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Abstract: Based on the latest feedback from RAN WGs, this document discusses the related solutions as per the inputs and proposes the way forward. 
1. Introduction
FS_5MBS_Ph2 is an end-to-end study and it requires close coordination with RAN WGs. The study in SA2 reached the end and in August meeting (SA2#152E), an LS (S2-2207470) was sent to RAN WGs to seek the coordination/answers/any inputs. 
Although not all questions listed by SA2 got the response, SA2 can already derive sufficient conclusions as per the feedback from RAN WGs. 
This document analyses the candidate solutions in TR 23.700-47, and provides the way forward proposal regarding KI#2.
2.	LS Replies from RAN WGs
RAN3 provided the response in their R3-225987, 
	RAN3 answer to Q7: SA2 would like to know if RAN considers any aspects of the proposed solutions for KI#2 as not feasible or desirable from RAN perspective?
· A solution based on information received from 5GC is desired to enable gNB to be aware of the same MBS service in case of MOCN.
· Solutions #2, #7, #24 and #29 can work, while solutions #2, #7 with majority support in RAN3.
· Besides, RAN3 also achieved the following agreements:
· The solution should not have impact on Rel-17 UE and Rel-17 gNB
· The identity providing a reference to the same MBS service should not depend on the momentarily participating operators considering of the possibility for sharing operators leaving or entering the common ongoing session from time to time, that’s to say the solution should be robust to cover the cases that the shared PLMNs start and stop the MBS session at the same time and start and stop the MBS session at the different time
· It could not be assumed that MB-SMF/AF/MBSF is aware which NG-RAN node or which cell within a NG-RAN node is shared since currently NG-RAN node only inform AMF of the supported PLMN and no coordination with MB-SMF/AF/MBSF
· Solution 24 brings configuration efforts which may have flexibility and scalability issue in case MBS services are dynamically added or removed



3.	Discussion
Given that it was the second meeting held in RAN3 of discussing MBS, it is not realistic to resolve all issues and provide sufficient response in one meeting. But SA2 can sufficiently evaluate the solutions based on the feedback from RAN3. 
In general the feedback from RAN3 can be interpreted as follows:
"A solution based on information received from 5GC is desired to enable gNB to be aware of the same MBS service in case of MOCN.
[Observation 1]: The desired solution is supposed to let RAN nodes get the information from 5GC from RAN3 perspective. Solution #24 assumes the relationship is pre-configured at NG-RAN nodes thus is not along the same line. 

"Solutions #2, #7, #24 and #29 can work, while solutions #2, #7 with majority support in RAN3." 
[Observation 2]: Among the solutions in TR 23.700-47 for KI#2, #2, #7, #24 and #29 are It seems that solution #2 and #7 are more preferable in RAN3.

"The solution should not have impact on Rel-17 UE and Rel-17 gNB"
[Observation 3]: RAN3 further clarify that Rel-17 gNB impact shall be considered as well. There are different views on whether Rel-17 will be affected and whether the proprietary behavior can be ruled out. As mentioned in clause 7.2, for Solution #29:
· "A dedicated pre Rel-18 NG-RAN nodes could not support the TMGI if it checks the MCC/MNC. There are different views on whether Rel-17 will be affected and whether the proprietary behavior can be ruled out."
· "Depending on implementation, a shared pre Rel-18 NG-RAN node may only accept the first broadcast MBS session, while reject the later ones with the same TMGI." 
Although the group does not have the unified view on ruling out the proprietary behaviour, it is truly written in the evaluation that pre Rel-18 NG-RAN nodes could not support the TMGI if it checks the MCC/MNC. Multiple companies consider this would result in failed N2 message delivery. 

"It could not be assumed that MB-SMF/AF/MBSF is aware which NG-RAN node or which cell within a NG-RAN node is shared since currently NG-RAN node only inform AMF of the supported PLMN and no coordination with MB-SMF/AF/MBSF."
[Observation 4]: Solution #8 assumes that "MB-SMF to check whether all the MBS service area's NG-RANs are shared by the PLMNs that the AF wants to provide MBS service" (as mentioned in NOTE 1 of clause 6.8.3.1), which seems to be not aligned with RAN3's assumption. 

"The identity providing a reference to the same MBS service should not depend on the momentarily participating operators considering of the possibility for sharing operators leaving or entering the common ongoing session from time to time, that’s to say the solution should be robust to cover the cases that the shared PLMNs start and stop the MBS session at the same time and start and stop the MBS session at the different time."
[Observation 5]: Session creation/removing of a certain PLMN shall not impact the identity (MBS service reference). This relate to the solutions relying the TMGI values allocated by one certain PLMN. Although TMGI allocation/de-allocation and session creation/deletion can be separated from each other, MOCN TMGI (or same TMGI) must be kept not deallocated when the MBS session towards this PLMN is stopped, if it is still in use by other PLMNs, which seems to be an extra requirement/logic at AF side. 

"Solution 24 brings configuration efforts which may have flexibility and scalability issue in case MBS services are dynamically added or removed."
[Observation 6]: Solution #24 is with flexibility and scalability issues, thus is not desired by RAN WGs.
4.	Proposal
Based on the above-mentioned analysis, it is proposed to:
[Proposal]: adopt Solution #2 and Solution #7 SSM option as the conclusion of KI#2. 
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