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1. Introduction
The following agreements were made in RAN2#115-e [1].

	RAN2#115-e Agreements:
•	Start of ra-ResponseWindow is delayed by an offset. Postpone discussion on the offset value until further agreements regarding RACH are made in RAN1.
•	If the start of the RA Response window is accurately compensated by UE-eNB RTT and no extension of repetition is required, there is no need to extend the ra-ResponseWindowSize for IoT NTN.
•	Start of mac-ContentionResolutionTimer is delayed by an offset, (assumed equal to UE-eNB RTT). This can be revisited if RAN1 decides something that requires to change this. 
•	If the start of mac-ContentionResolutionTimer is accurately compensated by UE-eNB RTT and no extension of repetition is required, there is no need to extend the mac-ContentionResolutionTimer for IoT NTN.
•	From RAN2 perspective, for UE with UE-specific pre-compensation as a baseline it is up to eNB implementation to ensure sufficient time on UE side for the Msg3 transmission for IoT NTN.
•	RAN2 assumes that TA information (FFS what) reporting by the UE on network enabling will be needed in IoT NTN. Expect RAN1 need to progress on this, and can maybe reuse NR NTN progress. FFS in which message this is provided.
•	UE-eNB RTT is taken into account when calculating the (UL) HARQ RTT timer. 
•	RAN2 assumes that sr-ProhibitTimer need to be extended. Postpone treatment of sr-ProhibitTimer values until the NR NTN details have been decided.
•	From RAN2’s perspective, delayed start of pur-ResponseWindowTimer with UE-eNB RTT can be supported. This can be revised if RAN1 finds issues to support PUR that are not small.
•	pur-ResponseWindowSize is not extended for IoT NTN.
•	SPS is supported without modification for IoT NTN.
•	RAN2 confirm the SI agreement that the value range of the RLC t-Reordering timer will be extended to support IoT NTN.
•	Do not extend the PDCP discardTimer for NB-IoT over NTN. 
•	FFS whether to extend the PDCP discardTimer for eMTC over NTN. 
•	Do not extend PDCP t-Reordering for IoT NTN.



The following agreements were made in RAN2#116-e [2]:

	
· The estimate of UE-eNB RTT is equal to the sum of UE’s TA and K_mac, where the UE’s TA is given by , and K_mac value is broadcasted by network.
· RAN2 confirm that the start of mac-ContentionResolutionTimer is delayed by UE-eNB RTT in IoT NTN.
· Any enhancements on (N)PRACH resource selection in IoT NTN will not be pursued in Rel-17.
· An offset equal to UE-eNB RTT is added to the formula used for calculating the (UL) HARQ RTT timer in IoT NTN.
· Support UE-specific TA reporting using MAC CE in Msg3/Msg5 for IoT NTN.
· For IoT NTN, UE specific TA reporting during RACH procedure (MSG3/MSG5) in RRC IDLE is enabled/disabled by SI, similar with NR NTN.
· Support TA reporting in RRC connected mode in IoT NTN.
· UE-specific TA report uses MAC CE.
· Support event-triggered for TA reporting in connected mode. Wait for NR NTN agreements for other triggers.
· On how to extend RLC t-Reordering in IoT NTN, wait for NR NTN agreements and see if they can be reused.
· Don’t change the L2 buffer requirement for IoT NTN (assume the network may need to limit the bit rate in order to not exceed L2 buffer).
· The PDCP discardTimer should be extended to support eMTC over NTN.
· If PDCP discardTimer is agreed to be extended to support eMTC over NTN, how to extend the timer value can wait for the conclusion for RLC t-reordering timer.

· The ra window start offset is defined as sum (current offset, UE-eNB RTT) and current offset is defined in TS36.321 (FFS if applicable to NB-IoT 41ms offset)




In addition, a reply LS from SA3 was received in [3] indicating the following:
	[bookmark: _Hlk69931230]SA3 discussed the assumption of RAN2, and could not agree on specific security issues caused by the UE sending location information to the gNB.
However, SA3 believes that allowing the UE to send unprotected location information will expose the UE to more risks than not sending it. If a permanent/temporary ID (e.g. SUPI/IMSI, 5G GUTI) is sent together with the location information unprotected at initial access, SA3 is of the view that there could be a privacy issue.
SA3 would also like to remind that the UE location information the network is relying on for AMF selection may not be reliable due to a lack of integrity protection.
Therefore SA3 recommends that RAN2 defines a solution that avoids sending unprotected UE location information to the gNB.



2. Discussion
2.1 UE specific TA reporting

With regard to location reporting in RRC Connected, NB-IoT has some specific considerations because AS security is not active in RRC Connected. Due to this we think that, regardless of the outcome of the NR discussion, NB-IoT cannot support reporting of detailed location information in RRC Connected. It has been recommended in the LS from SA3 that a solution which avoids sending unprotected UE location information to the gNB should be defined.

Proposal 1: At least for NB-IoT, detailed location information cannot be reported in RRC_CONNECTED and only the UE specific TA report using MAC CE is supported.

For eMTC these issues don’t exist since location information may be sent after AS security activation and hence we may be able to follow NR agreements if it is decided to report location information in RRC Connected for the purpose of TA reporting. However, consideration should be given as to whether it is better to have a common design between NB-IoT and eMTC, or whether to have a common design between NR and eMTC.

Observation 1: For eMTC it may be possible to follow NR agreements, and we should discuss whether it is better to have a common design between NR and eMTC or between NB-IoT and eMTC. 

Proposal 2: FFS for eMTC whether to report detailed location information for the purpose of TA reporting in RRC_CONNECTED or whether to support only the UE specific TA report using MAC CE as per NB-IoT.



3. Conclusion

In this contribution we have considered location reporting in RRC_CONNECTED and make the following proposals:

Proposal 1: At least for NB-IoT, detailed location information cannot be reported in RRC_CONNECTED and only the UE specific TA report using MAC CE is supported.

Observation 1: For eMTC it may be possible to follow NR agreements, and we should discuss whether it is better to have a common design between NR and eMTC or between NB-IoT and eMTC. 

Proposal 2: FFS for eMTC whether to report detailed location information for the purpose of TA reporting in RRC_CONNECTED or whether to support only the UE specific TA report using MAC CE as per NB-IoT.
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