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1. Overall Description:

RAN2 thanks SA2 for their LS Reply on IoT-NTN UE capabilities. 

RAN2 has analyzed the two options proposed by SA2 for overall specification impacts and functionality impacts. 
· Option 1: Single container is used for eMTC and NB-IoT including both TN and NTN capabilities. 

· Option 2:  Separate containers maintained for TN and NTN for IoT-NTN UE. 
Based on the analysis RAN2 concluded that option 2
 is preferred from the RAN2 perspective which is aligned with previous RAN2 agreements on TN and NTN capabilities of IoT-NTN. 
RAN2 also acknowledges that option 2 may require some change to at least CT1 specifications


 (e.g., new TAU trigger for UE capability update procedure when transitioning between TN and NTN). 

RAN2 intends to further discuss in the next meeting whether 
enhancements are needed for option-2 in Rel-17 for TN-NTN connected mode mobility (e.g., RACS support for eMTC-NTN). These enhancements may have some additional impacts on other working groups. 

2. Actions:

To SA2

RAN2 requests SA2
 to consider the above as a response to SA2’s analysis on the RAN2 agreements and provide further feedback if necessary.


3. Dates of Next RAN2 Meetings:

RAN2-120, November 14-November 18, Toulouse, France.

RAN2-121, February 27- March 3, Athens, Greece
�We think that CT1 should be in CC as captured in the first draft. The LS is mainly for SA2 at this point to update their specifications accordingly if/where needed. It would then be up to CT1 to discuss and update their specifications if needed depending on whether there are some normative requirements to justify the changes.





�OK


�It should be explained in the LS what is Option 1 and Option 2.


�We see no need to add this.


�Agree with ZTE


�We have the same concern. UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode also needs to initiate UE capability update procedure if UE capability is changed.


�For aligning with the related agreement in Chair’s note, this part needs to be changed to “RAN2 also acknowledges that, for option 2, there might be at least CT1 impact (e.g., new TAU trigger for UE capability update procedure when transitioning between TN and NTN”. 





We RAN2 can tell CT1 our understanding on the possible impact, but we cannot directly require CT1 to change their specs, even before they themselves can confirm the problem.


�Agree with ZTE that the text should be aligned with the meeting minutes, i.e., will => may. We do not think RAN2 can decide on what changes would be required in CT1 specs, especially since this also depends on if/what changes would be required in SA2 specs.


�OK


�This is an editorial update since we haven’t even discussed the enhancements required yet. Only after that wen can find out if additional enhancements are needed.


�Also for aligning with the related agreement, we suggest to change as below:


These enhancements may have some additional impacts to RAN3 and other the specifications in other working groups.


We don’t need to emphasize the RAN3 spec.


�Agree with ZTE


�We can add CT1 here, that’s enough.


�To change to “SA2 and CT1” correspondingly


�We disagree to add this whole “To CT1…..” part.


We have no agreement on requiring CT1 to change their specs.


�Agree with ZTE that the action for CT1 should be removed. Please see our related comment above for details.






