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1. Overall Description:
RAN2 would like to thank SA3 for their reply LS. RAN2 would like to ask request SA3 to further work on introducing new requirements to TS 33.501mechanism for user consent handling that can be used specifically for the NTN use case in Rel-17. RAN2 assumes that it will be possible to have NTN-specific user consent, at least based on subscription, in Rel-17.	Comment by Qualcomm-Bharat: Based on the discussion:
Send an LS to SA3 (cc: SA2, CT4, RAN3) saying that RAN2 will assume that it will be possible to have NTN-specific user consent, at least based on subscription, and asking SA3 to further work on this. 
Reply LS in R2-2201740
	Comment by Abhishek Roy: (MediaTek)
We should “request” rather than ask.	Comment by xiaomi-xiaowei: We should not restrict which spec SA3 develops. It is possible that SA3 specify solution in a different spec. What matters to us is there is a solution for use consent. It is meaningless to indicate detailed specs.
	Comment by Pavan Nuggehalli: Subscription based user consent is specified in SA3 in their stage 2 spec (33.501).  The user consent parameters need to be stored in UDM. In our view, this is a decision that SA3 needs to make, not something RAN2 can assume. Our understanding is that it is not realistic to introduce NTN specific user consent based on SA3 schedule, but are OK to check.	Comment by Nokia: We understand this directly reflects the agreement text, but in our opinion the term ‘at least’ may suggest we expect multiple mechanisms for user consent to be developed by SA3. Thus, maybe it is better to state: ‘’…to have NTN-specific user consent (e.g. based on subscription)…’’?	Comment by IZZET SAGLAM: We don’t prefer ‘at least’, Nokia’s wording is good. 	Comment by Abhishek Roy: (MediaTek)
We should check with SA3 if it is possible within Rel-17, instead of assuming it is possible for SA3.	Comment by OPPO-Haitao: Agree with MTK. We should check if SA3 can complete in Rel-17.	Comment by Huawei - Lili: Same view with MediaTek and Oppo. The last sentence can be changed to:

RAN2 kindly asks SA3 if it is possible to have NTN-specific user consent (e.g., based on subscription) in Rel-17?	Comment by Lenovo - Xu Min: Agree with MTK and can accept Huawei’s revision.


2. Actions:
[bookmark: _Hlk46227635]To SA3.
ACTION:	RAN2 kindly asks SA3 to take into account the above information and provide feedback if needed.	Comment by Nokia: The action cannot be such general, but we should directly ask/request SA3 to develop the user consent mechanism for NTN, preferably still within Rel-17. 	Comment by Helka-Liina Maattanen: We can ask if it is possible.	Comment by IZZET SAGLAM: We agree with Nokia. 
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