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1. Introduction
In this document, we will provide a summary on the discussion related to the revision of the Rel-17 NR-NTN-WID and whether to add new technical specifications.

The discussion will use as input

· RP-211784 NR-NTN-solutions WID revision, Thales

· It provides reference for 3 new technical specifications/report added as per RAN#92-e agreement and provide corrections to one title and the email address of a rapporteur  

· RP-212468 Considerations on upcoming submissions to ITU, Ericsson/Qualcomm
· Proposal 1: Create new separate TS specifying UE radio transmission and reception for satellite access (Including satellite bands)
· Proposal 2: Create new separate TS specifying Radio resource management requirements for satellite access
2. Discussion 
1.1 Initial Round
Question: Should separate RAN4 Technical Specifications be created in order to specify satellite capable UE and RRM requirements for satellite access as per RP-212468 ?
	Company
	Views

	Thales
	It is agreeable to create the two new TS specifying UE radio transmission and reception for satellite access (Including satellite bands) and Radio resource management requirements for satellite access
However` 
· These TS should only apply to non-handheld terminals and refer to selected requirements of respectively TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.133 as needed.

· The TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.133 should be enriched with NTN bands since the characteristics of handheld NTN UE are very similar/same to the handheld TN UE and therefore, we do not see the need to create separate TSs for NTN handheld UE.

	Samsung
	We support to create separate TS for NTN RF and RRM. We have slightly different view from Thales. We think such separate TS can be for both handheld and non-handheld based on the following considerations:  
· All the NTN UE RF requirements are better to be captured into one individual spec (including VSAT specific for FR2 and handheld), which has benefit to easily maintain the NTN specs if new features added in the following release. 
· It is challenging to accommodate the UE RF requirements for NTN in the existing UE spec especially considering the future NTN operating bands may be beyond current definition of frequency range, e.g, potential NTN bands may not fall into either FR1 or FR2. 
· Also from ITU submission perspective, it is better to have separate TS for candidate technology for terrestrial and satellite components in terms of ITU definition as we did in 4G time for unlicensed operations (LAA was removed to separate TS before ITU submission)

	CMCC
	We support to create new TS(s) for NTN UE side. However, to create one TS covering all NTN UE related requirements (similar with IAB) or creating several TSs should be further discussed. We prefer to leave the detail discussion in WG.

	FGI
	Share the same view with Thales. For handheld terminals, e.g., smartphones, minimum spec impact for TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.133 is expected.

	Intel
	We believe this is RAN4 WG discussion.

We recognize the need in creating separate specs for NTN UE-s to facilitate submissions to outside of 3GPP. However, creating dedicated specs for RAN4 requirements needs further discussion in RAN4. For most of the RRM requirements, existing ones also apply to NTN UE-s. So, creating a dedicated RRM spec for NTN seems to be a lot of additional workload. And we also believe for RF UE spec it is more or less the similar case.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	According to discussions in 93e-04-ITU-AH email thread, it seems agreeable that that satellite-specific specifications developed in RAN4 will not be submitted for inclusion in M.2150.
We share the similar view with Samsung to have dedicated satellite UE RF specification as we discussed in our paper R4-2113430.

Regarding whether or not to have a dedicated RRM specification, the majority view in RAN4 discussion is to use additional sections in the same RRM spec as terrestrial system. Considering ITU submission, as discussed in 93e-04-ITU-AH, how to handle RRM specifications can probably be further discussed in RAN4.

In our view, RAN can agree in principal to separate UE specification for satellite communication in this meeting. If RAN plenary can’t reach a consensus on the details, RAN4 can be tasked to provide the feedback before RAN#94e.

	ZTE
	We are in general fine to have the separate RAN4 specification capturing the UE related requirements, which is similar as agreed for BS side. We share the views that NTN related RAN4 specification should not be submitted for inclusion in M.2150. 
But regarding the technical feature, e.g., RAN1/2/3 specification, there is no need to split them between TN and NTN. 

	Ericsson
	We support to create separate TS for Satellite RRM and UE RF (for all UE types). It becomes difficult to extend existing TS 38.133 with satellite access specific requirements from documentation structure perspective. Satellite is rather different from terrestrial system, several RRM requirements in 38.133 won't apply to satellite and new sets of RRM requirements are rational to be handled in separated TS. We should not spread satellite UE RF requirements in both TN specifications (as suggested by Thales for satellite handheld UE) and a new satellite UE RF TS, this would be confusing. 

However, we think it’s better to decide in this RAN#93-e and not task RAN4 for feedback (there was already such discussion in last RAN4#100-e and it was not possible to conclude on this topic, the moderator suggested “Any potential decision will be taken in RAN-P meeting, by proposing a WID update.”), this would only delay the specification work, which is already challenging to complete on time.

We are open to discuss if we should have one unique or several satellite UE RF TS (e.g. one for handheld and one for VSAT).

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes, separate TSs should be created for satellite UEs for both RF and RRM, and these should cover all kinds of satellite UEs, as explained by Samsung.

	Intelsat
	We support to create separate TS for NTN RF and RRM. We agree with Thales’ comments/

	Hughes/EchoStar
	We recognize the need to create separate TS specifying UE radio transmission and reception for satellite access and Radio resource management requirements for satellite access

However, we agree with Thales that the hand-held NTN UE is very much similar to TN UE, so it should be adapted in existing TS. Creating new TS seems to be a lot of additional workload 
Separate TS can be created for non-handheld terminals and refer to selected requirements of respectively TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.133 as needed.

	Apple
	We support to enrich the current TS38.101-1 and TS38.133 to cover NTN UE requirement for RF and RRM respectively rather than creating separate specs, which is similar way as we used for V2X UEs. We also observed that this issue has been already discussing in RAN4 group meeting:

1. Issue 4-3-1: Introduction of New Specific UE TS for UE NTN NR in RF WF R4-2115640
2. Issue 1-3: RRM Spec Documentation in RRM WF R4-2115345
We suggest to further discuss this issue in WG meeting.

	T-Mobile USA
	We agree with the Proposal 1 and Proposal 2 in RP-212468. We do not agree with the proposal from Thales to include UE hand-held NTM specifications in the existing TN specs. We agree with Samsung that both handheld and  non-handheld NTN UE specifications should be in the new NTN specs.  

	CATT
	Share the view with CMCC, we support to create new TS(s) for NTN UE side. However, the new created TS should cover all NTN UE related requirements.


Summary of discussion: 3 types of views

· About the creation of separate TS for satellite specific UE radio transmission and reception requirements
· only for non-handheld UE: Thales, FGI, Intelsat, Hughes
· for all types of UE: Samsung, CMCC, Intel, Huawei, ZTE, Ericsson, Nokia, TMUS, CATT
· RAN4 to decide how to handle satellite specific UE requirements: Intel, Apple
· About the creation of a separate TS for satellite specific RRM requirements

· only for non-handheld UE: Thales, FGI, Intelsat

· for all types of UE: Samsung, ZTE, Ericsson, Nokia, TMUS, CATT
· RAN4 to decide how to handle satellite specific RRM requirements: CMCC, Intel, Huawei, Apple
Moderator’s proposed way forward: following the slight majority
· RAN to agree on the creation of a new TS for satellite specific UE requirements
· Note that it should refer to selected requirements of TS 38.101-1 as needed

· RAN to agree on the creation of a new TS for NTN specifics RRM requirements

· Note that it should refer to selected requirements of TS 38.133 as needed

Question: If the response to the previous question is positive, what should be the titles of the new technical specifications?
	Company
	Views

	Thales
	We suggest that the two additional technical specifications be entitled

· TS “User Equipment (UE ) radio transmission and reception (for non-handheld devices served by satellite access)”
· TS “Requirements for support of radio resource management (for non-handheld devices served by satellite access)”

	Samsung
	We are open to discuss the title of separate TS for RF and RRM. For RF spec, the title should be generic enough for both handheld and non-handheld devices For RRM spec, no need to indicate devices type in the title since potentially RRM requirements could be specified for both BS and UE. 

	FGI
	Agree on RP-212468's proposals. "UE radio transmission and reception for satellite access" and "Radio resource management requirements for satellite access" are decent titles.

	Intel
	We believe this is RAN4 WG discussion.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are open to discuss the title of separate TS for satellite UE RF. Alternatively, “User Equipment (UE) served by satellite radio transmission and reception” seems more general.

	ZTE
	We are open to discuss the title of TS, but the detailed description can be handled by RAN4.

	Ericsson
	Agree with Samsung, UE type should not be indicated in title of RRM spec.

We think we can start with the following specs and titles (exact title would depend on the number of new TS introduced):
User Equipment (UE) radio transmission and reception for satellite access

Radio resource management requirements for satellite access

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	TS “User Equipment (UE) radio transmission and reception (for UEs served by satellite access)”

TS “Requirements for support of radio resource management (for UEs served by satellite access)”

	Intelsat
	We are open to discussing this in RAN4

	Hughes/EchoStar
	We are open to discuss the title of TS in RAN4

	Apple
	We suggest to further discuss this issue in RAN4 WG meeting.

	CATT
	We are open on the title of the specs, the proposed title by Ericsson is acceptable to us.


Summary of discussion: 
Following the recommendation of some companies (Samsung, Ericsson) to avoid referring to UE type or UE in the titles, the most popular (FGI, Ericsson, Samsung) titles among the remaining ones are:

· User Equipment (UE) radio transmission and reception for satellite access

· Radio resource management requirements for satellite access
The alternative is to further discuss the title in RAN4 as recommended by Intel, Intelsat, Hughes and Apple
Moderator’s proposed way forward: Decide without any delay about the titles of the new TS and follow the recommendation expressed above 
The moderator assumes that the suggested revisions in RP-211784 are not controversial and should be agreeable as is. However if there are some comments, companies can express their views here below.

	Company
	Views

	Thales
	Revisions in RP-211784 are agreeable

	Samsung
	Agreed

	CMCC
	Agree to the revision.

	FGI
	Agree

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	The revisions in RP-211784 are agreeable.

	ZTE
	Agree with updates

	Ericsson
	No particular comments to revisions included in RP-211784, but we note that the lists of specifications may need to be updated based on this discussion.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We agree (also agree with Ericsson’s observation)

	Intelsat
	Agree

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Revisions in RP-211784 are agreeable

	T-Mobile USA
	Depending on the outcome of 1.1 above, additional new specifications will need to be added for UE RF and RRM. 

	CATT
	Agree


Summary of discussion: all companies agree with the revisions in RP-211784
Moderator’s proposed way forward: If the list of specifications needs to be updated based on the email thread, RP-211784 will be considered as basis
· The discussion on this issue is closed

1.2 Intermediate Round
Question 1.2.1: Do you agree with the following proposal:

· New TS for “User Equipment (UE) radio transmission and reception for satellite access” to be added in the expected Outputs of Rel-17 NR-NTN-solutions WID 

· Note that this TS should refer to selected requirements of TS 38.101-1 as needed

	Company
	Views

	Thales
	Agree

	FGI
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree, but suggest removing the note (up to RAN), or reword as 
this TS may refer to selected requirements of TS 38.101-1 as needed

	ZTE
	Agree, but prefer to remove the Note since at least for VSAT UE, different requirements will be defined and for handheld UE (e.g., smart phone), it’s not clear that whether same requirements as TN can be reused for TN and NTN. Such details can be decided in RAN4.

	Samsung
	Agree

	Ericsson
	Agree and support Qualcomm’s proposal to either omit or reword the note.

	ESA
	Agree and fine with QCOM suggestion.

	CMCC
	We suggest to further discuss this issue in WG meeting.

	Inmarsat
	Agree – as a note, we should follow a similar structure to existing TN specifications, and VSAT UEs should be included in the same specifications as handheld NTN UEs, similar to how HP UEs (which are essentially CPE devices similar to VSATs) are included with other classes in TN specifications.  The specification should capture the different types of NTN UEs as different NTN UE power classes.

	Rakuten Mobile
	Agree, but ZTE and Inmarsat mentioned there should be further discussion on different UE Types and Categories.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree and also support the proposed rewording by Qualcomm.

	Intel
	Our position is not changed. Due to the heavy workload in Rel-17 RAN4, whether to create a new UE RF spec needs a clear justification on its necessity and on the exact scope of the spec. We do not agree to conclude on creating a new UE RF spec for NTN in Rel-17 unless a clear justification in need and a clear identification in reasonable workload are guaranteed.

	Intelsat
	Agree

	MediaTek
	Ok with the general concept – but we are concerned about wording such as “should”, “selected”, “as needed” – which leaves everything open to interpretation.

We think that the principles need to be and are able to be more clear without going into details on the specifics, i.e. where requirements values and definitions in 38.101 are reused we do not duplicate text to the NTN UE spec, but instead we reference 38.101. Otherwise there is a risk that things get misaligned during maintenance. 

	Hughes/EchoStar
	At this point we have to agree with Intel and Apple. We do not agree to conclude on creating a new UE RF spec for NTN in Rel-17 unless a clear identification in workload (existing spec vs creating a new one) 


Summary of discussion: Most companies agree with the creation of the new TS.

Some companies provided comments to the note and others suggested to further discuss the matter in RAN4.

Moderator’s proposed way forward:

· Endorse New TS for “User Equipment (UE) radio transmission and reception for satellite access” to be added in the expected Outputs of Rel-17 NR-NTN-solutions WID
· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, the following principle should be applied: where requirements values and definitions in 38.101-1 can be reused, text in the NTN UE spec doesn’t need to be duplicated, but instead reference to 38.101-1 can be provided

Since several companies raised a concern about previous summary of moderator which was not accurately reflecting the discussion above, the summary and the proposed way forward have been corrected.

Summary of discussion: No strong convergence 
· Some companies support the creation of the new TS. Among which some companies provided comments to the suggested note
· Other companies suggested to further discuss the matter in RAN4

Moderator’s proposed way forward: Further discuss between 2 options:
· Option 1: Endorse the creation of a new TS and the below note

· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, the following principle should be applied: where requirements values and definitions in 38.101-1 can be reused, text in the NTN UE spec doesn’t need to be duplicated, but instead reference to 38.101-1 can be provided

· Option 2: Task RAN4 to further discuss the pros and cons of creating New TS for NTN UE Tx/Rx, at least for the handheld UE, assuming all features are similar. 
· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, new clauses could be created in 38.101 to capture any specific NTN requirements.
Question 1.2.2: Do you agree with the following proposal:

· New TS for “Radio resource management requirements for satellite access” to be added in the expected Outputs of Rel-17 NR-NTN-solutions WID 

· Note that this TS should refer to selected requirements of TS 38.133 as needed

	Company
	Views

	Thales
	Agree

	FGI
	Agree

	CATT
	Agree

	Qualcomm
	Agree, but suggest removing the note (up to RAN), or reword as 

this TS may refer to selected requirements of TS 38.133 as needed

	Xiaomi
	RAN4 had extensive discussion on this in previous meeting. At least for RRM part, it is clearly stated that “
“Create separate sections for NTN only” received majority support” [R4-2115401]. Our proposal seems to be conflict with RAN4’s view. It is better to leave this back to RAN4 to decide.

	ZTE
	Agree, but prefer to remove the Note since at least for VSAT UE, different requirements will be defined and for handheld UE (e.g., smart phone), it’s not clear that whether same requirements as TN can be reused for TN and NTN. Such details can be decided in RAN4.

	Samsung
	Agree

	Ericsson
	Agree and support Qualcomm’s proposal to either omit or reword the note. 

	ESA
	Agree and fine with QCOM suggestion.

	CMCC
	We suggest to further discuss this issue in WG meeting.

	Inmarsat
	Agree – same as above, as a note, we should follow a similar structure to existing TN specifications, and VSAT UEs should be included in the same specifications as handheld NTN UEs, similar to how HP UEs (which are essentially CPE devices similar to VSATs) are included with other classes in TN specifications.  The specification should capture RRM requirements for the different types of NTN UEs as different NTN UE power classes.

	Rakuten Mobile
	Agree, but ZTE and Inmarsat mentioned there should be further discussion on different UE Types and Categories.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are fine with majority view

	Intel
	We do not agree to conclude on creating a new spec for RRM requirements unless a clear justification can be provided and endorsed in the group.

The RRM load is very heavy currently in Rel-17 and RAN4 recognized that adding a separate spec for NTN UE RRM requirements brings additional workload to the group. There were discussions in the last RAN4 WG meeting and majority was against creating a new spec mainly because currently the RRM scope for NTN UE requirements is not crystal clear. No guarantee is observed on whether we can have nice completion considering the workload brought by creating a new spec. RAN4 needs further discussion on the detailed requirements and come back to discuss the possibility of creating a new spec if needed.

	Intelsat
	Agree

	MediaTek
	Ok with the general concept – but we are concerned about wording such as “should”, “selected”, “as needed” – which leaves everything open to interpretation.

We think that the principles need to be and are able to be more clear without going into details on the specifics, i.e. where requirements values and definitions in 38.133 are reused we do not duplicate text to the NTN UE spec, but instead we reference 38.133. Otherwise there is a risk that things get misaligned during maintenance.

	Hughes/EchoStar
	At this point we have to agree with Intel and Apple. We do not agree to conclude on creating a new UE RF spec for NTN in Rel-17 unless a clear identification in workload (existing spec vs creating a new one)


Summary of discussion: Most companies agree with the creation of the new TS.

Some companies provided comments to the note and others suggested to further discuss the matter in RAN4

Moderator’s proposed way forward:

· Endorse New TS for “Radio resource management requirements for satellite access” to be added in the expected Outputs of Rel-17 NR-NTN-solutions WID 

· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, the following principle should be applied: where requirements values and definitions in 38.133 can be reused, text in the NTN UE spec doesn’t need to be duplicated, but instead reference to 38.133 can be provided

Since several companies raised a concern about previous summary of moderator which was not accurately reflecting the discussion above, the summary and the proposed way forward have been corrected

Summary of discussion: No strong convergence 

Some companies support the creation of the new TS. Among which some companies provided comments to the suggested note
Other companies suggested to further discuss the matter in RAN4

Moderator’s proposed way forward: Further discuss between 2 options
· Option 1: Endorse the creation of a new TS “Radio resource management requirements for satellite access” and the below note

· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, the following principle should be applied: where requirements values and definitions in 38.133 can be reused, text in the NTN related spec doesn’t need to be duplicated, but instead reference to 38.133 can be provided

· Option 2: Task RAN4 to further discuss the pros and cons of creating New TS for TS “Radio resource management requirements for satellite access”
· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, new clause(s) could be created in 38.133 to capture any specific NTN requirements. 
1.3 Final Round

Question 1.3.1: Here below, there are two possible options to choose from, please express your preference

Option 1

· Add in the expected Outputs of the Rel-17 NR-NTN-solutions WID of a new TS “User Equipment (UE) radio transmission and reception for satellite access”

· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, the following principle should be applied: where requirements values and definitions in 38.101-1 can be reused, text in the New TS doesn’t need to be duplicated, but instead reference to 38.101-1 can be provided
Option 2:

· RAN4 to further discuss the pros and cons of creating a New TS for NTN UE at least for handheld UE, assuming all features are similar with TN UE (e.g. PC3 UE),
· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, new clause(s) could be created in 38.101-1 to capture any specific NTN requirements.

	Company
	Views

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Support Option 2.
We believe creating a new TS is only going to generate bigger workload including further maintenance. We prefer a single TS, as there will be less work and will not cause confusion to UE and chipset vendors. 

	Ericsson
	The workload benefits with the sub-bullets are questionable/unclear to us. It seems clear however that Option 2 (to continue this discussion in RAN4) doesn’t help progress, but only further delays RAN4 work. Pros and cons can be discussed in RAN4 forever, and while doing that it will be difficult to make progress. 

Therefore we strongly prefer the main bullet of Option1. W r t the sub-bullet we think this aspect probably does not need to be micromanaged by RAN. We can live with or without the sub-bullet, but know that there are different views on the sub-bullet. Thus we suggest to agree the main bullet at this meeting and move forward.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with Ericsson comments above. 

We don’t believe a separate TS will create any significant extra load, and it may rather create less confusion between NTN and TN requirements.
Furthermore, beyond RAN4 logistical aspects, but we should also consider – consistently with what we decided for the RAN4 BS specs – the possibility/merit to have separate NTN UE specs which may not be part of terrestrial-only submissions to ITU. 

To conclude, we support Option 1, without the note (up to RAN4 to discuss/decide that).

	Intelsat
	We support Option 2. 

	Inmarsat
	Splitting handheld NTN UE from the rest of NTN UE would not make any sense and ultimately has no benefit on workload if in the end a separate TS will be created for non-handheld NTN UE. On the other hand it will create fragmentation in the spec, which is not good.  Therefore, Option 2 as it is worded is a no go for us if the consideration is limited to handheld UE.

However, we see value in including NTN UE specs in the main TS 38.101-1 spec together with TN, but only if all NTN UE classes are included.  
We can support a modified Option 2 that does not limit to handheld UE, but includes all NTN UE.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We support the main bullet of Option 1. 

We cannot agree to Option 2, which will unnecessarily waste time in RAN4.

	Apple 
	We support option 2. It would be consistent to include NTN UE requirement in existing requirement TS38.101-1 like V2X.

	Lockheed Martin
	Option 2, but prefer that all NTN UE classes are included and not only handheld UEs.

	CMCC
	Option 2 is preferred. The details such as the number of new TS, UE classes should be further discussed.

	Samsung
	We support option 1 but we think companies support option 2 seems assume option 2 is to create TS for non-handheld UE but update existing spec for handheld UE. Option 2 in our understanding is to task RAN4 to further discuss how to create TS. If above is correct understanding, if we cannot reach consensus on creating single TS for both handheld and non-handheld UE, eventually we have to come back to RAN4 for further discussions and defer the decision of updating the WID in the next RAN.  

	ESA
	We agree with Inmarsat about that the fact all NTN UE shall be included. In line with Apple’s comment, current TS has already included UEs with specific characteristics from a different “vertical”, like V2X.

	GateHouse
	Option 2 is supported – final decision should be made by RAN4 (most knowledged for this), though we would recommend having only one TS.

	MediaTek
	We do not agree with Option 2 because this would mean that RAN4 is spending time discussing this rather than finalising their technical work.

Instead, we would replace it with “Option 3: If there is no decision on which approach to take at RAN#93e, the technical work shall continue as planned and RAN4 shall not discuss this issue further during Q4.”

If option 1 were to be agreed, the rationale our previous proposal (which was the basis for the Option 1 sub-bullet), was to ensure consistent specifications and maintenance from end of Rel-17 until forever in the future. So it was not about current workload but about future workload and avoiding chaos with specification maintenance and management. I don’t understand why many companies supporting Option 1 are objecting to that principle – is it not just common sense?

	Sateliot
	If the pros and cons already stated by the different companies are not sufficient to reach a consensus at this plenary, we are supportive of option 2.

If main blocking point is about workload benefits, further clarification/assessment should be provided.

	Intel
	In general, we support option 2. But it’s not clear why we differentiate different kinds of UE-s.

Regarding comments on delaying the progress, we do not agree option 2 is delaying any progress. We are open to discuss on whether creating a new spec for UE RF is beneficial but so far, we don’t see justification. In the next WG meeting, companies are certainly welcome to further provide inputs on the potential new spec, e.g., spec structure/skeleton. If the approach of creating a new spec reaches consensus in terms of being beneficial, we are more than fine to go with this approach.

	Thales
	Option 2 would be our preference.

Most of TN UE RF requirements can be used for NTN handheld UE RF. The framework is the same. This is yet to be confirmed by RAN4 through the coexistence studies.

Following V2X example, a limited number of sub-sections may be created in TS 38.101-1 to add NTN UE specifics.

Moreover when submitting the TS 38.101 document to ITU-R WP5D one can inform that NTN related sections are not to be considered in the evaluation.

Note that NTN non-handheld UE are not being considered by RAN4 in Rel-17. So it is difficult to speculate on how to specify them.

Last RAN4#100-e had initiated some discussion on the topic but could not conclude and therefore had planned to further discuss in RAN4#101-e

	Eutelsat
	If no agreement, we would support MediaTek’s Option 3 – the technical work that is needed to write the specification must take priority in RAN4 GTW time over debates on structure, 

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1 

(for the reasons explained by Ericsson and Nokia)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We support Option 1, and we support RAN to take decision in this meeting.
We see a number of companies who prefer Option 2 are based on the condition that all types of NTN UEs are included in the same specification. We did not see how this could be feasible. The frequency bands of NTN UEs cross below 6 GHz and above 10 GHz. We don’t feel it is reasonable to put it in either 38.101-1 or 38.101-2. A separate NTN UE RF spec is a suitable way to go.

NTN UE specification issue has been discussed in RAN4 in August meeting without much progress. We do suggest RAN to take decision in this meeting and not to defer the discussion to RAN4 again wasting the already limited RAN4 time for NTN.

	Verizon
	Option 1. To avoid confusion foremost.

	Turkcell
	We support Option 2.


Question 1.3.2: Here below, there are two possible options to choose from, please express your preference

Option 1

· Add in the expected Outputs of the Rel-17 NR-NTN-solutions WID of a new TS “Radio resource management requirements for satellite access”

· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, the following principle should be applied: where requirements values and definitions in 38.133 can be reused, text in the New TS doesn’t need to be duplicated, but instead reference to 38.133 can be provided

Option 2:

· RAN4 to further discuss the pros and cons of creating a New TS for NTN specific radio resource requirements,
· Note that to limit the workload in RAN4, new clause(s) could be created in 38.133 to capture any specific NTN requirements.

	Company
	Views

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Support Option 2.

We believe creating a new TS is only going to increase the workload including further maintenance. We prefer a single TS, as there will be less work and will not cause confusion.

	Ericsson
	The workload benefits with the sub-bullets are questionable/unclear to us. It seems clear however that Option 2 (to continue this discussion in RAN4) doesn’t help progress, but only further delays RAN4 work. Pros and cons can be discussed in RAN4 forever, and while doing that it will be difficult to make progress. 

Therefore we strongly prefer the main bullet of Option1. W r t the sub-bullet we think this aspect probably does not need to be micromanaged by RAN. We can live with or without the sub-bullet, but know that there are different views on the sub-bullet. Thus we suggest to agree the main bullet at this meeting and move forward.

	Qualcomm
	Same as above (Q 1.3.1)

	Intelsat
	We support Option 2. 

	Inmarsat
	Splitting handheld NTN UE from the rest of NTN UE would not make any sense and ultimately has no benefit on workload if in the end a separate TS will be created for non-handheld NTN UE. On the other hand it will create fragmentation in the spec, which is not good.  Therefore, Option 2 as it is worded is a no go for us if the consideration is limited to handheld UE.

However, we see value in including NTN UE specs in the main TS 38.101-1 spec together with TN, but only if all NTN UE classes are included.  

We can support a modified Option 2 that does not limit to handheld UE, but includes all NTN UE.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We support the main bullet of Option 1. 

We cannot agree to Option 2, which will unnecessarily waste time in RAN4.

	Apple
	Support option 2. UE types of ‘PC1/2/3/4/5’ are all included in existing RRM TS38.133, e.g., we have dedicated section for V2X in TS38.133. We propose to use a consistent way to handle the requirement placement for new UE types. 

	Lockheed Martin
	Option 2, but prefer that all NTN UE classes are included and not only handheld UEs.

	CMCC
	Option 2 is preferred. The details such as the number of new TS, UE classes should be further discussed.

	Samsung
	Option 1 and same comments as before, i.e., option 2 is just task RAN4 for further study and defer the decision of creating new TS in the next RAN. 

	ESA
	In line with the previous reply, Option 2 is preferred for all NTN UEs and as already done for V2X (see Apple’s comment).

	GateHouse
	Option 2 is supported. We believe that this reduces overall workload, and it is per definition important to focus on and keep similarity between TN UE and NTN UE. 

	Hispasat
	Option 2 is preferred. We believe it may provide consistency on current specifications while reducing workload.

	MediaTek
	We do not agree with Option 2 because this would mean that RAN4 is spending time discussing this rather than finalising their technical work.

Instead, we would replace it with “Option 3: If there is no decision on which approach to take at RAN#93e, the technical work shall continue as planned and RAN4 shall not discuss this issue further during Q4.”

If option 1 were to be agreed, the rationale our previous proposal (which was the basis for the Option 1 sub-bullet), was to ensure consistent specifications and maintenance from end of Rel-17 until forever in the future. So it was not about current workload but about future workload and avoiding chaos with specification maintenance and management. I don’t understand why many companies supporting Option 1 are objecting to that principle – is it not just common sense?

	Sateliot
	Option 2 preferred by the time being, in line with our reply to the previous question.

	Intel
	We support option2. Option2 is aligned with the conclusions in the last RAN4 WG meeting.

	Thales
	Option 2 would be our preference.

Following V2X example, a new sub-section may be created in TS 38.133 to add NTN specifics.

Moreover when submitting the TS 38.133 document to ITU-R WP5D one can inform that NTN related sections are not to be considered in the evaluation.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1 

(for the reasons explained by Ericsson and Nokia)

To the moderator: Why do we need to answer this twice ? 
The logic of having separate specs is that a new TS is being created ---

	Huawie, Hisilicon
	We support Option 1. It would be good to align handling of RRM specification with the handling of network RF specification and UE RF specification.

	Turkcell
	We support Option 2. 


3. Conclusion
Based on the email discussion intermediate outcomes, the following are proposed:

· Endorse revisions of WID in RP-211784
· …
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