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1 Introduction

This is Summary of offline discussion on CB: # 24_NTN_general - Summary of email discussion.

Please provide your view and correction in the document uploaded by 28th Thursday CET 10am.
Thursday a first status will be provided online with an update, some first agreements and a Way Forward (WF) for next step, if any. 
The discussion is in 2 sections, first the update of the BL CR including the new proposal and how to proceed on RAN2 overlap.
2 For the Chairman’s Notes 

Stage 2 document with all part, for the rapporteur to communicate to RAN2: (“other” type, towards BL st2 CR) 

R3-211149 Endorsed
Rapporteur to provide it to RAN2

RAN3 Stg2 BL CR, with only RAN3 part extracted from the previous one: (draftCR to TS 38.300): 
R3-211150 Endorsed
3 Discussion 

3.1 Stage 2 update 
All proposals from [1 to 6] are merged in single document R3-21xxxx_BLCR_update_v0 available in the draft folder. It is propose to work on this document directly.

Please raised you concern on the question below only if there is major objection on proposal in the document:
Please note that the R3-210361 [8] proposes an alternative (or possible merge) way to capture last meeting agreement on NR CGI fixed on geographical area for ULI as alternative of R3-210703. Only the first sentence should consider in the proposal for the agreement see (4.x.3 Signalling)
Question #1: Is there any major comment against the BL R3-210014 [1]?

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	To be at least aligned with RAN2 stg2 running CR in R2-2100229.

Note that HIBS abbreviation should be removed since only HAPS is considered as per RAN agreements endorsed in RP-202907

	Nokia
	The definition for Transparent Payload somehow only describes one-way communication and claims there will always be frequency conversion. Suggest change it to: 

Transparent payload: NTN payload that filters and amplifies the uplink RF signal before transmitting it on the downlink, and vice versa. It may also change the carrier frequencies.

	Qualcomm
	To clarify: how are we going to move forward? Is RAN2 going to absorb any RAN3 changes at every meeting, or was this an initial step as part of reorganization? Basically do we need an ongoing baseline??

	Moderator
	To Nokia, Thales in the revision of the BL CR propose to remove the definition with the clarification: This has to be removed to be aligned with RAN2 views since there is a text in clause 4.x that clarifies what transparent means " NTN payload transparently forwarding the radio protocol received from the UE (via the service link) to the NTN Gateway (via the feeder link) and vice-versa
To Qualcomm: the “absorption” was done when Thales submitted RAN3 BL CR to RAN2. RAN3 needs anyway to maintain a stage 2 they are proposal in this meeting and some part are definitively RAN3. RAN3 part will be highlighted in next update, and proposed to be maintained alone in the BL CR (see Nokia preference). About the change on common part and RAN3 only we should suggest the Rapporteur to ask RAN2 to acknowledge now  our change on common part, not touch RAN3 part and send LS to RAN3 for review when the stage 2 RAN2 part is stable.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Question #2: Is there any major comment against the alignment on RAN2 structure R3-210703 [2]? Please also consider R3-210361 [8] first sentence of 4.x.3 Signalling as alternative, merge, or complementary text for capturing the NRCGI fixed on earth.
	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	No major comments.

	Huawei
	About R3-210361 first sentence could be captured as QC proposed with the editor’s note. Please note that 4. Section should remain short as Stage 2 rapporteur wish and the new section in subclause 16. is proposed FFS for the title that may change … 

	CATT
	No major comments, fine to capture the first sentence of 4.x.3 in R3-210361.

	Intel
	So now we are sometimes using the term “the NTN payload” and sometimes “the satellite or the HAPS” to refer to the same thing. Why? Suggest to settle on a single term.

	Nokia
	Ok. Agree with Huawei. 

	Qualcomm
	No major comment.

Also fine to capture the first sentence of 4.x.3 in R3-210361. Other aspects can be considered later. However the section this was meant for has now disappeared. On option is to create a new section e.g. Interaction with Core Network or Network Identities and introduce this text there.

	ZTE
	Agree with above, the first sentence of 4.x.3 in R3-210361 could be captured.

	Moderator
	To Intel, NTN payload is clean-up, could you double if any problem remains then correct it in the draft.

	
	

	
	


Question #3: Is there any major comment against the agreements integration and emails comments R3-210704 [3]?

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	No major comments.

	Nokia
	Question: will RAN3 BL CR include the RAN2 text, e.g. 16.x.3 Mobility and State transition? We prefer the RAN3 BL CR only have the RAN3 related part.

	Qualcomm
	No major comment. Only aspect is whether the addition re cell ID in the general section is needed or should be merged  (subject to how the 361 text is used)

	ZTE
	Just as mentioned by Thales in Question 1, whether the abbreviation “HIBS” should be removed?

	Moderator
	To ZTE see the draft there is comment inside
To Nokia: the proposal could be to have dedicated RAN3 part only see above

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Question #4: Is there any major comment against the response paper R3-210987 [4]?

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	We recommend to introduce NTN vehicle, NTN station and NTN control function. This will be beneficial for the understanding by all RAN WG during standardisation work although these concept won’t be defined in 3GPP

We suggest to replace “satellite Ephemeris” by “Ephemeris” to make it applicable to both satellite and HAPS

RAN2 has decided to remove the definition of “transparent payload” since there is a text in clause 4.x that clarifies what transparent means " NTN payload transparently forwarding the radio protocol received from the UE (via the service link) to the NTN Gateway (via the feeder link) and vice-versa " => RAN3 to align with RAN2

	CATT
	It’s ok to replace “satellite Ephemeris” by “Ephemeris”.

On the introduction of the terminology NTN vehicle, NTN station and NTN control function proposed by Thales, we understand it’s needed if we capture the Figure X.Y in R3-210020.

	Intel
	Don’t fully understand the question. Is the proposal to agree R3-210987?

	Ericsson
	We provided a further version. Not absolutely sure about the informative annex, but if we do something about it, then in maximum what we have shown there.

Please avoid introducing terms only used in the informative annex in the normative definition section

please avoid using RRH

	Nokia
	For the 1st comment on gNB, we disagree the “gNB box” in the figure. 

In Terrestrial network, a gNB includes CU and DU. There are transport network nodes between the CU and DU, but RAN3 do not define the gNB including those transport network nodes. So we do not see the need to have a figure showing a gNB includes GW and payload. If really need to capture the GW/payload, it should be in informative annex section showing the transport network nodes including GW/Payload, rather a gNB box including GW/Payload.

	Qualcomm
	At least some of the proposals here look reasonable and should be merged (I see also comments above).

The question I still have is how we are going forward with RAN2, what is the real baseline and so on..

	Moderator
	The intention is to work now only on RAN3 dedicated [RAN3] expecting RAN2 not touch it.
The intention is to converge by next week on update, so discussion could continue on revision

	
	

	
	

	
	


Question #5: Is there any major comment against the NTN architecture update R3-210020 [5]?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	We are supportive of the comment on NTN-RRH and NTN-Control center, however these are not RAN3 e.g. NTN-RRH. We see benefit on the proposal for the global understanding but it seems to us difficult to standardize. 

We would like then to suggest an Informative Annex to describe the full NTN system (the architecture figure of  R3-210020 should be improve to remove confusion on gNB). 

Same we also see some benefit on the RAN2 figure remove by R3-210987 (response paper), this could be added in Annex…

	Thales
	We support the addition of an informative annex clarifying the overall NTN architecture and its interaction with NG-RAN functions for global understanding including the introduction of NTN concepts such as NTN infrastructure, NTN control function, NTN vehicle, NTN station and NTN Remote Radio Head or NTN Remote Radio System.

The proposed “Figure X.Y: NTN based NG-RAN architecture (transparent payload scenario)” can be further improved by removing confusion  between gNB and gNB-CU/DU. The naming “NR-Uu(*)” on the interface NTN-Gateway – gNB-DU may not be needed since it is not to be defined. Moreover an editable figure should be provided as per below:
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	CATT
	Anyway, we need to capture an overall architecture for NTN.

Now, we see figure 4.x.1 of R3-210987, and figure X.Y provided in R3-210020. 
As Figure X.Y provide more detail info, maybe we could capture it in the annex to further clarify the overall NTN architecture.  We could treat the NTN Radio Remote System as a part of NG-RAN, the RRH of NG-RAN. As we will not specify the interface between the “Non RF gNB functions” and the NTN-GW, it’s fine to remove the NR-Uu(*). 

	Intel
	NR-Uu(*) is very misleading, should be removed. But the main point is that we now have multiple architecture figures floating around and it is not clear which one is on the table for inclusion in the spec.

	Ericsson
	We provided a further version. Not absolutely sure about the informative annex, but if we do something about it, then in maximum what we have shown there.

Please avoid introducing terms only used in the informative annex in the normative definition section

please avoid using RRH

	Nokia
	Most of them are not related to RAN3. 

The text for “… for CIoT supported by 5GCN.” is not needed. CIOT is not considered in this release. 

	Qualcomm
	Similar views as Intel. 

On detail we anyway would recommend at least the below: (1) replace the term gNB in the new Figure with NG-RAN (i.e. an NTN-GW and SV are part of NG-RAN but not part of a gNB which will avoid problems where a gNB has multiple vendors and proprietary internal interfaces); (2) replace the term NTN RRH with something else (e.g. NTN Radio Unit, NTN Remote Unit) as this is not an RRH in the existing sense.

But the main issue is that perhaps the basleine needs to be stable enough.

	ZTE
	The Figure X.Y provided by Thales may be better to understand the overall architecture of NTN. 

	Eutelsat
	Agree the new figure from Thales is useful improvement. Disagree with Nokia comment “CIOT is not considered in this release” above, as in this release (17) we also have WID FS_IoT_NTN which  “will leverage solutions based on the study FS_NR_NTN_solutions” (quoting agreed RP-193235) so it seems useful to keep this note: “…for CioT supported by 5GCN” 

	Moderator 
	Some comment have been taking account, further clean could continue

	
	


Question #6: Is there any major comment against the UL SYNC R3-210152 [6]?

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	We support the clarification brought by this paper related to the Ephemeris. The introduction of PVT abbreviation can be decided later upon decision of the Ephemeris format.

	CATT
	Seems correct. 
But it seems we do not need to specify here on how to use the ephemeris info in the UE.
Suggest to delete the later part of the last sentence, as below:
The gNB shall process the Ephemeris provided by the NTN control function to broadcast PVT data to all UEs of a given cell, so that it can be used for uplink synchronization in order to mitigate the Doppler and propagation delay variations.


	Intel
	“The gNB shall process the Ephemeris provided by the NTN control function to broadcast PVT data to all UEs of a given cell” – that’s not an OAM requirement. Also seems to be in RAN2 scope?

	Ericsson
	Is this RAN3 business? Is this 3gpp business at all?

	Nokia
	The TP has following major parts

· Definition for Ephemeris

· Configure Ephemeris in gNB. RAN3 does not define how the gNB is configured. SA5 define the OAM configuration, e.g. regular, or on demand, or format, etc.

· gNB use Ephemeris: It is in RAN2 scope on broadcast the PVT over Uu. 

So we suggest that this should be discussed in RAN2.

	Qualcomm
	Some of the text could be ok, but seems like some is not RAN3 specific. For example, the last sentence of 16.x.5 should be taken out. The FFS introduced in the same section is not needed (if needed expand existing editor’s note). The change to NTN station should be a general change (other part of the discussion). So main change seems to be second sentence.

PVT abbreviation could be ok but not needed if sentence is deleted. Definition of Ephemeris is good to retain / merge as needed (again subject to terminology)

	Moderator
	Proposal is to keep the 2 first sentences to stay in scope of RAN3 and OAM requirements

	
	

	
	

	
	


Expectation, summary and/or conclusion:  

The TP for the Stage 2 BL CR should be revised in a merge and revised document in R3-21xxxx_BLCR_update. Endorse the R3-21xxxx_BLCR_update has new BL CR
3.2  Communication with RAN2 

There are overlap on stage 2 between RAN2 and RAN3 proposals. Note that RAN2 did not endorsed any document yet. It seems that there is no other action needed for now against RAN2 e.g. LS to RAN2.

The agreements of RAN3 #111 within the RAN3 stg2 BL CR endorsed after the meeting will be captured in RAN2 Running CR by the WI rapporteur. If any issue, the WI rapporteur will trigger an email on RAN3 reflector.

Question #7: Is there any need for now to communicate with RAN2?

	Company
	Comment

	Huawei
	No action is needed, the WI Rapporteur should manage, if any issue

	Thales
	Agree with HW

	CATT
	WI Rapporteur could manage this.

	Nokia
	WI Rapporteur could manage this.

	Qualcomm
	Agree, but it really needs coordination as the situation is confusing. Ideally there should be a clear BL CR that either integrates R2/R3, or failing that, has a clear demarcation between R2 and R3 areas. It is also not clear whether merge is needed at every cycle (depends on above).

	Moderator
	The coordination which rely on rapporteur could be:
· Rapporteur to communicate to RAN2 the RAN3 updates on common parts

· Rapporteur to task RAN2 to not modify RAN3 part, they will be refined by RAN3 and provided at the end of the WID as usual
· RAN2 to send LS for review common part at end of release

· Rapporteur to communicate between RAN2/3 if any issue, the Rapporteur could send to RAN3 the Running RAN2 CR for information at each meeting … 

	
	

	
	


3.3  Review of the Stage 2 

Please comment below, if any major issue on Stage2 Review.  Add also RAN3 flag [RAN3], if you believe more part have to be RAN3 only, make it  directly in the document (R3-21xxxx_BLCR_update_v02.docx). The RAN3 dedicated part will be extracted at last minutes.
	Company
	Comment

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Recommendations for the online discussion: 

It is proposed to keep the CB open and further check the Stage 2.  2 document could be endorsed at the end of the meeting:

· A stage 2 document with all part, for the rapporteur to communicate to RAN2

· A RAN3 BL CR, with only RAN3 part extracted from the previous one

It is also suggested to endorse following way forward for RAN2/3 discussion:

· Rapporteur to communicate to RAN2 the RAN3 updates on common parts

· Rapporteur to task RAN2 to not modify RAN3 part, they will be refined by RAN3 and provided at the end of the WID as usual

· RAN2 to send LS for review common part at end of release

· Rapporteur to communicate between RAN2/3 if any issue, the Rapporteur could send to RAN3 the Running RAN2 CR for information at each meeting …
5 Conclusion, Recommendations

Stage 2 document with all part, for the rapporteur to communicate to RAN2: (“other” type, towards BL st2 CR) 

R3-211149 Endorsed
Rapporteur to provide it to RAN2

RAN3 Stg2 BL CR, with only RAN3 part extracted from the previous one: (draftCR to TS 38.300): 

R3-211150 Endorsed
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