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Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.
	CB: # IoTNTN_Coverage

- Cell ID for X2/S1 handover signaling?

- Semantics description on User Location Information IE in UE CONTEXT RELEASE COMPLETE message?

- Clarification on the scope of discontinuous coverage issue, i.e., whether to consider the 5GC? 
- Follow the progress for time-based HO/CHO in NR NTN

- Capture agreements and provide TPs if agreeable

(moderator - ZTE)

Summary of offline disc R3-231894


For the first round discussion, we focus on the open issues of IoT NTN for discontinuous coverage and capture the agreements if agreeable. The deadline is Thursday, April 20th, 13:00 UTC. 

For the second round discussion, we focus on the remaining issues and finalize the TPs if agreeable.
For the Chairman’s Notes

The Uu cell ID is used as the target cell ID in both S1 and X2 handover signalling.
R3-231225 is technically endorsed with understanding that if there is any progress on cell ID usage for Xn procedures in NR NTN in this meeting, the corresponding correction on X2 procedures can be merged into this TP.
There is no need to consider the 5GC for discontinuous coverage issue in Rel-18 IoT NTN WI.
Regarding the similar issues, IoT NTN shall wait for the corresponding progress in NR NTN.

No consensus on addition of the semantics description on the ULI IE in UE CONTEXT RELEASE COMPLETE message.

Discussion

Issue 1: Cell ID for X2/S1 handover signalling
In [1], it is proposed to align with NR NTN that Uu cell ID is used in the X2 and S1 handover signalling for IoT NTN, and the corresponding TP is also given.
Question 1: Do you agree that Uu cell ID is used in the X2 and S1 handover signalling and the corresponding TP? 
	Company
	Yes or No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Yes in principle; we should align the details once the discussion in NR NTN finalizes.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree that Uu cell ID is used in the X2 and S1 handover signalling and the corresponding TP.

For the TP in [1], since the usage of cell ID for Xn procedures is still under discussion in NR NTN, if there is new progress on this issue, the corresponding correction on X2 procedures could be merged into this TP.

Issue 2: Clarification on the scope of discontinuous coverage issue
In [8], it is proposed to support UE connects to ng-eNB then to the 5GC in discontinuous coverage and introduce new cause value in both stage 2 and stage 3. 

In [5], it is proposed that considering 5GC in scope of Rel-18 IoT NTN does not seem justified based on the previous background, while it is fine to further discuss this issue and check whether this issue is relevant to NR NTN WI.

In [9], it is proposed that only the discontinuous coverage issue involving MME should be considered in Rel-18 IoT NTN WI based on the current description in TS36.300.
Question 2: What’s your opinion on scope of discontinuous coverage issue, i.e., whether to consider the 5GC?
	Company
	Yes or No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	As explained in [5] the conclusions of the SA2 study were finalized before the RAN WID was approved, so they shouldn’t be used as basis for arguing that 5GC should be considered in the IoT NTN WID.

	Nokia
	No
	5GC (e.g. TS38.413) is not in the scope of current WID. The conclusion of SA2 study is not a valid reason. If need to modify the WID scope, it shall be discussed in RAN plenary. 

	Qualcomm
	NO
	5GC is not the scope of the WID. This proposal needs to be discussed in RAN Plenary. Extending DC to NR NTN will also impact other WGs like RAN2, SA2

	Deutsche Telekom
	No
	Incorporating 5GC would require a change of the WID and should be addressed in RAN Plenary at first, if required.

	Huawei
	No
	The current RAN3 working scope is clearly a focus on LTE. The grey area, if any, could be neither discuss neither solve in RAN3.

	ZTE
	No
	5GC is out of scope. 

According to the WID, only discontinuous coverage issue for IoT NTN should be discussed, and the TS36.300 has already captured the statement “Support for BL UEs, UEs in enhanced coverage and NB-IoT UEs over Non-Terrestrial Networks (see clause 4.12) is only applicable to E-UTRA connected to EPC”.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with above. We need to keep the scope of WID.

	CATT
	Ok to follow the majority 
	Wait for SA2 further information


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree that there is no need to consider the 5GC for discontinuous coverage issue in Rel-18 IoT NTN WI.
Issue 3: Semantics description on ULI IE in UE CONTEXT RELEASE COMPLETE message
In [7], it is proposed to add a description for ULI IE in UE CONTEXT RELEASE COMPLETE message to force the presence of ULI in the context of NTN, since this IE is optional in current S1AP and NGAP specifications.
Question 3-1: What’s your opinion on addition of the semantics description on the ULI IE?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	We are OK with  the change proposed in [7], with a possible minor rewording (“contains” -> “includes": there are other optional IEs in the ULI IE). But we should probably discuss whether such a change is also needed for NGAP: similarly to the issue of the cause value we raise in [5], we should acknowledge first whether this change is also applicable to NR NTN.

	Nokia
	Not needed. In NTN, the ULI always includes NCGI and TAI. There is no need to reference to TS23.502 since this reference does not change ULI includes NCGI and TAI. Adding the new text does not mandate anything. In addition, this IE should be optional, e.g. in case the UE context is released and the ULI does not change from last report, RAN does not need to report it again. 

	Qualcomm
	Not needed. This is an existing IE. For NTN case, NW would know that UE location has to be sent in the RRC Release.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Not needed. We share Nokia’s view.

	Huawei
	Yes, we have to clarify the behavior which is mandated by SA2. The current IE is optional, e.g. for reasons mentioned by Nokia for TN. In NTN e.g. for moving cell, it is different… We try a softer way via semantic description not mandate the IE in the text. 
Usually when there is a requirement in Stage2 SA2, we refer to it in RAN3 specifications… Moreover when this behavior is different from the RAT… 
Anyway we believe some clarification is needed for NTN where the behavior is different in stage 2, then we are open on rewording and double check for NGAP.

	ZTE
	Not needed. Agree with Nokia that the additional semantics description does not mandate anything, and we do not need to mandate anything indeed.
In last meeting, the following statement has already been captured in the Chairman Note: “RAN3 relies on the fact that the procedure will be UE context release complete procedure without failure.” The statement is enough for companies to understand the situation.

	Samsung
	Not needed. It is not mandate to report.

	CATT
	Both ok, it can also realize by implementation 


Question 3-2: If your answer in Q3-1 is yes, do you agree with the corresponding TPs in [7]?

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	For S1AP, yes; for NGAP, depending on whether this is also acknowledged for NR NTN.

	Huawei
	Yes, NGAP could be double check, with rewording.


Moderator’s summary:
5 of 8 companies think there is no need to add the semantics description on the ULI IE, 2 companies think it is necessary to add the semantics description for clarification, 1 company think it can be realized by implementation.

Issue 4: Other issues following the progress in NR NTN
In [2], [3] [4] and [8], it is proposed to introduce the stage 2 and stage 3 description on Time-based HO over S1, and the time margin for time-based CHO over X2.

In [6], it is proposed to introduce stage 2 description on data forwarding in X2-CHO with time-based trigger condition.

Since the above issues are still under discussion or will be discussed in NR NTN WI, to avoid duplication work, moderator suggests to wait for the corresponding progress in NR NTN.
Question 4-1: Do you agree to wait for the progress of above issues in NR NTN?
	Company
	Yes or No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree to progress discussion in NR NTN and then align IoT NTN on NR NTN.

	Nokia
	Yes
	We think the data forwarding TP is needed, but we can wait for NR NTN discussion. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We can wait for NR NTN outcome and adopt the same in IoT NTN

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	No
	For sure no need to duplicate the discussion

But no reason to postponed implementation work and checking for end of the release which is overloaded anyway …. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	We don’t plan to postpone the implementation work at the end of the release. Just to avoid discussing the same issues which are under discussion in NR NTN.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Ok to wait in order to avoid duplicated discussion.

	CATT
	with commons
	The issue mentioned in [8] aboutTime-based HO over S1 seems not included in NR discussion, shall we start it in IoT first?



Moderator’s summary:
7 of 8 companies agree that we can wait for the progress in NR NTN regarding the same issues in IoT NTN to avoid duplication work; one companies thinks there is no reason to postpone the implementation work.
Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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