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Introduction
This document is the report of the offline email discussion “[AT118-e][050][IoTNTN] Miscellaneous”, as indicated below:
[AT118-e][050][IoTNTN] Miscellaneous (ZTE)
	Scope: Treat R2-2204712, R2-2205140, R2-2205145, R2-2205595, R2-2205146, R2-2205330, R2-2205830, R2-2204652, R2-2205329, R2-2204654, (part of) R2-2205996
	Ph1 Determine agreeable parts, Ph2, agree/endorse TP(s) if applicable. 
	Intended outcome: Report, endorsed TPs/Draft CRs
	Deadline CB online W2 TUE (settle as many points as possible offline)
Contact information 
Please provide your contact information when feedback:
	Company
	Contact Name
	Email

	ZTE
	Ting Lu
	lu.ting@zte.com.cn

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Discussion
Issue 1: SIB31
Change notification of SIB31
For SIB31, RAN2 has achieved the following agreements:
Update to serving cell ephemeris information does not affect the system information value tag and does not trigger System information modification procedure. How to trigger re-read of this information is FFS. FFS if the UE shall reacquire the new SIB when SI update is triggered.
Updates to serving cell ephemeris information are not bound to the BCCH modification period.
UE shall acquire the NTN specific SIB before accessing the cell, regardless of the state of UL sync validity timer.
However, it’s still FFS whether changes to parameters other than satellite ephemeris and common TA parameters can only occur at the modification period boundary and notified via system information update notification. 
Firstly, in [R2-2204712], company think the handing of SIB31 should follow the similar behaviour as in NR-NTN. That is, the fields of epochTime, nta-Common, nta-CommonDrift, nta-CommonDriftVariation, orbitalParameters and stateVectors do not affect the system information value tag and does not trigger System information modification procedure. Meanwhile, fields k-MAC, k-Offset, ul-SyncValidationDuration in SIB31 still follow the legacy SI modification procedure. In other word, not whole SIB31/SIB31-NB would be excluded from the legacy SI modification procedure. Therefore, company suggests to remove SIB31/SIB31-NB from the exception lists in Section 5.2.1.3 / 5.2.2.3. Furthermore, in section 6.2.2 / 6.3.1/ 6.7.2, to add sentence “This field is excluded when estimating changes in system information, i.e. changes of epochTime(/nta-Common /nta-CommonDrift/nta-CommonDriftVariation /orbitalParameters /stateVectors) should neither result in system information change notifications nor in a modification of systemInfoValueTag in SIB1.” in field descriptions of epochTime, nta-Common, nta-CommonDrift, nta-CommonDriftVariation, orbitalParameters and stateVectors, respectively.
Secondly, in [R2-2205140] and [R2-2205329], companies have similar understanding that, since parameters k-MAC, k-Offset, ul-SyncValidationDuration are only used for initial access or during the connection and UE shall acquire the NTN specific SIB before accessing the cell (Please note there is no such agreement in NR NTN), there is no motivation for the IoT UE to acquire SIB31 when only camping on the cell and thus no motivation for system information update notification in RRC_IDLE. In [R2-2205595], company also think that the validity of system information is typically (but not always) done per SIB rather than per parameter. And in NR, the SIB validity is defined in terms of the SI message containing satellite assistance information rather than any individual parameter. 
In [R2-2205329], company also mentions that, as IOT NTN UEs do not monitor paging in RRC_CONNECTED, there is no motivation for an update notification in RRC_CONNECTED either.
Thirdly, in [R2-2205595], company think the related editor’s note is incorrect. Instead of updates being restricted to occur at the start of a modification period, satellite ephemeris and common TA can instead be updated at any time, and the UE is triggered to re-acquire that information upon expiry of T317 (ul-SyncValidationDuration). As company also think the validity of system information is typically (but not always) done per SIB rather than per parameter, company suggest the entire contents of SIB31/SIB31-NB are considered valid by the UE until the expiry of T317 and can be updated at any time without being restricted to the modification period boundary. However, it’s not clear in [R2-2205595], whether network needs to set value tag when any parameter in SIB31 is changed. Per rapporteur’s understanding, there may be assumption that value tag need to be updated.
As there are diverse views, rapporteur suggest to have the following discussion:
Q1: Companies are invited to give your preference on the following options:
Option 1: Different from satellite ephemeris and common TA, the parameters k-MAC, k-Offset, ul-SyncValidationDuration in SIB31 still follow the legacy SI modification procedure.
Option 2: The system information update notification procedure does not apply to SIB31/SIB31-NB. Change to any parameter in SIB31/SIB31-NB does not affect the system information value tag.
Option 3: The entire contents of SIB31/SIB31-NB are considered valid by the UE until the expiry of T317 and can be updated at any time without being restricted to the modification period boundary.
	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	Option 2
	For Option 1, we see no benefit and have sympathy with the comments in [R2-2205595] that the validity of system information is typically (but not always) done per SIB rather than per parameter.
For Option 3, at least for satellite ephemeris and common TA, as RAN2 has agreed that the change of these parameters doesn’t affect the value tag, UE cannot know whether these parameters are really changed. So without valid value tag, it’s obviously useless to let UE always re-acquire SIB31/SIB31-NB each time upon expiry of T317. One possible way may be that, network still needs to set value tag when any parameter in SIB31 is changed. Meanwhile, UE doesn’t need to follow legacy system information modification procedure and can just re-acquire SIB31/SIB31-NB upon expiry of T317. We think this is to revert the previous agreement. We disagree as we cannot see the benefit.

	
	
	

	
	
	



SIB31 acquisition in RRC_CONNECTED
There is another Editor's Note/FFS that, besides to re-acquire SIB31 upon expiry of T317, whether the UE needs to acquire other system information (e.g. MIB, SIB1 …) in RRC_CONNECTED.
In [R2-2205140], company think it’s possible that the scheduling information of SIB31 in SIB1 can be changed. Therefore, upon expiry of T317 in connected mode, UE needs to firstly acquire MIB and SIB1 and then it can have correct scheduling information to acquire SIB31.
Meanwhile, in [R2-2205329] and [R2-2205595], companies have similar view that there is no need to acquire any other system information than SIB31/SIB31-NB in RRC_CONNECTED. In [R2-2205329], company further indicate that, if UE also requires MIB/SIB1 and if the value tag indicates a change to the system information, the UE shall reacquire all system information that are applicable to RRC_CONNECTED, including SIB2, SIB26, SIB22-NB. And if the resource configuration in any of these SIBs has changed, it will cause a resource configuration mismatch between UE and eNB as the eNB is not aware that the UE has updated its configuration. Company think it’s not good to introduce new behavior that UE only update the scheduling information of SIB31 and ignore all other parameters in MIB/SIB1. Alternatively, the rare case where the scheduling information of SIB31 has changed can be handled by the guard timer T318.
Based on the view from a bit more companies, rapporteur suggest to agree the following draft proposal:
Draft proposal: In RRC_CONNECTED, the UE assumes that the scheduling information of SIB31 is unchanged and only re-acquires SIB31.
Q2: Whether companies can agree the above draft proposal? If no, please elaborate the against reason or wording suggestions.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	We think SIB26 may be typo, it should be SIB25? 
As we assume UE implementation anyway may have some special process when it temporarily tune away from connected mode, e.g., need to store and restore the dedicated configuration, we are not sure whether the mentioned resource configuration mismatch issue can be occur. But we can agree that, to acquire MIB/SIB1 may cause unnecessary complexity and potential problems. So we are fine to depend on T318 to handle the rare case where the scheduling information of SIB31 has changed. 

	
	
	

	
	
	



Confirmation of T318 and its timer length
In section 5.3.3.22 of RRC, there are still the following Editor’s Notes:
Editor’s Note: Agreement: Introduce a guard timer TXXXX for SIBXX acquisition in connected mode. At TXXX expiry, UE triggers RLF (if it can be shown in Q2 that UE will loose RLM when UE tunes away, it can be discussed to skip this timer).
Editor’s Note: Editor: FFS whether a new timer T31Y is signalled or the value signalled for T310 is used.
T318 has been introduced in the current RRC spec to prevent the UE being stuck in trying to acquire SIB31. In this meeting, no new contribution suggests to skip this timer. In [R2-2205329], company further indiates T318 can be useful in the case that UE may not be able to acquire SIB31 due to change in the scheduling information of SIB31. Based on all the related discussion and proposal 6 in [R2-2205329], rapporteur suggest to quickly discuss whether we can confirm the introduction of timer T318.
Q3a: Whether companies can agree to confirm the introduction of timer T318?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



In [R2-2205329], company firstly indicates the difference between T318 and legacy T310. But company also think, as T318 is just a guard timer, no need to be optimised or to be UE specific, the value of T310 signaled in SIB2 can be reused for T318.
Q3b: Whether companies can agree to set timer T318 with the value of T300 signalled in SIB2? If no, please elaborate the against reason or wording suggestions.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Clarification for epoch time in SIB31
In [R2-2205140], company mentions that, when epochTime is explicitly configured in SIB31, there can be an infinite number of positions corresponding to the configured (startSFN, startSubframe) values, e.g., with 10.24 seconds as a cycle. So company suggests to have further clarification.
Q4: Companies are invited to give your preference on the following clarification for the epochTime in SIB31:
· Option 1: No need of clarification
· Option 2: The DL subframe indicated by startSFN and startSubframe is the one immediately after the DL subframe corresponding to the end of the SI window during which the SI message carrying SIB31 is transmitted. 
· Option 3: The DL subframe indicated by startSFN and startSubframe is the early one closest to the DL subframe corresponding to the end of the SI window during which the SI message carrying SIB31 is transmitted.
· Other option
	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	Option 3
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



t-Service for the serving cell
RAN2 has agreed to include t-Service for the serving cell in SIB3. In [R2-2205595], companies think t-Service needs to be frequently updated in order to remain relatively accurate. Therefore, similar as that in NR NTN, company suggests to move t-Service from SIB3/SIB3-NB to SIB31/SIB-31-NB, along with other serving cell satellite information which can be updated at any time without the SI update mechanism.
Q5: Whether companies can agree to move t-Service for the serving cell from SIB3 to SIB31/SIB31-NB? As “Yes” means to revert the previous agreement, more explanation may be needed.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	We think the legacy change notification for t-Service is enough to let UE be aware of the stop time of serving cell.
With this proposal in [R2-2205595], it’s not clear whether UE would acquire SIB31/SIB-31-NB to update t-Service even if the T317 is not expired?

	
	
	

	
	
	



Issue 2: Dedicated SIB31
As RAN2 has the agreement as below, the related proposals would not be further discussed:
P8: Signalling of SIB31 in RRCConnectionReconfiguration not for HO is supported (but no further specification effort is expected due to this, e.g. up to network impl when to provide this). 
Moreover, In [R2-2205145], company think it's still not crystal clear how the UE deal with the previously configured dedicated SIB31 in the cases where UE receives RRCConnectionReconfiguration message without dedicated SIB31. Company further suggests in order to avoid any unpredictable UE behaviour, clarification is needed for the case that UE hands over to a TN cell and receives RRCConnectionReconfiguration message in which systemInformationBlockType31Dedicated-r17 is mandatory absent. The related change is as below:
	RRCConnectionReconfiguration field descriptions

	conditionalReconfiguration
This field is used to configure the UE with a conditional reconfiguration. The reconfiguration is applied when the execution condition(s) is fulfilled. The field is absent if daps-HO is configured for any DRB or if MobilityControlInfo is included in the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message. The conditionalReconfiguration is not configured in the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message included in a conditionalReconfiguration.

	…………………



	Conditional presence
	Explanation

	………
	……….

	HO-NTN
	The field is mandatory present in case of handover to a NTN cell. Otherwise the field is not present. UE should release the systemInformationBlockType31Dedicated, if previously configured, in case of handover to a TN cell.


Q6: Whether companies can agree to add clarification in the condition explanation of HO-NTN for dedicated SIB31 that, if UE hands over to a TN cell, UE should release the dedicated SIB31, if previously configured? 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Issue 3: Maintenance of UL Synchronization
In [R2-2205830], company mentions that SIB31 acquistion related Timer stop actions should be aligned to system information acquistion description. Company has the following change suggestions (Alt1) (the irrelevant change is not copied):
	[bookmark: _Toc20486720][bookmark: _Toc29342012][bookmark: _Toc29343151][bookmark: _Toc36566399][bookmark: _Toc36809806][bookmark: _Toc36846170][bookmark: _Toc36938823][bookmark: _Toc37081802][bookmark: _Toc46480425][bookmark: _Toc46481659][bookmark: _Toc46482893][bookmark: _Toc100790960][bookmark: _Toc100791044]5.3.3.22	T317 expiry
The UE shall:
1>	if in RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	inform lower layers that the UL synchronisation is lost;
2>	start timer T318;
2>	acquire SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT) as specified in 5.2.2;
2>	upon successful acquisition of SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT):
3>	stop timer T318;
3>	inform lower layers that the UL synchronisation is restored;

5.2.2.4	System information acquisition by the UE
…………………………………………..
1>	if the UE is a BL UE or a UE in CE or a NB-IoT UE:
2>	if schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT) is present:
3>	immediately before establishing, resuming or re-establishing an RRC connection; or
3>	if in RRC_CONNECTED and T317 is not running:
4>	acquire SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT);
4> stop timer T318 on successful acquisition. 
4> Inform lower layers that the UL synchronisation is restored.


In [R2-2205996], the maintenance of UL Synchronization is also discussed. Company want to address the case that the T318 happens to expire, and SystemInformationBlockType31 is later acquired. Company think it is ambiguous whether MAC spec can transmit in the uplink if any time in the future SystemInformationBlockType31 is acquired. 
Company suggest two ways to address the ambiguity and prefer the second way:
1) Change RRC text in 5.3.3.22 to make it clear that for any time in the future when SystemInformationBlockType31 has been acquired, the UE may transmit in the UL 
2) Change the RRC text in 5.2.2.39 to send an indication to lower layers that there is UL synchronisation
Company further give the following proposals:
Proposal 1	In MAC spec, change 5.2a according to the text proposal below:
Proposal 2	In the RRC spec, at end of 5.2.2.39 add “1> indicate to lower layers that UL synchronization is acquired.” at the end, as in the following text proposal:
Proposal 3	In the RRC spec, from 5.3.3.22 remove “3> inform lower layers that the UL synchronisation is restored;” and remove the Editor’s Notes as described in this text proposal:

Besides updating the reference to TS 36.331 in MAC spec, company further think the current modelling in MAC is not future proof as the conditions to allow UL transmissions in hidden away in the same line where UL transmissions are stopped. 
Based on the proposals, the change suggestions to TS 36.331 and TS 36.321 are given below (Alt2).


	5.3.3.22	T317 expiry
The UE shall:
1>	if in RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	inform lower layers that the UL synchronisation is lost;
2>	start timer T318;
2>	acquire SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT) as specified in 5.2.2;
2>	upon successful acquisition of SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT):
3>	stop timer T318;
3>	inform lower layers that the UL synchronisation is restored;

5.2.2.39	Actions upon reception of SystemInformationBlockType31
Upon receiving SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB), the UE shall:
1>	start or restart timer T317 with the duration ul-SyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime.
1> indicate to lower layers that UL synchronization is acquired for this Serving Cell.

TS 36.321:
5.2a	Maintenance of UL Synchronization
If upper layer informs that the UL synchronization is lost for the SpCell according to the clause 5.3.3.Y 22 of TS 36.331 [8], the MAC entity shall:
-	flush all HARQ buffers;
-	not perform any uplink transmission until upper layer has indicated that the uplink synchronization is restored.
If upper layer informs that the UL synchronization is acquired for the SpCell according to the clause 5.2.2.39 of TS36.331 [8], the MAC entity shall allow uplink transmissions.
Editor's Note: Procedure is FFS if upper layer informs that the UL synchronisation is restored according to the clause 5.3.3.Y of TS 36.331 [8].



Per rapporteur’s understanding, it’s no need to discuss the case that T318 happens to expire and SIB31 is later acquired. According to the previous RAN2 agreement, UE would trigger RLF upon expiry of T318. But companies still can compare these different ways with intention to optimize the handling of T318 and maintenance of UL Synchronization.
Q7a: Companies are invited to give your preference on the following options and please elaborate your reason:
Option 1: no need of change
Option 2: Alt1 (can give further suggestions)
Option 3: Alt2 (can give further suggestions)
Option 4: Other
	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	Option 1
	For Alt2, as 5.2.2.39 is a general section to describe the actions upon reception of SIB31 and it can also be invoked by UE in idle, we think it’s incorrect to put the RRC-MAC indication here. UE in idle doesn’t need to send such indicate upon reception of SIB31.
For Alt1, we see no difference from the original text. If we go for Alt1, at least we may need to check whether T318 is started in section 5.2.2.4.

	
	
	

	
	
	



Q7b: Whether companies can agree the above mentioned change for MAC spec in [R2-2205996]? If no, please elaborate the against reason or wording suggestions.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Issue 4: GNSS position
Reference to GNSS validation check
In [R2-2205146] (RILZ303), company mentions that, RAN2 has defined “Condition for establishing RRC Connection in NTN” (section 5.3.3.1d) in which UE is required to have a valid GNSS position. This condition should be checked when UE initiates RRC connection establishment or resumption procedure in NTN. But there is no any reference to this section in the current specification.
Q8: Whether companies can agree the changes in [R2-2205146]?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



How to refer to GNSS in RRC
In section 5.2.1.3 of RRC, there is the following Editor’s Note:
Editor’s Note: FFS whether GNSS is considered as lower layers, upper layers or something else.
In [R2-2205329], company think the GNSS device and associated protocols are outside of 3GPP scope and not controlled by RRC thus it is not a ‘lower layer’. Company give the following proposal 5.
Proposal 5: GNSS is referred to as “upper layers” in RRC specification.
In [R2-2205830], company may have the similar view and give the following change suggestion (the irrelevant change is not copied):
	5.3.3.21	UE actions upon indication of out-of-date GNSS position from upper layers
Upon indication that the GNSS position has become out-of-date while in RRC_CONNECTED, the UE shall:
1>	perform the actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED as specified in 5.3.12, with release cause 'RRC connection failure'.
Editor's Note: FFS release cause 'RRC Connection Failure' or 'other'.
Editor's Note: FFS whether GNSS is considered as lower layers, upper layers or something else


In [R2-2204652], company also think the interaction between AS layer and GNSS receiver can be left to UE implementation. A note is suggested as below (the irrelevant change is not copied):
	5.3.3.21	UE actions upon indication of out-of-date GNSS position
Upon indication that the GNSS position has become out-of-date while in RRC_CONNECTED, the UE shall:
1>	perform the actions upon leaving RRC_CONNECTED as specified in 5.3.12, with release cause 'RRC connection failure'.
Editor's Note: FFS release cause 'RRC Connection Failure' or 'other'.
Editor's Note: FFS whether GNSS is considered as lower layers, upper layers or something else.
NOTE: The interaction with GNSS receiver is up to UE implementation.



Q9: Whether companies can agree the above mentioned change in [R2-2205830] and/or the change in [R2-2204652]?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	We can agree the change in [R2-2205830] and think the change in [R2-2204652] is not needed.

	
	

	
	



AS/NAS interaction to handle GNSS position fix delay
In [R2-2204652], company mentions that, when the UE wakes up from long sleep (e.g., from discontinuous coverage), the UE may start to fix the GNSS position from the GNSS cold state before initiating random access from RRC_IDLE. This could take 100s. Therefore, there should be AS/NAS interaction to handle the NAS timers accordingly. Therefore, a note can be added to clarify it can be done by UE implementation:
	5.3.3.1d	Condition for establishing RRC Connection in NTN
If systemInformationBlockType31 (systemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT) is broadcast, a RRC connection is initiated only if the UE has a valid GNSS position.
NOTE 1:	The UE may need to re-acquire the GNSS fix before establishing the connection to avoid interruption during the connection.
NOTE 2:	The interaction with NAS to handle the GNSS position fix delay is up to UE implementation.
Editor's Note: Agreement: RAN2 will follow the RAN1 agreement that UE will report the remaining GNSS validity duration to the network. FFS: value range (not clear if the values of RAN1 agreement can be used). FFS which message.



Q10: Whether companies can agree the above mentioned change in [R2-2204652]?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	No
	Seems not needed. But no strong view.

	
	
	

	
	
	



Cause for RRC connection release for GNSS-Out-of-sync
In [R2-2205830] and [R2-2204652], companies suggest that the release cause for RRC connection release for GNSS-Out-of-sync situation is updated as ‘others’. Meanwhile, in [R2-2205329], company suggest that the release cause when GNSS fix become out-of-date would be set to ‘RRC connection failure’.
As RAN2 has the following agreement in the first online discussion in RAN2#118e meeting:
P4 (Proposal 4: Editor’s note 4: Release cause when GNSS fix become out-of-date is ‘other’. Remove the Editor’s’ Note) is agreed.
There is no need to further discuss this issue.

Issue 4: NTN specific configuration parameters 
In [R2-2205330], company suggests to agree RIL H012, H013, H016, H017, e.g., to group the NTN specific configuration parameters in ntn-ConfigCommon and ntn-ConfigDedicated respectively to avoid having conditions at multiple places.
Q11: Whether companies can agree the changes in [R2-2205330]?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes with comments
	The following item PRACH-Config-v1700 may also need to be removed:
PRACH-Config information elements
-- ASN1START

PRACH-ConfigSIB ::=				SEQUENCE {
	rootSequenceIndex					INTEGER (0..837),
	prach-ConfigInfo					PRACH-ConfigInfo
}
..............................

PRACH-ConfigSIB-v1700 ::=			SEQUENCE {
	ce-PRACH-TxDuration-r17				ENUMERATED {n1, n2, n4, n8, n16, n32, n64, n128}
																		OPTIONAL	-- Cond NTN
}

PRACH-Config ::=					SEQUENCE {
	rootSequenceIndex					INTEGER (0..837),
	prach-ConfigInfo					PRACH-ConfigInfo					OPTIONAL	-- Need ON
}


PRACH-Config-v1700 ::=				SEQUENCE {
	ce-PRACH-TxDuration-r17				ENUMERATED {n1, n2, n4, n8, n16, n32, n64, n128}		OPTIONAL	-- Cond NTN
}
..............................


	
	
	

	
	
	



Issue 5: RRC reestablishment between TN and NTN for NB-IoT 
In [R2-2204654], company discuss the details for RRC reestablishment between TN and NTN for NB-IoT.
In TN, the parameter cp-Reestablishment in SIB2-NB indicates whether the cell supports RRC reestablishment for CP solution. There is a question that, whether a same indication cp-Reestablishment-r14 can be used to indicate that the UE is allowed to perform RRC reestablishment from TN to NTN or NTN to TN? For example, due to that NTN MME and TN MME may not be same, network may reject RRC reestablishment request.
Q12a: Whether companies can agree the existing cp-Reestablishment in SIB2-NB can only indicate that RRC reestablishment for CP within TN or within NTN is allowed. It cannot indicate that RRC reestablishment for CP between TN and NTN is allowed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


In [R2-2204654], company give the following options to address the mentioned issue:
#Solution 1: a new indication “cp-ReestablishmentTN-NTN” in SystemInformationBlockType2-NB
#Solution 2: A NAS based RRC reestablishment solution

Q12b: If answer to Q9a is Yes, companies are invited to give your preference on the following options and please elaborate your reason:
Option 1: To introduce a new indication “cp-ReestablishmentTN-NTN” in SIB2-NB
Option 2: NAS based solution, e.g., if the UE selects a new cell that belongs to different network (TN or NTN) from the currently connected network after RLF, it will trigger a tracking area update procedure instead of RRC reestablishment procedure.
Option 3: Other
	Company
	Option
	Comment

	ZTE
	Option 1
	Seems simple.

	
	
	



Other issue
In [R2-2205830], company suggest to add clarification that SIB acquistion of IoT-NTN System Information is applicable for UE with NTN connectivity capability.
	5.2.2.4	System information acquisition by the UE
…………………………………………..
1>	if the UE is a BL UE or a UE in CE or a NB-IoT UE and capable of NTN connectivity:
2>	if schedulingInfoList indicates that SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT) is present:
3>	immediately before establishing, resuming or re-establishing an RRC connection; or
3>	if in RRC_CONNECTED and T317 is not running:
4>	acquire SystemInformationBlockType31 (SystemInformationBlockType31-NB in NB-IoT);



[bookmark: _GoBack]Q13: Whether companies can agree the above mentioned change in [R2-2205830]?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes?
	There are some discussion during ASN.1 review for the similar thing but no related Tdoc in this meeting?
We are fine to have some clarification in order to make TN UE in TN cell skip the checking for SIB31.
Considering there may be the case that NTN-capable UE camping on a TN cell and acting as a TN UE, if we want to have a clarification, we think it’s better to be:
1> if the UE is a BL UE or a UE in CE or a NB-IoT UE and camping normally on a NTN cell:

	
	
	

	
	
	



Q14: Companies are invited to indicate whether there is any other issue?
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	



Conclusion
TBD
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