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1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Introduction 
In RAN2#125bis meeting, we have agreements on support of regenerative payload as following:
Wait for RAN3 inputs to update section 16.14.4 and 16.14.6 related to switchover and NG interface
Come back in future meetings to check if we can consider the text proposal for TS 38.300 in R2-2403606 as a possible baseline for RAN2 discussion to support the gNB on-board regenerative payload architecture
Observation 2.	The satellite switch with resync feature may be supported in regenerative payload architecture.
· We can continue the discussion on this in the next meeting

In this contribution, we discuss the issues of satellite switch with re-sync in regenerative payload.
2. Discussion
In Rel-18 NTN, during satellite switch in the quasi-earth fixed scenario with the same SSB frequency and the same gNB, the satellite switch with re-sync procedure is supported. The satellite switch with re-sync can avoid L3 mobility for the UEs in the cell and the UEs can start synchronizing with the target satellite before the source satellite stops serving the cell for soft satellite switch over. As a network implementation, the cells will maintain the same PCI on the geographical area covered by the quasi-earth fixed beam.  
In the regenerative payload architecture, the gNBs will change during the satellite switch over, therefore, it is difficult to support the satellite switch with re-sync in regenerative payload without any change.
Observation 1: It’s difficult to support satellite switch with re-sync in regenerative payload architecture without any changes compared to Rel-18 NTN.  
The issues are listed as following:
For hard switch, it may be up to network implementation that the same SSB frequency and same PCI should be deployed between the satellites on board in order to support the satellite switch with re-sync. The feasibility of such deployment should be explored. Furthermore, the UE context information transfer between the gNBs on board of the satellites should be considered as well. 
For soft switch, besides the issues list above, the issue on the mismatched configuration of service time and start service time between two gNBs needs to be addressed, as already discussed in RAN2#125bis meeting.
Furthermore, RAN3’s discussion on the switch over for regenerative payload may also have impact on the satellite switch with re-sync.
Proposal 1: RAN2 should wait for RAN3’s progress on regenerative payload architecture in order to decide whether to enhance the satellite switch with re-sync for regenerative payload. 
  
3. Conclusion
We have the observation as following:
Observation 1: It’s difficult to support satellite switch with re-sync in regenerative payload architecture without any changes compared to Rel-18 NTN.  
We propose RAN2 to discuss following proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN2 should wait for RAN3’s progress on regenerative payload architecture in order to decide whether to enhance the satellite switch with re-sync for regenerative payload. 



  

