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During RAN2#122 meeting, RAN2 sent an LS to RAN3, SA4 and SA5 asking several questions related to area scope handling [1], which aimed at facilitating RAN2 decision on whether the area scope checking should be performed at AS or at application layer. RAN2 has now received the replies from all WGs in [2], [3] and [4]. In this paper we analyse these replies and propose a way forward for area scope handling for MBS QoE. 
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The most important parts of each of the LSes in reply to RAN2 questions are extracted in the table below:
	WG / LS number
	Main conclusions

	RAN3 / R3-234746 [2]
	“RAN3 has no common understanding on whether inconsistencies can occur e.g. non-overlapping area scopes, if area scope checking is handled at two different entities at the same time. However, RAN3 thinks that the area scope check in RRC_CONNECTED should be continued to be performed in the RAN based on the Area Scope of QMC IE in TS 38.413.”

	SA4 / S4-231490 [3] 
	“SA4 does not foresee any issues in case Area Scope of QMC is provided over NGAP signalling for other RAN related usage while the area scope filtering is handled by the UE using LocationFilter„
“[…] from SA4 perspectives, the consecutive filtering in both the UE and the NG-RAN sides should be avoid.”
“The UE application layer can obtain the PLMN/TA/Cell information via the existing AT command, i.e. +C5GREG. From SA4 perspective, there is no issue with extending LocationFilter to include the PLMN/TA information, but it has to be confirmed by SA5”

	SA5 / S5-235782 [4]
	“SA5 does not foresee any issues in case of Area Scope of QMC is provided over NGAP signalling while the area scope filtering is handled by the UE Using LocationFilter”
“From SA5 point of view, SA5 does not see the problems for the duplicated area scope filtering.”
“From the perspective of SA5, QMC supports the Area Scope configuration of the PLMN and TA. Therefore, SA5 considers that the LocationFilter configuration of the PLMN and TA is also feasible. However, whether the UE application layer can obtain the PLMN and TA information depends on the technical feasibility of SA4.”



Based on the above extracts from the LSes, we can make the following observations:
Observation 1: For duplicated area scope checking issue:
· RAN3 has no consensus on inconsistencies, but indicates that in RRC CONNECTED, the network should perform area scope checking, as in Rel-17
· SA4 thinks duplicated checking should be avoided 
· SA5 sees no issues with duplicated checking
Observation 2: On adding PLMN/TA to LocationFilter: both SA4 and SA5 confirm it is feasible.
Considering this feedback, if we were to follow RAN3 and SA4 requests (i.e. to have the checking in RRC Connected done by the network and avoid duplicated checking) while applying area scope checking at the application layer, we would need to inform application layer about the current RRC state of the UE. Then the application layer would perform the check while the UE is in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state, but would have to refrain from doing so in RRC_CONNECTED state. Such behaviour would require potentially frequent interactions between the application and AS layer and would be unnecessarily complex. Even though we find AS layer area scope checking more complex and it is unclear what issue duplicated checking would cause and SA4 did not clarify this, we believe that at this stage, we should follow the preferences expressed by other groups. Therefore, we suggest RAN2 to agree that QoE area scope checking is performed by the UE AS layer when the UE is in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state, while in RRC_CONNECTED, it remains under the responsibility of the network.
Proposal 1: For QoE configurations applicable to RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state, area scope checking is performed by the UE AS layer when the UE is in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state.
Proposal 2: For QoE configurations applicable to RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state, the UE does NOT perform QoE area scope checking when the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED state, i.e. it remains under the responsibility of the network, as in Rel-17.
Conclusion
Based on the discussion in this paper, the following observations and proposals are made:
Observation 1: For duplicated area scope checking issue:
· RAN3 has no consensus on inconsistencies, but indicates that in RRC_CONNECTED, the network should perform area scope checking, as in Rel-17
· SA4 thinks duplicated checking should be avoided 
· SA5 sees no issues with duplicated checking
Observation 2: On adding PLMN/TA to LocationFilter: both SA4 and SA5 confirm it is feasible.
Proposal 1: For QoE configurations applicable to RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state, area scope checking is performed by the UE AS layer when the UE is in RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state.
Proposal 2: For QoE configurations applicable to RRC_IDLE/INACTIVE state, the UE does NOT perform QoE area scope checking when the UE is in RRC_CONNECTED state, i.e. it remains under the responsibility of the network, as in Rel-17.
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