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1 Introduction

CB: # NRNTN_Architecture

- Discuss the RAN architecture options of regenerative payload, focus on the current 5GS architecture to support regenerative payload?
(moderator - E///)

Summary of offline disc R3-242172
2 For the Chair’s Notes

General consensus seems to be to start discussion with what we currently have in the WID, wait for an LS from SA2 on this particular issue and we take it from there
Moderator recommends that companies discuss WID scope in TSG RAN if further clarification of the scope is desired
3 Discussion

From the status of online discussion, it does not seem agreeable to pursue work on a single architecture option (e.g. as proposed in R3-242044 and related papers) at this meeting. Some observations and comments have been made on the technical content presented in R3-242044 and related papers; the Moderator suggests to take them at a later time.

One company proposes to discuss IWF (R3-241607), which is currently studied in SA2, and to consider it as within the scope of the current RAN3 WID (RP-240775).

The Moderator proposes to attempt to formulate a way forward, if agreeable by the group.

3.1 Proposal to Discuss IWF in RAN3 (R3-241607)

This solution is currently being studied by SA2.

It is proposed (R3-241607) to discuss and agree the IWF (proxy node) based solutions for architecture for regenerative payload.

The same solution is presented for information in R3-241909, which observes that “RAN3 needs to pay continuous attention to SA2 progress and wait for the LS if any.”

The Moderator notes that SA2 is currently discussing proposals to capture the IWF solution in an informative annex of a specification; it is then possible that no normative impact might be expected for this solution. Companies are encouraged to check the situation with their respective SA2 colleagues.

The Moderator proposes the following possible ways forward for this issue:

a) Continue this discussion in RAN3 only on the basis of an incoming LS from SA2, if any, within the scope of giving feedback to the ongoing SA2 study.

b) Continue this discussion in RAN3 only on the basis of an incoming LS from SA2, if any; then consider the IWF as being in the scope of the current RAN WID (RP-240775) and include this solution in the technical discussion.

c) Consider the IWF as being in the scope of the current RAN WID (RP-240775) and include this solution in the technical discussion.

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	a).
As it stands, this solution is part of a Study Item in SA2. RAN3 may provide feedback to SA2 upon receiving an LS, with the understanding that the scope will be limited to the ongoing SA2 Study Item. According to 3GPP ways of working, any subsequent normative work will require approving a specific WID in TSG SA and/or RAN.
Options b) and c) are not even procedurally correct: an ongoing study cannot pre-empt an ongoing work item. Furthermore, in our view this particular solution cannot be considered to be in the scope of the RAN WID. The observation that the RAN WID does not explicitly exclude the presence of an IWF does not seem justified; as also mentioned by NTN operators, if there is consensus to do normative work on this, the appropriate way forward is to propose to update the WID in TSG RAN.

	ZTE
	a).

The IWF based solution(s) has never been discussed in RAN before, even in the SI phase. And it is also not included in our Rel-19 WID. RAN3 should not discuss this unless SA2 formally indicates us to work on it, e.g., via an LS. From our point of view, this potential solution is only one of the options in SA2 rather than the final solution, and even SA2 doesn’t not make the final decision. It is really strange for RAN3 to discuss this in parallel with SA2. 
At this stage, without any clear LS from SA2 or update in the RAN WID, RAN3 should not discuss the IWF based solution(s).

	Samsung
	a).

We should focus on the architecture by the time when the R19 RAN WID is approved.

It is impossible to follow b) and c) during R19 RAN WI. Note that SA2 R19 SI captures dozens of solutions which provide various architecture alternatives (relay-like architecture, partial CN on board, etc.), it is unfair to only consider some of the alternatives at this stage. If we try to consider all possible alternatives in our technical discussion, however, we cannot afford to have a study-like phase on the potential architecture options in our R19 RAN WID.

	China Telecom
	a).

RAN3 should not discuss the IWF based solution(s) during R19 NTN WI unless WID is updated.

	Huawei
	We should go step by step.

The current WI scope talk of “support and enhancement of existing”, no “new”,  

4 Support of regenerative payload [RAN3, RAN2, RAN4]
· Specify the support of gNB on board in TS 38.300

· Specify, if needed, any necessary enhancements related to the intra and inter-gNB mobility, especially for Xn interface over feeder link or over ISL. [RAN3]

· Note: if any additional necessary stage-3 specifications impact for e.g. NGAP is identified, RAN3 will handle it.

When received a LS, we must respond to it; LS trigger the work like SI/WI.

Then for further normative work, we assume RAN should be involved.



	Xiaomi
	a)

there’re multiple new architecture options being studied in SA2, even in SA2, they have no conclusion now, and this is WI in RAN, we don’t think the time is enough for us to wait for SA2’s conclusion.

	Qualcomm
	On the options proposed by the moderator:

On c):

This architecture option is compliant with the RAN WID. It has been proposed by a RAN3 contribution for consideration within the scope of  RAN NTN WI. It is common practice that multiple solution options are considered within a WI. Therefore, from formal perspective, this approach is business as usual, and it is not obvious why we are even discussing this. 

On a) and b): In this meeting, RAN3 has no reason to be align itself with SA2 study. Therefore, options a) and b) are off the table. Apart from this formal aspect: Since SA2 is working on the IWF, there is high likelihood that this trickles down to RAN3 very soon. It certainly doesn’t hurt for RAN3 to start thinking about it.

On a technical note of IWF vs. Ericsson’s preferred option: Ericsson’s preferred option is based on Rel-15 architecture. This option is always available. The question arises if enhancements like the IWF should be considered as part of this RAN WI. Companies should be able to think about it. We should have a fair chance to discuss our contribution irrespective of whether we receive an SA2 LS or not. We have 7 more meetings to go. There is no reason to shut the box after the first 4 days of Rel-19. 

Also, there will be an LS from SA2 to RAN3 this meeting. Hence we propose to not make any decision this meeting and continue discussion next meeting. 



	CMCC
	a) Let’s wait the LS from SA2 first. Also if we need to discuss IWF, the current WID needs more clarification.

	NEC
	a)

The IWF is out of our current working item scope. The RAN must first discuss if the IWF should be included in the Rel-19 working item. If the RAN agrees to support it in Rel-19, then RAN3 discusses it.

	DISH Network
	a) for now, but consider b) once RAN3 received LS from SA2.

RAN3 should progress the normative work based on the common understanding of the scope of the agreed WID.
However we welcome on any enhancements to support more effective regenerative operation in addition to the baseline architecture. Once, RAN3 received the LS from SA2, RAN3 should discuss the benefit of the optimized solution (with IWF), and consider to include it as part of the WID with the appropriate working process, i.e. clarify the scope in the WID. 

	THALES
	a)

The IWF architecture is currently studied in SA2 as an alternative to the one discussed and adopted at the RAN#102. We think RAN3 could start a discussion on it only at the reception of a LS from SA2. Even if this discussion is trigerred, we wonder if this alternative architecture should be specified in stage-2 without a revision of the WID. If there is a revision of the WID in September for instance because it was agreed that it is beneficial and the TUs permit it, other alternative architecture that was de-prioritized (e.g. split architecture) should be also reconsidered.

	LGE
	a)
In addition to what many companies already observed, we also think that we should focus our discussions for any enhancement to support regenerative payloads based on the current architecture kept in mind between companies when this RAN WID was agreed. We can start normative works for any alternative architecture option, once our RAN WID is properly revised and updated.

	CATT
	a)

The new architecture is under study in SA2. If any LS to RAN3, we may simply handle the LS and response, e.g., evaluate the RAN impacts.

If consider to involve the work in the RAN WID, discussion in RAN planetary seems needed.

	TCL
	a).

In our view it is better to discuss now what is approved within R19 RAN WID scope and to focus on enhancing NG interface signaling to address the mobility or the satellite gNB change for a given UE/UEs.  

	Nokia
	a)

The BL CR/architecture can be updated in the WI phase. This is the first meeting, so better to start with what RAN3 owns.


4 Conclusion, Recommendations

12 companies in favor of a)

1 company in favor of a) for now and b) once we receive an LS from SA2

1 company advising we should go step by step

1 company in favor of c)

General consensus seems to be to start discussion with what we currently have in the WID, wait for an LS from SA2 and we take it from there.
