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1. Introduction 
Based on the outcomes of the moderated email discussion we provide the views from Nokia on some aspects that remain to be discussed at this meeting.
2. Nokia views 
1. The first issue we would like to comment (Q31) on is the following:

	Based on the feedback from Q31 (section 3.3), the following aspects needs further discussion to be concluded:

· In case the MWAB-gNB does not change TAC/Cell ID when it moves, should SA2 consider enhancements to support the case where the UE’s AMF may change (due to MWAB-gNB’s change oflocation)? Or, should SA2 assume that the AMF (for the UE) doesn’t change in this case?

This would also require RAN3 inputs on how such case can be supported, e.g. whether the MWAB-gNB
needs to change gNB IDs or other IDs.



Nokia Position 1: We believe that to enable re-use of existing AMF reallocation procedures we have to change TAC to trigger MRU that results in AMF reallocation. If not, Idle mode UEs are out of reach of AMFs in the new region (assuming e.g. that the BH network could be the same PLMN as the UE network). So we propose to take the decision in SA2 that the case of change of AMFs without change of cell ID/TAC is not supported. Not changing Cell ID impacts the fact that for connected mode UEs we need to use the M2 Handover procedure and the source AMF needs to forward the handover message to the target AMF which is selected based on the target gNB ID. Hence, we need to change both TAC (for IDLE UEs) and gNB ID (for CM-CONNECTED UEs)


2. Regarding Q32
	Based on the feedback from Q32 (section 3.4), it seems that there is no clear consensus for having the
indication from AMF to LMF on the use of MWAB cell as the UE’s serving cell. However, there were
relatively strong support for adding such indication. It should be confirmed during the meeting that if such
indication can be an acceptable optimization.



Nokia Position 2: we reiterate there is no need to provide this information to LMF. 
This is the lifecycle implied:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk166771940]When a gNB is added, OAM trigger LMF to initiate TRP Information Exchange procedure. the gNB provides all info for its TRPs, including TRP ID, cell ID, geo-location of the TRP, "mobile TRP or not", etc. -> LMF builds a database for TRPs.
2. When need to position a UE, AMF initiate a position Request (including the UE’s serving cell ID) to LMF. 
3. LMF checks its database to know the TRP ID for the UE’s serving cell, and additional neighboring TRPs (e.g. based on UE’s current serving cell and neighboring TRPs’ geo-location). -> LMF select at least the TRP associated with the UE’s serving cell, and additional neighboring TRPs for position. 
4. LMF initiate position request (including TRP ID) procedure towards the selected TRPs. The position procedure uses TRP ID (but not cell ID).

Since AMF would provide no additional information the LMF does not know about already from step 1, we see no need to add this information from AMF.
Note that when the AMF request the positioning for a UE served by the MWAB, the step 3 selection of TRPs also involves first positioning the MWAB-UE (which may be done by NRRPa (by using TRP ID of the or by MT-LR for MWAB-UE (whose Id is in database).

3. Regarding Q33
	Based on the feedback from Q33 (section 3.4), there was a strong desire to not use Additional ULI. However, it needs to be further confirmed whether without it, the requirements to reflect the MWAB-gNB location can be satisfied. (Some of the discussion for satellite work, on the mapping of the cell ID, can be referenced.)



Nokia Position 3: Whether it is needed to know the approximate location of the MWAB serving of a UE in UE initiated NG-AP interactions can be left to normative phase. (i.e. what information is needed, when, and how it is provided). Precise requirements should drive the discussion.

4. Regarding Q35:
	Based on the feedback from Q35 (section 3.5), most companies support to rely on the existing slice based
handling, or an AMF based timer to handle the ”graceful release”. However, some company still want to see an enhanced signaling between MWAB-UE and the MWAB-UE’s AMF. It needs to be confirmed during the meeting if we can conclude without introducing signaling enhancements.



Nokia Position 4: We prefer that we proceed assuming no particular behaviour is needed at MWAB-UE and AMF when slices for MWAB operation are removed from Allowed NSSAI in BH network. Any graceful shutdown should be driven by OAM like it already happens for any normal gNBs which is shut down by OAM. We also question the need to keep changing the authorization status for MWAB-UEs for MWAB-gNBs that become unauthorized to operate. We would prefer to not change the MWAB-UE authorization status too much. By retaining the MWAB-UE authorized, and shutting down MWAB-gNB by OAM, whether to retain the BH sessions for MWAB operation once the OAM shuts down the MWAB-gNB successfully can be MWAB implementation matter (subject to the network slices for MWAB operation remaining available for the MWAB-UE – we should ensure that 3GPP recommends operators that these slices remain available for a sufficient time so that the MWAB-gNB can be gracefully shut down by OAM procedures) . 

3. Proposal
It is proposed that the above views are adopted as way forward at this meeting.



