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1. Overall Description:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]RAN2 has discussed the RAN4 assumptions related to the introduction of the inband operation for NTN IoT in NR NTN and can confirm that the assumptions are aligned with RAN2 understanding. 	Comment by ZTE (Ting): According to the RAN2 agreement, we suggest to simplified the wording as:
“…..and can confirm that the assumptions are aligned with RAN2 understanding the feasibility of such operation and the assumed configuration from RAN2 perspective.”

Technically, we are wondering (still checking) whether the combination of {standalone, guard-band} is still possible since standalone is already supported from R17. Then in R18, is it possible that some anchor or non-anchor carriers are deployed inside NR NTN bands (by indicated with guard-band mode), meanwhile, some anchor or non-anchor carriers are deployed on standalone NR NTN bands (by indicated with standalone mode)?	Comment by Bharat-QC-2: Feasibility of mixed mode operation in NTN should be decided by RAN4/RAN1. No need to bring it up here in RAN2.

It is not clear what is “assumed configuration” in ZTE’s proposal as it is not part of agreement. We prefer the current text as it is simple and clear. 	Comment by ZTE (Ting): The “Technically….” part is just to give some technical thoughts from our side (kind of backward compatible configuration for both R17 and R18), no need to be reflected in the LS.

The “assumed configuration” mainly corresponds to that “to indicate guardband-r13 for a NB-IoT NTN carrier which is inside NR NTN band (inband operation)”. We think it’s clear this special part need to be checked by RAN2 (maybe also RAN1?) for the feasibility.
It can also include “to configure the same operation mode for anchor and non-anchor carriers”. From RAN2 spec perspective, such configuration is surely feasible and allowed.

However, although it’s feasible and allowed, whether anchor and non-anchor carriers are configured with same operation mode in the field may mainly depend on the deployment requirement from operator. If operator only requires to configure both NB-IoT anchor and non-anchor carriers inside NR NTN band, certainly anchor and non-anchor carriers will be configured with same operation mode. Shortly to say, RAN2 spec already allows the needed configuration, whether such configuration is used in the field can be left to NW implementation according to operator requirement. So for this part, we think RAN2 don’t need to confirm RAN4 assumption.
 (We are still checking the RAN2 impact, but at least now, we tend to think it may be no need to add restriction in RAN2 spec. Deployment may have restriction, that’s another thing).	Comment by Srinivasan Selvaganapathy (Nokia): Whie we agree the possibility of anchor and non-anchor with different modes for NR-Inband or in general for NB-IoT NTN, this has to be concluded in RAN4. From RAN2 perspective the observations related to signalling impact is fine with us and we respond on those lines. We are fine with current wording.	Comment by Huawei-Xubin: According to the RAN4 LS, “the assumptions” in “RAN4 would like to respectfully ask RAN2 to confirm above assumptions aligning with RAN2 specification” seems to refer the assumption that “RAN4 has assumed there is no RAN2 impact”. 
In this sense, if we confirm this assumption here, then it means there is no RAN2 impact, which is contradictive to the second paragraph. Meanwhile, we haven’t reached consensus whether there is RAN2 spec impact. 
So we still think we can wait until the next meeting to send the LS to avoid back and forth.	Comment by Srinivasan Selvaganapathy (Nokia): RAN4 LS has two parts

RAN4 has assumed there is no RAN2 impact. RAN4 has made below agreements .


RAN2 already confirmed that there will be RAN2 spec impact at stage-2 level to reflect the agreements. So some rewording is preferred.

So we can modify our response to reflect the actual status of spec impact.

“ … and RAN2 can confirm the RAN4 assumptions and RAN2 concluded that some specification changes at stage-2 level needed to reflect the agreements. RAN2 intend to further discuss on these changes in further meetings	Comment by Srinivasan Selvaganapathy (Nokia): We are OK to send LS to indicate that RAN2 plan to reflect the agreements in RAN2 spec. We need not wait for actual spec changes to be finalised for responding to LS.
RAN2 will continue to assess if any clarification in RAN2 specs is needed in the next RAN2 meeting.
2. Actions:
To RAN WG 4:
RAN2 respectfully confirms RAN4 assumptions regarding the introduction of the inband operation for NTN IoT in NR NTN.	Comment by ZTE (Ting): No need to repeat. Suggest to change like:
RAN2 respectfully asks RAN4 to take above RAN2 feedback into account.

3. Date of Next RAN2 Meetings:
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #130		19th May – 23rd May 2025				Malta
TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #131		19th May – 23rd May 2025				India	Comment by ZTE (Ting): This should be 25th August -29th August 2025
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