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Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.
	CB: # 2003_NTN_Cell_Rel
- What is reference use case? Is it based on Xn presence or is it based on OAM?

- If based on OAM the topic is out of RAN3 scope

- If based on Xn, is there anything needed on top of current Xn functionality?

- Capture agreements if any

(ZTE - moderator)

Summary of offline disc R3-215882


For the Chairman’s Notes

Common understanding: 

Xn has been supported in Rel-17 without any enhancement.
Agreement：

So far, no impacts on Xn from CHO have been identified in Rel-17. On the basis of that, it is suggested to stop the discussion on NTN impacts of cell relation on Xn for Rel-17. 

Discussion

Issue 1: Clarification on the status of Xn in Rel-17
According to [1], the status of Xn should be clarified in RAN3, e.g. do not support Xn in this release, or discuss the RAN2 decision impact, e.g. on CHO mobility, or do not discuss at at Xn etc...

Question: What is your opinion on the status of Xn in Rel-17?

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	According to the agreements in the previous meetings, Xn may exist between 2 gNBs handling NTN, Serving/neighbor NTN cell information, if any, may be exchanged between gNBs via Xn, the Xn has been supported in Rel-17 without any enhancement. 

	Ericsson
	No particular showstopper seems to be present here to use Xn in Rel-17 for NTN. In conclusion, we don’t think we should capture any restrictions on using Xn; current agreements are OK.

	CATT
	We could assume the Xn is supported without any enhancement.

In case of earth fixed cell deployment, the serving cell and neighbor cell relations are stable, legacy Xn procedures could be reused without any enhancement to exchange the cell information.

For Handover case, we could assume the legacy handover procedures could be reused.

	Qualcomm
	We don’t see a need to restrict support of Xn. An NTN specific implementation will need to make a number of choices about which features to support, but this seems like usual business.

	Nokia
	This was already concluded in previous meeting. Up to the deployment/implementation, Xn can be used. There is no need to restrict the Xn.

	China Telecom
	Agree with the above. Xn is supported and legacy handover procedures can be reused.

	Samsung
	Agree with the above.

	CMCC
	This issue has been discussed for a long time. In our view, Xn is supported without any enhancement. 

	Thales
	Agree that Xn is supported without any enhancement

	Huawei
	If the group tends to agree “Xn is supported without any enhancement’, we are fine about this..

	NEC
	We assume Xn can be supported, with no necessary enhancement.


Summary：

All companies agree that Xn has been supported in Rel-17 and no enhancement over Xn is needed.
Common understanding: 

Xn has been supported in Rel-17 without any enhancement.
Issue 1bis: Potential RAN3 impact on Xn based on the RAN2’s progress
According to [1], RAN2 has spent time on the optimized Xn handover operation, i.e. time based CHO.

Question: Whether RAN3 should also discuss the impact of CHO on Xn?

	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	No, there is no LS or information from RAN2 to indicate the discussion of CHO issue over Xn in RAN3.

	Ericsson
	CHO as agreed by RAN2 relies on Xn being set up between source and target, and current NTN agreements in RAN3 do not preclude this. It is true that due to the peculiar nature of NTN transparent architecture, setting up Xn between two NTN gNBs does not automatically make them “neighbors” in a TN sense, however once Xn is set up (and it could be set up even “statically”, by OAM), CHO is possible. No problem here.

	CATT
	No, pending to RAN2.

CHO is under discussion of RAN2, and there’s no RAN3 impact is identified.

RAN3 could work on that if any RAN3 impact is identified by RAN2.

	Qualcomm
	At this point, we see nothing specific for RAN3 to work on.

	Nokia
	Agree with QC. 

	China Telecom
	No.

	Samsung
	At this release, we think no particular RAN3 work on the CHO.

	CMCC
	No, same view with ZTE and CATT.

	Thales
	No need at this point in this release

	Huawei
	RAN2 already has some agreements regarding time-based CHO, this may impact RAN3 in the end… and if Xn is there, we afraid we have to do corresponding enhancements later.

	NEC
	Pending on RAN2.


Summary：

10 of 11 companies comment that no particular RAN3 work on CHO is needed, any further work is pending to RAN2.
1 of 11 companies comment that RAN3 needs to do some enhancements on Xn for CHO.
Potential proposal：

So far, no impacts on Xn from CHO have been identified in Rel-17. On the basis of that, it is suggested to stop the discussion on NTN impacts of cell relation on Xn for Rel-17. 

Issue 2: Any enhancement over Xn on cell relation in Rel-17?
In [2], as the potential issue, i.e. periodic configuration update on Xn could be solved by the OAM and Rel-17 is the first release for NTN, there is no need to introduce the enhancement on cell relation over Xn in this release. 

Question: Whether the enhancement on cell relation over Xn is needed in Rel-17?
	Company
	Comment

	ZTE
	No, as there is no explicit use case on cell relation with impact over Xn so far, it is no need to introduce any enhancement over Xn on cell relation in this release.

	Ericsson
	No. It was already clarified that LEO orbits are predictable and periodic, hence there is no need for signaling enhancements. Once the network knows the periodicity(ies) involved, that is sufficient information to make the relevant mechanisms work, if an implementation so desires. So, not even a periodic “configuration update” via OAM is needed.

	CATT
	No, the cell relations are predictable, OAM based solution should be sufficient.

	Qualcomm
	No – this has been discussed a number of times, and the upshot is that we rely on configuration for LEO cases.

	Nokia
	This can be discussed in Rel-18.

	China Telecom
	No enhancement is required in Rel-17.

	Samsung
	Can be discussed in Rel-18.

	CMCC
	No enhancement in Rel-17.

	Thales
	No enhancement in Rel-17.

	Huawei
	Fine to not enhance Xn in this release

	NEC
	No, the satellites are predictable based on ephemeris.


Summary：

All companies agree that no enhancement is needed over Xn on cell relation in Rel-17, which can be captured in the potential proposal given above.
Conclusion, Recommendations [if needed]

If needed
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