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1	Overall description
RAN2 discussed how an IoT NTN UE capable of store-and-forward operation uses the MME-configured satellite ID list in the access stratum. RAN2 made the assumption that the UE configured with a satellite ID list by MME is not prevented to camp on a satellite operating in normal IoT NTN mode (i.e. with feeder-link connection), and perform subsequent access and data/signalling communication with that satellite.	Comment by Huawei-Xubin: We would like to avoid confusion that this LS is somehow related to another LS on eNB-only-on-board architecture in R2-2409524. Before that architecture is confirmed to be supported which is not in the RAN WID now, we would like to make it clear that here it refers to the S&F architecture by the following:

(i.e. with feeder-link connection based on the S&f architecture)
	Comment by CATT (Xiao)_v09: [Xiao_v09] I don't think this generic description can cause confusion, as anyway when SA2 discusses this LS, there should have already been the RAN plenary conclusion on the RAN3 architecture issue. By contrast, the proposed addition may be misleading that RAN2 only focuses on the S&F architecture (but may not finally be the case after RAN conclusion). 
RAN2 would like to request SA2 to provide feedback on whether the following RAN2 understanding can be confirmed. : 
· RAN2 understanding: The UE configured with a satellite ID list by MME is not prevented to camp on, attempt to access to and communicate with a satellite which is not included in the MME-configured satellite list.
Also, RAN2 would like to respectfully ask the question below to SA2:
Question: If a satellite is included in the satellite list signalled by the MME to a UE, does it mean one of the below options, or possibly other option(s):	Comment by Nokia: The question can be simplified assuming the common part is “UE has context”.. Please check alternative.	Comment by CATT (Xiao)_v08: [Xiao_v08] I basically agree als with about this UE context aspect. However, we didn't really reach a formal RAN2 agreement on this yet. As we are asking the question to SA2 anyway, let's just ask SA2 to answer and confirm this, as per the agreed LS content.  
1. [bookmark: _Hlk183607613]the satellite has the UE context but does not necessarily support store-and-forward operation, ; or
2. the satellite has the UE context and must support store-and-forward mode (but may be operating in normal IoT NTN mode or in store-and-forward mode when the satellite serves the area where the UE is located)?	Comment by Nokia: In our view the sentence in bracket is not essential.  Because the satellite operation in normal or SF depends on feeder link connectivity at different time and its transient state.	Comment by CATT (Xiao)_v08: [Xiao_v08] I think this makes sense from UE perspective, as what we care about here is how a UE uses the satellite ID list. I intend to keep it, unless there is still big concern.
 	Comment by Bharat-QC-2: Probably LS could be simplified by asking two questions together. List the understanding 1 as RAN2 agreement. And say RAN2 would like to get SA2 feedback on the following questions.
Is this correct understanding that UE configured with a satellite ID list by MME is not prevented to camp on, attempt to access to and communicate with a satellite which is not included in the MME-configured satellite list.
if a satellite is included in the satellite list sent by the MME to a UE, whether it means the satellite must support store and forward solution and have stored UE’s context information.	Comment by CATT (Xiao)_v08: [Xiao_v08] Adopted Qualcomm's suggestion: turn the first one into a RAN2 "assumption", and ask for confirmation only to the 2nd RAN2 "understanding". 
Other options are not precluded for the Question above (pending SA2 decision).  	Comment by Ericsson - Ignacio: We prefer not to have the note. We could just reformulate in the following way, which implies that SA2 does not necessarily need to decide between only those two options.

“if a satellite is included in the satellite list sent by the MME to a UE, RAN2 would like to respectfully ask SA2 to clarify whether it means one of these options:”	Comment by CATT (Xiao)_v05: [Xiao_v05] But to me the proposed way sounds like just selecting one between the listed options… So what about simply saying “Other options are not precluded” (since anyway it is the intention to let SA2 decide by themselves)?	Comment by Huawei-Xubin: This sentence does sound a bit confusing. Maybe we can remove it and add the following option:

 Others, if any

Or something like that.

In the agreement we made, we used “e.g.,”:

In the LS to SA2 add a question on what it means if a satellite is listed, e.g. 
the satellite has the UE context but not necessarily supports S&F, or 
the satellite has the UE context and the Satellite definitely supports S&F mode (but may be currently operating in normal mode) 
	Comment by CATT (Xiao)_v09: [Xiao_v09] Let me try this one: "... or possibly other option(s):". IF still not satisfying everybody's taste, I will fall back to the original wording as in the agreement. 
2	Actions
To SA2
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully asks SA2 to provide feedback on whether above RAN2 understanding can be confirmed and provide an answer to the Question above.	Comment by Nokia: We still prefer provide both understanding and ask SA2 to review.  OR keep only one understanding and ask for confirmation	Comment by Bharat-QC-2: Probably keep only one understanding. The first understanding should be listed as RAN2 assumption and say RAN2 would like to check whether following understanding is correct.	Comment by CATT (Xiao)_v08: [Xiao_v08] Adopted Qualcomm's suggestion: turn the first one into a RAN2 "assumption", and ask for confirmation only to the 2nd RAN2 "understanding". 
3	Dates of next TSG RAN WG2 meetings
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #129	2025-02-17 - 2025-02-21	Athens, GR
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #129bis	2025-04-07 - 2025-04-11 	TBD, CN
