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1. Introduction
In the last meeting, the agreements related to switch over have been achieved as follows[1]:
The NTN related parameters provided by O&M to the gNB may depend on the type of service links supported (Earth fixed beams, quasi Earth fixed beams, Earth moving beams)
In this contribution, we will further discuss the issue of feeder link switch over and provide our proposals.
1. Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk78891141]At the previous meeting, it was proposed to discuss the centralized and de-centralized coordination scenarios, which are described as follows in [2]:
1)	The “centralized deployment option”: the decision to perform a feeder link switch is coordinated in a central way and assumed to be exactly predictable, then there is no need to signal an event that is known by all serving gNBs. 
2)	The “de-centralized deployment option”: In this option, the feeder link switch decision is considered to be based on local (gNB/NTN Gateway) decisions (with centralized configuration of all sorts of satellite system information, as in option 1). The timing of the feeder link switch would predictable only within a certain timing range, but the actual switch (i.e. availability of the target feeder link and source feeder link in case of soft switch, and exact hard switch time) is not known in advance.
According to our understanding of the above, it depends on the degree to which NTN control function is involved in decision-making. The “centralized coordination” scenario means everything is controlled by NTN control function for switch over (feeder link and satellite/HAPS). And the “de-centralized coordination” scenario means the decision of switch over is made by local gNBs/NTN-GWs, with some assistance information (e.g. the strategy or triggering conditions) provided by NTN control function.
For both assumptions, NTN control function needs to provide some control information to gNBs/NTN-GWs for triggering of switch over, which does not need specification work in RAN3. Moreover, considering that the satellite is directly connects with NTN-GWs rather than gNB, even in the case of de-centralized coordination scenario, the gNB should not be required to indicate when to establish a connection with the satellite. Thus, there is no impact to XnAP/ NGAP.
On the other hand, we understood that dynamic correction of the pre-planned switch overs scheduling in a specific area may be needed. For example, the satellite may need to be switched to a standby gNB/NTN Gateway caused by weather or interference, which will affect a series of subsequent switch over events, but also can be predicted in advance. It may be better to modify the strategy via NTN control function and notify the affected network nodes in advance. The above situation is more like centralized control with some limited de-centralized adjustment when necessary.
For now, if the approach based on centralized deployment option works well, there is no need to perform a local decision.
Proposal 1：There is no justification to support de-centralized coordination scenario in Rel-17.
When the UE’s serving gNB is changed, the handover procedure needs to be initiated by the source gNB, 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]For soft feeder link switch over, two feeder link connections serving via the same satellite during the transition, the two gNBs may utilize different radio resources of the transparent satellite to ensure both gNBs are visible to the UE (overlapping coverage areas) simultaneously. So the source gNB may reuse the existing mechanism, e.g. using the UE measurement report and neighbour cell relations to determine the target cell for handover. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]For hard feeder link switch over, a satellite cannot be connected to two gNBs simultaneously at any given time. The source gNB needs to know the coming cells to be generated by the target gNB via the current satellite and the mapping relation between new and old cells. Using NTN control function/OAM configuration is always possible, if the coming cells are decided by the configuration data stemming from the NTN control function/OAM entity, it doesn't make much sense to exchange such kind of information via Xn/NG. While, if we consider other options, it may be beneficial to exchange the upcoming serving cell(s) information between gNBs when Xn is present, no matter the feeder link switch over can be predictable or not. If the information is exchanged via Xn signalling, whether to introduce a new procedure needs further discussion.
[bookmark: _Hlk69134294][bookmark: _Hlk69394480]Proposal 2：Cell ID mapping may be exchanged between gNBs via Xn for feeder link switch over.
In addition, two potential enhancement solutions are given in TR 38.821 for the hard switch over, i.e. feeder link switch based on accurate time control or conditional RRC re-establishment. 
For the first solution, CHO related discussion is pending to RAN2, no further impact to RAN3 specifications is foreseen for the execution of feeder link switch over.
For the second solution, the network may be required to provide assistance information (e.g. next cell identity and/or reestablishment conditions), and this information for handover can be added in the SIB for broadcasting, which is also pending to RAN2. If a new SIB is introduced, a few updates to the F1 interface may be required.
Considering the progress of RAN2 discussion, and CU/DU disaggregated architecture may not be a typical deployment option in current WI, the discussion on the impacts of feeder link switch over on F1AP specification can be considered as low priority.
[bookmark: _Hlk78966164]Proposal 3：NTN impacts of feeder link switch over to F1 are considered low priority in Rel-17.
1. Conclusions
In this paper, we have the following proposal:
Proposal 1：There is no justification to support de-centralized coordination scenario in Rel-17.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 2：Cell ID mapping may be exchanged between gNBs via Xn for feeder link switch over.
Proposal 3：NTN impacts of feeder link switch over to F1 are considered low priority in Rel-17.
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