300 in tdoc 1653. Can we take this as baseline to start stage 2 and merge proposals in the second round. If yes, please indicate comments on 1653. 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK as starting point.


	
	

	
	

	
	


tdoc 1703 proposes change related to onboarding for TS 38.410. Are you ok with the change and can we take 1703 as starting point for baseline TS 38.410 ? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK as starting point.


	
	

	
	

	
	


tdoc 1900 proposes change related to onboarding for TS 38.413. Are you ok with the change and can we take 1900 as starting point for baseline TS 38.413 ? 

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	OK as starting point.
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3.4 Possible LS to SA2
Which question would you like to ask to SA2 for access using eternal credentials (SA2 key issue#1)?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Q1: can RAN3 assume that any AMF can access all credential holders or should an AMF indicate a list of supported GINs to NG-RAN nodes for authentication with external credentials (key issue#1)?



	
	

	
	

	
	


Which question would you like to ask to SA2 for onboarding (SA2 key issue#4)?

	Company
	Comment

	Nokia
	Q1: can RAN3 assume that any AMF can access all DCS or should an AMF indicate a list of supported GINs to NG-RAN nodes for onboarding (key issue#4) 

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator’s summary:

Majority of companies think …

Proposal 1: TP...

4 Conclusion

The following is proposed:

Proposal 1: TP...
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