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Introduction
In RAN2#101[1], regarding to TAC issue, the following agreements are reached.
Agreements:
1	New TAC field for 5GC will be introduced (separate from TAC for EPC, to enable different TAC value for EPC and 5GC)
2	TAC for 5GC can be PLMN specific

Meanwhile, RAN3 sent LS to RAN2 in [2] about their decision.  Especially, RAN3 made the following stage-2 agreements.
-	Tracking Area identity (TAI): used to identify tracking areas. The TAI is constructed from the PLMN identity the tracking area belongs to and the TAC (Tracking Area Code) of the Tracking Area. A gNB cell may use either a TAC having the same format as in E-UTRAN, or an extended TAC. An ng-eNB cell shall use a TAC having the same format as in E-UTRAN. 
According to RAN3 agreements, ng-eNB always use the legacy TAC size but gNB can use either legacy TAC or new TAC with 3 bytes.  Some companies in RAN2 have concerns about this agreement but there is no agreed LS to be sent to RAN3.  It was suggested in last RAN2 meeting to further analyse the impact to RAN2 procedures.  In this contribution, we discuss the impact of RAN2 procedures for two TAC sizes considering both LTE/5GC and NR/5GC scenarios.
Discussions and Proposals
In our view, RAN2 agreement that “new TAC field for 5GC will be introduced” means ng-eNB should use new TAC field which is different from the format in E-UTRAN.  This is different from RAN3 agreement that an ng-eNB shall use a TAC having the same format as in E-UTRAN.  Thus RAN3 agreement is conflicted with RAN2 agreement.

Observation 1 RAN3 agreement that ng-eNB shall use same TAC format as in E-UTRAN is conflicting with RAN2 agreement.
Although LS was not agreed to be sent out in last meeting, we think this issue is critical and should be solved by RAN2 and RAN3.

Proposal 1 The misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 should be solved.

In general, we think RAN3 agreement is not reasonable.  Firstly, TAC is allocated by CN entities. If ng-eNB use legacy TAC, it mean 5GC allocates 4G TAC which seems strange. 
Observation 2 It is not reasonable to allocate 4G TAC for ng-eNB when it connects to 5GC.

Secondly, there are benefits to idle mode mobility between LTE/5GC and NR/5GC if ng-eNB can use new TAC format.  If ng-eNB and gNB can use the same TAC format, it is possible to allocated ng-eNB and gNB into the same TA if they belong to the same PLMN.  In this case, idle mode mobility between ng-eNB and gNB cells would not cause TAU which can save UE signalling.  Having different TAC sizes make it impossible for LTE eNB (including ng-eNB) and gNB to be allocated within the same TA which prevent UE to save TAU at least for idle mode UEs.
Observation 3 Having different TAC sizes make it impossible for LTE eNB (including ng-eNB) and gNB to be allocated within the same TA which prevent UE to save TAU at least for idle mode UEs.

Thirdly, there are no benefits to allocate the same TAC for ng-eNB in LTE/EPC and LTE/5GC.  The reason is that idle mode mobility between LTE/EPC and LTE/5GC would anyway cause NAS entity change in UE and in most cases, if UE is not dual registered, there will be registration procedure or TAU.  Thus, maintaining the same TAC format for ng-eNB to be connected with EPC and 5GC may not provide any gain.

Observation 4 There are no benefits to have same TAC for idle mode UE mobility between LTE/EPC and LTE/5GC since the switching between different NAS entity may cause registration procedure unless dual registered.

Fourthly, if ng-eNB use the same TAC format as E-UTRAN, it also prevent the possibility to allocate a ng-eNB and neighboring gNB within the same RAN-based Notification Area because normally RAN-based Notification Area should not cross two tracking area.  Thus, it is not future-proof.

Observation 5 It is not future-proof for inactive state if ng-eBN use the same TAC format as E-UTRAN because it eliminates the possibility to allocate ng-eNB and neighboring gNB within the same RAN-based Notification Area.

Considering the above analysis, we propose RAN2 to send LS to RAN3 and SA2 to indicated that RAN2 prefer ng-eNB to use different TAC format when connecting to EPC and 5GC.

Proposal 2 RAN2 to send LS to RAN3 and SA2 to indicated that RAN2 prefer ng-eNB to use different TAC format when connecting to EPC and 5GC.

Conclusion
In this contribution, we discuss how UE determines the CN type and indicate to the ng-eNB and we have the following:
Observation 1 RAN3 agreement that ng-eNB shall use same TAC format as in E-UTRAN is conflicting with RAN2 agreement.
Observation 2 It is not reasonable to allocate 4G TAC for ng-eNB when it connects to 5GC.
Observation 3 Having different TAC sizes make it impossible for LTE eNB (including ng-eNB) and gNB to be allocated within the same TA which prevent UE to save TAU at least for idle mode UEs.
Observation 4 There are no benefits to have same TAC for idle mode UE mobility between LTE/EPC and LTE/5GC since the switching between different NAS entity may cause registration procedure unless dual registered.
Observation 5 It is not future-proof for inactive state if ng-eBN use the same TAC format as E-UTRAN because it eliminates the possibility to allocate ng-eNB and neighboring gNB within the same RAN-based Notification Area.

Proposal 1 The misalignment between RAN2 and RAN3 should be solved.
Proposal 2 RAN2 to send LS to RAN3 and SA2 to indicated that RAN2 prefer ng-eNB to use different TAC format when connecting to EPC and 5GC.
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