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Introduction

CB: # 25_GlobaleNBID

- Try to find the proper to solve the ambiguous

- From R16 or R17?

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-230910
Please provide your views before Athens local time 5:00pm Thursday March 2nd .

For the Chairman’s Notes

Proposal 1:

Agree R3-230990, revision of R3-230724, R17 Correction to Global eNB ID in NGAP 
Discussion

During the meeting, companies have divergent views on how to modify the semantics description in 9.3.19 in the R17 CR [2] as below.
9.3.1.9
E-UTRA CGI

This IE is used to globally identify an E-UTRA cell (see TS 36.300 [17]).

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	PLMN Identity
	M
	
	9.3.3.5
	

	E-UTRA Cell Identity
	M
	
	BIT STRING (SIZE(28))
	The leftmost bits of the E-UTRA Cell Identity IE correspond to the ng-eNB ID (defined in subclause 9.3.1.8)  or eNB ID (defined in subclause 9.3.1.165).


Some companies propose to remove the semantics description. Some companies believe that the leftmost bit information is useful which should not be simply removed.

From moderator’s point of view, it would be better to remove the semantics description since the detailed information can be found in 9.3.1.165.
Q1: Please provide views on how to revise the semantics description in 9.3.19. 
	Companies
	Comments

	ZTE
	Prefer to remove the semantics description.

	Ericsson
	Prefer to remove the semantics description. The IE description above the tabular is clear enough,

	Nokia
	Our preference is to keep the semantics description with the proposed wording (i.e. we don’t see any ambiguity with the “or”, and in fact an “or” exists in many semantics descriptions).  However, removing the semantics description is acceptable to us.

	NECE
	Should keep the semantics description that has been there since Rel-15.  Cannot remove the existing wording only because we introduced something in later release. 

Same as Nokia that don’t see any problem to have “or”.

	Huawei
	Prefer to remove the semantics description, 

The value of the semantic, as mentioned by NEC, it is related to the “The leftmost bits of the E-UTRA Cell Identity IE correspond to the node ID”, we can compromise on above proposal.

	
	


The R17 CR [2] also proposes to revise the semantics description in 9.3.1.165 as below.

9.3.1.165
Global eNB ID

This IE is used to globally identify an eNB (see TS 36.401 [38]).

	IE/Group Name
	Presence
	Range
	IE type and reference
	Semantics description

	PLMN Identity
	M
	
	9.3.3.5
	

	CHOICE eNB ID
	M
	
	
	

	>Macro eNB ID
	
	
	
	

	>>Macro eNB ID
	M
	
	BIT STRING (SIZE(20))
	Equal to the 20 leftmost bits of the E-UTRA Cell Identity IE contained in the E-UTRA CGI IE  of each cell served by the eNB.

	>Home eNB ID
	
	
	
	

	>>Home eNB ID
	M
	
	BIT STRING (SIZE(28))
	Equal to the E-UTRA Cell Identity IE contained in the E-UTRA CGI IE of the cell served by the eNB.

	>Short Macro eNB ID
	
	
	
	

	>>Short Macro eNB ID
	M
	
	BIT STRING (SIZE(18))
	Equal to the 18 leftmost bits of the E-UTRA Cell Identity IE contained in the E-UTRA CGI IE of each cell served by the eNB.

	>Long Macro eNB ID
	
	
	
	

	>>Long Macro eNB ID
	M
	
	BIT STRING (SIZE(21))
	Equal to the 21 leftmost bits of the E-UTRA Cell Identity IE contained in the E-UTRA CGI IE  of each cell served by the eNB.


Q2: Please comment if companies do not agree with the corrections to the semantics description in  9.3.1.165.
	Companies
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


During the meeting, it is also controversial whether R16 corrections should be introduced. From moderator’s point of view, the Global eNB ID IE is introduced in Rel-16, so it seems necessary to introduce the corresponding correction in R16. 
Q3: Please clarify why R16 correction is not needed if companies do not agree with the R16 CR [1].  
	Companies
	Comments

	Ericsson
	The corrections in 9.3.1.165, which we agree with, do not seem to fix any specific technical issue, i.e. they are borderline editorial. Hence, there is no reason to go back and fix Rel-16.

	Huawei
	Agree with Ericsson. These corrections are editorials, and are not related to any function correction. The clarifications are related to “Global node ID” which cannot suffer of any confusion in the network…. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Moderator summary: According to companies’ feedback, moderator would suggest to revise the semantics description in 9.3.19 to “The leftmost bits of the E-UTRA Cell Identity IE correspond to the node ID (i.e. ng-eNB ID, eNB ID)” as the way forward.

Since companies still can not achieve consensus on the R16 CR, moderator would only propose to agree the R17 CR.
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