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1 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 focus on the left issue in the first round, prepare the reply LS and clean up the CRs. The deadline is Wednesday, May 18th, 07:00am UTC. 
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

<TBD>

3 Discussion - Second Round

<TBD>
4 Discussion - First Round

4.1 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. 

	
	


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.2 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
	

	
	
	


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.3 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
	

	
	
	


4.4 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. 



	
	
	


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.5 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
	

	
	
	


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.6 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”. 😊


	
	


Moderator’s summary:
<TBD>

4.7 Issue 7: Any other aspect
Question 7: 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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