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1. Overall Description:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]RAN2 has started to study on RAN2 aspects of DL coverage enhancement. To progress the study, RAN2 has identified questions to RAN1 for aspects where the input is required.
Related to this, RAN2 would like to request RAN1 to provide feedback on the following questions.
Question1 : Can RAN1 provide the information on their progress on whether the existing SSB pattern for an NR cell (e.g. SSB position in burst, SSB index number, etc.) is changed in Rel-19 NR NTN, and whether the SSB periodicity is extended compared with existing TN values?	Comment by Nokia (Jakob): Formatting comment;
Formatting looks not like a mix of times new roman and Arial. We think it should at least be consistent.
Also, there should be a space between question, and the number, and no question between number and “:"
Question2 : Can RAN1 provide the information on whether/how the solution RAN1 is investigating is expected to impact common control signalling for UEs in RRC idle / RRC inactive?
Question3 :  Can RAN1provide the feedback on whether RAN1 is also working on UL beam hopping is also being studied in RAN1 (and whether this is separate from DL beam hopping)?
Question4 : RAN2 would like to reminder RAN1 that satellite beams are currently not visible to UEs and any decision about different beam status (i.e. "off", "common messages only" and "active traffic") will have to relate to beams visible to the UE (e.g. SSB beams). RAN2 would also like to know whether RAN1 will reuse the currently defined beam status or define new beam status for beams visible to the UE.	Comment by Nokia (Jakob): Wording, should be “remind”	Comment by ZTE(Zhihong): Suggest to align the wording, e.g., ‘beam states’, to avoid misunderstanding.	Comment by NEC (Yue): Typo: statuses	Comment by xiaowei-xiaomi: This is added to clarify what beam status we are referring to.	Comment by xiaowei-xiaomi: This is added to broaden the meaning of possible beam state.
Question5 : Can RAN1provide the feedback on  whether the beam status in different beam footprints of one cell are the same or can be different in any given time, i.e.. the beam status is cell specific or beam specific?	Comment by Nokia (Jakob): We wonder whether this is intended as a separate question, in which we are not reminding RAN1 anymore, but asking a question.
Is the intention to remind, and ask?	Comment by Google (Ming-Hung): Suggest to restructure Q5 as “Based on the understanding that satellite beams are currently not visible that satellite beams are currently not visible to UEs and any decision about different power state will have to relate to beams visible to the UE (e.g. SSB beams), RAN2 would like to ask whether the power states for different beam footprints can be different at any time instance.”	Comment by ZTE(Zhihong): I understand the sentence is to address my previous comments that what matters for R2 is whether cell level  DTX/DRX is sufficient or we need to investigate beam level DTX/DRX. This maybe more related to Q3 instead of Q5. Perhaps we can merge it in Q3. 	Comment by Apple (Yuqin Chen): The first half sentence is not very clear. Can we rephrase it to “And whether all SSB beams across the cell have common or different status.”.
By the way, it might be too early to mention DTX/DRX right now as they are not agreed yet.	Comment by NEC (Yue): Echo Apple, can we try time domain configuration pattern(s)?	Comment by xiaowei-xiaomi: polish the wording to "in any given time"	Comment by xiaowei-xiaomi: change to beam status to align the wording
Question6 : Can RAN1 provide the information on whether the solution RAN1 is investigating allows the gNB to configure/schedule a given UE in  RRC_CONNECTED state with beams in different beam status? And if yes, what signals can be transmitted to the UE in each beam status. 	Comment by xiaowei-xiaomi: Perhaps we can delete question 6, given that it is covered by Q5.	Comment by xiaowei-xiaomi: aign the wording to "beam status"	Comment by xiaowei-xiaomi: align the wording to "beam status"


2. Actions:
To SA WG2:
RAN2 kindly request RAN1 to provide feedback on above questions.	Comment by ZTE(Zhihong): Per our previous comment, we prefer not to mandate R4 to provide feedback at this stage.

3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK54][bookmark: OLE_LINK53]RAN2#127	from 2024-08-19	to 2024-08-23		Maastricht, NL
RAN2#127-bis	from 2024-10-14	to 2024-10-18		China (TBC), CN

