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1 Introduction

CB: # 8_5GarchSatAccess

- If approach b) is preferable, then UE location info is needed in the gNB? (related to other LS?)

- need reply?

(E/// - moderator)

[NWM] Summary of offline disc R3-212605
2 For the Chairman’s Notes

Propose the following:

given the feedback the moderator proposes to give it a try with the following re-worded text

RAN3 would like to thank RAN2 for the reply LS on assumptions on architecture aspects for satellite access in 5G. We acknowledge RAN2 preference for approach b) [i.e. The cell ID used on Uu SIB content (and probably on Xn) are decoupled from cell ID used on NG(N2).].

RAN3 would like to point out that given RAN2’s preference, location information of the UE is necessary in the gNB to:

-
select the correct AMF at initial access (or correct the selection by means of inter-AMF handover)

-
to map the UE location information to a cell ID representing a fixed geographical area, provided in the ULI to the 5GC.

Once location information of the UE is available to the gNB with sufficient accuracy approach b) is fully supported.

There is also an alternative proposal by Huawei, which is captured in the Annex below
3 Discussion [if needed]

3.1 Necessity of the LS

Please provide your view on the necessity of the LS.

	Company
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Given the nature of this decision, which was a major step in RAN2 discussions, (and given the experienced unawareness of NSSF details in various WGs experienced in the past) it seems straight forward to confirm the necessity of the LS.

	Thales
	We agree on the need to reply to RAN2 on this topic to highlight what we expect in terms of function/behavior that needs to be defined by RAN2.

	Nokia
	Is the reply LS really needed? The RAN2 LS ask RAN3 to consider the RAN2 feedback on previous RAN3 question. The RAN3 BL CR already captured the mapped cell ID. UE location aspect is handled in a separate/dedicated LS (and it is also mentioned in the draft LS). We do not see a need for the LS. 

	Qualcomm
	It seems that RAN2 somewhat split the LS discussions, so we either add any relevant points on the LS on UE Location or indeed reply to this. No objection to reply specifically to this LS.

	CATT
	Share the view with Nok.

RAN2 provided their views on CGI mapping as the reply of  the previous RAN3 LS.

We assume no need to reply this LS to RAN2, we just need to further discuss how to do the CGI mapping to fulfill the requirement of SA2. How to map the CGI is linked to the location aspects which is discussion in CB: # 4.

	ZTE
	Share the view with Nokia and CATT, the UE location info related issue and LS could be discussed in CB4. And we may not need to reply this LS from RAN2.

	Huawei
	We need more clarification from RAN2 …. 


3.2 Comments on the LS, if any

This is to collect comments, if any and if necessity is confirmed, on the LS as such.

	Company
	Comment

	Thales
	About the proposed TP for the LS:

· With RAN2 confirmation that approach b) is preferable, it is then confirmed that the UE location information is needed in the gNB, as discussed in a dedicated LS in more detail (WHICH LS ? in R3-211418).

· RAN3 has discussed the use of user location information with respect to NNSF (please see the dedicated LS) (WHICH LS ? R3-212115).

· Once such information is available in the gNB, the cell ID mapping necessary for approach b) is possible and approach b) is then fully supported.

We should also take the opportunity to ask RAN2 about the following

· whether to apply V2X-like Zone definition is appropriated for the mapping of cell IDs used on Uu and fixed Earth CGI. (See CB#78)

· whether the gNB is able to detyect when the UE moves across the country border, in case the serving NTN cell serves part (or all) of more than 1 country (see CB#81)



	Qualcomm
	If we reply, it is preferable not to add any extra points to avoid continuing the parallel traffic. This reply should clearly point to the other LS for further traffic,

For that reason, we would prefer to take out the second line (regarding NNSF) so we have a sharper closure. Then in the other LS we can have any considerations regarding what is available e.g. prior to AS security being set up, or any other such details.

	Huawei
	A draft LS updated is in the dedicated folder
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5 Annex: alternative LS text (Huawei)
1. Overall Description:

RAN3 would like to thank RAN2 for the reply LS on assumptions on architecture aspects for satellite access in 5G. We acknowledge RAN2 preference for approach b) [The cell ID used on Uu SIB content are decoupled from cell ID used on NG(N2).] and we would like to point out the following:

· With RAN2 confirmation that approach b) is preferable, it is then confirmed that the UE location information e.g. UE GNSS or UE V2X Zone ID like, is needed in the gNB, as mentioned by RAN2, RAN3 expect a dedicated LS in more detail.

· RAN3 has discussed the use of user location information with respect to AMF Selection (please see the dedicated LS and remind that user location information is needed early and regularly).

· Once such information is available in the gNB, the cell ID mapping necessary for approach b) is possible and approach b) is then fully supported.
2. Actions:

To RAN2, SA2 group.

ACTION: 
RAN3 asks RAN2 and SA2 group to take the above into account and provide further details when available.
