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1 Introduction

CB: # 3_ CapabilityIoTNTN

- Continue the discussion on how to capture RAN WG 3 understanding in case of NTN-TN capability handling

Prepare the LS to SA2

(Vodafone - moderator)

Summary of offline in R3-230815
Officially organized offline discussion

2 Discussion

2.1 TN-NTN capability handling

During online discussion, the following text is captured as a starting point:

No need to introduce any enhancements in RAN3. RAN3 understands that in case the capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB does not need to store the outdated information. Otherwise, the legacy behavior applies.
Round 1:
Q1: Please provide your view if you agree with the text. If not, please indicate, why and what would you like to change

	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Reword
	No need to introduce any enhancements in RAN3. 
RAN3 understands that in case the UE capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB may retrieve the UE capability from the UE. does not need to store the outdated information. Otherwise, the legacy behavior applies.
Reason: there was also discussion in RAN2 and SA2 on sending empty capability between the source and target for NTN-TN HO. In this scenario, target does not have a capability to store. 

Storing of capability is internal to RAN and the storing of capability mentioned in the SA2 CR for the AMF to send the capability to RAN when requested. RAN spec need not mention the same.
We are also fine, if we just mention to SA2 that RAN3 does not need any enhancements to address the capability issue for NTN-TN HO and not mention how its addressed in RAN.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This text is acceptable to be captured in the MCC minutes. In our understanding, TAU will be triggered in the target cell according to SA2 stage 2, and this will lead to an update with the correct UE capability. So, an alternative wording, if the above cannot be agreed, might be: “… handover, TAU is triggered in the target cell, and the outdated capability information is overwritten with the correct one.” If this alternative wording is adopted, there is no need for the “otherwise”.

	Samsung
	Reword
	Maybe it is better to describe the whole behavior than just focus on the “store”. Like:
“…the target eNB does not need to store the outdated information and shall trigger retrieval of the radio capability information from the UE.”



	CATT
	Same as QC
	RAN2 may not send UE capability in TN-NTN HO, in this case, no need to emphasize Store it. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	Again the TS 36.423 specify “store this information”. It is not acceptable for us, as vendor to store useless information in case the capability information is different!! 

To Qualcomm and other proponents, this is not “internal to RAN” this is in the specifications!!!

We kindly accept to keep the text unchanged in the TS 36.423, but we want then a clarification, minutes it and put it in LS is acceptable then.
We do also believe that the clarification of other case make sense. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Current text is ok.

There may be some misunderstanding on the major issue.  The MCC minutes is not to capture/repeat something already in the spec. 

The major issue is Not how target eNB get the new capability, since it is already clearly defined in SA2 spec and RAN3 spec reference to the SA2 spec.  So no need to repeat it in MCC minutes. 

The major issue is the RAN3 spec says “store this information in the UE context”, even it is outdated. In this case, an eNB may choose not to store the outdated context since it is useless. But this does not align with RAN3 spec.  So this needs to be captured in MCC minutes to allow this type eNB.  

 

	Vodafone
	Yes
	To QCM/CATT: In case of the empty container,  the Target eNB does not need to retrieve the capability from the UE (it might also use RAIC if provided). 
To Ericsson: Even TN and NTN are probably on different TAs, they might be assigned within a TAI list to the UE and the UE would not make a TAU in-between.

I think, the initial text is something the most could accept. 

No need to introduce any enhancements in RAN3. RAN3 understands that in case the capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB does not need to store the outdated information. Otherwise, the legacy behavior applies.

As a compromise proposal and also to consider QCM/CATT comments, we think it is good to follow the example of Samsung and we would prefer the following wording:
No need to introduce any enhancements in RAN3. RAN3 understands that in case the capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB does not need to store the outdated information and may trigger the retrieval of the radio capability information from the UE.”. Otherwise, the legacy behavior applies.
For us it is of importance to say that highlighted functionality for the case of different capabilities is not needed if they are the same.



Q2: Do you agree to include the text into the LS to SA2?

	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	
	See above

	Ericsson
	Yes
	The current draft 0816 is acceptable; we suggest to consider the alternative wording we propose in Q1.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Just need to use the aligned text as above question 1.

	CATT
	Yes
	No need to emphasize Store it

	Huawei
	Yes
	Again it is not reasonable to specify the storage of useless information the full cases clarification, is welcome in the LS.
Slight preference for the initial version, but a compromise to the update uploaded is also acceptable. All thoughts, we started from explicit LS to an implicit LS, … 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Please refer to our comments on Q1. There is No need to repeat SA2 decision on how target get the new capability info. If you really think it is needed, you can simply say RAN3 spec already references to TS23.401.

So we prefer the original version. 

	
	
	


Moderator’s summary:

Intermediate Summery at 01.03.2023:

4 companies are in favour to keep the text as it is initially highlighted. 

3 companies believe that changes are needed primary to cover “empty capability container”.
All companies agree to include the addition text into LS in case a common wording is agreed.  

ROUND 2:
No need to introduce any enhancements in RAN3. 
RAN3 understands that in case the capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB does not need to store the outdated information and may trigger the retrieval of the radio capability information from the UE.”. Otherwise,  the legacy behavior applies.
Q3: Please provide your view if you could agree with the compromised text as below. The difference to the initial text is indicated in yellow. If not, please indicate, why and what would you like to change:

	Companies
	Yes/No
	Comments

	ZTE
	Small rewording
	If “from the UE” is removed, it should be “RAN3 understands that in case the UE capability information is different during NTN-TN handover” and “and may trigger the retrieval of the UE radio capability information from the UE.”
For the LS, some editorial issues should be corrected.

	Qualcomm
	No
	To VF: In case of the empty container,  the Target eNB does not need to retrieve the capability from the UE (it might also use RAIC if provided). 

QC>> RACS is not applicable for NB-IoT UEs. 

If we use the above sentence, then we do not cover the empty container case. We prefer the rewording by E/// as in the last version of the LS in the FTP server – 

“ RAN WG3 has not identified any impact to RAN3 specifications. 

RAN3 understands that in case the capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB shall, if supported, retrieve the capability from the UE as specified by SA2, thus overwriting any previously received UE capability information, if needed.  “


	Ericsson
	Yes
	OK with text as provided by the moderator. OK also with the rewording proposed by ZTE.
To QC: we disagree with mentioning “shall, if supported” in an LS to another WG. “Shall if supported” is a specific RAN3 formulation for stage 3 node behavior text (see TS 38.413 Sec. 10) and is likely to be misinterpreted by other WGs.

	Huawei
	Yes
	We do support moderator proposal. ZTE proposal is fine for alignment (see title of the incoming LS).

(To E///: we do introduce “shall, if supported”, to respond to the comment of Samsung, we can continuing this interesting debate you raise in other time) 


	Vodafone
	Yes
	We as VF could also suggest the following wording:

It includes comments from ZTE and I hope works for others:
RAN3 understands that in case the UE capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB does not need to store the outdated information, if the UE capability is sent during HO and may trigger the retrieval of the radio capability information. Otherwise,  the legacy behavior applies.


	Ericsson
	Yes
	OK with latest proposal from VF

	Nokia
	Yes
	Small re-wording to Vodafone text
RAN3 understands that in case the UE capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB does not need to store the outdated capability information if it receives the UE capability during HO, and may trigger the retrieval of the radio capability information. Otherwise,  the legacy behavior applies.


	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Ok with the proposal from VF and rewording by Nokia

	CATT
	Ok with nokia’s rewording
	Another choice which has a similar understanding with Nokia.
RAN3 understands that in case the UE capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB does not need to store the outdated information, if any/existed.  And may trigger the retrieval of the radio capability information procedurefrom the UE.”. Otherwise,  the legacy behavior applies.

	VF
	Yes
	To CATT: Thank you for your comment. I would prefer to keep with Nokia version if anyhow possible as otherwise we will never finish this discussion.


Moderator’s summary [will become Moderator Summery at 13:00 Athens time] :
Moderator would like to thank everyone for their participation in good suggestions:

7 companies participated in the email discussion. 

The following text seems to reflect the common understanding and is proposed to be agreed online and be included into the LS to SA2:

No need to introduce any enhancements in RAN3.
RAN3 understands that in case the UE capability information is different during NTN-TN handover, the target eNB does not need to store the outdated capability information, if it receives the UE capability during HO, and may trigger the retrieval of the radio capability information.  Otherwise,  the legacy behavior applies.

