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Introduction
The additional topological enhancements for NR were agreed in RAN#102 meeting [1]. In the LS from SA2[2], the following questions are raised by SA2:
· Question 1: SA2 currently considers that the MWAB (MWAB-UE) authorization could be based on dedicated slice ID(s) (S-NSSAI(s)). Therefore, from SA2 perspective no MWAB-specific AS layer indication at MWAB-UE's RRC establishment is required. SA2 would like to also point out that if there was a strict need for indication at AS layer, the existing mechanism of including S-NSSAI in RRC connection establishment could be considered. SA2 would like to invite RAN3 to provide the feedback if any scenario considered by RAN3 needs such a MWAB-specific AS layer indication. Note that SA2 considers the MWAB-gNB and MWAB-UE may register and connect to different PLMNs, and the authorization of the MWAB-UE is different from the MWAB-gNB service authorization/configuration/activation by OAM/SeGW. 
· Question 2: For the MWAB (MWAB-UE) authorization result, SA2 could not identify any reason to inform/update that to the NG-RAN serving the MWAB-UE. Therefore, SA2 would like to understand from RAN3's perspective whether the MWAB authorization result needs to be provided to the NG-RAN serving the MWAB-UE.
· Question 3: To support mobility of the MWAB, some solutions assume that the MWAB-gNB can instantiate two cells (with same gNB ID or different gNB ID), and handover connected UEs between the two cells. The different gNB IDs use case is driven by the need to change AMF if the MWAB moves into a geographic area where a different AMF must be chosen to serve UEs. SA2 would like to ask RAN3 to confirm if this can be supported or not.  	
· Question 4: SA2 discussed the scenario of Xn interface between RAN nodes over the IP connectivity provided by the PDU session of MWAB-UE, and would like to ask RAN3 if this scenario can be supported by RAN3.
This contribution aims to provide our views on the questions raised in the LS from SA2.
Discussion
Question 1：Whether a WAB-specific AS layer indication is needed?
The Rel-19 WAB aims to avoid impact on the deployed NG-RAN as much as possible. This implies that there is no new L1/L2 layer functions for NG-RAN need to be introduced in Rel-19. From the perspective of MWAB-MT side, according to the agreement in RAN3#123bis meeting, MWAB-MT supports at least a subset of UE functionalities. The MWAB-MT is as close as possible to that of normal UE and it could access any cell as a normal UE regardless of the authorization information received from core network. From this point of view, there is no need to identify MWAB-MT during the RRC Connection procedure. In addition, the usage of AS layer indication is to assist the NG-RAN to select an appropriate AMF. However, even if the initially selected AMF was incorrect at initial registration, the current mechanism also supports the correct AMF reselection. Therefore, no MWAB-specific AS layer indication at MWAB-UE's RRC establishment is required. 
Proposal 1: RAN3 agree with SA2’s view that no MWAB-specific AS layer indication at MWAB-UE's RRC establishment is required
Question 2: Whether the MWAB authorization result needs to be provided to the NG-RAN?
Similar to the reason mentioned in Q1, the BH gNB is regarded as a legacy gNB. In addition, the AMF can send the MWAB authorization result via NAS message to MWAB-MT. With this information, MWAB-MT can indicate MWAB-gNB to act as a normal gNB to provide service for normal UE. Therefore, we think the MWAB authorization result is no need to be provided to the BH gNB.
Proposal 2: the MWAB authorization result is no need to be provided to the BH gNB.
Question 3: different gNB IDs use case
Per TR23.700-06, the scenario is that when the WAB is moving over a wide area, OAM can configure a new gNB with new gNB ID and establish one NG interface to the new AMF. Based on configuration information, the MWAB may instantiate a new instance of MWAB-gNB for the new virtual cell and keeps the old instance of MWAB-gNB and related virtual cell on. Then the old MWAB-gNB hands over connected mode UEs to the new MWAB-gNB. We understand whether the WAB can support more than one gNB or cell is up to implementation. From our point of view, this solution is very complex as the OAM need to release the virtual cell after handover all serving UEs and it may need additional hardware resource to support two gNBs simultaneously. We also notice that alternative solution captured in TR23.700-06 which only instantiate one instance. 
Proposal 3: Whether the WAB can support more than one gNB or cell is up to implementation.
Question 4: whether Xn interface between RAN nodes can be supported?
The UE mobility between a fixed cell and the MWAB cell needs to be considered in Rel-19 WAB. Therefore, in order to acquire the neighbour relationship between fixed gNB and WAB node, to establish Xn interface between WAB-gNB and neighbour gNBs is required. In addition, both Xn interface and NG interface are IP connectivity provided by the PDU session of MWAB-UE. 
Proposal 4: to support the Xn interface between RAN nodes over the IP connectivity provided by the PDU session of MWAB-UE
Proposal
Based on the above analysis, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN3 agree with SA2’s view that no MWAB-specific AS layer indication at MWAB-UE's RRC establishment is required
Proposal 2: the MWAB authorization result is no need to be provided to the BH gNB.
Proposal 3: Whether the WAB can support more than one gNB or cell is up to implementation.
Proposal 4: to support the Xn interface between RAN nodes over the IP connectivity provided by the PDU session of MWAB-UE
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