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1. [bookmark: _Ref488331639]Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]This is to kick off the following phase 2 offline discussion.
[AT119-e][103][NR-NTN] Other RRC corrections (Oppo)
Updated scope: Discuss remaining aspects of validity timer, TA report (R2-2207769, R2-2207777, R2-2208577) and harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2 (R2-2208364)
Updated intended outcome: Summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:
· List of proposals for agreement (if any)
· List of proposals that require online discussions
· List of proposals that should not be pursued (if any)
Updated deadline (for companies' feedback): Monday 2022-08-22 1200 UTC
Updated deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2208766): Monday 2022-08-22 2000 UTC
Proposals marked "for agreement" in R2-2208766 not challenged until Tuesday 2022-08-23 08:00 UTC will be declared as agreed via email by the session chair (for the rest the discussion might continue offline).

2. Contact information
	Company
	Delegate contact

	COMPANY_NAME
	NAME (email@address.com)

	Sequans
	Olivier Marco (omarco@sequans.com)

	Ericsson
	robert.s.karlsson AT ericsson.com

	Samsung
	Shiyang Leng (shiyang.leng@samsung.com)

	Nokia
	jedrzej.stanczak@nokia.com

	vivo
	xiao.xiao@vivo.com

	Lenovo
	Min Xu (xumin13@lenovo.com)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Lili Zheng (zhenglili4@huawei.com)

	ASUSTeK
	Erica Huang (Erica_Huang@asus.com)

	OPPO
	Haitao Li (lihaitao@oppo.com)

	China Telecom
	Jiaxiang Liu(liujiaxiang6@chinatelecom.cn)

	MediaTek
	Abhishek Roy (Abhishek.Roy@mediatek.com)

	Intel
	Tangxun (xun.tang@intel.com)

	CATT
	zhangxiangdong@catt.cn

	Apple
	Fangli XU (fangli_xu@apple.com)

	Turkcell
	Izzet Sağlam (Izzet.saglam@turkcell.com.tr)

	Xiaomi
	Xiaolong Li (lixiaolong1@xiaomi.com)

	Google
	Ming-Hung Tao (mhtao@google.com)

	CATT
	zhangxiangdong@catt.cn

	Apple
	fangli_xu@apple.com

	LGE
	Han Cha (han.cha@lge.com)


3. Discussion 
3.1 Validity timer for serving cell
[bookmark: _Hlk111505141]T430 expiry for serving cell in idle and inactive modes [2]
In clause 5.2.2.6 of the current TS 38.331, the following text is captured to describe the actions upon T430 expiry.

5.2.2.6	T430 expiry
The UE shall:
1>	if in RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is lost;
2>	acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2;
2>	upon successful acquisition of SIB19:
3>	inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is obtained;

As stated in [2], the current spec only captures the behaviour when the validity timer T430 of serving cell expiries in RRC_CONNECTED mode, i.e., upon validity timer T430 expiry in NR NTN, UE shall suspend uplink transmission and acquire SIB19, flushing HARQ buffers.
There is no agreement for the case of T430 expiry for serving cell in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE mode. Therefore, [2] proposes to specify the actions upon T430 expiry for serving cell in RRC_IDLE and RRC_INACTIVE modes. In this case, UE does not need to inform lower layers about UL synchronisation lost to suspend uplink transmission and flush HARQ buffers since there is no UL transmission, and the only behaviour needed is that UE should re-acquire SIB19.
[bookmark: _Hlk111505822]Question 1: Do companies agree that in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE, upon serving cell’s T430 expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2 and it’s missing in the current spec?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Sequans
	Maybe
	There is " NOTE: UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of the duration indicated by ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime by UE implementation " so the timer should not expire. If UE fails, timer will expire but anyway UE is supposed to continue trying.

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	No need to specify further than that the UE need accurate GNSS and ephemeris before connecting to an NTN cell (which is already captured).

	Samsung
	Disagree
	It can be up to UE implementation. It not necessary for UE in idle to always keep valid serving satellite information, e.g. in GSO scenario.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	In our opinion, the UE’s responsibility is simply to ensure that it has valid UL synchronization PRIOR to attempting to perform RACH related procedures. It may also help the UE if it knows the SIB19 content before reading paging/PDCCH messages due to the knowledge of Doppler, which is easier to compensate if UE knows the parameters. But no such restriction to always have SIB19, etc.

	Qualcomm
	Maybe
	We agree the timer T430 is for UL synchronization which is not necessary in IDLE mode. But we are fine to clarify something, even if it would be up to UE how to make sure the UE is using valid ephemeris for neighbor cell measurement.

	vivo
	Agree
	For TA reporting in subsequent RRC connection establishment or RRC connection resume procedure, idle/inactive UE needs to ensure that the ephemeris and TA parameters are valid. So in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE, upon serving cell’s T430 expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19.

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	From power saving perspective, UE in IDLE/INACTIVE needs to re-acquire SIB19 for UL sync only when there is UL transmission. Or from UL sync perspective, following “UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of the duration indicated by ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime by UE implementation” is sufficient. Either way we do not see the need to specify re-acquiring after T430 expire.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree but
	We agree that Idle UE needs to re-acquire SIB19 after validity duration, but we prefer to leave it to UE implementation.
We think with the following note in 5.2.2.4.21, normally the UE will try to maintain a valid SIB19 at hand. And we prefer not to specify too much UE behaviour for IDLE/INACTIVE mode for fear for introducing other issues.

NOTE:	UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of the duration indicated by ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime by UE implementation.


	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	The satellite assistance information would also be used in idle/inactive mode, such as neighbor cell measurement or SDT.

	OPPO
	Agree
	Proponent. Regarding the note " NOTE: UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of the duration indicated by ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime by UE implementation ", we are not sure if UE can always guarantee the valid timer does not expire, e.g. it is possible that the epoch time acquired from SIB19 is in the future and the current valid timer may still expire before that.


	China Telecom
	Disagree
	UE implementation is enough for this issue. No need further spec impact.

	MediaTek
	Agree, but
	It could be left up to UE implementation.

	Intel
	Disagree
	up to UE implementation

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Share similar understanding with Nokia that the UE’s responsibility is simply to ensure that it has valid UL synchronization PRIOR to attempting to perform RACH related procedures.

	CATT
	Disagree
	For quickly access into NTN cell, UE should maintain valid assistance information of serving cell and neighbour cells. However UE re-acquire SIB19 upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry will cause complexity for UE and NW.

	Spreadtrum
	Disagree
	RRC shall inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is obtained from epoch time.

	Apple
	Disagree
	It’s up to UE implementation.  

	Turkcell
	Maybe
	

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	It is not necessary that UE in idle/inactive mode has to acquire the SIB19 after T430 expires. UE only needs to ensure that it has valid SIB19 before RRC connection. So, it would be better to left to UE implementation to decide when to re-acquire SIB19.



[Rapporteur summary]:
19 companies provided input. 5 companies indicated “agree” including 2 companies can accept leaving it up to UE implementation. 11 companies replied “disagree” and most of them prefer to leave it to UE implementation. 3 companies keep neutral including 2 companies leaning towards leaving it to UE implementation. Given majority companies’ views, following is proposed:

Proposal 1: (15/19) It is left to UE implementation on how UEs in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE re-acquire SIB19 for serving cell’s satellite assistance information.

T430 expiry for serving cell in connected mode [1]
In [1], the RRC-MAC interaction for UL synchronisation upon T430 expiry is discussed. As shown in the spec text on T430 expiry above, for a UE in RRC connected mode, upon T430 expiry, RRC informs lower layers that UL synchronisation is lost and acquires SIB19. Upon successful acquisition of SIB19, RRC informs lower layers that UL synchronisation is obtained. [1] notes that as a common understanding the serving cell ephemeris data and common TA parameters in SIB19 are considered to be valid from epoch time, therefore the time informing lower layers that UL synchronisation is obtained should be upon starting T430 rather than upon successful acquisition of SIB19. 
[bookmark: _Hlk111538971]Question 2: Do companies agree to revise the time informing lower layer that UL synchronisation is obtained to be “upon starting T430 after successful acquisition of SIB19”?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Sequans
	Wait for RAN1
	We believe it is also related to backward propagation/future Epoch that is discussed in RAN1.
E.g., when SIB19 is acquired with implicit Epoch indication at the end of the SI window, whether can UE perform backward propagation of ephemeris/common TA - in which case it would have UL sync before Epoch.
(it would make sense to avoid delaying access)

	Ericsson
	Wai for RAN1
	RAN1 have not finished their discussion on when ephemeris is valid. RAN1 may decide that 
1) ephemeris is valid from when SIB19 is received and until validityDuration after epochTime (there is really no use case when NW can gain from sending ephemeris that is invalid at the time when the UE receives it), or 
2) during epochTime +/- validityDuration, or 
3) only from epochTime until epochTime + validityDuration.

To support 1) he following changes are needed:
[bookmark: _Toc83790224][bookmark: _Toc46482927][bookmark: _Toc46481693][bookmark: _Toc46480459][bookmark: _Toc100929529]5.2.2.4.21	Actions upon reception of SIB19
Upon receiving SIB19, the UE shall:
1>	start or restart T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration + DELTA_TIME from the subframe indicated by epochTime;
NOTE1:	UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of the duration indicated by ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime by UE implementation.
NOTE2:	DELTA_TIME is equal to epochTime minus current time (expressed in seconds).
…
5.2.2.6	T430 expiry
The UE shall:
1>	if in RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is lost;
2>	acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2;
2>	upon successful acquisition of SIB19when T430 is started:
3>	inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is obtained;


To support 2) the following is needed:
5.2.2.4.21	Actions upon reception of SIB19
Upon receiving SIB19, the UE shall:
1>	start or restart T430 with the duration 2 * ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime - ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration;
NOTE:	UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of the duration indicated by ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime by UE implementation.
…
5.2.2.6	T430 expiry
The UE shall:
1>	if in RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is lost;
2>	acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2;
2>	upon successful acquisition of SIB19whenT430 is started:
3>	inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is obtained;


To support 3) the following is needed
5.2.2.6	T430 expiry
The UE shall:
1>	if in RRC_CONNECTED:
2>	inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is lost;
2>	acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2;
2>	upon successful acquisition of SIB19when T430 is started:
3>	inform lower layers that UL synchronisation is obtained;


	Samsung
	Agree
	The issue here is what’s the time informing lower layers that UL synchronisation is obtained, whether it’s upon starting T430 or upon successful acquisition of SIB19. “upon starting T430” seems more clear, as “upon successful acquisition of SIB19” does not guarantee UL sync is obtained.

	Nokia
	
	It is more logical, if the information is valid from the epochTime and not from the moment SIB19 is received. But this will be discussed in RAN1, so we can wait for their opinion.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	It does not matter whether the lower layer is informed immediately or after starting T430. The UL transmission anyway can happen only after T430 is started. No nothing is broken now.

	vivo
	Disagree
	In our understanding, upon successful acquisition of SIB19, the information in the SIB19 can be applied by the UE, and communication can be resumed normally. So UL synchronisation can be obtained upon successful acquisition of SIB19. In addition, we think the main purpose of configuring epoch time is to make the start time of validity timer consistent for all UEs in the cell, perhaps not aiming at defining from when the info can be used by the UE.

	Lenovo
	Wait for RAN1
	If epoch time is later than the reception time of SIB19 then it is reasonable. We can wait for RAN1 conclusion.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Wait for RAN1
	We do not agree with “as a common understanding the serving cell ephemeris data and common TA parameters in SIB19 are considered to be valid from epoch time”
There was a similar discussion in RAN2 #118-e:
	Updated Proposal 7: If the UE acquires SIB19 before validity timer expiry, RAN2 to discuss which option is preferred:
-	(4/22) Option 3) If epoch time is future, the UE applies the parameters at epoch time; if epoch time is past/present, UE applies the parameters immediately.
-	(18/22) Option 4) When to apply latest parameters is left to UE implementation	
· Wait for RAN1


The conclusion is to wait for RAN1 since RAN1 is discussing the interpretation of SFN indicating epoch time and will down select from the following:
	Solution 1: 
If EpochTime is indicated explicitly by a SFN and subframe number, the UE considers this frame to be the frame which is nearest to the frame where the message is received.
Note: To fully utilize the validity duration, the network can set the epoch time at near future.

Solution 2:
Indicated SFN for Epoch time is current SFN or the next upcoming SFN after the frame where the message indicating the Epoch time is received.



We think this issue can wait for further RAN1 progress.

	ASUSTeK
	 Wait for RAN1
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	Proponent. We think RAN1 discussion may have impact on when to start T430. In our understanding, T430 start equals to UL synchronization so that RRC should inform lower layer upon T430 start regardless of which option is chosen by RAN1. Therefore, for this part, we may not wait for RAN1 progress.

	China Telecom
	Wait for RAN1
	

	MediaTek
	Wait for RAN1
	

	Intel
	wait for RAN1
	

	ZTE
	Wait for RAN1
	

	CATT
	Disagree
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]The network shall ensure that: there should no gap between the last validity duration and the updated validity duration, i.e., the last epochTime + ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is a time equal or later than the new epochTime. So when T430 expiry, as described in section title “5.2.2.6  T430 expiry”, the new acquired epochTime in SIB19 should already come. The situation of epochTime is a future time in this section will not happen.

	Spreadtrum
	agree
	The T430 shall be start from the epoch time.

	Apple
	Wait for RAN1
	

	Turkcell
	Wait for RAN1
	

	Xiaomi
	Wait for RAN1
	Actually, in last RAN2 meeting, companies have different view on whether UE can early apply the SIB19 if epoch time is in future. And the conclusion is to wait for RAN1.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Regarding when RRC should inform lower layers of UL synchronization, 13 companies prefer to wait for RAN1. 2 companies think it should be upon starting T430. 4 companies disagree.

Proposal 2: (13/19) Wait for RAN1 to conclude when ephemeris/common TA is considered as valid.

T430 start during Handover [6] [10]
UE would receive NTN-Config (within ServingCellConfigCommon) for NTN target cell in a handover command (i.e. RRCReconfiguration with ReconfigurationWithSync). 
As stated in [6] and [10], the current T430 does not control validity duration for the satellite information (e.g. satellite ephemeris and common TA) of target cell during a handover procedure, and the UE would (re)start T430 upon receiving SIB19 of the source cell and (re)start T430 upon receiving SIB19 of the target cell after the handover procedure is completed. It is proposed in [6] that since the UE receives and applies the satellite information in the handover command, T430 should also be started or restarted upon receiving the handover command. Then the UE uses the satellite information received in the handover command to access the target cell when T430 is running.
Question 3: Do companies agree that UE (re)starts T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime upon receiving handover command which includes NTN-Config?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Sequans
	Agree
	One of the proponent (in [10])

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	The only reasonable thing is the UE keep one T430 per cell, otherwise we will need to specify many start/stop of each T430 for example if HO fails etc. When UE start T430 for a target cell and while it is running, the UE may send in UL to the target cell.
[Sequans] The proposal was based on current 38.331 with only serving cell T430. Agree that using per cell T430 would work too and maybe simplify. 

	Samsung
	Agree
	To consider CHO as well, suggest rewording, e.g. “UE (re)starts T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime in NTN-Config upon applying target cell configuration”

	Nokia
	Agree
	It shall start the timer from the subframe indicated by epochTime, also in case of HO. The problem might appear if epochTime is in the future while the UE shall execute the HO imminently (non-conditional HO, executed directly upon receiving the HO command). The UE needs to have UL sync before it performs UL transmissions in the new cell.

	Qualcomm
	Agree but
	But it should be clear that it is after the HO command is executed. Before the HO execution, the UE would not know anything on RRC configuration of the target.

	vivo
	Agree
	Furthermore, it is necessary to indicate that the target cell’s validity timer is maintained by the UE. The proposal can be revised as “UE (re)starts T430 for the PCell with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime upon receiving handover command which includes NTN-Config”.

	Lenovo
	Agree but
	Need to consider the case when indicated epoch time is later than the reception time of SIB19.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	Since NTN-Config is included in HO command, we think it’s enough to modify the start condition of T430 (in 7.1.1 TS38.331) as follows:
Start or restart from the subframe indicated by epochTime upon reception of SIB19NTN-Config.

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	About Ericsson’s comment, the intention of the proposal is to start or restart T430 for “serving cell” upon receiving handover command.

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	China Telecom
	Agree
	

	MediaTek
	Agree, but
	Agree with Qualcomm that it should be after HO Command is execution.

	Intel
	Agree with Samsung’s rewording
	

	ZTE
	
	Agree with Ericsson’s understanding that it is reasonable for UE to keep one T430 per cell, otherwise we will need to specify many start/stop of each T430.

	CATT
	Agree
	Agree with Qualcomm.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree with comments
	Agree with Samsung’s wording. 
And the UE operation after HO/CHO execution and before the epochtime of the target PCell should be clarified. According to current spec, UE cannot start any UL transmission when the T430 is not running, then it seems UE cannot perform RACH in the target cell to complete the HO before the epochtime. 

	Turkcell
	Agree
	Share Qualcomm’s concern

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 17 companies. Samsung’s rewording seems to make sense and also addresses some companies’ concerns. 
Disagree: 2 companies

Proposal 3: (17/19) UE (re)starts T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime in NTN-Config upon applying target cell configuration.

T430 start during CHO [10]
Valid timer running during CHO was discussed in [10] and company thinks that for CHO candidate cells, NTN-config IE may not be available in CHO config, and it can be provided and kept updated by SIB19 (either broadcasted or dedicated). In case it is provided in SIB19, UE should (re)start validity timer upon CHO execution.
Question 4: Do companies agree that if target cell NTN-config from SIB19 is used, UE should (re)start validity timer upon CHO execution according to the target cell NTN-config EpochTime/validity duration?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Sequans
	Agree
	Proponent.
If NTN-config is used in CHO, it will be valid only up to "ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration" which is only up to 4min max (for NGSO), and may be as low as 5s (with most RAN1 code points below 1minute).
But it is not known when the CHO will be executed. Hence we believe it is important to allow the possibility for the UE to use the target NTN-config from SIB19 instead, which can be refreshed while on the source cell.
As for HO, the validity timer should be restarted on CHO execution but based on the (used) target cell NTN-config EpochTime/validity duration in that case.

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	The only reasonable thing is the UE keep one T430 per cell, otherwise we will need to specify many start/stop of each T430 for example if HO fails etc. Then UE start T430 for target cell and while it is running, the UE may send in UL to target cell. 

	Samsung
	Agree
	See comment in Q3

	Nokia
	Disagree
	If the timer provided in CHO configuration has expired, UE should read SIB19, otherwise the ephemeris in CHO configuration is still valid for that candidate target cell.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	See our response in Q3. There should be no confusion the UE will not read the content of HO command until it is executed.

	vivo 
	Disagree
	After receiving NTN-config for the target cell from SIB19 or dedicated signalling, UE already maintains the validity timer for the target cell before CHO excution, i.e., UE (re)starts validity timer for the target cell at the corresponding epoch time. So we think there is no need to restart validity timer for the target cell upon CHO execution.

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	If UE have received a valid ephemeris of target cell in CHO configuration, there is no need to restart the corresponding validity timer.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	We think this is similar to the normal HO.

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Intel
	agree
	

	ZTE
	
	As mentioned above, we understand it is reasonable to keep one T430 per cell instead of having one single timer and start/stop it for different cells.

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	Turkcell
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 13 companies. 
Disagree: 5 companies

Proposal 4: (13/18) If target cell NTN-config from SIB19 is used, UE should (re)start validity timer upon CHO execution according to the target cell NTN-config EpochTime/validity duration.


epochTime for the next validity timer is in the future [8]
In [8], one issue related to valid timer running is raised, i.e. the epochTime for the next validity timer is in the future, while the current validity timer will expire before that, which may lead to UE being stuck with no valid ephemeris. It is proposed that in such case the UE may extend the ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration, and a condition is added for T340 start/restart, i.e. T340 is started/restarted from the subframe indicated by epochTime upon reception of SIB19 if the previous T430 does not expire before the next epochTime.	Comment by Nokia: T430
Question 5: Do companies agree to the following proposals?
1) If the current ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration expires before the next epochTime and the epochTime is in the future, the UE may extend the ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration.  
2) Add a condition “if the previous T430 does not expire before the next epochTime” to the start/restart of T340.
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Sequans
	Disagree
	That would be only useful for UEs already camped, that can also anticipate by reading SIB19 earlier.
But UEs performing initial SIB acquisition on the cell would have to wait for the future Epoch anyway.
Hopefully backward propagation may be agreed by RAN1 which would help avoiding this issue.

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	Wait RAN1 progress.

	Samsung
	Maybe
	Wait for RAN1 agreement

	Nokia
	Agree (proponent)
	The exact wording can be FFS, so please do not concentrate entirely on the aforementioned excerpts from [8]. However, our aim is to show there may be cases where the UE is left with no UL synchronization. And as per the current specification, the UE is not allowed to extend or shrink the duration of the timer. So if the next validity timer starts at the epochTime which is in the future and current validity timer expires before that time, there is an issue.

Also, OK to check what RAN1 decides.  

	Qualcomm
	
	Wait for RAN1.

	vivo
	Disagree
	On the one hand, the expiration of the previous T430 means that the ephemeris information is invalid. It makes no sense to apply the previous ephemeris. On the other hand, upon successful acquisition of SIB19, UE can apply the ephemeris in SIB19 even if the epoch time has not yet arrived. During the time between the T430 expiry and the acquisition of SIB19, UE behaviour should be clear.

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	UE shall not extend the validity duration of ephemeris by itself. We should wait for RAN1.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Postpone
	Wait for RAN1

	ASUSTeK
	Postpone 
	Wait for RAN1. It’s not clear what the UE action is to extend a parameter ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration. For example, whether the UE considers expiry of the T430 if received epochTime is future time after the end of current ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration.

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Wait for RAN1 agreement 

	China Telecom
	
	Wait for RAN1

	MediaTek
	Wait for RAN1
	

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Wait for RAN1

	CATT
	Disagree
	Whether the backward propagation is supported should be discussed by RAN1. If the backward propagation is not supported, the situation of “the epochTime for the next validity timer is in the future, while the current validity timer will expire before that” should be avoided by NW implementation. 

	Spreadtrum
	Disagree
	This is not align with the definition of T430.

	Apple
	Disagree
	Wait for RAN1

	Turkcell
	Wait for RAN1
	

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	Wait for RAN1



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 1 company who is also ok to check with RAN1
Disagree: 2 companies
Wait for RAN1: 15 companies

Proposal 5: (16/18) Wait for RAN1 to conclude the discussion on epochTime being a future time after the end of current ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration.

epochTime’s timing [9]
In [9], the timing of epoch time was discussed. According to RAN1, the reference point for epoch time of the serving satellite ephemeris and Common TA parameters is the uplink time synchronization reference point. This means that the epoch time is "the starting time of a DL sub-frame […]" when that DL sub-frame is transmitted from the "uplink time synchronization reference point". At the UE, the corresponding DL sub-frame is received with a delay, equal to 1/2 Common TA(at tRP=epoch time) + service link delay (at tSAT= 1/2  Common TA). Therefore, the start of T430 should consider the delay already elapsed upon receiving that subframe at the UE from the RP. However, given the coarse granularity of ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration, and the fact that the transmission delay from RP to the UE would be much smaller, [8] assumes that it is also acceptable to consider starting the timer at the subframe indicated by epochTime at the UE (not at the RP).
Question 6: Do companies agree to confirm that the validity timer is started from the subframe indicated by epochTime at the UE (not at the RP) (no change in specification)?
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Sequans
	Agree
	We have no strong view but it seems to be implied by the wording used in 38.331, and seems also easier to implement.

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	No need to revert a RAN1 agreement. 
[Sequans]: Our point was to clarify the spec and ensure common UE behavior.
From 38.331, " start or restart T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime "
From this, we think it is likely implementation would just start the timer when the subframe is received at the UE. If this is a problem, it would be better to clarify.
But given the coarse granularity of the duration (s5,s10,s15,….45, s50, s55, s60, s120, s180, s240, s900), that should not really matter.

	Nokia
	No strong view
	It may be easier and feasible (if indeed the delay from RP to UE is much smaller than validity timer granularity), but we are also OK to keep the existing agreements.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	Agree with Ericsson. 

	vivo
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	Neutral
	We think both options (start at epochTime or RP) are reasonable. If we stick to the epochTime option, maybe we need to inform RAN1.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Same view with Nokia

	OPPO
	Disagree
	Agree with Ericsson. 

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	Agree with Ericsson and Qualcomm

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Agree with Ericsson

	CATT
	No strong view
	

	Spreadtrum
	disagree
	For this rule, UE may apply the outdated ephemeris.

	Apple
	Agree
	We think the clarification is aligned with the description in the current spec. 

	Turkcell
	Disagree
	Agree with Ericsson

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 3 companies
Disagree: 8 companies
No strong view: 4 companies including 2 companies who are also OK to keep the existing agreements.
Proposal 6: (10/17) Do not revert RAN1 agreement on epoch time “the reference point for epoch time of the serving satellite ephemeris and Common TA parameters is the uplink time synchronization reference point”.
 
[bookmark: _Hlk111539043]3.2 Validity timer for neighbour cell
As stated in [2][4][5][7], the validity timer configuration for neighbour cell(s) has already been specified in ntn-Config within ntn-NeighCellConfigList, but related UE behaviours on how to handle the validity timers are still missing in the spec. 
Relevant proposals on how to handle the validity timer for neighbour cell are listed below. Companies are encouraged to refer to the referenced contribution for text proposals.
	Tdoc No.
	Relevant Proposals
	Source

	[2] R2-2207063
	Proposal 1	In RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE mode, UE should maintain one instance of T430 per serving cell and per each neighbour cell according to the corresponding validity duration and epoch time.
Proposal 2	In RRC_CONNECTED mode, there is no need for UE to maintain T430 for neighbour cells.
Proposal 3	In RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE mode, upon validity timer T430 corresponding to the serving cell or any neighbour cell expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2.
	OPPO

	[4] R2-2207631
	Proposal 1: Upon receiving SIB19, the UE shall start or restart the validity timer for each neighbour cell with the corresponding duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by the associated epochTime.
Proposal 2: When the validity timer for any neighbour cell expires, UE shall re-acquire SIB19.
Proposal 3: UE should attempt re-acquire SIB19 before the end of any validity timer, including serving cell validity timer and neighbour cell validity timer(s).
Proposal 4: If ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig the UE uses validity duration configured for the serving cell.

	vivo

	[5] R2-2208362
	Proposal 1: Specify that ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime for the serving cell are applied for T430.
Proposal 2: To handle validity duration of neighbour cell(s), introduce T4xx for each neighbour cell.
	ASUSTeK

	[7] R2-2208378
	Proposal 1: RAN2 to discuss and clarify the neighbour cells assistance information validity mechanism and make necessary corrections.
Proposal 2: RAN2 should exclude the option that maintain T430 for each neighbour cell and serving cell considering the complexity  introduced for UE and NW for updating NTN-Config for each neighbour cell and serving cell.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to discuss and decide which option is adopted to solve the confusion of neighbour cells assistance information validity mechanism.
· Option 1: Limit the validity time of serving cell and neighbour cell to be same i.e. the validity time is applicable for all the NTN-Config configured in SIB19. The modification in Annex A should be adopted.
· Option 2: Only the validity of NTN-Config for serving cell will trigger (re-)acquirement of SIB19, the validity of NTN-Config for neighbour cell will not trigger (re-)acquirement of SIB19. The modification in Annex B should be adopted.
· Option 3: Define new SIB (e.g. SIB22) to contain the neighbour cells satellite information. The modification in Annex C should be adopted.
	CATT



Since the epoch time and validity duration configured for each neighbour cell may be different from each other according to the current spec, [2] [4] [5] propose to maintain separate validity timer for each neighbour cell according to the corresponding validity duration and epoch time. [2] further points out that whether to maintain validity timer for neighbour cell depends on the RRC modes of UE. ntn-NeighCellConfigList is aimed to support UE-based SMTC adjustments for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode UE, therefore RRC_CONNECTED mode UE does not have to maintain validity timer for neighbour cell, i.e., only for UE in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE mode validity timer for neighbour cell is needed. 
[7] proposes to exclude the option of maintaining validity timer for each neighbour cell considering the complexity introduced for UE and NW for updating NTN-Config for each neighbour cell and serving cell. In this contribution, three options are proposed including 1) configure one common validity timer for serving cell and neighbour cells; 2) not maintain validity timer for neighbour cells; 3) configure one common validity timer for all neighbour cells.
Given diverse views, it is suggested to further discuss these in the AT-meeting discussion.
Question 7: Do companies agree that UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode needs to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	If the neighbours are part of a measurement configuration, then likely the UE need to maintain validity timer for the neighbour. This seems unrelated to the IDLE/INACTIVE case. 

	Samsung
	Agree with comment
	Depends on scenario, e.g. for NGSO neighbour cell, UE in connected mode needs to keep valid neighbour cell/satellite ephemeris for propagation delay different report. 

	Nokia
	Disagree
	We share the reasoning from [2].

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	For neighbor cell, this requirement should be relaxed. What matters in connected mode is validity timer for serving cell. The validity duration of the neighbor cell should be larger than that of serving cell.

	vivo 
	Agree
	To report the delay difference between neighbour cell and serving cell, the connected mode UE may calculate the delay difference based on the ephemeris information in SIB19. It is hence perhaps helpful to maintain validity timer for the neighbours.

	Lenovo
	Maybe
	Agree with vivo’s reasoning. 
Meanwhile when the serving cell and neighbour cell ephemeris have the same epoch time and validity duration, one validity timer is OK. We assume NW can also implement this.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	The simplest solution is to only maintain the T430 of serving cell

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	A common validity timer for neighbour cells could also be acceptable.

	OPPO
	Disagree
	ntn-NeighCellConfigList in SIB19 is aimed to support UE-based SMTC adjustments for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode UE, therefore RRC_CONNECTED mode UE does not have to maintain validity timer for neighbour cell. 
For connected mode, valid neighbour cell ephemeris for PDD report can be guaranteed by NW implementation.

	China Telecom
	Disagree
	

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	

	Intel
	Disagree
	

	ZTE
	Disagree
	ntn-NeighCellConfigList is aimed to support UE-based SMTC adjustments for RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode UE, therefore RRC_CONNECTED mode UE does not have to maintain validity timer for neighbour cell.

	Sequans
	Agree with comment
	Whenever the NTN-config of neighbour cell is required by UE, UE needs to ensure it has valid UL sync info (according to EpochTime/validity duration, which is per cell).
In that case, UE would have to maintain a validity timer per neighbour cell. Whether this is further detailed in 38.331 (e.g. with per cell T430) or just indicated as procedural text without further detail is a modelling question.
In our view an important case in CONNECTED is CHO: the NTN-config of target cell can be maintained updated with SIB19 so that at CHO execution, there is no need to read SIB19 on the target cell.

	CATT
	Agree 
	For the use of propagation delay different report in procedure of UE-assisted SMTC configuration.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Disagree
	

	Turkcell
	Disagree
	

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	We think the intention to introduce the validity timer is for UE to determine validation of the assistance information for UL synchronization, for neighbour cell, there is no need to specify the validity timer at UE, it can be up to UE implementation.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 6 companies, among which 3 companies mentioned the usefulness for PDD report and 1 company mentioned the usefulness for CHO.
Disagree: 12 companies
Maybe: 1 company
For the usefulness of PDD report, rapporteur would like to remind that during offline discussion #120 @118e on the PDD report, neighbour cell’s NTN-config has been included in OtherConfig and network can ensure neighbour cell’s NTN config is valid if it wants. 

Proposal 7: (12/19) UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode does not maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.

Question 8: Do companies agree that UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode needs to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Ericsson
	
	If useful for the UE

	Samsung
	Agree with comment
	Depends on scenario, e.g. for NGSO neighbour cell, UE in idle/inactive mode needs valid neighbour cell/satellite ephemeris for autonomous SMTC adjustment.

	Nokia
	It depends
	As we discussed in Q1, it does not have to be a timer, always maintained in IDLE, for multiple neighbour cells. In some cases it could be needed

	Qualcomm
	
	The validity timer for neighbor cell in SIB19 can be indicated with larger validity duration. Then it is just up to UE to decide when it should obtain new SIB19 in IDLE mode.

	vivo 
	Agree
	Since idle/inactive UE should ensure assistance information is valid to autonomously adjust the SMTCs, UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode needs to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.

	Lenovo
	Maybe
	When the serving cell and neighbour cell ephemeris have the same epoch time and validity duration, one validity timer is OK. We assume NW can also implement this e.g., in serving cell broadcast.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Since serving cell assistance information and neighbour cell assistance information are included in the same SIB (SIB19), maintaining a timer for each neighbour cell would make the acquisition of SIB19 rather complicated.

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	Share the same view with vivo.

	OPPO
	Agree
	As stated in Q7, UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode needs to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells to support UE-based SMTC adjustments.

	China Telecom
	Disagree
	

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	Agree with Huawei that it will create complications

	Intel
	Disagree
	

	ZTE
	Disagree
	It is fine if UE maintain validity timer for neighbour cell to decide whether the provided information is valid or not. But the question is whether we expect some handling when the timer(s) expires? For example, UE re-acquire SIB when such timers expire? I guess no because there is no need to re-acquire if such information is not updated by NW and if NW updates such information, UE would know and then acquire the updated SIB.
Thus, we understand no extra handling is expected upon expiration of such timers and UE would only start and re-start such timers upon reception of SIB and stop the timer when the valid time passes. UE can have such timers at its own side via implementation but no need to specify anything as we do not expect any UE-NW inter-operation for this.

	Sequans
	Agree with comment
	Whenever the NTN-config of neighbour cell is required by UE, UE needs to ensure it has valid UL sync info (according to EpochTime/validity duration, which is per cell).
In that case, UE would have to maintain a validity timer per neighbour cell. Whether this is further detailed in 38.331 (e.g. with per cell T430) or just indicated as procedural text without further detail is a modelling question.

	CATT
	Maybe
	

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	Agree with vivo.

	Apple
	Disagree
	It will complicate UE operation. 

	Turkcell
	Maybe
	

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	For idle mode UE, if the assistance data of neighbour cells are not valid, the UE can re-acquire the SIB based on UE implementation, so there is no need to specify the validity timer for neighbour cells.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 6 companies. The main purpose is for UE-based SMTC adjustment.
Disagree: 7 companies
Neutral: 6 companies
Given quite diverse views, rapporteur proposes for online discussion.
Proposal 8: RAN2 to discuss whether UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode needs to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.

[bookmark: _Hlk111539160]In case RAN2 agree that validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells, the following needs to be discussed.
[bookmark: _Hlk111539179]Question 9: If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells, which of the following options is preferred on how to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells?
· Option A: one validity timer for serving cell and separate validity timer for each neighbour cell, according to the corresponding validity duration and epoch time [2] [4] [5]
· Option B: one common validity timer for serving cell and all neighbour cells, i.e., for all neighbor cells, epoch time and validity duration are not configured and use the values of serving cell [7]
· Option C: one validity timer for serving cell and one common validity timer for all neighbour cells, i.e., for all neighbor cells, configuring in new SIB22 a common epoch time and validity duration [7]?  
	Company
	Option A/B/C?
	Additional comments

	Ericsson
	A
	

	Samsung
	Option B
	One SIB is enough to contain serving cell and neighbour cell information. Although serving cell and different neighbour cell may have different validity periodicity, from UE perspective, the validity timer is for reacquiring SIB19, there is no need to maintain multiple timers to update one SIB in connected mode.

	Nokia
	A
	

	Qualcomm
	D (new option)
	One timer length for connected mode and longer timer length for IDLE/INACTIVE state.

	vivo
	Option A
	Based on the previous RAN2’s agreements, validity timer for neighbour cell is allowed to be different from the validity timer for the serving cell, so different validity timers can be used for serving cell and neighbour cell(s). Furthermore, there is no need to restrict one common validity timer is used for all neighbour cells and the current ASN.1 structure support that validity timer for each neighbour cell is the same or different.

	Lenovo
	Option B or A
	When the serving cell and neighbour cell ephemeris have the same epoch time and validity duration, one common validity timer is sufficient. We assume NW can also implement this e.g., in serving cell broadcast. Therefore Option B is preferred.
Else if we cannot assume NW to implement the same epoch time and validity duration, Option A is necessary.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option B
	Since serving cell assistance information and neighbour cell assistance information are included in the same SIB (SIB19), maintaining a timer for each neighbour cell would make the acquisition of SIB19 rather complicated.

	ASUSTeK
	Option A, C
	For option C, it could be further discussed whether it is needed to introduce a new SIB.

	OPPO
	Option A
	Option A is most flexible. The epoch time and validity duration for serving cell and neighbour cells may be different from each other. Option A does not limit NW to provide the same epoch time and validity timer for all different neighbour cell.

	China Telecom
	Option B
	

	MediaTek
	Option B
	

	ZTE
	A
	

	Sequans
	A
	

	CATT
	Option B or Option C
	As for the agreement of “The validity timer information for neighbour cell’s ephemeris information should be introduced in system information and it can be the same as or different from the validity timer of the serving cell”, it can be realized by the NW to configure suitable ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration. Considering both the assistance information of serving cell and neighbour cells are included in SIB19, no matter whose assistance information is needed to be updated, NW should broadcasted the updated SIB19, so the NW can make the shortest of validity duration of the serving cell and neighbour cells as the validity duration for SIB19, and the NTN-Config of each neighbour cell and serving cell can be updated or not based on each cell’s character. This way can still satisfy the requirement of “the validity timer information for neighbour cell’s ephemeris information should be introduced in system information and it can be the same as or different from the validity timer of the serving cell”.

	Spreadtrum
	Option A
	The validity timer depends on the orbit, which is different for every cell.

	Apple
	Option B
	

	Turkcell
	Option A
	

	Xiaomi
	Option A
	



[Rapporteur summary]:
Option A: 11
Option B: 7
Option C: 2
Option D: 1

Proposal 9: (11/18) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells, UE maintains one validity timer for serving cell and separate validity timer for each neighbour cell, according to the corresponding validity duration and epoch time.


[bookmark: _Hlk111539215]For the case that the validity timer for neighbour cell is maintained and separate from serving cell, i.e., Option A/C in Proposal 4 is adopted, the details on the validity timer for neighbour cell need to be specified. [2] [4] propose to re-use T430 for each neighbour cell with the corresponding validity duration and epoch time, but [5] [7] propose to introduce a new timer T4xx for neighbour cell. Regarding the actions related to the validity timer for neighbour cell, [2] [4] propose that upon the validity timer corresponding to any neighbour cell expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2. [4] also states that UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of neighbour cell validity timer(s) by UE implementation.
Question 10: If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, which of the following options is preferred on how to capture validity timer for neighbour cells?
· Option A: re-use T430 for neighbour cells [2] [4]
· Option B: introduce new T4xx for neighbour cells [5] [7] 
	Company
	Option A/B?
	Additional comments

	Ericsson
	A
	Make T430 cell specific – all problems solved. 

	Samsung
	Option A
	in this case, UE in connected mode has to maintain multiple T430 timers for different cells

	Nokia
	A
	Different instances of the same timer T430 should be sufficient.

	Qualcomm
	A
	

	vivo
	Option A with comments
	The name “T430” can be re-used, but it should clarify that a T430 is for which cell (i.e., serving cell or neighbour cell).

	Lenovo
	Option A
	

	ASUSTeK
	Option A / B
	

	OPPO
	Option A
	Re-using T430 to maintain different instances of T430 for neighbour cells is sufficient. It would cause minimum spec effort.

	ZTE
	A
	

	Sequans
	A
	

	CATT
	Option A with comment
	One common T430 is used for serving cell and all neighbour cells.
If option C in Q9 is adopted, a new T4xx for neighbour cells should be introduced.

	Spreadtrum
	A
	It is simple to UE.

	Turkcell
	A
	

	Xiaomi
	Option A
	Xiaomi



[Rapporteur summary]:
Option A: 14
Option B: 1

Proposal 10: (14/14) T430 is maintained cell specific if validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell.

Question 11: If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, do companies agree that upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2 [2] [4]?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	[bookmark: _Hlk111664525]Ericsson
	
	Only if there is benefit for the UE doing so. From network perspective, if UE can measure the neighbor cells it does not matter. It matters only when UE access a cell

	Samsung
	Disagree
	It depends on scenario, e.g., for NGSO neighbour cell, UE needs valid neighbour cell satellite information, for GSO, it’s not necessary. It can be up to UE implementation.

	Nokia
	It depends
	As we have discussed in Q1 and other cases – the UE does not need to obtain SIB19 immediately for the neighbours and depending on the RRC state it is in.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	For IDLE mode, it should be up to UE.

	vivo
	Agree
	Neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry means corresponding assistance information is invalid, so upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 to acquire valid assistance information.

	Lenovo
	Depending on state
	In CONNECTED it may be necessary, but in IDLE/INACTIVE it is not that essential.

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	It should be further clarified that the UE could not perform neighbour cell measurements when the validity timer for the corresponding neighbour cell is not running.

	OPPO
	Agree
	The expiration of neighbour cell’s validity timer is not related to UL transmission, therefore UE does not need to inform lower layers about UL synchronisation lost to suspend uplink transmission and flush HARQ buffers, the only behaviour needed is that UE should re-acquire SIB19.  

	ZTE
	Disagree
	There is no need to re-acquire if such information is not updated by NW and if NW updates such information, UE would know and then acquire the updated SIB.

	Sequans
	Disagree
	Only when the NTN-config is required by the UE. 
E.g. in IDLE if UE doesn't perform neighbour cell measurements, there is no need to reacquire SIB19.

	CATT
	
	For quickly access into NTN cell, UE should maintain valid assistance information of serving cell and neighbour cells. However UE re-acquire SIB19 upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry will cause complexity for UE and NW.

	Spreadtrum
	Disagree
	At least in IDLE state, UE shall acquire SIB18 when the validity timer of serving cell expires.

	Turkcell
	Disagree
	

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	For idle mode UE, it is up to UE implementation. 



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 3
Disagree: 7. Even among these 7 companies, views are diverse. Some think in idle mode, it is up to UE implementation, some thinks UE should not acquire SIB19.
Neutral: 4. 2 companies think it might depend on the RRC state.
Given diverse views, rapporteur suggests to further discuss online.

Proposal 11: If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, RAN2 to discuss whether upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2.

Question 12: If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, do companies agree that UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of neighbour cell’s validity timer(s) by UE implementation [4]?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	It depends
	Actually, the same issue as outline in Q11.

	Qualcomm
	
	Yes it should be left to UE.

	vivo
	Agree
	For maintaining validity timer and assistance information for neighbour cell, a similar mechanism that UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of the serving cell validity timer can be adopted.

	Lenovo
	Depending on state
	In CONNECTED it may be necessary, but in IDLE/INACTIVE it is not that essential.

	OPPO
	Agree
	This is suitable for all validity timer regardless of serving cell and neighbour cell.

	ZTE
	
	There is no need to re-acquire if such information is not updated by NW and if NW updates such information, UE would know and then acquire the updated SIB.

	Sequans
	Maybe
	Ok to leave it to UE implementation.
We find the wording "should attempt" (already used for serving cell case) misleading in that case.
Seems what is meant is rather "should attempt…., if required"
(i.e. the should applies to read before expiry, but only in case the info is required by the UE).

	CATT
	
	See our comment in Q11.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	This is UE implementation.

	Turkcell
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	
	It is up to UE implementation.



[Rapporteur summary]:
9 companies think by UE implementation, it can re-acquire SIB19 before timer expiry. Other companies’ views seem not so clear.

Proposal 12: (9/13) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of neighbour cell’s validity timer(s) by UE implementation.

In [4], it is also discussed that the case that validity timer for neighbour cell is absent. In the last meeting, it was agreed that RAN2 signalling supports the epoch time of the serving cell applicable to also the neighbour cell’s assistance information if the epoch time of neighbour cell is absent. However, RAN2 does not achieve a similar agreement regarding the validity duration. It is proposed in [4] that since the validity timer information for neighbour cell can be the same as or different from that of the serving cell based on RAN2#117e agreement, RAN2 signalling should also support the validity duration of the serving cell that is applicable to the neighbour cell’s assistance information. 
Question 13: Do companies agree that if ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig the UE uses validity duration configured for the serving cell [4]?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Ericsson
	Agree
	This is already specified in epochTime field description: 
“If this field is absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig the UE uses epoch time from the serving satellite ephemeris.”

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Disagree
	As the validity time is broadcast for each cell individually, within each SIB19, maybe no need to support such flexibility (which may cause the need to pursue further specification changes)?

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	This should mean it is up to UE how long the ephemeris can be used in IDLE mode. There is no issue in connected mode.

	vivo
	Agree
	For configuring ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration of neighbour cell, a similar mechanism of configuring epoch time of neighbour cell can be used.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	Agree with Ericsson to have a similar description for epochTime handling.

	OPPO
	Agree
	With this, the option on maintaining T430 for each neighbour cell and serving cell (i.e. Option A in Q9) can reduce the complexity introduced for UE and NW for updating NTN-Config for each neighbour cell and serving cell.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	UE consider ntn-config is valid until NW update such information.

	Sequans
	Agree
	This is just a kind of delta signaling.

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	The same way as epoch time.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 9
Disagree: 3

Proposal 13: (9/12) If ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE uses validity duration configured for the serving cell.

In [3], the timing of neighbour cell’s epoch time when it is explicitly provided in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig is discussed. For neighbour cell measurement, if neighbour cell’s epoch time (including SFN and subframe number) is broadcasted, it is not clear which timing the UE should follow. [3] proposes that it should be based on the serving cell’s timing since UE is not required to read neighbour cell’s SIB during IDLE/INACTIVE state measurement.
Question 14: Do companies agree that if neighbour cell’s epoch time (i.e., SFN and subframe number) is present in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE follows the timing of serving cell for neighbour cell measurement, i.e., they refer to the SFN and subframe of the serving cell [3]?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	It depends on the case: 
“In case of handover, this field is based on the timing of the target cell, i.e. the SFN and sub-frame number indicated in this field refers to the SFN and sub-frame of the target cell.”
For measurements it is better based on the serving cell timing. 

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Disagree
	Similar view to Ericsson.

	Qualcomm
	
	Yes for handover, it should be based on target cell.

	vivo
	Agree
	Such a mechanism seems already supported according to the existing Spec.

	Lenovo
	
	Agree for HO case. May wait for RAN1 conclusion.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	We expressed in the previous meetings that the epoch time/ validity timer of the neighbour cell should reuse those of the serving cell, which is the simplest solution.

	OPPO
	Agree
	Proponent. Note that this is for neighbour cell measurement.
Since UE is not required to read neighbour cell’s SIB during IDLE/INACTIVE state measurement, of course the neighbour cell’s epoch time explicitly provided in SIB19 follows the timing of serving cell.

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	Agree with Huawei

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Sequans
	Agree but
	For HO, it is based on the target cell timing (which will be the serving only when HO is executed).

	CATT
	Disagree 
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Spreadtrum
	Disagree
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Turkcell
	Disagree 
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 6
Disagree: 6 among which 5 companies think for neighbour cell measurement, it should be based on the timing of serving cell.
As clarified above Q14, the issue to be discussed is for neigbhor cell measurement in IDLE/Inactive. For HO case, RAN2 has agreed to follow the target cell’s timing.

Proposal 14: (11/15) In SIB 19, if neighbour cell’s epoch time (i.e., SFN and subframe number) is present in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE follows the timing of serving cell for neighbour cell measurement in IDLE/Inactive, i.e., they refer to the SFN and subframe of the serving cell.

Note that text proposals in the referenced contributions are not captured in this summary. Rapporteur understands CR can be further discussed after RAN2 makes consensus on the above validity timer issues.
4. Summary and Proposals
This section summarizes the main proposals:
Proposal 1: (15/19) It is left to UE implementation on how UEs in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE re-acquire SIB19 for serving cell’s satellite assistance information.
Proposal 2: (13/19) Wait for RAN1 to conclude when ephemeris/common TA is considered as valid.
Proposal 3: (17/19) UE (re)starts T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime in NTN-Config upon applying target cell configuration.
Proposal 4: (13/18) If target cell NTN-config from SIB19 is used, UE should (re)start validity timer upon CHO execution according to the target cell NTN-config EpochTime/validity duration.
Proposal 5: (16/18) Wait for RAN1 to conclude the discussion on epochTime being a future time after the end of current ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration.
Proposal 6: (10/17) Do not revert RAN1 agreement on epoch time “the reference point for epoch time of the serving satellite ephemeris and Common TA parameters is the uplink time synchronization reference point”.
Proposal 7: (12/19) UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode does not maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.
Proposal 8: RAN2 to discuss whether UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode needs to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.
Proposal 9: (11/18) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells, UE maintains one validity timer for serving cell and separate validity timer for each neighbour cell, according to the corresponding validity duration and epoch time.
Proposal 10: (14/14) T430 is maintained cell specific if validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell.
Proposal 11: If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, RAN2 to discuss whether upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2.
Proposal 12: (9/13) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of neighbour cell’s validity timer(s) by UE implementation.
Proposal 13: (9/12) If ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE uses validity duration configured for the serving cell.
Proposal 14: (11/15) In SIB 19, if neighbour cell’s epoch time (i.e., SFN and subframe number) is present in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE follows the timing of serving cell for neighbour cell measurement in IDLE/Inactive, i.e., they refer to the SFN and subframe of the serving cell.

5. Phase-2 discussion 
5.1 Validity timer
T430 start during HO and CHO
In phase-1 summary, the following proposal was given for T340 start during HO.
	Proposal 3: (17/19) UE (re)starts T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime in NTN-Config upon applying target cell configuration.


Some companies raised the question on whether UE can trigger RACH to the target cell before T430 start. Rapporteur understands that this is related to the issue on when the satellite assistance information can be considered as valid, e.g. especially for the case where epoch time is a future time, and this has already been covered by the below agreement made on Thursday. 
	Proposal 2: (13/19) Wait for RAN1 to conclude regarding when ephemeris/common TA is considered as valid
· Agreed


Proposal 3 only focus on whether and when T430 should is started/restarted. For the ephemeris validity issue, we can wait for RAN1’s conclusion.
However, one argument may be valid. That is UE maintains only one valid timer for the serving cell and according to the current spec, the validity timer from the source cell keeps running at HO or CHO execution. As the UL sync information of the source cell cannot be used to access the target cell, UE should stop the current valid timer (since UE has left the source cell) and then start the timer according to the target cell’s epoch time and valid duration. 

Question 2-1: Do companies agree that during HO/CHO execution upon applying target cell configuration, UE should:
1) Stop the current T430 (if it is running);
2) Start T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime of the target cell?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Only agree 2)
	For 1), previously RAN2 discussed whether to introduce the UE behaviour of stopping the T430 and the conclusion was no. We don’t find a special reason why RAN2 shouldn’t stick to the previous agreement.

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	1) is to ensure source cell’s T430 is not running when UE access to the target cell;
2) is to determine when to start the T430 for the target cell.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Google
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Turkcel
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Sequans
	Agree with comment 
	We assume that this question does not make any assumption on the provenance of NTN-config of the target cell, as it is no longer indicated (contrary to previous proposal P4).
Especially in case of CHO, it is likely NTN-config in CHO message is outdated while UE has a valid one from SIB19 neighbour cell info. In such case, we would disagree that the specification constrains the UE to use (outdated) NTN-config from CHO message, this seems to make no sense.

	Apple
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	See the comment
	Obviously the UE cannot/does not need to have both timers running in parallel, as the UE is not allowed to send in UL towards more than a single cell (PCell). So the UE needs to stop the timer for the source cell when it starts the timer for the target (at the indicated epochTime). In our opinion the UE cannot start the timer for target cell immediately when received and then ‘simply’ restart at the epochTime.   

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	What if the HO fails, what will the UE do with the source cell, its ephemeris may have very long time left of the evalidityDuration. 
Only reasonable assumption is that the UE keeps one T430 per serving cell.
For target cell
	Start T430 for target cell according to ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime of the target cell assistance information

	LGE
	Agree
	UE does not have to maintain serving cell configuration after the HO/CHO execution is triggered.
On the other hand, we want to clarify that network should guarantee that validity duration included in CHO configuration is identical with the validity duration included in SIB19 of target cell.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 15
Disagree: 2. One company mentioned the CHO failure case, but it is clear that UE does not maintain source cell configuration after CHO execution and upon CHO failure UE will perform cell selection and SIB reading. One company thinks UE should stop the timer for the source cell when it starts the timer for the target (at the indicated epochTime), but this does not prevent source cell’s valid timer running in the target cell.
Partially agree: 1 company agrees to 2). 1 company thinks for CHO, ntn-config in SIB19 can be used.

Proposal 1: (15/19) during HO/CHO execution upon applying target cell configuration, UE should:
1) Stop the current T430 (if it is running);
2) Start T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime of the target cell.

Validity timer for neighbour cell
Following proposal is given in phase-1 summary on valid timer for neighbour cell in connected mode.
	Proposal 7: (12/19) UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode does not maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.



Question 2-2: Do companies agree to the above Proposal 7 in phase-1 summary?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Disagree
	We think this relates to another issues discussed for SMTC: if a neighbour cell’s ephemeris is broadcasted in SIB19 and the UE is configured to report propagation delay difference for the same neighbour cell, does the same ephemeris is duplicated in otherConfig in UE dedicated RRC message? If not duplicated, UE should apply the ephemeris of this neighbour cell in SIB19 and maintain it valid by using the associated validity duration in SIB19. 

	vivo 
	
	Although we think it is useful for reporting PDD of serving cell and neighbour cell, if majorities think neighbour cell’s NTN-config can be included in OtherConfig and network can always ensure neighbour cell’s NTN config is valid for an RRC_CONNECTED UE (e.g. via reconfiguration), we can follow majorities’ view to not ask an RRC_CONNECTED UE to maintain the validity timer.

	ASUSTeK
	Disagree
	The handling of validity timer for neighbour cell could be the same in both connected mode and inactive mode.

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	At least for PDD calculation and reporting, it is necessary to have a validity timer for neighbour cell ephemeris. This validity timer can be omitted only when the neighbour cell ephemeris has the same validity duration as the serving cell ephemeris.

	Google
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	The neighbor cell info is only needed when UE is configured with propatation delay report. When it is configured, it should be up to UE implementation to decide when to re-acquire the SIB19 based on the mesurement requirement to report PDD.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	We think neighbour cell ephemeris is useful for UEs in RRC_CONNECTED, not only for PDD reporting/SMTC adjustment, but also for RRM measurements (which is also confirmed by RAN4). However, maintaining a validity timer for each neighbour cell brings much complexity to UE implementation, thus we prefer to let the UE only maintain one validity timer, and NW implementation to set the timer value and guarantee the UE has a valid SIB19.

	Spreadtrum
	Disagree
	The separate timer is necessary if the validity timers are different between serving cell and neighbour cell.

	Turkcell
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Disagree
	The neighbour cell information is use of propagation delay different report in procedure of UE-assisted SMTC configuration. Proposal 7 related to the Q8 in “[AT119-e][102][NR-NTN] SMTC and gaps (Intel) PH2”, “For propagation delay difference report configuration, specify ephemerisInfo as optional fields and introduce neighbor cell PCI in propDelayDiffReportConfig included in OtherConfig.”. Since there is still no agreement reached in offline [102], we cannot assume UE can obtain the expected neighbour cell’s NTN-config by OtherConfig. We think these two questions should be discussed together.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	It is sufficient to maintain 1 single timer as validity duration of the neighbor cell must be longer than that of serving cell. In this case, serving cell validity timer always expires first and UE will acquire whole SIB19.
In connected mode serving cell validity timer can be applied and in IDLE mode neighbor cell validity timer can be applied to acquire SIB19.

	Sequans
	Agree
	Whenever the NTN-config of neighbour cell is required/used by UE, UE needs to ensure it has valid UL sync info (according to EpochTime/validity duration, which is per cell).
We are fine to not specify further a timer covering neighbour cell – this can be left up to implementation.

	Apple
	Agree
	It’s sufficient for UE to maintain 1 validity timer. NW implementation can provide the information of the neighbour cell appropriately, i.e. validity duration of neigbhor cell’s info is same or longer than the serving cell’s.

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	In general, agree
	In CONNECTED the UE should measure for the neighbours upon being configured to do so, via dedicated signalling. Monitoring for neighbor cells include reading synchronization channels, maybe SIB1. So the UE does not need to read SIB19 from multiple neighbours  

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	The validityDuration can be different between serving cell and neighbours, therefore UE must keep a validity timer for the neighbours.
RAN2#117
1. The validity timer information for neighbour cell’s ephemeris information should be introduced in system information and it can be the same as or different from the validity timer of the serving cell.

RAN2#118
1. The following IEs/parameters are broadcast per neighbour cell in NTN: 
	Ephemeris, 
	DL and UL polarization,
	Epoch time of assistance information
	Validity duration
	FFS how to handle the validity timer for neighbour cell. FFS if epoch time can be same or different. FFS about other parameters

However, if the UE can make the needed measurements etc. it may manage without a validity timer.

	LGE
	Disagree
	As we commented in phase-1, RAN2 agreed that the UE reports difference of propagation delay of neighbor cell(s) compared to the serving cell’s propagation delay if the network requests. To calculate the propagation delay of the neighbor cell(s), the UE should know the valid ephemeris of the neighbor cell(s). On the other hand, the network should configure the validity duration of SIB19 to ensure validity of all configurations included in SIB19. The validity of neighbor cell NTN-Config is also guaranteed by the validity duration of SIB19.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 12
Disagree: 7
It looks like situation is the same as phase-1 discussion.
[bookmark: _Hlk112102842]Proposal 2: (12/19) UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode does not maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.

For Idle/Inactive mode, during phase-1 discussion there is no majority views on maintaining valid timer for neighbour cells.
Question 2-3: Whether UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode needs to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells?  
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	No
	There is no need to maintain it in IDLE Mode. Operations in Idle mode needs to be minimized to conserve power.

	Samsung
	No
	It can be up to UE implementation, as long as UE has valid ephemeris of neighbour cells to be applied for autonomous SMTC adjustment.

	vivo
	Yes
	RAN2 has agreed that common TA parameters and Kmac of the neighbour cell are used to support IDLE/Inactive UEs in NTN to perform SMTC adjustments. Idle/inactive UE should ensure this assistance information is valid, so maintaining validity timer for neighbour cells is necessary.

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	It’s needed to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells for UE-based SMTC adjustments. If the validity timer for the corresponding neighbour cell is not running, the UE shall not perform neighbour cell measurements.

	OPPO
	No
	RAN2 has just agreed that:
It is left to UE implementation on how UEs in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE re-acquire SIB19 for serving cell’s satellite assistance information.
For neighbour cells, we can also leave it to UE implementation on how to re-acquire SIB19.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	At least for SMTC adjustment, it is necessary to have a validity timer for neighbour cell ephemeris. This validity timer can be omitted only when the neighbour cell ephemeris has the same validity duration as the serving cell ephemeris.

	Google
	No
	We think it should be left to UE implementation. If UE does not maintain the validity timer for neighbour cells, UE is free to perform the SMTC adjustment for neighbour cells based on other means.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with samsung..

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	Agree with vivo.

	Turkcell
	No
	We should leave it to UE implementation. Agree with Samsung

	CATT
	maybe
	The UE may not have to maintain validity timer, but for considering the neighbour cells’ ephemeris information is useful for cell reselection due to it has impact on the neighbour cells SMTC. Invalid neighbours cells’ ephemeris information may lead in UE confuse on the timing of the measurement on corresponding cells.
However UE re-acquire SIB19 upon each neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry will cause complexity for UE and NW, we suggest one common validity timer for serving cell and all neighbour cells.

	Qualcomm
	No
	It can be left to UE implementation as it will have one validity duration timer used in connected mode.

	Sequans
	No
	Whenever the NTN-config of neighbour cell is required/used by UE, UE needs to ensure it has valid UL sync info (according to EpochTime/validity duration, which is per cell).
We are fine to not specify further a timer covering neighbour cell – this can be left up to implementation.

	Apple
	No
	It can be up to UE implementation. 

	ZTE
	No
	

	Nokia
	No
	It could be too restrictive for the UE to always keep up-to-date SIB19 for each neighbour when in IDLE.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	Only if it is useful for the UE

	LGE
	Yes
	As same with RRC_CONNECTED mode case, the network should configure validity duration to ensure the validity of all configurations included in SIB19, especially for ephemeris of neighbor cells.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Yes: 6
No: 12
Maybe: 1	

Proposal 3: (12/19) UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode does not maintain validity timer for neighbour cells and it is up to UE implementation on how UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE re-acquires SIB19 for neighbour cells. 

On how to maintain valid timer for neighbour cells (if agreed), following proposals are given in phase-1 summary.
	Proposal 9: (11/18) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells, UE maintains one validity timer for serving cell and separate validity timer for each neighbour cell, according to the corresponding validity duration and epoch time.
Proposal 10: (14/14) T430 is maintained cell specific if validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell.



Question 2-4: Do companies agree to the above Proposal 9 and 10 in phase-1 summary?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	Validity time is not needed to be maintained for neighbour cells in IDLE mode.

	Samsung
	Disagree
	If it is agreed that UE in connected (idle) mode maintains validity timer for neighbour cells, UE can maintain a single timer for the serving cell and all neighbour cells as long as serving and neighbour satellite information is included all in SIB19 and a single validity duration is broadcasted in SIB19.

	vivo
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	
	No strong view. It’s also acceptable that the UE maintains one validity timer for serving cell and neighbour cells.

	OPPO
	Agree
	Only if RAN2 agrees to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	One timer is OK only when the neighbour cell ephemeris has the same validity duration as the serving cell ephemeris.

	Google
	-
	We do not think maintaining the validity timers for neighbour cells is needed. However if RAN2 concludes it is needed, we agree Proposal 9 and 10. 

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Prefer one validity timer for both serving cell and neighbour cells.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Turkcell
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Disagree
	We still prefer one common validity timer for serving cell and all neighbour cells. Proposal 9 makes the mechanism of SIB acquisition very complicated. Or more thorough, introduce a new SIB for neighbour cell.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	For neighbor cell, it can be left to UE.

	Sequans
	
	Better to wait for decision on 2-2, 2-3.

	Apple
	Disagree
	UE is not required to maintain the validity timer for neighbor cell. 

	ZTE
	Disagree
	It can be left to UE implementation on whether to maintain timers for neighbour cells and there is no need to introduce such timers in spec since no UE-NW inter-operation is expected.

	Nokia
	
	If validity timer for the neighbours is agreed, it should be cell-specific and separate from the serving.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	This is already specified in RRC spec, and follows the previous RAN2 agreements.

	LGE
	Disagree
	As commented, the network should maintain only one validity duration timer for SIB19. RAN2 needs to consider a simple method, not an enhancement.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 9
Disagree: 8
Neutral: 2
Given quite spit views, rapporteur suggests to further discuss the valid timer details once RAN2 agrees that UE should maintain valid timer for neighbour cells.
Proposal 4: (9:8:2) RAN2 to further discuss the valid timer’s details once RAN2 agrees that UE should maintain valid timer for neighbour cells.

In phase-1 discussion, there is no majority view on whether neighbour cell’s valid timer expiry should trigger UE to re-acquire SIB19.
Question 2-5: If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, should RAN2 specify that upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2?  
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	Validity time is not needed to be maintained for neighbour cells in IDLE mode.

	Samsung
	Agree with comment
	If it’s agreed that UE in connected (idle) mode maintains validity timer for neighbour cells

	vivo
	Yes
	To ensure the accuracy of idle/inactive neighbour cell measurement for cell reselection, UE should ensure that the neighbour cells’ assistance information for SMTC adjustments is valid.
In addition, similar to other timers in TS 38.331, if UE maintains a timer, the corresponding UE behaviour upon this timer expiry should be defined.

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	Only if RAN2 agrees to maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Google
	-
	Agree only if Proposal 9 and 10 are agreed by RAN2.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	If the ephemeris information of neighbour cell is included in SIB19, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 when the related validity timer expires.

	Turkcell
	Agree
	

	CATT
	disagree
	If separate timer is maintained for neighbour cells, the mechanism of when to reacquire SIB19 should align with the serving cell’s behaviour, i.e. UE should reacquire SIB19 before the validity timer expiry.

	Sequans
	Disagree
	Only if required. Otherwise that would drain the battery for nothing.

	ZTE
	Disagree.
	It can be left to UE implementation on whether to maintain timers for neighbour cells and there is no need to introduce such timers in spec since no UE-NW inter-operation is expected.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	Definitely not in IDLE, for CONNECTED it depends if the UE is configured to measure for that neighbour cell

	Ericsson
	Agree
	Only if it is useful for the UE

	LGE
	Yes with comments.
	Unless UE maintains only one timer, i.e., T430 for SIB19 validity duration. In other words, the neighbor cells’ ephemeris validity should be guaranteed by the validity duration of SIB19.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 11
Disagree: 5

Proposal 5: (11/16) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, RAN2 to specify that upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2.

	Proposal 12: (9/13) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of neighbour cell’s validity timer(s) by UE implementation.



Question 2-6: Do companies agree to the above Proposal 12 in phase-1 summary?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	Validity time is not needed to be maintained for neighbour cells in IDLE mode.

	Samsung
	Agree with comment
	If it’s agreed that UE in connected (idle) mode maintains validity timer for neighbour cells

	vivo
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree but
	This may be covered by the NOTE in 5.2.2.4.21
NOTE:	UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of the duration indicated by ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration and epochTime by UE implementation.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Google
	-
	Agree only if Proposal 9 and 10 are agreed by RAN2.

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Turkcell
	Agree
	

	CATT
	
	If separate timer is maintained for neighbour cells, we agree

	Sequans
	
	The proposal is not clear to us. If it means, UE may reacquire SIB19 depending of its need, we are fine. But "should" is too strong.

	ZTE
	Disagree.
	It can be left to UE implementation on whether to maintain timers for neighbour cells and there is no need to introduce such timers in spec since no UE-NW inter-operation is expected.

	Nokia
	Agree
	If validity timer for neighbours is supported.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	Only if it is useful for the UE

	LGE
	See comments
	UE re-acquires SIB19 before the end of SIB19 validity timer according to current specification, which is no need to any enhancement.



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 12
Disagree: 2
Allowed by the current spec: 2
Proposal 6: (12/15) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of neighbour cell’s validity timer(s) by UE implementation. FFS whether it is already covered by the existing NOTE.

	Proposal 13: (9/12) If ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE uses validity duration configured for the serving cell.



Question 2-7: Do companies agree to the above Proposal 13 in phase-1 summary?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Google
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree but
	If RAN2 eventually agrees that UE only maintains one validity timer, then it may need to be captured in RRC spec that ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is always absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Turkcell
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Sequans
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Disagree
	On what grounds do we claim that serving cell’s validity timer will be applicable? Maybe if the cells are from the same satellite and on the same carrier…but in all other cases this is not justified. 

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	LGE
	See comments
	The serving cell validity duration should ensure the validity of NTN-related configurations of neighbor cells.



[Rapporteur summary]:
16 out of 18 companies agree. TP related to SIB19 and NTN-Config in R2-2207631 can be used as baseline.
Proposal 7: (16/18) If ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE uses validity duration configured for the serving cell. TP related to SIB19 and NTN-Config in R2-2207631 can be used as baseline.

	Proposal 14: (11/15) In SIB 19, if neighbour cell’s epoch time (i.e., SFN and subframe number) is present in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE follows the timing of serving cell for neighbour cell measurement in Idle/Inactive mode, i.e., they refer to the SFN and subframe of the serving cell.



Question 2-8: Do companies agree to the above Proposal 14 in phase-1 summary?  
	Company
	Agree/disagree
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Google
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree but
	If RAN2 eventually agrees that UE only maintains one validity timer, then it may need to be captured in RRC spec that epoch time is always absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Turkcell
	Agree
	

	CATT
	Agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Sequans
	Agree
	

	Apple
	Agree
	

	ZTE
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	If that is for the purpose of neighbour cell measurements then we agree.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	



[Rapporteur summary]:
All companies agree. Change 1 in R2-2207066 can be used as baseline.
Proposal 8: (17/17) In SIB 19, if neighbour cell’s epoch time (i.e., SFN and subframe number) is present in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE follows the timing of serving cell for neighbour cell measurement in Idle/Inactive mode, i.e., they refer to the SFN and subframe of the serving cell. Change 1 in R2-2207066 can be used as baseline.
5.2 TA report
In R2-2207769 [11], an issue regarding TA Report in RRC Connection Reestablishment is raised. It is stated that the field description for ‘ta-Report’ says it indicates TA reporting is enabled during Random Access due to RRC connection reestablishment. However, according to section 5.3.7.5, UE reports TA after receiving the RRCReestablishment message, which means UE reports TA after the Random Access procedure completes. The field description contradicts with the procedure text in 5.3.7.5.
To solve this issue, the following alternatives are given in [11].
· Alt1: Modify the procedure text in 5.3.7.4 and 5.3.7.5, to make UE report TA upon transmitting the RRCReestablishmentRequest message, instead of upon receiving the RRCReestablishment message. 
The corresponding TP is as below.
	[bookmark: _Toc100929622]5.3.7.4	Actions related to transmission of RRCReestablishmentRequest message
The UE shall set the contents of RRCReestablishmentRequest message as follows:
<text omitted>
1> if ta-Report is configured with value enabled and the UE supports TA reporting;
2>	indicate TA report initiation to lower layers;
<text omitted>

	[bookmark: _Toc100929623][bookmark: _Toc60776809]5.3.7.5	Reception of the RRCReestablishment by the UE
The UE shall:
<text omitted>
1>	if ta-Report is configured with value enabled and the UE supports TA reporting;
2>	indicate TA report initiation to lower layers;
<text omitted>



· Alt2: Modify the field description for ‘ta-Report’, to make it more clear in the RRC connection reestablishment case.
The corresponding TP is as below.
	[bookmark: _Toc100930042][bookmark: _Toc60777158][bookmark: _Hlk54206873]6.3.2	Radio resource control information elements
<text omitted>
[bookmark: _Toc100930196]–	NTN-Config
<text omitted>
	ta-Report
When this field is included in SIB19, it indicates TA reporting is enabled during Random Access due to RRC connection establishment , RRC connection reestablishment andor RRC connection resume, and during RRC connection reestablishment. When this field is included in ServingCellConfigCommon within dedicated signalling, it indicates TA reporting is enabled during Random Access due to reconfiguration with sync (see TS 38.321 [3], clause x.x.x).






Question 2-9: Do companies think that the issue raised by R2-2207769 is valid?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	No
	TA report could be in Msg. 3 or Msg. 5, so the report is not necessary during RA procedure. 
Only the “trigger/enable” of TA report is during RA procedure.

	Samsung
	Yes
	TA report can be included in Msg3 (RRCReestablishmentRequest) or Msg5 (RRCReestablishmentComplete), the current spec does not allow TA report in RRCReestablishmentRequest.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	ASUSTeK
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Google
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Alt 1 is preferred, as RAN2 agreed that TA report can be in MSG3 or MG5.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Turkcell
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Alt.1 is preferred

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Maybe yes
	RAN2 agreed that UE should report the TA within Msg3 or Msg5 transmission. According to current specification, UE cannot indicate TA reporting to lower layer during Msg3 transmission. It is valid issue.



[Rapporteur summary]:
17 out of 18 companies agree. Spec change will be discussed in Q2-10.

Question 2-10: If the issue is confirmed, which of the following options is preferred?
· Option1: Modify the procedure text in 5.3.7.4 and 5.3.7.5, to make UE report TA upon transmitting the RRCReestablishmentRequest message, instead of upon receiving the RRCReestablishment message (i.e. alt1 in R2-2207769). 
· Option2: Modify the field description for ‘ta-Report’ (i.e. alt2 in R2-2207769).
· Option3: Others
	Company
	Preferred Option
	Additional comments

	Samsung
	Option 3
	Similar to the implementation of TA report for RRC resume

	vivo
	Option 1
	Since TA report MAC CE may be included in Msg3/MsgA, the RRC should indicate TA report initiation to lower layers before transmission of RRCReestablishmentRequest.

	ASUSTeK
	Option 1 or 3
	The procedural text for RRC establishment, re-establishment and resume could be aligned.

	OPPO
	Option 1 or 3
	

	Lenovo
	Option 1 or 3
	

	Google
	Option 1
	

	Xiaomi
	option 1
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1 or 3 (as Samsung suggests)
	

	Spreadtrum
	Option 1
	

	Turkcell
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 1
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	This was mistake. Option 1 is what correctly adopted in IoT NTN.

	Apple
	Option 1
	

	ZTE
	Option 1 
	

	Nokia
	Option 1
	

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	

	LGE
	Opt-1
	To enable TA reporting during Msg3 transmission, TA reporting indication procedure should be moved to TS 38.331 clause 5.3.7.4.



[Rapporteur summary]:
16 companies prefer option 1 and 5 companies prefer option 3.

Proposal 9: (16/17) Option 1 in R2-2207769 is used as baseline for TA reporting during RRC re-establishment. 

In R2-2207777[12], the following issues regarding TA Report in RRC resume procedure are raised.
	Issues:
1) It does not make much sense to force an inactive UE to report TA during a RNA update procedure or a SDT procedure (one-shot SDT, in particular), as it is very unlikely the UE can utilize the differential k_offset value receivied from the network in these cases.
2) For an inactive UE attempting to resume its RRC connection with the same cell, it is beneficial if the UE can compare the current TA with the TA reported previously (to the same cell) before reporting the TA. In this way the RA resources can be better utilized (e.g., the preambles group B can be less congested).



Based on the above issue, the following changes are suggested in [12].
	Summary of change：
1) Add restrictions in section 5.3.13.2 that refrain the UE from reporting its TA in certain cases (e.g., RNA update, SDT).
2) UE to store the latest Timing Advance value reported by the UE in the UE Inactive AS Context upon receiving the RRCRelease message with suspendConfig IE



The corresponding TP is as below.
	5.3.13.2	Initiation
The UE initiates the procedure when upper layers or AS (when responding to RAN paging, upon triggering RNA updates while the UE is in RRC_INACTIVE, for NR sidelink communication/V2X sidelink communication as specified in clause 5.3.13.1a) requests the resume of a suspended RRC connection or requests the resume for initiating SDT as specified in clause 5.3.13.1b.
The UE shall ensure having valid and up to date essential system information as specified in clause 5.2.2.2 before initiating this procedure.
Upon initiation of the procedure, the UE shall:
<text omitted>
1>	if ta-Report is configured with value enabled and the UE supports TA reporting
2> indicate TA report initiation to lower layers;
2> if the procedure is not initiated upon triggering RNA update:
3> if the procedure is not initiated for SDT:
4> if the variation between the current Timing Advance value and the Timing Advance value stored in the UE Inactive AS Context is equal to or larger than offsetThresholdTA:	Comment by Google (Ming-Hung): This sub-bullet depends on the 2nd changes below. If the 2nd changes below are not agreeable, this sub-bullet shall be removed.
5> indicate TA report initiation to lower layers;
<text omitted>

	[bookmark: _Toc60776816][bookmark: _Toc100929630]5.3.8.3	Reception of the RRCRelease by the UE
The UE shall:
<text omitted>
1>	if the RRCRelease includes suspendConfig:
<text omitted>
2> if the RRCRelease message with suspendConfig was received in response to an RRCResumeRequest or an RRCResumeRequest1:
<text omitted>
2>	else:
[bookmark: _Hlk95515016]3>	store in the UE Inactive AS Context the nextHopChainingCount received in the RRCRelease message, the current KgNB and KRRCint keys, the ROHC state, the stored QoS flow to DRB mapping rules, the application layer measurement configuration, the C-RNTI used in the source PCell, the cellIdentity and the physical cell identity of the source PCell, the spCellConfigCommon within ReconfigurationWithSync of the NR PSCell (if configured), the latest Timing Advance value reported by the UE, and all other parameters configured except for:
-	parameters within ReconfigurationWithSync of the PCell;
-	parameters within ReconfigurationWithSync of the NR PSCell, if configured;
-	parameters within MobilityControlInfoSCG of the E-UTRA PSCell, if configured;
-	servingCellConfigCommonSIB;
-	sl-L2RelayUE-Config, if configured;
-	sl-L2RemoteUE-Config, if configured;
3>	store any previously or subsequently received application layer measurement reports for which no segment, or full message, has been submitted to lower layers for transmission;
<text omitted>



Question 2-11: Do companies think that the issue raised by R2-2207777 is valid?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	This is kind of optimization.

	vivo
	No
	For issue 1), we think it's an optimization, even if the TA is reported, in this case there will be no problem
For issue 2), the condition of TA report seems like an event trigger, the event trigger condition is only used for connected UE based on the previous discussion. Furthermore, there is no need to complicate the behaviour of the inactive UE.

	ASUSTeK
	No
	It’s not needed.

	OPPO
	No
	

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	Please note that in IOT-NTN, we discussed whether to support TA report for PUR and early data transmission case. And the conclusion is yes, because network may decide to let the UE in connected mode then the information would be useful. For NR NTN, we think we should align with IOT NTN.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	Spreadtrum
	No
	

	Turkcell
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	We cannot exclude that in procedure of SDT, UE may transform to CONNECTED.

	Qualcomm
	Yes/No
	It is not clear RNA or SDT will be terminated in Msg4, if yes, TA report may be unnecessary. But ok to go with majority.

	Apple
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Nokia
	No
	It is further optimization on top of previous RAN2 agreement.

	Ericsson
	No
	

	LGE
	No
	We think the issues are optimizations, not essential corrections.



[Rapporteur summary]:
All 17 companies do not agree to the issue raised by R2-2207777.

[bookmark: _Hlk112102914]Proposal 10: (17/17) CR in R2-2207777 is not pursued.

Question 2-12: If the issue is confirmed, do companies agree to the change made in R2-2207777?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



In R2-2208577 [13], an issue regarding triggering TA report during HO is raised. It is stated that according to current specification, when performing HO, RRC will indicate TA report initiation to lower layers after synchronizing to the DL of the target SpCell. However, UE would perform MAC entity reset afterwards, which will erroneously cancel the triggered TA report.
To solve this issue, in [13], it is proposed that RRC will indicate TA report initiation to lower layers after RRCReconfigurationComplete is submitted to lower layers. 
Question 2-13: Do companies think that the issue raised by R2-2208577 is valid?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Google
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Turkcell
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	



Question 2-14: If the issue is confirmed, do companies agree to the change made in R2-2208577?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments

	vivo
	
	We are not quite sure whether the change proposed in 8577 can really resolve this timing order issue. We think it is perhaps sufficient to ensure that RRC indication on TA report initiation to lower layers is executed after the reset MAC. As an alternative solution, perhaps these two behaviours can be captured in the same sub-section (i.e., 5.3.5.5.2) with a right order.

	Xiaomi
	Yes as proponent
	Triggering TA report after RRC complete message is better than triggering TA report after MAC reset. Because if TA report is triggered after MAC reset, UE may initiate the RA immediately and RA may be finished even before UE prepared the RRC complete message. It will cause UE to initate another RA procedure. Thus, it would be safer to trigger TA report when submitting the RRC complete message to lower layer.

	CATT
	Agree with comment
	We suggest to indicate TA report initiation before submit the RRCReconfigurationComplete message to lower layers for transmission.

	Nokia 
	agree
	

	Ericsson
	Agree
	

	LGE
	Agree
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



[Rapporteur summary]:
All 17 companies agree to the issue raised by R2-2208577. CR in R2-2208577 can be used as baseline and can be further checked when merged into the RRC CR.

Proposal 11: (17/17) The issue raised by R2-2208577 is confirmed. CR in R2-2208577 can be used as baseline.
5.3 harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2 configuration
According to TS 38.212, the parameter harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-r17 could be configured to indicate 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 bits, as quoted below,:
	-	HARQ process number – number of bits determined by the following:
-	0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 bits determined by higher layer parameter harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-r17 if configured;
-	otherwise 0, 1, 2, 3 or 4 bits determined by higher layer parameter harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2


However, according to TS 38.331, the configuration of harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-v1700 can only be configured to indicate 5 bits. 
PUSCH-Config ::=                        SEQUENCE {
    […]
    harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-r16       INTEGER (0..4)               OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    […]
    harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-v1700     INTEGER (5)                  OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-1-r17       INTEGER (5)                  OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    […]
To fix the misalignment of harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2 between TS 38.331 and TS 38.212, in [14], the following two options are given:
· Option 1: Change the value range of harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-v1700 to INTEGER (0..5) in TS38.331. 
A possible text proposal is provided below:
PUSCH-Config ::=                        SEQUENCE {
    […]
    harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-r16       INTEGER (0..4)               OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    […]
    harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-v1700     INTEGER (50..5)              OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-1-r17       INTEGER (5)                  OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    […]
· Option 2: Change the description in TS 38.212. 
A possible text proposal is provided below:
	-	HARQ process number – number of bits determined by the following:
-	0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 bits determined by higher layer parameter harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-r17 if configured;
-	otherwise 0, 1, 2, 3 or 4 bits determined by higher layer parameter harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2


Note that the same issue was raised in R2-2204719 [15] and discussed in RAN2#118e meeting, for which the following agreement has been reached:
Agreements via email – from offline 104 – third round:
1. The text proposal from R2-2204719 is agreed as baseline and included in the TS 38.331 Rapporteur’s CR.
The suggested change in R2-2204719 is the same as the above option 1. However, it seems that the above agreement was accidentally not implemented in the latest spec. Rapporteur thinks that we don't need to re-discuss this issue and should follow the RAN2#118e agreement and confirm the CR in R2-2204719. 
Question 2-15: Do companies agree to implement the change in R2-2204719 to the RRC spec?
	Company
	Agree/Disagree
	Additional comments

	MediaTek
	Agree
	It could be included

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	vivo
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Agree
	

	OPPO
	Agree
	

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Google
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Legacy field can already indicate 0/1/2/3/4 bits. Besides, the change seems non-backward compatible.

	Spreadtrum
	Agree
	

	Turckell
	Agree
	

	CATT
	agree
	

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	As Huawei mentioned, the signaling was intentionally defined like this as version (nor as “r17”) such that legacy field can be used for smaller values.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Share similar understanding with HW and HW.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	In our understanding, R17 added a single value (5) to the existing field which already supported the range from 0 to 4. So harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-v1700     INTEGER (5) is an extension of R16 field. And ASN.1 can stay as it is, changes may be pursued in 38.212. 

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	We prefer Option 2 above. 
NOTE the same issue is discussed in the RAN1 discussion. 

	LGE
	Agree
	



[Rapporteur summary]:
Agree: 12
Disagree: 5. Some companies mentioned the NBC change. As this serious concern is raised, rapporteur suggests quick online check.

Proposal 12: (12/17) RAN2 to discuss whether to change the value of harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-v1700 from INTEGER (5) to INTEGER (0,1,2,3,4,5).

6. Phase- 2 Summary and Proposals
This section summarizes the main proposals:

For agreement:
Proposal 1: (15/19) during HO/CHO execution upon applying target cell configuration, UE should:
1) Stop the current T430 (if it is running);
2) Start T430 with the duration ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration from the subframe indicated by epochTime of the target cell.
Proposal 6: (12/15) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, UE should attempt to re-acquire SIB19 before the end of neighbour cell’s validity timer(s) by UE implementation. FFS whether it is already covered by the existing NOTE.
Proposal 7: (16/18) If ntn-UlSyncValidityDuration is absent in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE uses validity duration configured for the serving cell. TP related to SIB19 and NTN-Config in R2-2207631 can be used as baseline.
Proposal 8: (17/17) In SIB 19, if neighbour cell’s epoch time (i.e., SFN and subframe number) is present in ntn-Config provided via NTN-NeighCellConfig, the UE follows the timing of serving cell for neighbour cell measurement in Idle/Inactive mode, i.e., they refer to the SFN and subframe of the serving cell. Change 1 in R2-2207066 can be used as baseline.
Proposal 9: (16/17) Option 1 in R2-2207769 is used as baseline for TA reporting during RRC re-establishment. 
Proposal 10: (17/17) CR in R2-2207777 is not pursued.
Proposal 11: (17/17) The issue raised by R2-2208577 is confirmed. CR in R2-2208577 can be used as baseline.
[bookmark: _GoBack]
For discussion:
Proposal 2: (12/19) UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode does not maintain validity timer for neighbour cells.
Proposal 3: (12/19) UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE mode does not maintain validity timer for neighbour cells and it is up to UE implementation on how UE in RRC_IDLE/RRC_INACTIVE re-acquires SIB19 for neighbour cells. 
Proposal 4: (9:8:2) RAN2 to further discuss the valid timer’s details once RAN2 agrees that UE should maintain valid timer for neighbour cells.
Proposal 5: (11/16) If validity timer is maintained for neighbour cells and separate from serving cell, RAN2 to specify that upon any neighbour cell’s validity timer expiry, UE shall re-acquire SIB19 as defined in clause 5.2.2.3.2.
Proposal 12: (12/17) RAN2 to discuss whether to change the value of harq-ProcessNumberSizeDCI-0-2-v1700 from INTEGER (5) to INTEGER (0,1,2,3,4,5).
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