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Introduction
This document serves as a report of the following offline discussion:
[AT119-e][105][IoT-NTN] RRC corrections (Huawei)
Initial scope: Discuss corrections related to pre-compensation gaps for segmented transmission, coarse UE location reporting and neighbour cell ephemeris (from proposals in R2-2207059, R2-2207308, R2-2208684, R2-2208294, R2-2208574, R2-2207150, R2-2207151)
Initial intended outcome: Summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:
· List of proposals for agreement (if any)
· List of proposals that require online discussions
· List of proposals that should not be pursued (if any)
Initial deadline (for companies' feedback): Thursday 2022-08-18 0600 UTC
Initial deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2208755): Thursday 2022-08-18 1000 UTC
Updated scope: Discuss remaining RRC corrections
Updated intended outcome: Summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:
· List of proposals for agreement (if any)
· List of proposals that require online discussions
· List of proposals that should not be pursued (if any)
Updated deadline (for companies' feedback): Monday 2022-08-22 1200 UTC
Updated deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2208756): Monday 2022-08-22 2000 UTC
Proposals marked "for agreement" in R2-2208756 not challenged until Tuesday 2022-08-23 08:00 UTC will be declared as agreed via email by the session chair (for the rest the discussion might continue offline).

1 Contact Information
To make it easier to find the contact delegate for potential follow-up questions, delegates are encouraged to provide their contact information in the following table:

	Company
	Name
	Email

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Lili Zheng
	zhenglili4@huawei.com

	MediaTek
	Abhishe Roy
	Abhishek.Roy@mediatek.com

	Lenovo
	Min Xu
	xumin13@lenovo.com

	OPPO
	Haitao Li
	lihaitao@oppo.com

	ZTE
	Ting Lu
	lu.ting@zte.com.cn

	Spreadtrum
	Xu Liu
	xu.liu1@unisoc.com

	CATT
	Xiangdong Zhang
	zhangxiangdong@catt.cn

	Nokia
	Srinivasan Selvaganapathy
	Srinivasan.selvaganapathy@nokia.com

	Xiaomi
	Xiaolong Li
	lixiaolong1@xiaomi.com

	Sequans
	Olivier Marco
	omarco@sequans.com

	Ericsson
	Ignacio Pascual
	ignacio.pascual.pelayo@ericsson.com

	Turkcell
	Izzet Saglam
	Izzet.saglam@turkcell.com.tr



[bookmark: OLE_LINK462][bookmark: OLE_LINK463]Discussion – First round
[bookmark: OLE_LINK13]Pre-compensation gaps for segmented transmission
In RAN1 #109-e, the following agreement was achieved:
	Agreement
· The single UE capability that governs UE behavior w.r.t gaps between segments for PUSCH, PUCCH and NPUSCH, when the UE performs segmented pre-compensation, is as follows:
· When a single capability is signalled: UE drops one or more of the following durations of uplink transmission between segments (indicated by the capability): 
· 1 slot (applicable to eMTC)
· 1 subframe (applicable to eMTC)
· 1 slot (applicable to NB-IoT)
· 2 slots (applicable to NB-IoT)
· 1 symbol (applicable to both eMTC and NB-IoT) 
· UE follows legacy behaviour at slot boundaries due to TA adjustment
· When capability is NOT signalled: UE follows legacy behaviour at slot boundaries due to TA adjustment


The corresponding UE capabilities have been included in the RAN1 feature list (R1-2205610), and the rapporteur’s understanding is that there will be separate offline discussions for capturing the UE capabilities from RAN1/RAN4 feature list.
	2. LTE_NBIOT_eMTC_NTN
	2-1d
	Segmented UL transmission for eMTC 
	Single UE capability
	2-1, 2-1a
	Yes
	N/A
	Release 17 eMTC UE cannot communicate via GEO and NGSO NTNs
	Per UE
	No
	No
	For UEs supporting communication via GEO and NGSO NTNs, it must indicate this FG is supported.
	Optional with capability signalling

Note: This UE feature group is applicable only for IoT-NTN cell, for terrestrial cell this feature is not supported

	2. LTE_NBIOT_eMTC_NTN
	2-1e
	Segmented UL transmission for NB-IoT
	Single UE capability
	2-1b, 2-1c
	Yes
	N/A
	Release 17 NB-IoT UE cannot communicate via NGSO NTNs
	Per UE
	No
	No
	For UEs supporting communication via NGSO NTNs, it must indicate this FG is supported.
	Optional with capability signalling

Note: This UE feature group is applicable only for IoT-NTN cell, for terrestrial cell this feature is not supported


Apart from the UE capability, another issue is whether RAN2 should add the gap configuration. [2][6][15] propose to introduce the pre-compensation gaps in RRC configuration.
According to the RAN1 FL summary R1-2203388, there is no clear guidance/conclusion on RAN2 configuration. A FL note indicates that RAN1 captures the UE behaviour and RAN2 captures the UE capability.
	[description of the issue]
Capture RAN1#107e agreement on UE behaviour and Single UE capability for UL segmented transmission in specifications
FL Note: Can be discussed in 8.16.14 UE features. RAN2 captures single UE capability (TS 36.306). RAN1 capture UE behaviour (TS 36.211)


However, according to TS 36.211 v 17.2.0 (Section 5.3.4 is taken as an example), higher layers need to configure the gap length to the UE.
	For BL/CE UEs communicating over NTN, for PUSCH transmission, for frame structure type 1, after a transmission duration of  time units (which may include subframes that are not BL/CE UL subframes), a transmission gap of  time units shall be counted for the PUSCH resource mapping but not used for transmission of the PUSCH, according to the single UE capability ue-CE-NeedSegmentedPrecompensationGaps, as specified in 3GPP TS 36.331 [9]. The quantity  is provided by higher layers, and the quantity  is configured by higher layers based on the UE capability, if signalled.


From the rapporteur’s perspective, the gap configuration is not necessary as the UE can drop some durations of uplink transmission between segments on its own. But for the consistency with RAN1 spec as highlighted above, adding the gap configuration is also reasonable. Companies’ views are invited on this issue.
Q1: Do you think the UL gap configuration is needed for UE behaviour between segments for PUSCH, PUCCH and NPUSCH?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Better to be consistent with RAN1 proposals.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	RAN1 spec has captured that for PUSCH/PUCCH/NPUSCH segmented transmission the gap between segments used for TA pre-compensation is configured by higher layers based on UE capability. It is reasonable to configure it by dedicated RRC signalling.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Prefer to align with RAN1 spec.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	CATT
	No
	According to the RAN1 agreements:
· When a single capability is signalled: UE drops one or more of the following durations of uplink transmission between segments (indicated by the capability): 
· 1 slot (applicable to eMTC)
· 1 subframe (applicable to eMTC)
· 1 slot (applicable to NB-IoT)
· 2 slots (applicable to NB-IoT)
· 1 symbol (applicable to both eMTC and NB-IoT) 
· UE follows legacy behaviour at slot boundaries due to TA adjustment
It seems like the UE will feed back the duration that it will drop the uplink transmission between segments, we find no necessary the network to configure gap again. Otherwise, how the network to determine the gap, just confirm the duration fed back by UE? Actually, it is reasonable that the UE determines and feeds back the duration, which is a capability related value. 

	Nokia 
	Yes
	RAN1 has already agreed to introduce L1 parameter for gap between segments. So RAN2 to be aligned with RAN1 proposals. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Follow RAN1’s agreement. Gap configuration might assist the eNB while decoding.


Among the 11 companies that replied, 10 companies prefer to align with RAN1 spec and introduce the gap configuration.
(10/11) Proposal 1: Introduce UL gap configuration for PUSCH/PUCCH/NPUSCH segmented transmission.

[6][15] propose to introduce separate gap configuration for PUSCH and PUCCH, while [2] prefers a single configuration.
Q2: If your answer to Q1 is “Yes”, do you think there needs to be separate configuration for PUCCH and PUSCH?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No
	For eMTC over NTN, we see no strong motivation from RAN2’s perspective to introduce separate segment gap for PUSCH and PUCCH, and a single segment gap is sufficient. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The motivation of having separate configuration is unclear to us.

	ZTE
	Neutral
	According to RAN1 agreement, we also cannot see strong reason to have separate gap configuration for PUCCH and PUSCH. So a single gap configuration may be enough. 
We are also fine to have separate gap configuration from perspective of configuration flexibility.

	Qualcomm
	No
	There is no need to have separate configuration for Msg1, PUCCH and PUSCH.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	We also cannot see the necessity for a separate configuration.

	CATT
	No
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	As the number of TX segments is configurable for PUSCH and PUCCH seperately, the gap needed for precompensation depends on the duration of segments also. So to allow the similar flexibility we think separate configuration is preferred. The impact of dropping packets for PUCCH and PUSCH is also different. This can be another reason to allow different gap for each channels. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Sequans
	No?
	It seems the same parameter is used in 36.211.

	Ericsson
	No
	Both have the same possible values and a single configuration may be more optimal.


12 companies shared their views. 3 companies think there should be separate gap configuration for PUSCH and PUCCH for flexibility, 8 companies do not see the need, and 1 company stays neutral.
(8/12) Proposal 2: PUSCH and PUCCH segmented transmission use the same gap configuration.

Coarse location reporting
In RAN2 #118-e, the procedure and signalling for coarse location reporting have been agreed for both NR NTN and IoT NTN.
In the reply LS R2-2206968, SA3 mentioned that the NW should request for the location only if there is user consent.
	3)	With respect to the implicit user consent approach which is considered by RAN2 LS R2-2204257 for Rel-17, SA3 would like to suggest that it shall be the network that decides whether there is a user consent for the aforementioned location request (based on subscription-based means or proprietary mechanisms) and not the UE. In other words, the network should request for the location if there is user consent (based on subscription-based or proprietary mechanisms) and the network should not request for the location if there is no user consent. The UE should provide the location information (if available) if the network requests for it.


Even though the reply LS is received in NR NTN, SA3 mentioned in a previous LS (R2-2204084) that the privacy requirements for NB-IoT UEs are similar for NR UE:
	· From the aspect of privacy, SA3 does not think that the privacy requirements for NB-IoT UE are much different from the privacy requirements for NR UE. Therefore, the same feedback provided for NR UE (in S3-214360) applies to NB-IoT UE.


Therefore, RAN2 needs to discuss whether there is impact on IoT NTN as well.
In [19], the following change to the field description of coarseLocationReq in both UEInformationRequest and ReportConfigEUTRA is proposed (The rapporteur noticed that there is a typo [loaction -> location], which can be fixed in the rapporteur CR):
	coarseLocationReq
If this field is set to true, the UE shall report coarse loaction information if available. This field is not configured if user consent is not available.


Q3: Do you agree with the above change?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	Agree to add this restriction for NW to configure coarse location report only when user consent is available, in order to follow the SA3’s understanding.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No need
	We agree with the intention, but generally this can be left to eNB implementation. It’s no need to mention the restriction on NW configuration in the spec. Furthermore, not sure whether this would require changes on RAN3 spec.

	Qualcomm
	No need
	Spec is from UE’s perspective. User consent is transparent to UE, only network knows about user consent.

	Spreadtrum
	No need
	Agree with Qualcomm. 

	CATT
	No need
	Have the same view with ZTE and Qualcomm.

	Nokia
	Not essential
	Additional text is network behaviour which is not needed in stage-3 spec.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	For MDT, TS32.422 clearly specifies that “When the management based MDT activation is sent to eNodeB/RNC, eNodeB/RNC shall check the availability of the Management Based MDT Allowed IE before making the UE selection. In case the Management Based MDT Allowed IE is not available, the eNodeB/RNC shall not select the UE. ”
For NTN, we think we should also make it clear in specification that coarse location request can only be requested by eNB if user consent is available, to avoid breaking the privacy requirement at network side.

	Ericsson
	No
	In NR NTN, consent was not mentioned. Instead, the procedural text had this:
1> if the coarseLocationRequest is set to true in the corresponding reportConfig for this measId:
2> if available, include coarseLocationInfo;
Where “if available” can include any technical reasons as well as lack of consent. 



5 companies agree with the changes, while 6 companies think it can be left to NW implementation.
(6/11) Proposal 3: The changes in R2-2208574 are not pursued.

Moreover, [17] proposes some text enhancements to the field description of coarseLocationInfo in both UEInformationResponse and MeasResults:
	coarseLocationInfo
This field indicates the coarse location information reported by the UE. This field is coded as the Ellipsoid-Point IE Parameter type Ellipsoid-Point defined in TS 37.355 [109]. The first/leftmost bit of the first octet contains the most significant bit. The least significant bits of degreesLatitude and degreesLongitude are set to 0 to meet the accuracy requirement which corresponds to a granularity of approximately 2 km.
It is up to UE implementation as to how many LSBs are set to 0 to meet the accuracy requirement.


Q4: Do you agree with the above change?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Nokia 
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	
	Might not be necessary. Please note that there is no field description for the “includeCommonLocationInfo” IE either.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	



9 companies answered “Yes”, and one company thinks the change is not necessary.
(9/10) Proposal 4: The changes in R2-2208294 are agreed.

Neighbour cell ephemeris
In the current TS 36.331, serving cell ephemeris information is provided in SIB31. However, there is no satellite assistance information (e.g. ephemeris, common TA parameters) for neighbour cells.
In NR NTN, according to the liaison exchange between RAN4/RAN2/RAN1 (R2-2201884, R2-2204470), the ephemeris information and common TA parameters are necessary for measurement and mobility purposes.
There has been no specific discussion in IoT NTN. [3][4] think for IoT NTN, ephemeris information of neighbour cell is also needed for measurement and mobility purposes. With the ephemeris information, the UE can predict the delay drifting and Doppler shifts. Besides, common TA parameters are also important for the determination of neighbour cell timing.
Q5: Do you agree to introduce satellite assistance information (e.g. ephemeris, common TA parameters) for neighbour cells in SIB31?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	MediaTek
	No
	Unlike NR-NTN, mobility enhancements (CHO etc.) were not discussed and included in Rel-17 IoT-NTN. So, neighbour cell ephemeris is not needed in Rel-17. We can discuss and include it in Rel-18, when mobility enhancements are discussed.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	For measurement purposes (e.g. measurement window/gap configuration), neighbour cell ephemeris is necessary. And for potential mobility enhancements in Rel-18, neighbour cell ephemeris is also expected to be necessary. In our understanding it is better to have this in Rel-17, and the format can refer to NR NTN SIB19.

	OPPO
	No
	In R17 NR NTN, the satellite assistance information for neighbour cells in SIB is mainly to assist the UE-based SMTC adjustment in idle/inactive mode. 
For IoT NTN, there is no SMTC, therefore we do not see any motivation or use to add this in SIB31. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	The ephemeris information is not only for SMTC adjustment.
It helps the UE to maintain the synchronization with the neighbour cell to be measured. Without the ephemeris information, the UE needs to adjust the timing and receiving frequency whenever it tries to detect/measure the RS of the neighbour cell, which is a huge burden to the UE.

	ZTE
	No
	We have similar view as MediaTek. 
As in R17 IoT NTN we have little discussion on this, the benefit/usage of neighbour cell ephemeris in SIB31 for IoT UE is still not crystal clear. We have no enough time to discuss this in R17 CR stage. We are fine to have more discussion in R18.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Similar view as Huawei. Otherwise, SIB32 has to be broadcast even when there is no discontinuous coverage.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	We cannot see a strong requirement in R17. It can be postponed to R18 for further discussion.

	CATT
	No
	Agree with MediaTek. And we don’t think it is a good idea to put neighbour cell assistant information in the SIB mainly for serving cell, especially when they have different valid duration. If necessary, SIB 32 can be used even there is no discontinuous coverage. Just for reminding, neighbour cell assistant information is put in SIB19 in NR NTN, there have resulted in some issues which are discussed in NR NTN this meeting. 

	Nokia
	No
	This enhancement was not discussed in Rel-17 mainly the additional benefits for idle mode cell-reselection behaviour. Can be considered in Rel-18.

	Xiaomi
	No
	In Rel-17 NR NTN, we think the motivations to introduce the assistance information for neighbour cells are as follows:
· UE can get timing and frequency synchronization with neighbour cells more quickly when UE performs handover
· UE adjusts the SMTC based on the assistance information 
We didn’t discuss this in the IoT NTN in the previous meeting, and the benefits to reuse the NR NTN solutions are not clear. And we agree with MTK we can discuss it in Rel-18.


	Sequans
	Yes but
	It may be difficult to converge in Rel-17, in which case that should be part of Rel-18. Not sure SIB32 can be used instead since it only contains mean ephemeris.

	Ericsson
	No
	


5 out of 12 companies agree to introduce satellite assistance information for neighbour cells, while other 7 companies don’t. Some companies think it can be postponed to R18.
(7/12) Proposal 5: In this release, the NW will not broadcast satellite assistance information for neighbour cells for measurement/mobility purposes.

Multiple neighbour cells can be served by the same satellite. To make the signalling more efficient, [3][4] further propose to introduce the carrier frequency and PCI list for the satellite assistance information.
Q6: Do you agree to introduce carrier frequency and PCI list for the satellite assistance information?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	MediaTek
	No
	Same as Q6.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No
	As stated in Q5, no need for neighbour cell satellite assistance information.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	No
	

	CATT
	
	We need to discuss and confirm the motivation firstly, if we need more satellite assistance information. And as the view in Q6, we think the neighbour cell assistant information should be in a separate SIB, regardless the neighbour cell belonging to the same satellite or not. 

	Nokia
	
	Requires more discussion on this proposed enhancement and need for Rel-17. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	


There is no enough support. Considering also the majority view in Q5, this enhancement is not pursued in this release.
(8/11) Proposal 6: The changes in R2-2207151 are not pursued.

Conclusion – First round
(10/11) Proposal 1: Introduce UL gap configuration for PUSCH/PUCCH/NPUSCH segmented transmission.
(8/12) Proposal 2: PUSCH and PUCCH segmented transmission use the same gap configuration.
(6/11) Proposal 3: The changes in R2-2208574 are not pursued.
(9/10) Proposal 4: The changes in R2-2208294 are agreed.
(7/12) Proposal 5: In this release, the NW will not broadcast satellite assistance information for neighbour cells for measurement/mobility purposes.
(8/11) Proposal 6: The changes in R2-2207151 are not pursued.
Discussion – Second round
During the online discussion on 18th August, the following agreements were achieved.
Agreements:
1. Introduce UL gap configuration for PUSCH/PUCCH/NPUSCH segmented transmission, based on the reported UE capability
2. PUSCH and PUCCH segmented transmission use the same gap configuration.
3. The changes in R2-2208574 are not pursued
4. The changes in R2-2208294 are agreed
5. Discussion on the introduction of cell ephemeris information in SIB31 is on hold until we receive feedback from RAN4 on this, if any

In the second round of discussion, companies are invited to share their views on the remaining RRC corrections.
Other SIB1 related issues
[1] proposes that serving cell ephemeris and common TA parameters are valid from the epoch time, so UL synchronisation is restored upon starting T317. There was a similar discussion in NR NTN in RAN2 #118-e:
	Updated Proposal 7: If the UE acquires SIB19 before validity timer expiry, RAN2 to discuss which option is preferred:
-	(4/22) Option 3) If epoch time is future, the UE applies the parameters at epoch time; if epoch time is past/present, UE applies the parameters immediately.
-	(18/22) Option 4) When to apply latest parameters is left to UE implementation	
· Wait for RAN1


The conclusion is to wait for RAN1 since RAN1 is discussing the interpretation of SFN indicating epoch time and will down select from the following:
	Solution 1: 
If EpochTime is indicated explicitly by a SFN and subframe number, the UE considers this frame to be the frame which is nearest to the frame where the message is received.
Note: To fully utilize the validity duration, the network can set the epoch time at near future.

Solution 2:
Indicated SFN for Epoch time is current SFN or the next upcoming SFN after the frame where the message indicating the Epoch time is received.


This is also mentioned by [13].
Note that NR NTN discussed the issue in this meeting as well, and in the online session for NR NTN on 18th Aug, the following was agreed:
Agreements:
1. RAN2 will wait for RAN1 to conclude regarding when ephemeris/common TA is considered as valid
Therefore, the rapporteur’s suggestion is to postpone [1][13] and wait for RAN1 progress.
Q1: Do you agree to postpone R2-2207057 and R2-2207790 and wait for RAN1 progress?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Need to wait for  RAN1

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Ok
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	

	Turkcell
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	We also have a proposal on Epoch SFN ambiguity in NR NTN. But ok to wait for RAN1 which is discussing both "validity in the past" and SFN ambiguity issues.



All companies agree to postpone R2-2207057 and R2-2207790 and wait for RAN1 progress.
(13/13) Proposal 1: Postpone R2-2207057 and R2-2207790 and wait for RAN1 progress.
In [9], it is proposed that UE can trigger RLF before starting T318, in case the SIB31’s SI-periodicity is longer than the T318 duration and the UE probably has no chance to acquire SIB31 during T318.
Q2: Do you agree with the changes in R2-2207311?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We understand the intention, but it looks like an enhancement. Besides, the wording “and UE can acquire SIB31 before T318 expiry” is ambiguous, how to determine “UE can”?

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with Huawei

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with HW. The wording “UE can” is confused. And it is not a necessary change considering Rel-17 spec has been frozen.

	Ericsson
	No
	We believe this issue might only originate due to configuration problems and should not happen in real implementations.

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	ZTE
	Have sympathy with the intent in the CR. 

But see the comments.
	The related configurations are as below:
For eMTC:
SI-Periodicity-r12 ::=		ENUMERATED {rf8, rf16, rf32, rf64, rf128, rf256, rf512}  //80ms~5120ms

t318-r17			ENUMERATED {ms0, ms50, ms100, ms200, ms500, ms1000, ms2000, ms4000}
For NB-IoT:
si-Periodicity-r13			ENUMERATED {rf64, rf128, rf256, rf512, rf1024, rf2048, rf4096, spare} //640ms~40960ms

t318-r17			ENUMERATED {ms0, ms200, ms500, ms1000, ms2000, ms4000, ms8000}
Per our understanding, T318 is mainly for protecting UE from leaving the connected mode for too long, and generally it will not be configured large. Meanwhile, the SI-Periodicity for the SI that contains the SIB31 is mainly used by UE in idle mode for SIB acquisition, which is related to the characteristics of SIB31 itself. 
So firstly, we see no cross restriction between the configurations of these two parameters. With reference to the value range mentioned above, theoretically, it is possible to happen the case that SIB31’s SI-periodicity is longer than the T318 duration. Moreover, it can be seen that, if SIB31-NB is mapped to a SI with large si-Periodicity, e.g., rf1024, even no a longer T318 can be configured.

Secondly, as we have had the common assumption that UE can assume the scheduling information for SIB31 keeps unchanged when it is back to re-acquire the SIB31 during connected mode, we think UE can predict whether it can acquire SIB31 before T318 expiry. Then we think the scheme in CR R2-2207311 would also be feasible.

But finally, as we assume SIB31 is such an essential SIB for IoT over NTN UE and also need to be re-acquired during connected mode, we tend to think it will be scheduled frequently, e.g., in a SI with a small si-periodicity. If this can be a common understanding, we think it will be easy for NW to configure a T318 longer than the si-periodicity for SIB31. Then the issue mentioned in CR can be avoided to an extent.

In a summary, we are fine to agree the changes in R2-2207311 as a protective operation.

	Nokia
	
	Network can ensure the configurations of the Timer and SIB31 periodicity to ensure that such issue does not arise. We don’t think the changes needed.

	Qualcomm
	No
	This configuration issue seems not critical to resolve.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	If SIB31 is allowed to be acquired before T318 expiry, some other related issues needs to be discussed, e.g., what is the trigger condition of SIB31 acquisition, or whether it can be left to UE implementation.
However, in view of the state that R17 spec has been frozen, it is not suggested to make such change.

	Turkcell
	No
	This is a configuration issue

	CATT
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Sequans
	No
	



The CR does not gain enough support.
(12/13) Proposal 2: R2-2207311 is not pursued.

[10] proposes to add an 1-bit indication in SIB31 indicating whether the Koffset and Kmac will be updated in the next modification boundary or not. Note that in RAN2 #118-e, there was specific discussion on whether the change of k-MAC and k-Offset should follow legacy SI modification, and the agreement is as follows:
	Update to parameters of k-MAC and k-Offset in SIB31 (and all other parameters in SIB31) does not affect the system information value tag and does not trigger System information modification procedure. 


Q3: Do you agree with the changes in R2-2207350?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We prefer to stick to the existing agreement.

	MediaTek
	No
	Prefer the existing agreement

	OPPO
	No
	Since change of SIB31 does not trigger SI modification procedure, we should not consider mechanism based on SI modification period.

	Ericsson
	No
	Network implementation can handle this.

	Lenovo
	No
	NW implementation is OK.

	ZTE
	No
	It will be rare case that cell specific Koffset used by the UE during initial random-access procedure (i.e., for Msg3 and Msg5) is different from the ones in NW as the network has recently updated the Koffset in SIB31.
Moreover, even with such indication, it’s unclear how the UE use it. Even UE can know the Koffset and Kmac will be update in the next modification boundary, UE cannot update them during RACH procedure.

	Nokia
	No
	The proposed change is meant for specific scenario within RACH access and network implementation can handle it. Including further change for SI modification for the parameter not getting updated via SI modification is not needed. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	This is not about updating Koffset and Kmac. This is to avoid any potential issue in transmission of Msg3 due to mismatch of cell specific Koffset, in case, network recently updated it.
Only Msg3 is successful or works, UE and network should know what value of cell specific Koffset will be used in the rest of UL transmission. If Msg3 transmission fails, it will lead to RACH failure until UL synchronization validity timer expires.
So there should be indication such that UE tries to make sure Msg3 transmission works using the correct cell specific Koffset.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	The existing agreement is efficient.

	Turkcell
	No
	Network implementation is enough.

	CATT
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Sequans
	No
	



The CR does not gain enough support.
(12/13) Proposal 3: R2-2207350 is not pursued.

SIB32 related issues
In [5], it is proposed to broadcast the foot print information of the serving satellite in moving cell scenarios, otherwise the UE cannot determine when it is going to be out of coverage, thus cannot determine when to de-activate its AS functionalities. For quasi-earth fixed cells, the UE can know by t-Service, so the issue is only for moving cells.
Q4: Do you agree to introduce serving cell footprint information in moving cell scenarios?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	At least RAN2 needs to figure out how the UE can know it is out-of-coverage.

	MediaTek
	No
	UE can estimate it based on the existing mean ephemeris parameters.

[HW2] The existing mean ephemeris parameters in SIB32 are for the upcoming cell. The UE still doesn't know when the current satellite moves away.

	OPPO
	Yes
	It’s up to network configuration and we assume no spec impact by this.

	Ericsson
	No
	We believe that this issue does not belong to maintenance as functionality is not broken. Indeed, this would be a new functionality, a non-backwards compatible change, well-known during Release 17, that was intentionally postponed in NR NTN to Release 18. In RAN2#115-e, it was agreed:
· Broadcast of cell stop time in SIB is only applicable to quasi earth fixed cell (not to moving cell). No further work in this release to address any moving cell specific details on using the cell stop time to assist measurements or cell reselection

In addition, this issue is in the scope of NR NTN Rel-18 WID and the discussion should continue there.
· For NTN-NTN mobility, specify cell reselection enhancements for earth moving cell, the timing based and location-based cell reselection for quasi-earth fixed cell in Rel-17 can be considered as the starting point. [RAN2, RAN3, RAN4]

	Lenovo
	No
	For now we prefer not to add new item to SIB32 in Rel-17. For Rel-18 we may reuse the potential outcome in NR NTN for earth-moving cells.

	ZTE
	No
	We don’t understand what the issue is.
In previous meeting, we already change the meaning of maxSat-r17 to make the list in SIB32 include not only neighbour satellites but also serving satellite. So we understand the current structure can already provide foot print information of the serving satellite in moving cell scenarios.

	Nokia
	No 
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	If not in Rel-17, it has to be introduced in Rel-17 as part of mobility enhancement in moving cell case.

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	The serving cell footprint information can help UE to do coverage prediction for the moving cell scenario.

	Turkcell
	Yes
	

	CATT
	No
	For earth moving cell scenario, this issue is common for NR NTN and IoT NTN. We suggest leaving all the mobility enhancements for earth moving cell scenario to Rel-18.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Need to clarity whether current SIB32 can already provide the foot print of serving cell or not.

	Sequans
	No
	Agree with Ericsson


Among the 13 companies that replied, 5 companies are supportive of the proposal while others do not see the need.
(8/13) Proposal 4: R2-2207152 is not pursued.

There was no consensus on which SIB32 parameters (service info parameters and footprint parameters) are mandatorily/ optionally provided for each of the scenario (quasi-earth fixed cell and moving cells). As a result, all the parameters have been made optional and their applicability clarified in the field description, so there will be no ASN.1 changes in case the applicability is revisited.
In [12], it is proposed to add a conditional presence for radius. And a clarification is made for elevationAngles-r17.
Proposal 1: It’s suggested that radius should be configured with the following conditions:
· The radius is mandatory present, if referencePoint-r17 is included in footprintInfo-r17. 
· The radius is mandatory present, if neither referencePoint-r17 nor elevationAngles-r17 is included in footprintInfo-r17. 
· The radius is optionally present, Need OP, if elevationAngles-r17 is included in footprintInfo-r17 but elevationAngleLeft-r17 is absent.
· Otherwise, the radius is absent.
Proposal 2: It needs to further clarify that, if elevationAngleLeft is absent in elevationAngles, only if radius is also absent, the value of field elevationAngleRight can be applies to elevationAngleLeft.

Q5: Do you agree with the changes in R2-2207789?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSIlicon
	No
	On Proposal 1, we think the logic is correct (based on the existing conclusions we have in R17). But we prefer to leave the configuration to NW implementation, to avoid introducing troubles in the future.

For instance, regarding the first bullet of proposal 1: if we introduce reference location for moving cells in future meetings/releases, the logic of this proposal is incorrect because the radius is not mandatory for moving cells as long as elevation angles are provided.

On Proposal 2, the current description in the spec works well and looks simpler, there is no need to mix the radius with the elevation angles.


	MediaTek
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	It is the unnecessary restriction on the presence of these footprint parameters. It can be up to NW implementation.

	Ericsson
	No
	In addition to Huawei’s comment, the radius is not necessary if only one elevation angle is present. This conveys enough information to know the moving satellite’s footprint.

	Lenovo
	No
	NW implementation is sufficient.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Maybe the main ambiguity is that, when elevationAngleLeft is absent in evationAngles, whether the value of field elevationAngleRight can always be applies to elevationAngleLeft? For example, if radius is also provided, can UE still apply elevationAngleRight to elevationAngleLeft?
We assume that there is a case that satellite is not perpendicular to the earth ground and the coverage of the satellite should not be necessarily symmetrical around Nadir. For this case:
· One possible configuration is that both elevationAngleRight and elevationAngleLeft need to be present. Meanwhile, radius should not be present. 
· Or another way is that, only elevationAngleRight is present in elevationAngles and meanwhile radius is also present. In this way, we think UE cannot directly apply elevationAngleRight to elevationAngleLeft although the elevationAngleLeft is absent. It will be wrong if UE does such application.
Back to the specification, we think the needed change may be as below (we also merge the #3 change in R2-2207153 [22] as we think such clarification is needed):
	elevationAngleLeft, elevationAngleRight
Leftmost and rightmost (with reference to the satellite direction) elevation angle. Unit in degree.
Step of 5 degree. Actual value = field value * 5.
If both the field elevationAngleLeft and radius is are absent, the leftmost elevation angle is equal to the value of field elevationAngleRight applies.




	Nokia
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	Current structure is very simple and network can decide what is best to broadcast in SIB19.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Agree with OPPO.

	Turkcell
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	Agree with OPPO. No need to have this restriction and it can be left to network implementation. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Sequans
	No
	



The proposals do not gain enough support.
(12/13) Proposal 5: R2-2207789 is not pursued.

In [20], miscellaneous corrections are proposed for SIB32, including orbital Ephemeris parameters naming, the changes to reference location, the clarification to elevation angles, and adding a separate maxSat.
Q6: Do you agree with the changes related to SIB32 in R2-2208665?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSIlicon
	No
	1) On adding a separate maxSat:
This is the maximum value, it does not mean the NW needs to configure to the upper limit. When configuring SIB32, the NW will know it is going to exceed the SIB size, so it will not put assistance information for more satellites than allowed.

2) On renaming orbital parameters:
Ericsson thinks the parameters do not cover all the parameters for TLE, so it is inappropriate to use the name “TLE”. From our perspective, it is clear from the existing fields that which TLE parameters are included, and there is no misunderstanding. If we change the names are suggested and later introduce all parameters for TLE, do we change the name back to “TLE”?

3) On reference location:
The Ellipsoid-Point in 37.355 includes three fields:
Ellipsoid-Point ::= SEQUENCE {
	latitudeSign				ENUMERATED {north, south},
	degreesLatitude				INTEGER (0..8388607),			-- 23 bit field
	degreesLongitude			INTEGER (-8388608..8388607)		-- 24 bit field
}
However, the current referenPoint-r17 only includes longitude and latitude:
		referencePoint-r17 		SEQUENCE {
			longitude-r17 				INTEGER (-131072..131071),
			latitude-r17 				INTEGER (-131072..131071)
		} OPTIONAL,	-- Need OR

So changing it to the OCTET STRING pointing to Ellipsoid-Point in 37.355 is not backward compatible.

4) On the clarification to elevation angles:
If my interpretation is correct, the main point is to make certain whether the angles are for “along track” or for “cross-track”. In our understanding, the “with reference to the satellite direction” in the existing description already refers to “along track”. So no change is needed.


	MediaTek 
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	To Huawei’s comment number 1:
We agree that setting a maximum would not involve that the network configures that value because the network clearly knows if this value exceeds the maximum SIB size. However, we believe that having a maximum number of 4 is also rather arbitrary. In fact, the same reasoning could be used to extend this limit to 10 satellites. As per our analysis, this is the maximum number of satellites that can be transmitted for the fixed cell scenario. A higher number would likely help the UE to reduce SIB32 acquisition and, thus, save power. In addition, the network could adapt the amount of satellites in SIB in case of earth moving cells, which is the limiting factor due to the transmission of the mean ephemeris.

To Huawei’s comment number 2:
In the same way, later we could agree to deviate even further from the TLE standard by including more fields that are not related. Hence, we believe that meanEphemerisOrbitalParameters is a more suitable name, future proven, aligned with the other ephemeris related IEs in RRC spec. The name, being more general, includes TLE while not limiting us to include only TLE parameters in the future. TLE is a limited format and we might decide later to move towards the OMM model (https://celestrak.org/NORAD/documentation/gp-data-formats.php ).

To Mediatek and OPPO, we kindly encourage them to provide comments on the specific changes that are not agreeable.

	Lenovo
	Partially yes
	For now we see no essential needs of these corrections. But the following is agreeable to us:
For the name of the mean ephemeris we think it is more appropriate to use “meanEphemerisOrbitalParameters”, considering: 
1) content is not exactly the same as the TLE already used for satellite systems; and 2) alignment to the instantaneous ephemeris IEs.

	ZTE
	Partially yes
	For #1 change, we have sympathy due to the consideration on configuration flexibility. But the final answer is No as we see no need to introduce a smaller value (It may be useful if we want a separate larger value). Agree with Huawei that NW can certainly configure a real number which is smaller than the maximum value.

For #2 and #3 changes, no strong view, prefer not to change.

For #4 change, we are not sure whether company may have different understanding on which angle would be the elevationAngleRight in the following figure, Angle_1 or Angle_2? Different understanding may result different elevationAngleRight configured value (according to the value range (-14…14)). 
If there may be different understanding, we agree to further clarify the definition of elevationAngles.



	Nokia
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	Partially No
	Proposal 2	: no need the list may just contain satellite ID, e.g. to provide beam info for serving sat. So we should introduce satellite ID in Sib31 or link the serving satellite between Sib31 and Sib32.
Proposal 5	: non essential, let satellite vendors decide.
Proposal 7: Not clear on change.


	Turkcell
	Yes
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Sequans
	No
	Similar view as Huawei.



12 companies provided their views, 7 companies said no to the changes, 2 companies are supportive of the changes, while other 3 companies can only accept a fraction of the changes.
The proposal will be written together with Q7.

It is also proposed in [20] that the absence of gnss-ValidityDuration-r17 is interpreted as value “infinity”. Even though this is not related to SIB32, companies are welcome to provide their comments on whether this is acceptable.
Q7: Do you agree with that the absence of gnss-ValidityDuration-r17 is interpreted as value “infinity” and the value “infinity” is removed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Partially yes
	We can agree that the absence of gnss-ValidityDuration-r17 is interpreted as infinity, however, removing a value may cause backward compatibility issues.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No
	We prefer not to remove the listed value.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	No
	No need to remove, considering backward compatibility.

	ZTE
	No
	We already have had some discussion on this issue in last meeting. Some companies think the report can be optional and left to UE implementation (then absence can be interpreted as value “infinity”). But some other companies think if this is allowed, NW may have no idea on how large grant would be scheduled for Msg5, so suggest to make it mandatory. That’s also why we have agreement “This mechanism is not configurable, and the UE always reports”.

	Nokia 
	No
	If the current spec already address this issue in different way, need not change it and now for different way of implementation. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	Too late to change now. We discussed and it was rejected. We believe it was Ericsson claiming that making it mandatory helps network determine Msg5 TBS size. We should stick to the agreement.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	The existing value range is easy to understand. It is not necessary to do any change.

	Turkcell
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Sequans
	No
	



10 out of 13 companies are reluctant to have the change. Considering also the comments collected for Q6, the following is suggested:
Proposal 6: R2-2208665 is not pursued.

Mobility related issues
In [11], it is proposed to add a list of TN frequencies in redirectedCarrierInfo in RRCConnectionRelease message.
Q8: Do you agree with the changes in R2-2207353?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	In TN, only one frequency is carried in the redirectedCarrierInfo. We don’t see the need to have a different behaviour in IoT NTN. If the UE cannot find the suitable cell on this frequency, it can still try to detect other frequencies.

Having multiple frequencies may introduce other spec impact with respect to UE behaviour, e.g., which frequency to be prioritized?


	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with Huawei

	OPPO
	No
	This is not essential in Rel-17.

	Ericsson
	-
	Not for Release 17 but we could consider this in the scope of Release 18.

	Lenovo
	No
	Not essential in Rel-17.

	ZTE
	No
	Generally network can just provide a carrier with light load for redirection. That’s enough. Moreover, this change has impacts on legacy TN. That may be undesired.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with Huawei that redirection frequency is meant for priority for cell selection on moving to idle state. Introducing multiple carriers here may impact this behaviour. UE can select the carrier on releasing to idle state by scanning its supported band. It may cause some delay in cell selection to idle. But this need not be optimized now. Even a single carrier as per current spec can already be used to improve this situation to some extent. Can be considered in Rel-18 with more discussion on this topic for an appropriate solution 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	It is not clear how it is redirected to TN. The UE may not be able to camp on the single redirected frequency, which is likely as the network may not know the UE’s correct location and hence best TN coverage.
If failed the UE may continue NTN frequency search.
Handling priority should not be issue for network.

	Spreadtrum
	No 
	Agree with Huawei.

	Turkcell
	Yes
	If the process fail, a NTN frequency can be searched

	CATT
	No
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with Huawei.

	Sequans
	No
	It looks like a new feature.


11 out of 13 companies are not ok with the changes.
(11/13) Proposal 7: R2-2207353 is not pursued.

In [18], it is proposed to discuss how the network can handle the eMTC UE potentially performing GNSS fix during a handover. One argument is that the network will benefit from knowledge about the UE’s intentions, i.e. is the UE expecting to perform a GNSS fix or not during a potential upcoming handover
Q9: Please share your thoughts on how the NW will handle the eMTC UE potentially performing GNSS fix during a handover.
	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	RAN2 already agreed that when GNSS fix becomes outdated in RRC_CONNECTED mode, the UE goes to IDLE mode. We think this applies to HO as well.

Anyway the UE can indicate the remaining GNSS validity time in the RRCReconfigurationComplete, other operation/configuration can be left to NW implementation.


	OPPO
	Agree with HW. And the enhancement on improving GNSS operations for new position fix in RRC_CONNECTED mode should be considered in Rel-18.

	Ericsson
	We believe this is not an issue. The network knows the remaining GNSS validity, as it has been reported in Msg 5. Thus, this can be handled by network implementation.

	Lenovo
	Agree with Huawei and OPPO’s view.

	ZTE
	We also think we have no enough time to discuss the issue of performing GNSS fix during a handover in R17. This can be discussed in R18 performance enhancement. Previously we have proposed to provide GNSS remaining time from source eNB to target eNB, but no consensus can be achieved.

	Nokia
	In our understanding, there was no discussion on UE behaviour for GNSS re-acquiring in handover scenario. It is unclear whether UE should re-acquire GNSS during handover when the remaining GNSS validity time is not long enough to access the target node. RAN2 agreed that the UE may need to re-acquire the GNSS fix right before establishing the connection (regardless if previously valid or not) to avoid interruption during the connection. We think this rule may also need to be considered in handover hence UE needs to re-acquire GNSS before access to target node. 
If this is the case, there is some potential issue in target node since it may not know how to configure at least T304 timer in handover preparation phase, since target node does not know how long time the UE may spend to obtain the new GNSS fix (or even whether UE will re-acquire the GNSS). In the worst case, if T304 is less than the time UE spent to re-acquire the GNSS, the handover will fail.
To Huawei: the remaining GNSS validity time reported by UE in the RRCReconfigurationComplete message (in handover execution phase) cannot be used by target node to decide how to configure T304 in handover preparation phase.
To Ericsson: the UE reported remaining GNSS validity in Msg5 is not known in target node in current specification.

	Qualcomm
	No as the network should already have some idea on UE’s remaining GNSS validity duration.

	Spreadtrum
	The UE can indicate its remaining GNSS validity to the target node when handover occurs, or the remaining GNSS validity can be transferred from source node to target node. Since there is not enough time to discuss such issue in R17, it can be fully discussed in R18 

	Turkcell 
	Networks aware of the remaining GNSS validity duration. 

	CATT
	Have the same view with Ericsson.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with HW that in Rel-17 we should stick to the agreement that if GNSS fix become outdated, UE goes to idle mode. We are open to discuss whether UE can re-acquire GNSS fix during connected mode in Rel-18. 
Thus, in rel-17, if source eNB sees that the remaining time of GNSS is about to expire, it can decide not to initiate HO but release the RRC connection instead. 

	Sequans
	Agree with HW.
Also in Rel-17 only short transmission are supported. Enhancements such a gaps for GNSS are discussed as part of Rel-18.


12 companies shared their thoughts, and 11 companies do not think there’s issue to be fixed.
(11/12) Proposal 8: R2-2208564 is not pursued.


In [21], it is proposed that for CHO, SIB31 should may not be provided by the NW and the UE acquires SIB31 in the target cell. Because the NW has no idea when the HO takes places, and the ephemeris and common TA information are related to the epoch time.	Comment by Sequans - Olivier Marco: Our proposal is not that SIB31 is not be provided, but that it may not be provided
Q10: Do you agree that for CHO, SIB31 is may not be provided in RRCConnectionReconfiguration?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Postpone or Yes
	There is similar discussion in NR NTN. In NR, it seems common understanding that SIB19 can be included for CHO, the only issue is when to (re)start the validity timer. We think IoT NTN can follow the same principle. And the details can wait for the conclusion of NR NTN.

Proposal 4: (13/18) If target cell NTN-config from SIB19 is used, UE should (re)start validity timer upon CHO execution according to the target cell NTN-config EpochTime/validity duration.
· Continue offline

[Sequans]
This is not related.
In NTN NT, the corresponding info in HO is "NTN-config" and it is already optional (also whole SIB19 is not supposed to be included in that case, it is used to send SIB19 to UE with an active BWP with no common search space).
The difference with IOT NTN is that in NR NTN, the UE may also get this "NTN-config" from SIB19 (neighbour cell info) after the CHO reception. So, at the time of CHO execution, the UE may have valid "NTN-config" for the target cell even though the one from the CHO is outdated. This is not relevant for IOT NTN.

[HW2] Sorry I misinterpreted your proposal. Seems your intention is to change “mandatory presence upon HO to NTN” to “optional”. We are open on this.

	Sequans
	Yes
	I fixed the question/proposal as our proposal is 
"in case of CHO, SIB31 may not be provided by the NW ".

The rationale is as follows:
SIB31 information included in CHO message will get outdated after ~ ul-SyncValidationDuration, for LEO typically 1min (max 4mins) and most RAN1 code points are even lower.

If CHO execution occurs after that (short) time, which seems likely, that SIB31 will have been completely useless, just creating overhead. UE will have to reacquire the SIB31 anyway.

Also, in Rel-18 Time based CHO is planned. It is even more likely that SIB31 will get outdated. E.g. as soon as T1 is set more than ~ ul-SyncValidationDuration in the future, it is already 100% sure that SIB31 information will be outdated at the time of CHO execution. Still, NW will have to send it to respect the fact that it is mandatory in the ASN.1.

In NTN NT, the corresponding info is "NTN-config" and it is optional. Hence the flexibility to omit it is already present. 

So in summary, we propose to relax this conditionally mandatory requirement to avoid useless signaling/overhead. 
It would still be up to the NW to omit or include SIB31 in CHO depending how much "in advance" it sends the CHO message.


	MediaTek
	Postpone
	

	OPPO
	
	We prefer network to ensure SIB31 configured in CHO config is valid so that UE can simply apply it upon CHO execution. We can also wait for NR-NTN’s conclusion.

	Ericsson
	-
	We have some sympathy for the solution, but it might be a non-backwards compatible change.

	Lenovo
	Postpone
	Wait for NR NTN conclusion.

	ZTE
	
	We have some sympathy for the solution, open to discuss.

	Qualcomm
	No
	There is no issue in providing SIB31 for CHO as the validity duration should be determined based on the SFN where the RRC message carrying CHO is received. The UE can remember it to be used in future when CHO will be executed.

[Sequans] Yes, we have exactly the same understanding, the UE will remember the SFN of CHO reception and use it to derive the Epoch.
We are just saying that contrary to a normal HO, in the case of CHO, this would likely results in outdated SIB31 (timer will be started/expired).
The issue is just that the specification mandates to include SIB31 whose validity will expire quickly in CHO message. It will be better to have this information optional.
Nothing is broken, this is just for system efficiency.


	Spreadtrum
	Postpone
	It can be postponed to R18 for further discussion.

[Sequans] This is mainly if about making an IE optional. So not sure how this can be postponed – if not agreed, it would stay mandatory.


	Turkcell
	Postpone
	

	CATT
	Postpone
	

	Xiaomi
	Postpone
	



Among the 12 companies that replied, 3 companies showed some support, while others prefer to postpone or reject.
(8/12) Proposal 9: R2-2208681 is postponed.

Miscellaneous issues
	Tdoc
	Corrections
	Rapporteur suggestion

	R2-2207309 [7]
	Add a conditional presence to ntn-ConfigCommon-r17: mandatory present for NTN
	Adopt (T318 is critical for SIB31 acquisition.)

	R2-2207310 [8]
	Specify the orbital parameters in ECI frame
	Adopt (The change comes from RAN1 agreement.)

	R2-2207791 [14]
	1)	In section 5.2.1.3, add “for the serving cell” for the eMTC parameters which are excluded from the SI modification procedure. Add “UAC” for the NB-IoT parameters which are excluded from the SI modification procedure.
2)	In sections of MAC-MainConfig and MAC-MainConfig-NB, the need code of offsetThresholdTA-r17 is changed from NEED ON to NEED OP.
3)	In section of 6.7.3, change the description of ntn-ScenarioSupport for NB-IoT to be aligned with the description of ntn-ScenarioSupport for eMTC.
	1) Adopt adding “for the serving cell”. Reject adding “UAC” because this should be discussed in NB-IoT session rather than IoT NTN.
2) Reject (There is no default value, so NEED OP is inappropriate. Since the SetupRelease structure is used, the NW can release the value if not needed anymore. Fullconfig can be used when HO to a TN cell.)
3) Adopt the change to the typo. But adding “only” is not needed, as the meaning of the capability is already clear from the values “ENUMERATED {ngso, gso}”, there is no “both” option.

	R2-2208129 [16]
	1) Clarification on system information notification to exclude system information related to satellite assistance info of serving and target cells made in section 5.2.1.3.
2) Clarification on scheduling SIB in 5.2.1.3
3) Adding “before starting neighbour cell measurements in RRC-IDLE mode as specified in TS 36.304 [4]” in 5.2.2.4
4) Note removed for condition to establish RRC connection for IoT-NTN
	1) Reject (There is no agreement on this. SIB32 should follow legacy SI update procedure considering there is no validity timer for SIB32)
[Nokia] Paging notification for SIB32 changes are not needed. Because this is applicable only for UE having discontinuous coverage capability. Notifying all is not energy efficient. The UE are expected to acquire them as per UE implementation. Modification is not essential. So we think it is better to clarify this.
2) Reject (The change is unnecessary because according to existing the sentence, UE will only acquire SIB31, other SIBs are irrelevant.)
3) Reject (The coversheet does not explain the reasons. And RAN2 has no corresponding agreement.)
[Nokia] When the UE should acquire SIB32 is relevant information and pointing to 36.304 is relevant here.
4) Reject (The note is not exactly the same with the previous text. Even if t “UE has a valid GNSS position”, UE can still “re-acquire the GNSS position”.)

	R2-2207153 [22]
	1) Add the condition for re-establishing RRC connection related to GNSS fix
2) In SIB31, ephemeris, common TA parameters and validity duration are made optional
3) Modify the field description of elevationAngleLeft
	Adopt (1st change is to align with a previous agreement; 2nd change is to align with NR NTN; 3rd change is purely editorial.)


Q11: Do you agree with the solutions above? If not, please indicate the intended change (or no change).
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSIlicon
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	
R2-2207153 [22] : Not agree with Proposal 2. We believe ephemeris, common TA parameters and validity duration should be mandatory.

R2-2208129 [16]: Not agree with Proposal 4, as the note should not be removed as the NOTE and the specification text means differently. 


	OPPO
	Yes with comment
	Generally, we agree to the solutions suggested by rapporteur. But for some ASN.1 changes, e.g., 2nd change of [22], if we do not find the strong motivation (e.g. it was wrong), we think we do not need to do so just for the alignment with NR-NTN.

	Ericsson
	Partially (see comments)
	· R2-2207309: This is not needed. The same change could apply to many other NTN related parameters (also in NR). In addition, “the UE shall delete any existing value for this field” is already covered by NEED OR.
· R2-2207310: ECI can be mentioned on the IE description rather than in the individual fields.
· R2-2207153. Regarding the 2nd change, in NR NTN, there was no consensus to make it mandatory and for flexibility reasons it was kept optional. Thus, given that it is highly relevant for IoT NTN operation and there is not a strong motivation for the change, we believe it should not be modified. Besides, we wonder whether this would be a non-backwards compatible change.

	Lenovo
	Partially yes
	For 2) in R2-2207153, we share concern of Ericsson in backwards compatibility.

	ZTE
	Partially (see comments)
	· R2-2207309: Agree the change.
· R2-2207310: Agree with Ericsson’s suggestion
· R2-2207153: For the 2nd change, in SIB31 for IoT NTN, even the IEs are mandatory, as there is some special value configuration, e.g., 0 for k-Offset-r17, all the sub-IEs in nta-CommonParameters-17 are optional, it still can achieve the result of optional configuration for these parameters. But we agree it may be more efficient to directly make these IEs optional. Whether other parameters should be optional/mandatory may wait for NR NTN discussion. We are fine to discuss the best way to draft the specification.
· R2-2207791: 
· For 1st change, fine with rapporteur’s solution
· For 2nd change, we agree that if NEED code is changed from NEED ON to NEED OP, we need to add some specific description, e.g., “if absent, UE shall delete any existing value for this field if moving to TN”. It’s also feasible that NW always explicitly set “release” value for this IE each time UE moves to TN network. But the disadvantage is inefficient signalling. We still prefer the former way.
· For 3rd change, then we’d better to also remove the “only” from the following description and correct the typo “NSGO” for eMTC NTN: 
	UE-EUTRA-Capability field descriptions
	FDD/ TDD diff

	ntn-ScenarioSupport
Indicates whether the UE supports NTN features only for GSO or NSGO NGSO scenario.
	-




	Nokia
	Partially OK
	Not OK with resolution for [16] related to first and 3rd changes. OK for other parts.

	Qualcomm
	Partially ok
	R2-2207791 [14]: change related to offsetThresholdTA is not needed as it is not applicable in TN.
The third change is not needed i.e., "before starting neighbour cell measurements in R2-2208129 [16]: RRC-IDLE mode as specified in TS 36.304 [4];"
R2-2207153 [22]: For change in SIB31, we do not need to follow NR NTN. Ephemeris/validity duration and epoch time can be mandatory. But ok to add optional in common TA parameters.

	Spreadtrum
	Partially (see comments)
	R2-2207153: not agree with the second change, we think that ephemeris, common TA parameters and validity duration are mandatory. We are ok for other parts.

	Turkcell
	Yes
	

	Xiaoomi
	Yes
	Agree with the solutions provided by Rapp.

	Sequans
	Yes
	Related to
2) In SIB31, ephemeris, common TA parameters and validity duration are made optional
In our view it is more important for NTN IOT than NT NTN to be able to optimize signalling, so having flexibility the opposite way is a bit strange.



· R2-2207309: Ericsson thinks the change is not needed, other companies are ok with the rapporteur’s solution to agree the change. The rapporteur thinks the change should be adopted based on majority view, but Ericsson’s comment on wording is correct.
Proposal 10: Changes in R2-2207309 is agreed with removing “and the UE shall delete any existing value for this field” in the description of the conditional presence.

· R2-2207310: Ericsson thinks ECI can be mentioned on the IE description rather than in the individual fields, ZTE echoes. Other companies are ok with the rapporteur’s solution to agree the change.
Proposal 11: Changes in R2-2207310 are replaced by adding “ECI” in the description of the IE EphemerisOrbitalParameters.

· R2-2207791: 
On the 1st change: All companies agree with the rapporteur’s solution to adopt part of the change.
On the 2nd change: QC thinks the changes related to offsetThresholdTA is not needed, ZTE still prefers to have it. Other companies are ok with the rapporteur’s solution to reject the change.
On the 3rd change: ZTE thinks the change should be aligned with the UE capability for eMTC NTN. Other companies are ok with the rapporteur’s solution to only fix the typo. The rapporteur has no strong concern on whether to add “only” or not, but ok to align the capabilities for eMTC and NB-IoT.
Proposal 12: For R2-2207791, adopt the change of adding “for the serving cell” and the changes to ntn-ScenarioSupport in UE-Capbility-NB (also fix the typo in ntn-ScenarioSupport of UE-EUTRA-Capability), other changes are not pursued.

· R2-2208129: Nokia still has some concerns on the 1st and 3rd change. QC also explicitly mentioned that the 3rd change is not needed. Other companies agree with the rapporteur’s solution to reject the changes.
Proposal 13: Changes in R2-2208129 are not pursued.

· R2-2207153: Several companies are not ok with the 2nd change. Other changes are non-controversial.
Proposal 14: 1st and 3rd change of R2-2207153 are adopted.


Conclusion – Second round
To be completedProposals for email agreement:
(13/13) Proposal 1: Postpone R2-2207057 and R2-2207790 and wait for RAN1 progress.
(12/13) Proposal 2: R2-2207311 is not pursued.
(12/13) Proposal 3: R2-2207350 is not pursued.
(8/13) Proposal 4: R2-2207152 is not pursued.
(12/13) Proposal 5: R2-2207789 is not pursued.
Proposal 6: R2-2208665 is not pursued.
(11/13) Proposal 7: R2-2207353 is not pursued.
(11/12) Proposal 8: R2-2208564 is not pursued.
(8/12) Proposal 9: R2-2208681 is postponed.
Proposal 10: Changes in R2-2207309 is agreed with removing “and the UE shall delete any existing value for this field” in the description of the conditional presence.
Proposal 11: Changes in R2-2207310 are replaced by adding “ECI” in the description of the IE EphemerisOrbitalParameters.
Proposal 12: For R2-2207791, adopt the change of adding “for the serving cell” and the changes to ntn-ScenarioSupport in UE-Capbility-NB (also fix the typo in ntn-ScenarioSupport of UE-EUTRA-Capability), other changes are not pursued.
Proposal 13: Changes in R2-2208129 are not pursued.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 14: 1st and 3rd change of R2-2207153 are adopted.
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