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1 Introduction

CB: # 2007_NTN_Others

- Proposals may overlap with discussions in CB: # 02_NTN_NW-ID, CB: # 03_NTN_Reg_Pag

- Check consensus and if possible converge on solution

(HW - moderator)

Summary of offline disc
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

For chairlady to copy

No consensus on whether the NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells should be exchanged when NTN gNB involves handover procedure.

Suggest to further discuss the scenarios.

To be continued.
Detailed discussions

5/9 companies think the NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells should be exchanged. 3/9 companies think it’s maybe beneficial and we should further discuss the problem. 1 company think TN-NTN mobility should be treated with low priority. The moderator suggests to FFS the scenarios.
3 Discussion 

3.1 Exchange the NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells

In [1], it was proposed that if Xn interface exists between neighboring gNBs, the NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells should be exchanged via Xn interface. If Xn interface does not exist, we rely on OAM. 

Here the main discussion is whether the NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells should be exchanged when NTN gNB involves handover procedure.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	The NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells should be exchanged. When the gNB make handover decision, it wants to know the RAT type of the target cell. 

	Thales
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	
	Didn’t we say we treat TN-NTN mobility with low priority? We would even suggest to not treat this at all. We do not see the scenario to be of large interest. If it is about HAPS, then we do not think that there is anything to be added to the standard.

	Qualcomm
	Maybe
	This depends on whether we assume Xn or N2. If we think N2 is the most likely case (see other CB), then in fact OAM is the only solution to prevent the handover, or simply rely on the AMF. But for Xn maybe this could make sense, as part of the TA/cell attributes. However the issue is whether we need to put effort into Xn TN-NTN mobility. We also note that a TN gNB that supports mobility to NTN probably needs to be configured with some NTN information anyway, which would imply that nothing additional needs to be done  (e.g. compared to intra-NTN mobility).

	Nokia
	See comments
	This info can be used for the HO between TN and NTN, and the HO between different types of NTN cell (e.g. HO between GEO cell and LEO cell). The 1st one depends on the discussion on TN-NTN mobility. The 2nd one is not discussed in the SI, and not sure whether RAN1/2 can support it.  So prefer to have further discussion, e.g. use case or scenario. 

	CATT
	Yes with comment
	We think the intention of [1] is:

“the NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells should be exchanged whenbefore NTN gNB involves handover procedure”
This is reasonable.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree with CATT.

	China Telecom
	Yes 
	The NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells should be exchanged.

	ZTE
	Maybe
	May be beneficial, but the details (use case) need to be clarified.


Moderator’s summary:
 5/9 companies think the NTN type of serving cells and neighbor cells should be exchanged. 3/9 companies think it’s maybe beneficial and we should further discuss the problem. 1 company think TN-NTN mobility should be treated with low priority. The moderator suggests to FFS the use cases and scenarios.
3.2 Exchange the coverage information with validity time
In [1], it was also pointed out that for better handover decision, the neighboring gNBs could exchange the coverage information, e.g. serving time, of serving cells and neighbor cells via Xn.

It is therefore proposed to discuss the following：
Whether exchange the coverage time beneficial for better handover decision?  If it is beneficial, whether we could exchange such information via Xn?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Huawei
	Yes
	Without exchanging the coverage time, there is high possibility to make a bad handover decision, e.g. handover the UE to a cell with short serving time and another handover or RLF will happen shortly.

	Thales
	Partially Yes
	In relation with the CB # 2004, 

· For Earth fixed cell scenario, no need for time window (or coverage time)

· For quasi Earth fixed cell scenario, introducing a time window with start time and the stop time of validity of a cell makes sense and we agree to adopt this enhancement for cell exchange over both Xn and NG
· For Earth moving cell, it is questionable whether this time window is relevant

	Ericsson
	No
	This is yet another example of academic discussion.

	Qualcomm
	No
	This seems a special case of a discussion in another CB. It would be good not to duplicate the discussion. Please see our comments in CB#2004.

	Nokia
	See comments
	According to R3-213345, this is for HO. It needs to be first discussed in RAN2 on whether the source cell need to know the coverage info of target cell.

	CATT
	No
	Overdesign and should be discussed in CB#2004.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree with Huawei.

	China Telecom
	No
	Agree with CATT.

	ZTE
	
	Overlapped with CB#2004.


Moderator’s summary:

We don’t have a consensus on whether exchange the coverage time via Xn for better handover decision. Some companies raised that this overlapped with CB#2004. In moderator’s view, we don’t need to further discuss the issue, and we follow the result of CB#2004.
4 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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