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Introduction
Last RAN3 meeting has made some progress on capturing open issues in details.
This contribution further discusses these open issues.
Discussion
The first two open issues are,
FFS which cell ID (mapped cell ID/Uu cell ID/Both are fine) is exchanged via Xn setup and Configuration update messages.
FFS whether to exchange a single TAC or multiple TACs via Xn setup and Configuration update messages.
These open issues are related to which cell ID to use for non-UE-associated signalling, and how many TACs associated with the cell ID may also depend on which Cell ID we choose, so we’d like to discuss them altogether.
According to the email discussion last meeting, one controversial question is how many TAC(s) is associated to a mapped cell ID, and we still tend to share the view that for a proper configuration, it is enough to associate a mapped cell ID with only one TAC, which also aligns with what we have agreed and configured for a TN cell.
Observation: It is enough to associate one mapped cell ID with only one TAC.
Based on the progress of last meeting, some investigations has already been carried out to discuss the pros and cons of using mapped cell ID or Uu cell ID for non-UE-associated signalling. Some company has pointed out that it may cause frequent configuration update over Xn if we use Uu cell ID as the cell ID in Served Cell Information especially for earth-moving beams; while as a comparison, since the mapped cell ID corresponds to a fixed geographical area, the cell ID as well as TAC information would be quite static. In addition, it is a common understanding that the NTN Uu cell may be quite large and there is possibility to associate multiple TACs with one single Uu cell ID, which requires additional effort for standardization. As a consequence to take the above into account, we slightly prefer to use mapped cell ID for non-UE-associated signalling with only one TAC associated, meaning that we do not need to impact our stg3 specs at all.
Proposal 1: It is suggested to use mapped cell ID exchanged via Xn setup and Configuration update messages, and a single TAC is enough. No need to impact stg3 specs.
The next open issue is,
FFS which cell ID (mapped cell ID/Uu cell ID/Both are fine) is used as Target Cell ID in handover signaling.
Last meeting the majority view goes for using Uu cell ID in handover signalling. And companies thought that if we use mapped cell ID for handover signalling, it might be impossible for the target node to figure out which exactly the target cell to be handed over in some situations for earth-moving beams. Especially when there are multiple target earth-moving cells, each of which can only provide partial coverage for a fixed geographical area associated with a mapped cell for a period of time.
Since this open issue has already been discussed for several meetings and no real progress has been achieved, we’d like to firstly check with RAN3 on whether the scenario described above is valid: if so, we can easily move forward and agree to signal Uu cell ID in handover signalling.
Proposal 2: It is suggested to discuss whether the scenario described below is valid,
· There are multiple target earth-moving cells, each of which can only provide partial coverage for a fixed geographical area associated with a mapped cell for a period of time (longer than the time for target gNB to make the final HO decision)
The next open issue is,
FFS in a transparent payload scenario, whether Xn interface will be deployed.
Our understanding stays still that more suggestions may be needed from operators; however, since we’ve agreed XnAP BLCR for time-based CHO last meeting, we see no real obstacle to assume there is possibility that Xn interface exists between the source node and the target node for NTN-NTN handover. In addition, we assume operators will take such possibility into consideration when they do real deployment, and Xn solution will be there already to satiate their requirements at that time.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: It is suggested to use mapped cell ID exchanged via Xn setup and Configuration update messages, and a single TAC is enough. No need to impact stg3 specs.
Proposal 2: It is suggested to discuss whether the scenario described below is valid,
· There are multiple target earth-moving cells, each of which can only provide partial coverage for a fixed geographical area associated with a mapped cell for a period of time (longer than the time for target gNB to make the final HO decision)
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