3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 Meeting#107-e
R3-200151

24th – 28th February 2020

Agenda item:
14.3.1
Source: 

Qualcomm Incorporated
Title: 
Summary of offline discussion on LTE-M Finalization
Document for:
Discussion
1. Introduction

This is the summary for the following email discussion:

CB: # 61bis_Email061bis-MTC_NB-IoT_LTE-M_finalization
-  Remove FFSs; close the topic in Rel-16; corrections can be handled on request from SA2? (QC), (E///)
- Re-establishment case seems covered by the previously agreed CR; add the LTE-M indicator in HO req procedure? (Nok)
- consensus to simply remove FFss and close this issue now?
- merge/revise as needed; go for agreement
(QC)

Summary of offline disc R3-201151
2. Discussion

Based on the input documents (R3-200234, R3-200289, R3-201044), and the above scope, there are two main issues that we can focus the discussion on, as below. If you spot any other points to discuss, please point them out. 

1 Whether there is a need to add LTE-M signalling in NGAP handover messages?

	Company
	Comment /Answer

	Ericsson
	The only thing that was requested from RAN3 in the SA2 LS was to add the control during the Initial UE message in NGAP. Considering that this LTE-M indication is meant for CN to use, it can be assumed that in any change case, from 4G to 5G CN, it would be handled within or across CN types as in legacy. 

For instance:

1) MME knows it’s LTE-M before the HO by the means we have today in current EPS. And LTE-M indication between CN nodes are supported already in Rel-15. When HO happens, MME just provides this indication as UE move to another CN. There is no intention to add more logics on S1AP when the SA2 CR S2-1910632 was written. Otherwise, it would have been communicated in the first LS.

2) For EPS to 5GS HO, AMF will not receive any indication from RAN in connected mode. So the indication from MME shall be kept by AMF.

3) For Idle mode Inter-RAT mobility case, UE and RAN will provide the indication in msg5 and IUM, respectively, so AMF shall use the latest one from RAN and override the one provided from MME side.

3) Finally, note that in the SA2 CR, the text about 4G to 5G CN HO was added by Orange, so it seems a bit strange that an operator adds this indication for charging policy, when the feature cannot already be supported within its network.

	Qualcomm
	Generally we agree with Ericsson: nothing is broken if we do not make any change in the handover messages (and we were not asked to make such changes). This can be done in the future if really necessary (and such requirement should ideally come from SA2).

	Nokia
	The text from SA2 “When the AMF receives an LTE-M Indication from NG-RAN in an Initial UE Message or from an MME during EPS to 5GS handover, the AMF shall store” seems to hint to the fact that AMF may not receive the information from the MME e.g. from a non-supporting MME. It would be useful to check with SA2 by at minimum sending an LS to ask SA2 for clarification. Nokia can volunteer to draft such LS.

	Huawei
	Agree with Ericsson and QCOM.

	ZTE
	Agree with Ericsson and Qualcomm. 


Conclusion: No consensus that this functionality is needed; also seems no support to send LS to SA2.
2 Whether any change is needed for the LTE-M Indication IE, currently marked as FFS, or whether all related FFSs can be deleted.

	Company
	Comment /Answer

	Ericsson
	Fine with removing all related FFS marks

	Qualcomm
	Fine with simply removing all FFSs and Editor’s notes, which seem to be all about the same point.

	Nokia
	It is better for LTE-M indication to have its own element definition, therefore the editor’s note and the FFS can be removed.

	Huawei
	Ok to remove all FFSs.

	ZTE
	Fine to simply remove all related FFSs and Editor’s notes.


Conclusion: All companies are fine to remove all FFSs and Editor’s Notes (proposal in TP in R3-201044)
3. Summary and conclusions 

Two main issues were under discussion:

· Whether there is a need to add LTE-M signalling in NGAP handover messages?
· Whether any change is needed for the LTE-M Indication IE, currently marked as FFS, or whether all related FFSs can be deleted.
From the discussion, the following are proposed to be agreed:

Agreement 1: No signalling is added in handover messages

Agreement 2: All FFSs related to LTE-M functionality may be deleted

Agreement 3: The text proposal in R3-201044 is agreed

One company proposed to send an LS to SA2 requesting feedback on the scenario that motivates possible changes in handover messages (i.e. no support for LTE-M indication in EPS). Since there was no support for this, it is assumed that the matter can, if needed, be clarified via company contribution in SA2.
