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1 Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.
	CB: # 16_IoToverNTN

- Check the LS from other groups and focus on WID scope

- Taking the NR NTN as the baseline, identify RAN3 related issues and discuss the corresponding solutions

- LS to SA2?

- Capture agreements and open issues

- Provide stage2/3 BL CRs if agreeable, split work

(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-221008


For the first round, we focus on the technical issues of this WI and try to reach some agreements. The deadline is Wednesday, January 19th, 07:00am UTC. 
For the second round, we focus on the work split on BL CRs, the LS to SA2/RAN2 and any other left issue in the first round. The deadline is Monday, January 24th, 13:00 UTC. 
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

<TBD>

3 Discussion - Second Round
<TBD>
4 Discussion - First Round
4.1 Issue 1: Clarification on LS
Two LSs on EPS support for IoT NTN has been received from CT1 and SA2 in [1] and [2] respectively. 
For the LS from CT1, as no issue is identified, there is no need to reply the LS from CT1.

For the LS from SA2, regarding the multiple TAC reporting issue, we should wait for the progress in NR NTN WI, therefore, no reply LS to SA2 is needed in this meeting.

The following proposal could be taken into consideration:
Proposal 1: There is no need to reply the LSs from CT1 and SA2.
Question 1: What’s your opinion on the LS from CT1 and SA2, do you agree with the above proposal?
	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.2 Issue 2: Mapped cell identity used for ULI, Paging Optimization, AoI and PWS
In [3], [4] and [5], the CGI mapping on ULI, Paging Optimization AoI and PWS has been raised. As shown in [6] and [7], the AoI could be removed out of the description.
According to TS 36.331, the PWS and handover are not supported in NB-IoT, therefore, an Editor’s Note should be added in the description, e.g. Editor’s Note: PWS and handover procedures are not supported for NB-IoT UEs, and this part could be revised.
Considering the ULI, as discussed in [3], the UE using CP CIoT EPS optimization only cannot provide the fine UE location information to eNB, and the current description of the CGI indicated as part of ULI is not precise. However, this issue should be further checked by SA2. A similar concern is also provided in [8].
The following proposals could be taken into consideration:
Proposal 2: Add an Editor’s Note to indicate the PWS and handover are not supported for NB-IoT UEs in the 36.300.
Proposal 3: Whether the UE using CP CIoT EPS optimization only can provide the fine UE location information to eNB should be checked by SA2.

Question 2: What’s your opinion on the description of the mapped cell identity, do you agree with the above proposals?
	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Disagree with p2; agree with p3
	On p2: Sec. 4.10 of TS 36.300 already lists the functions not applicable for NB-IoT UEs; no need to capture this again.
On p3: already covered in our draft LSout (0398).


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.3 Issue 3: Switch-over
In both [6] and [7], the Switch-over has been introduced, while, as discussed in Issue 2, the handover is not supported for NB-IoT, an Editor’s Note should be also added in the corresponding description in the 36.300, e.g. Editor’s Note: The NB-IoT UEs should be excluded for this feature, and this part could be revised.
The following proposal could be taken into consideration:
Proposal 4: Add an Editor’s Note to indicate the NB-IoT UEs should be excluded for the Switch-over procedure in the 36.300.

Question 3: What’s your opinion on the description of the Switch-over, do you agree with the above proposal?
	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	Given that switchover relies on mobility, mobility is clearly not applicable to NB-IoT UEs, and this is already captured in current TS 36.300  (see our answer to the above question), there’s no need for a dedicated editor’s note.


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.4 Issue 4: Clarification on country-specific routing
In both [6] and [7], the NNSF has been introduced, and the corresponding stage 2 description over S1 is also given in [9] and [10].
As indicated in Issue 2, the handover is not supported for NB-IoT, an Editor’s Note should be also added in the corresponding description in the 36.300, e.g. Editor’s Note: The NB-IoT UEs should be excluded for this function, and this part could be revised.
In [11], [12] and [13], the IE agreed in NR NTN WI (i.e. UE Context Reference at Source) for target eNB to identify an existing UE could be reused in IoT over NTN WI. And the naming of the corresponding IE should be decided among the three options, including UE Context Reference at Source, UE Context Reference at eNB and UE Context Kept at Source. As the UE Context Reference at Source IE has already been introduced over S1 for inter-system handover from gNB with direct forwarding, the name of this IE cannot be reused directly. While, for the two remaining names, it depends on companies’ preference.
In [11], the LTE-M satellite indication is added in the UE CAPABILITY INFO INDICATION message, as the eNB is able to be aware of the LTE-M UE is access via the NTN cell or TN cell, therefore, the existing LTE-M indication seems to be enough, there is no need to introduce the LTE-M Satellite Indication. And the necessity of the IE should be further evaluated.
The following proposals could be taken into consideration:
Proposal 5: Add an Editor’s Note to indicate the NB-IoT UEs should be excluded in NNSF function in the 36.300.

Proposal 6: The IE for target eNB to identify an existing UE should be reused over S1 with a new name.
Proposal 7: The necessity of the LTE-M satellite indication should be further evaluated.
Question 4: What’s your opinion on the issues related to country-specific routing, do you agree with the above proposals?
	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Disagree with p5, p7; partially agree with p6
	On p5: no need for an editor’s note on NNSF (see our replies to the above questions)

On p6: The IE is definitely needed, but it’s unclear to us why it should be renamed. We prefer to maintain the same name, since the function is the same as its NR NTN counterpart.

On p7: SA2 agreed to have such a dedicated “LTE-M satellite indication” from the RAN. Yes, we assume the contents will be the same as the terrestrial equivalent (to be checked with RAN2 and covered by our draft LS).


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.5 Issue 5: Identification and restriction of satellite access
In [11]-[16], the RAT Restrictions for NTN has be introduced over S1 and X2 for the identification and restriction of satellite access, while two options of codepoint have been provided on the RAT Restriction Information and the RAT Type IE. Taking S1 as an example, in [11], the 4-codepoint option is applied, while in [12] and [13], the 8-codepoint option is applied. The difference is whether to differentiate the detailed IoT constellations or not. Based on the agreement in SA2 (S2-2109197), the eight RAT types have been specified, including NB-IoT(LEO), NB-IoT(MEO), NB-IoT(GEO), NB-IoT(OTHERSAT), LTE-M(LEO), LTE-M(MEO), LTE-M(GEO) and LTE-M(OTHERSAT). Therefore, the 8-codepoint option should be applied.
The following proposal could be taken into consideration:
Proposal 8: Apply the 8-codepoint option for the RAT Restriction Information IE and RAT Type IE over S1 and X2.
Question 5: What’s your opinion on the RAT restrictions of satellite access for IoT over NTN, do you agree with the above proposal?
	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree to further discuss
	It depends whether we define “RAT type” based on UE capability (LTE-M / IoT) or on access type (NTN). This might be worth further clarification with SA2. We welcome further discussion on this point.


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.6 Issue 6: O&M Requirements
In both [6] and [7], the O&M Requirements have been captured, while, according to [3], whether to explicitly list OAM requirements or to simply reference the relevant section of TS 38.300 should be decided by RAN3. Based on the agreements in RAN1, the Ephemeris parameters in NR NTN WI could be reused in IoT over NTN WI, and there is no obstacle to list the O&M Requirements explicitly in the 36.300.
The following proposal could be taken into consideration:
Proposal 9: Explicitly List O&M Requirements in 36.300.
Question 6: What’s your opinion on the O&M requirements, do you agree with the above proposal?
	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	No strong opinion
	It depends on what we think will happen when implementing IoT NTN. If we envisage some commonality in network infrastructure for both NR NTN and IoT NTN, OAM requirements can be listed in one place (e.g. 38.300) and only referenced in the other (e.g. 36.300). If we prefer to keep separate (and potentially diverging) descriptions, then we go for duplicate sections.


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.7 Issue 7: Potential enhancements on energy saving
In [18], the enhancements to reduce the UE energy consumed during the mapped cell ID determination have been discussed. However, as there is no objective related to the enhancements in the WID, this issue is out of the scope and should be not discussed in this release.
The following proposal could be taken into consideration:
Proposal 10: The potential enhancements on energy saving are not included in Release 17.
Question 7: What’s your opinion on this issue, do you agree with the above proposal?
	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree, contribution-based
	In principle we agree with the Moderator – the WID is clear. However, this can be based on contributions. Incidentally, 0828 does not seem to bring up any RAN3-related issues: it describes information exchange between UE and network, so it seems more in RAN2 scope (sent to RAN3 for information, perhaps?).


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.8 Issue 8: Any other aspect
Question 8: Please add any further aspects that are in scope and were not included in the above:
	Company
	Comment

	
	


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

5 Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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