3GPP TSG-RAN WG3 #116-e






 R3-223688
9 - 19 May 2022
Online

Agenda Item:
9.1.7.1
Source:
ZTE (moderator)

Title:
Summary_of_offline_disc_CB # NTN2_IoToverNTN

Document for:
Approval

Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.
	CB: # NTN2_IoToverNTN

- Check incoming LSs

- Remove LTE-M Satellite Indication?
- Stage 2 alignment with NR NTN? Any additional clarification on NB-IoT UE?
- Reply LS to RAN2 and SA2?

- Capture agreements and approve the CRs if agreeable
(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-223688


For the first round, we focus on the technical issues and try to reach some agreements. The deadline is Friday, May 13th, 07:00am UTC. 

For the second round, we go directly to the revision of CR and reply LS to RAN2/SA2. The deadline in Monday, May 16th, 09:00am UTC. 
For the Chairman’s Notes

The LTE-M Satellite Indication in S1AP UE CAPABILITY INFO INDICATION message is removed. R3-223733 revised in R3-22xxx is agreed unseen, updating the cover page and adding the co-sign company.

Stage 2 alignment with NR NTN: R3-223399 revised in R3-22xxxx is agreed unseen, capturing the latest stage 2 correction in NR NTN and adding the co-sign company, if any.
Introduce the Stage 2 clarification to support NB-IoT UEs. R3-223255 revised in R3-223857 is agreed.
Tabular correction based on ASN.1: R3-223344 is agreed.
Send the reply LS to simply inform RAN2 and SA2 that the LTE-M Satellite Indication has been removed over S1. R3-223401 revised in R3-223861 is agreed.
Discussion

Issue 1: Incoming LS from RAN2 and SA2
The reply LS on open issues for IoT NTN from RAN2 and SA2 have been received in [1] and [2] respectively.

In [1], RAN2 confirms that LTE-M NTN capable UE indicates category M1 or M2 in its UE Radio capability and also IoT-NTN support as separate capability indication. While in [2], SA2 believes that there is no need to have a separate new indication (LTE-M Satellite Indication) in UE CAPABILITY INFO INDICATION message. 

In addition, SA2 does not see any issue with providing coarse-grained location for UE using only CP CIoT EPS optimisation because MME has anyway the ability to trigger LCS procedure to retrieve a more fine grained location if needed. 

Question 1: What’s your opinion on the potential impact on RAN3 based on the LS from RAN2 and SA2?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	To align with the agreement from SA2, the LTE-M Satellite Indication should be removed over S1. And RAN3 should reply the LS from RAN2 and SA2 to indicate RAN3’s decision.

While, for the coarse-grained location for UE using only CP CIoT EPS optimisation issue, as there is no explicit impact on RAN3, the corresponding reply from RAN3 is not needed.

	Nokia
	Agree to remove the LTE-M Satellite Indication. 

For coarse-grained location for UE, there is no impact to RAN3. 

	Qualcomm
	The only new element is the fact that SA2 has removed the LTE-M Satellite Indication (from the requirements on NGAP), and we should react to that.

	Huawei
	We simply remove the LTE-M satellite indication based on SA2’s LS.

	CATT
	Remove the LTE-M Satellite Indication.  

	Ericsson
	Agree to remove the unnecessary LTE-M Satellite Indication IE. It also seems beneficial to reply as per our 3342.

	Samsung
	Agree to remove the LTE-M Satellite Indication.

	Deutsche Telekom
	The only impact on RAN3 is the removal of the LTE-M Satellite Indication.


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree that the only impact on RAN3 from the incoming LSs is to remove the LTE-M Satellite Indication.

Issue 2: Removal of LTE-M Satellite Indication
In [3], [7], [11] and [15], it is proposed to remove the LTE-M Satellite Indication over S1, and it seems to be a common understanding on the removal.
Question 2: Do you agree to remove the LTE-M Satellite Indication over S1?
	Company
	Yes or No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	As indicated by SA2, this indication over S1 is not needed anymore.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	SA2 took a look at this and changed their requirements (our own stage 3 was based on the text that they have now changed)

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	It’s good that SA2 rectified their stage 2 and corrected their mistake. Once we fix our spec, it will be aligned.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree to remove the LTE-M Satellite Indication over S1.
For Chairman Notes:

The LTE-M Satellite Indication in S1AP UE CAPABILITY INFO INDICATION message is removed. 

R3-223733 is agreed.

Issue 3: Stage 2 alignment with NR NTN
In last RAN3#115-e meeting, some stage 2 correction has been introduced in NR NTN WI to clarify the issues related to UE location information, and the details are provided as below.
	Agree Text proposal below for stg2 BL CR:

“The gNB is responsible for constructing the Mapped Cell ID based on the UE location info received from the UE, if available.”
And

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

NOTE 2:
A specific geographical location may be mapped to multiple Mapped Cell ID(s), and such Mapped Cell IDs may be  configured to indicate differerent geographical areas (e.g. overlapping and/or with different dimensions). “


It is obvious that the similar stage 2 correction is beneficial to clarify the UE location info issues in IoT NTN. And these correction should be introduced in TS36.300. In [4], [10] and [14], the corresponding alignment has been introduced.
Question 3: Do you agree on the Stage 2 alignment with NR NTN?
	Company
	Yes or No
	Comment

	ZTE
	Yes
	IoT NTN should reuse the agreements in NR NTN, if reasonable.

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	This seems to apply also, so ideally the text can be mirrored

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	[4] and [10] are agreeable; [14] is not – its cover page indicates that it is a CR to S1AP: it can’t be.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	We should consider an alignment with the changes proposed for TS 38.300 (see CB: # NTN1_NRNTN / SoD draft R3-223687 Sec. 3.3).


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree to align the stage 2 correction with NR NTN.
For Chairman Notes:

R3-223399 is agreed.

Issue 4: Stage 2 Clarification on NB-IoT UEs
In [5] and [14], it is proposed to specify the different types of NB-IoT UEs, i.e., a NB-IoT UE that supports S1-U data transfer or User Plane CIoT EPS optimisation and a NB-IoT UE that only supports Control Plane CIoT EPS optimisation.
Question 4: Do you agree to introduce the Stage 2 clarification to support NB-IoT UEs?
	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Neutral
	The necessity should be further discussed.

	Nokia
	Agree
	The Stage-2 clarification is not to introduce the different types of NB-IOT UEs, since these types of UEs are already captured in 36.300 Section 7.1.  (so I updated the question)

The Stage-2 clarification is to add the support for those NB-IOT UEs that can support AS security and can provide the UE location after AS security. 



	Qualcomm
	Detail to be checked
	The change in [5,14] introducing “if available” means potentially that it applies to all UEs (in some cases available sometimes, other cases never). Perhaps “if available” is enough without mentioning UE types.



	Huawei
	Agree
	Agree with Nokia

	CATT
	Agree 
	We prefer specifying the type of UE if possible to avoid ambiguity, only using “if available” may cause different understanding for different person. 

	Ericsson
	Agree in principle but CRs need revising
	[5]: OK with most changes except moving the existing sentence “The mapping may be pre-configured…”, which should stay where it is.

[14] seems to be a CR to S1AP, which can’t be.

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree
	We share Nokia’s view.


Moderator’s summary:
6 of 8 companies agree to introduce the Stage 2 clarification to support NB-IoT UEs, 1 company is neutral, and 1 company thinks the detail should be checked.
For Chairman Notes:

Introduce the Stage 2 clarification to support NB-IoT UEs.
R3-223255 revised in R3-22xxxx is agreed, merged with R3-223616.
Issue 5: Tabular correction based on ASN.1
In [16], one CR to stage 2 BL CR is provided, i.e. full in the columns of “Criticality” and “Assigned Criticality” to align with the ASN.1.
Question 5: Do you agree with this CR?

	Company
	Agree or Disagree
	Comment

	ZTE
	Agree
	As “IE Extensions” for RAT-RestrictionsItem has been introduced in ASN.1, it is fine to full in the columns of “Criticality” and “Assigned Criticality” in IE tabular.

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Yes, this is needed

	Huawei
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree 
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Agree
	


Moderator’s summary:
All companies agree with the tabular correction based on ASN.1
For Chairman Notes:

R3-223344 is agreed.
Issue 6: Reply LS to RAN2 and SA2
In [8], [12] and [13], it is proposed that RAN3 should reply the LS to RAN2 and SA2 to indicate RAN3’s decision to remove the LTE-M Satellite Indication.
Question 6: In addition to the removal of LTE-M Satellite Indication, it there any other issue to be included in the reply LS to RAN2 and SA2?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	Only the removal of LTE-M Satellite Indication needs to be mentioned in the reply LS.

	Nokia
	Not needed. 

The SA2 LS is actually a reply LS to RAN3 LS which asked SA2 to confirm the LTE-M satellite Indication. Since this is a confirmation from SA2, there is no need to send another reply LS to tell SA2 “you are right”. 😊

	Qualcomm
	Not clear that any reply is absolutely needed, even for LTE-M (unless we decided against the change). 

	Huawei
	Don’t see strong need for reply LS. We only need to remove the LTE-M satellite indication as required.

	CATT
	Agree with ZTE, at least should send LS to RAN2 for clarify the modification of LTE-M Satellite Indication. Maybe we can send LS to RAN2 and CC SA2?

	Ericsson
	In their original LS, RAN2 said they assumed the UE would send its indication to the eNB so it could populate the LTE-M Satellite Indication, so it basically looked OK to them. Now that we are removing that IE from S1AP, it seems beneficial to notify RAN2 as a simple warning (as per our proposed text in [8]).

	Samsung
	Agree with Huawei and Nokia.

	Deutsche Telekom
	In principle, the Reply LS is not needed for SA2 but as stated by Ericsson to make a clarification for RAN2. Therefore we are fine with sending a simple Reply LS.


Moderator’s summary:
4 of 8 companies think the reply LS is needed to indicate the removal of LTE-M Satellite Indication, 3 of 8 companies think the reply LS is not needed, and 1 companies is not clear. As RAN2 has assumed the LTE-M Satellite Indication is available before this meeting, it is necessary for us to inform RAN2 that this indication has been removed over S1.
For Chairman Notes:

Take R3-223401 as baseline for the reply LS to simply inform RAN2 and SA2 that the LTE-M Satellite Indication has been removed over S1.
Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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