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1 Introduction

This is the Summary of offline discussions on papers contributed for Agenda Item 20.2.1 on “Network Identifier Handling” for which document number R3-214205 was allocated.
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

The following agreements are proposed for the BL CR 38.300 §16.x.5:
Remove the Editorial Note: “it is FFS whether the Cell Identity indicated by the gNB to the Core Network should be specified per function/procedure/feature as above.”
Agree the following TP “The Cell Identities used in the RAN Paging Area during Xn RAN paging (as defined in TS 38.423 [x]) allow the identification of the correct target cells for RAN paging.”
Replace the EN “it is FFS whether the Cell Identity used in other cases is only allowed to correspond to a Uu Cell Identity or is allowed to correspond to both, a Uu and a fixed geographical area” by a NOTE “NOTE: The Cell Identity used for RAN Paging is assumed to typically represent typically a Uu Cell ID.”
Remove the Editor’s Note “It is assumed that the method how the gNB derives the Cell Identity provided to the CN is a matter of implementation and configuration, and it is FFS whether this fact requires normative or informative specification text.”
[Note: Update of BL CR along the agreements by BL CR rapporteur necessary]

other topics

Continue discussing whether additional information needs to be provided to the 5GC in the ULI on how the information contained in the Cell ID was obtained, i.e. either by UE or RAN, and, if provided by UE, whether RAN was able to verify that information.
Apart from RAN Paging, RRC_INACTIVE is kept unspecified from a RAN3 perspective, i.e. no further RRC_INACTIVE related specification text is added, neither on stage 2 nor stage 3 level.

In Rel-17, RAN3 will not work any further on normative or informative specification content related to the exchange of served NTN cells and their neighbor relations via Xn. [if not quickly agreeable, move the proposal for discussion in CB2004]

3 Discussion [if needed]

3.1 Resolving Editor’s Notes in the 38.300 BL CR R3-213183 §16.x.5

3.1.1 General: for the readers convenience we present: §16.x.5 (please see also Annex A)

16.x.5 Signalling [FFS] 

The Cell Identity used in following cases corresponds to a fixed geographical area, irrespective of the orbit of the NTN payload or the types of service links supported. 

-
The Cell Identity indicated by the gNB to the Core Network as part of the User Location Information (as defined in TS 38.413 [26]);

-
The Cell Identity used for Paging Optimization in NG interface (as defined in TS 38.413 [26]);

-
The Cell Identity used for Area of Interest (as defined in TS 38.413 [26]);

-
The Cell Identity used for PWS (as defined in TS 38.413 [26]).

Editor’s note:
it is FFS whether the Cell Identity indicated by the gNB to the Core Network should be specified per function/procedure/feature as above.

The Cell Identity included within the target identification of the handover messages (as defined in TS 38.413 [26] and TS 38.423 [x]) allows identifying the correct target cell.

Editor’s note:
it is FFS whether the Cell Identity used in other cases is only allowed to correspond to a Uu Cell Identity or is allowed to correspond to both, a Uu and a fixed geographical area. 

Editor’s note:
It is FFS whether the RAN Paging Area as signalled over Xn includes a mapped cell ID, or a Uu cell ID.

Editor’s note:
 from rapporteur if the text stay as it is, the reference for TS 38.423 should be introduced in TS 38.300

The mapping between Cell Identities and geographical areas is configured in the RAN and Core Network. 

Editor’s note:
It is assumed that the method how the gNB derives the Cell Identity provided to the CN is a matter of implementation and configuration, and it is FFS whether this fact requires normative or informative specification text.
3.1.2 Resolving Editor’s Note “it is FFS whether the Cell Identity indicated by the gNB to the Core Network should be specified per function/procedure/feature as above.”

The moderator regards this EN to hint to a potential re-structuring of the section, but this does not seem to be necessary, so there is no need to replace this EN by other text or consider any other action than just removing the EN.

The moderator therefore proposes to remove that EN. 

Please provide your views:

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	Agree

	Nokia
	Ok to remove this EN.

	Qualcomm
	Agree

	Ericsson
	Agree

	China Telecom
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree, EN could be removed.

	Samsung
	Agree

	CMCC
	Agree

	Huawei
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree


3.1.3 Resolving Editor’s Note “It is FFS whether the RAN Paging Area as signalled over Xn includes a mapped cell ID, or a Uu cell ID”

The TP in [2] proposes following text for handover, which the moderator suggests using as replacement of that EN:

The Cell Identities used in the RAN Paging Area during Xn RAN paging (as defined in TS 38.423 [x]) allow the identification of the correct target cells for RAN paging.

Please provide your views:

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	Agree

	Nokia
	This EN allows to use both mapped cell ID and Uu cell ID. It may work, but the implementation have to support both, and the IOT have to test both. We would prefer to only support Uu cell ID to make the implementation/IOT easy, unless there is a clear benefit to support both.  Same reason for the HO message, we prefer to use Uu cell ID for the HO message. 

	Qualcomm
	Agree, for now this resolves the EN. If we can agree or find a better formulation, then this should be treated the same as handover.

	Ericsson
	If we regard the NTN as a fairly closed system, i.e. a system requiring quite some integration effort among all participating vendors, then we believe that standards should not prescribe the method via which the proposed statement shall be achieved, but only the purpose the identifier shall serve.

	China Telecom
	Agree

	CATT
	Same view with Nokia, prefer to only support Uu Cell ID in Xn RAN Paging, Xn/NG handover.

	Samsung
	Share the view from Nokia.

	CMCC
	Same view with Nokia.

	Huawei
	We prefer to use Uu ID for this case.

	ZTE
	Share the view with Nokia.


3.1.4 Resolving Editor’s Note “it is FFS whether the Cell Identity used in other cases is only allowed to correspond to a Uu Cell Identity or is allowed to correspond to both, a Uu and a fixed geographical area”

There is also the common wish to resolve this EN. Looking at the various proposals the moderator senses that the common ground could be to leave all other cases unspecified and explicitly hint to that fact in a NOTE:

NOTE:
Whether Cell Identities used in other cases correspond to a fixed geographical area or to the Cell Identity used on Uu is left unspecified.
Please provide your view:

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	Agree

	Nokia
	Similar comment as 3.1.3. we prefer to only use one type of cell ID, i.e. Uu cell ID. 

	Qualcomm
	Could be ok. We had a suggestion in our TP that there would be some note type of statement that “the CN is not expected to be aware of the instantaneous coverage of a UU cell (in case this is not constant)”. This would be at least a subtle way to indicate the boundary here, perhaps in addition to above.

	Ericsson
	Like Nokia, we continue discussing from 3.1.3, we acknowledge the diverse views of companies and that is the reason why standard should not prescribe a method. As discussed in our paper, the only requirement necessary is that the receiving node should be in the position to distinguish “mapped” cell IDs from “Uu” cell IDs, and that is the common denominator Rel-17 work should converge to.

	China Telecom
	Agree. From the perspective of standards, it is best to leave this open.

	CATT
	Currently, we believe the the Cell Identity used in other cases should be Uu Cell Id, not the mapped CGI.

However, we’re fine to to have the Note.

	Samsung
	Agree with Nokia. To easy the implementation, maybe one type is better.

	CMCC
	Agree with Nokia. Prefer to use one type of cell ID, FFS using which type of cell ID.

	Huawei
	We prefer to use Uu cell ID for other cases, but we are fine to leave it open.

	ZTE
	One type of cell ID, i.e. Uu cell ID could be enough.


3.1.5 Resolving Editor’s Note “It is assumed that the method how the gNB derives the Cell Identity provided to the CN is a matter of implementation and configuration, and it is FFS whether this fact requires normative or informative specification text.”

This EN has to be read in the context of agreed stage 2 text (right above the EN).

The mapping between Cell Identities and geographical areas is configured in the RAN and Core Network.

Following discussions in the submitted papers the moderator senses that the EN could be simply removed, w/o any replacement.

Please provide your view:

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	Agree with suggested corrections

The mapping between Cell Identities (e.g. CGI) and geographical areas is configured in the RAN and Core Network

	Nokia
	Ok to remove this EN

	Qualcomm
	The EN text seems slightly redundant, so can be removed

	Ericsson
	Agree

	China Telecom
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree

	Samsung
	Agree

	CMCC
	Agree

	Huawei
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree


3.2 Indicating in the ULI how the cell ID was obtained

[2] proposed to indicate on NG how the cell ID in the ULI was obtained, either based on information provided by the UE (unverified) or by RAN (i.e. verified). 

The moderator suggests entering an open discussion on that topic and review the situation after that phase. 

Please provide your view.

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	Agree since this is requested by SA3-LI R3-211465
LS in
Reply LS on UE location aspects in NTN. “.. for the avoidance of doubt, LI generally requires the ability to report any location information available to the network (whether considered reliable or not), together with an indication of how the location was obtained so that the “reliability” of the location can be determined by Law Enforcement.”

	Nokia
	No. 

The gNB can only know the UE location from the UE. How can gNB verify the UE location?

We suggest to add a TP ([5]): 

For a UE, the Cell Identity as part of the User Location Information is determined in the gNB based on the location information received from the UE, and the configured mapping information.

	Qualcomm
	This is our proposal. The motivation is based on the various statement from SA3-LI about the need to know whether the information on location is “verified”. In TN, ULI is by definition “verified”, but this is no longer the case in NTN (at least in some scenarios).

To Nokia’s comment, there are a number of ways in which the gNB could estimate a location at least to within the same rough precision that it will get from the UE (subject to RAN2 etc). Of course, if it never does that, this is also fine. In fact, in some cases this is more unlikely (e.g. at access). The proposal is to make this visible upstream for the reasons cited by SA3-LI.

	Ericsson
	If there is a legal requirement, we probably have to follow it.

However, is it really necessary to tell the CN where the location information comes from, the CN could very well deduce from the granularity the method applied to achieve the location estimate.

	China Telecom
	Probably No.

If the CN considers that the location information of UE is wrong, it can start procedures to further verify this location information.

	CATT
	No.

It brings extra complexity to the whole system. As been discussed in 3.1.5, the mapping rule could be pre-configured to both RAN and CN.

	Samsung
	Probably No. 

	CMCC
	No, it is not required to report.

	Huawei
	No. Verification of whether the ULI is reliable cannot be implemented in RAN side. How gNB to verify the reliability? gNB itself cannot trigger location procedure. Probably CN itself can do such kind of verification.

	ZTE
	No, similar view with CATT.

	Vodafone
	At least for regulatory reasons, it will be important (essential) that the core network is informed as to whether the ULI is RAN-verified or based on UE provided information.


3.3 Applicability of RRC_INACTIVE state for Rel-17 NR NTN

[4] proposes to discuss RRC_INACTIVE in general. The moderator senses a likely overlap with RAN2, if not a general conflict with ToRs, however, the proposals in [4] to “think twice when configuring RNAs (should it be as list of cells or list of RAN areas)” is for sure common understanding. In the light of discussing “the use of Cell Identities in other cases” in a previous subsection, the moderator suggests to agree the following: 

Apart from RAN Paging, RRC_INACTIVE is kept unspecified from a RAN3 perspective, i.e. no further RRC_INACTIVE related specification text is added, neither on stage 2 nor stage 3 level.

Please provide your view:

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	No views

	Nokia
	Ok for the proposal

	Qualcomm
	Agree with moderator’s proposal (apart from aspects related to RAN Paging as stated above), this assumes RAN2 will not look into the topic and trigger impacts of course.

	Ericsson
	Agree

	China Telecom
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree

	Samsung
	Agree

	CMCC
	Agree

	Huawei
	Agree

	ZTE
	Agree


3.4 Exchange of served cell and neighbor cells via Xn

There is some discussion on exchanging served NTN cells and their neighbor relations via Xn. While we may try to give some normative or informative statements with an affirmative or restrictive content it is probably wiser to leave this topic unspecified. The following is proposed:

In Rel-17, RAN3 will not work any further on normative or informative specification content related to the exchange of served NTN cells and their neighbor relations via Xn.

(Note, that the moderator is aware of the overlap with another CB).

Please provide your view:

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	Decision is being discussed in at least CB#2004. So may be no need to discuss it here

	Nokia
	This was concluded in last meeting. anything new? 

If the proposal is really needed, it is better to make it clear:

In Rel-17, RAN3 will not work any further enhancement related to the exchange of served NTN cells and their neighbor relations via Xn.


	Qualcomm
	Makes sense. Checking last meeting, it seems the conclusion was in this direction, but not explicit enough.

But this needs to be also discussed in another thread.

	Ericsson
	Agree

	China Telecom
	We can accept this proposal.

But this may depend on the discussion of other CBs. 

	CATT
	Agree, the Xn functions are kept there, but no enhancement is expected in Rel-17.

	Samsung
	Agree with China Telecom

	CMCC
	Move this issue to CB#2004.

	Huawei
	This should be discussed in CB#2004

	ZTE
	Agree to discuss in CB#2004.


3.5 Anything else?

Please provide any further important topic the moderator might have forgotten:

	Company
	Comment

	Vodafone
	Any difference between the cell ID provided from the RAN to the AMF (and from AMF to SMF and then to PCF and P-CSCF) compared to the cell ID provided in the IMS signalling from the UE to the IMS servers (P-CSCF) may cause problems. So getting the RAN to provide an indication that the cell ID is “RAN generated” and might be different to the broadcast cell ID is important. [Ericsson: at least for the ULI, the Cell ID contained in the ULI is always “RAN generated”, in TN and NTN alike, the difference is the way how to derive it (in TN it is directly related to the “physical resource” via which the UE accesses the network, in NTN this aspect is applicable as well, but by far not sufficient).

	
	

	
	


4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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Annex A: resulting TP following the moderator’s suggestions

16.x.5 Signalling [FFS] 

The Cell Identity used in following cases corresponds to a fixed geographical area, irrespective of the orbit of the NTN payload or the types of service links supported. 

-
The Cell Identity indicated by the gNB to the Core Network as part of the User Location Information (as defined in TS 38.413 [26]);

-
The Cell Identity used for Paging Optimization in NG interface (as defined in TS 38.413 [26]);

-
The Cell Identity used for Area of Interest (as defined in TS 38.413 [26]);

-
The Cell Identity used for PWS (as defined in TS 38.413 [26]).


The Cell Identity included within the target identification of the handover messages (as defined in TS 38.413 [26] and TS 38.423 [x]) allows identifying the correct target cell.

The Cell Identities used in the RAN Paging Area during Xn RAN paging (as defined in TS 38.423 [x]) allow the identification of the correct target cells for RAN paging.


NOTE:
Whether Cell Identities used in other cases correspond to a fixed geographical area or to the Cell Identity used on Uu is left unspecified.
Editor’s note:
 from rapporteur if the text stay as it is, the reference for TS 38.423 should be introduced in TS 38.300

The mapping between Cell Identities and geographical areas is configured in the RAN and Core Network. 




