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Introduction
This email discussion covers the following sub-agenda items for WI LTE_NBIOT_eMTC_NTN_req (agenda item 12.5:
· 12.5.1: General and Work Plan (including Specification structure)
· 12.5.4: UE RF requirements
The aim for the 1st round is to maximise agreement and common understanding on the above aspects.
It is appreciated that the delegates for this topic put their contact information in the table below.
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	Xiaomi
	Shengxiang Guo
	guoshengxiang@xiaomi.com

	ZTE
	Fei Xue
	Xue.fei25@zte.com.cn

	Qualcomm
	Bin Han
	binhan@qti.qualcomm

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Munira Jaffar
	munirajaffar@hughes.com

	Huawei (Topic#3)
Huawei (Topic#1, 2)
	Jin Wang
Michal Szydelko
	jinwang@huawei.com
Michal Szydelko

	Ligado Networks
	Ojas Choksi
	ojas.choksi@ligado.com

	THALES
	Dorin Panaitopol
	

	MediaTek
	Daniel Hsieh
	daniel.hsieh@mediatek.com

	Sony
	Kun Zhao
	kun.1.zhao@sony.com



Note:
1) Please add your contact information in above table once you make comments on this email thread. 
2) If multiple delegates from the same company make comments on single email thread, please add you name as suffix after company name when make comments i.e. Company A (XX, XX)
Topic #1: Work Plan & Scope
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2211799

	MediaTek Inc. (Rapporteur)
	Proposal 1: RAN4 to endorse the RF core and RRM requirements work plan for NB-IoT/eMTC for NTN as presented in this contribution 

	R4-2214020

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: Development of requirements for NB-IoT, as well as requirements for eMTC is to be performed in parallel manner, with no inter-dependencies among them. 
It is advised to separate sub-agendas for NB-IoT, and for eMTC requirements. 
Proposal 2: for NB-IoT, at least requirements for the standalone operation (i.e. for category NB1/NB2 stand-alone operation) shall be defined in this WI.
Proposal 3: Consider the proposed framework for the TS 36.307 update for NTN IoT release independent features as the baseline for further adjustments. 

	R4-2213244
	Ericsson
	Observation 1: Standalone deployment for NB-IoT / eMTC should be prioritized for IoT NTN to be release independent from Rel-17.
(Moderator comment: Sony has a similar proposal in R4-2213695 under agenda item 12.5.2)



Open issues summary
Covers work plan, way of working, and also the 36.307 text provided.
Sub-topic 1-1
Issue 1-1-1: Endorsement of Work Plan
· Proposals
· Option 1: RAN4 to endorse the RF core and RRM requirements work plan for NB-IoT/eMTC for NTN as presented in this contribution. RRM aspects will be reviewed in RRM email thread on agenda item 12.5.5.
· Option 2: Other – please detail any concerns in your comments
· Recommended WF
· Agree Option 1.

Issue 1-1-2: Way of working (agenda splitting)
· Proposals
· Option 1: Development of requirements for NB-IoT, as well as requirements for eMTC is to be performed in parallel manner, with no inter-dependencies among them. It is advised to separate sub-agendas for NB-IoT, and for eMTC requirements. 
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· Moderator does not see how it will help progress the work, nothing broken to fix at this stage. So recommendation is not to discuss this proposal further at this meeting.

Issue 1-1-3: TS36.307 changes
· Proposals
· Option 1: Please provide feedback on the approach provided in R4-2214020
· Recommended WF
· TBA.



Sub-topic 1-2
Issue 1-2-1: WI scope – standalone vs other operating modes
The Rel-18 WID is based on the Rel-17 design and requirements should be Rel-independent back to Rel-17. The Rel-17  WID is based, states: Standalone deployment for NB-IoT / eMTC (i.e. operating in carrier(s) used only for NB-IoT NTN (resp. eMTC NTN)) for support in Rel-17 timeframe will be prioritized. The Rel-18 WID scope is limited to cat-M1/NB1/NB2 UEs.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Focus the WI requirements on standalone operation for NB-IoT and eMTC. 
· Option 2: Other
· Recommended WF: 
· Option 1 suggested as the focus. Anything else would need clarification on what Rel-17 covers.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments (covering sub-topics 1-1 and 1-2)

	Xiaomi
	Issue 1-1-1: ok with option 1
Issue 1-1-2: ok with option 1, Due to different RF capability such as different supported bands, channel bandwidth, Modulation, etc, the requirements for NB-IOT and eMTC are specified as different suffix in Ts 36.101. We can follow the same approach.

….
Others:

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1-1: fine with option 1.
Issue 1-1-2: fine with Recommended WF
Issue 1-1-3: question : can  Annex “F” be used or other letter which is not in current 36.307 Annex?

Issue 1-2-1: option 1.

	ZTE
	Issue 1-1-1: fine with option 1.
Issue 1-1-2:  fine with recommended WF. Whether to create new agenda for eMTC and NB-Iot separately, this might depend on the progress of discussion. If the remaining work is limited, then we don’t see its necessity to further create new agendas.
Issue 1-1-3: this could be discussed next meeting, there is no urgency to agree on the release independent at this meeting.
Issue 1-2-1: we support option 1.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1-1: OK with recommended WF
Issue 1-1-2: OK with recommended WF
Issue 1-1-3: In general, the draft changes look good. But we would prefer to hold on bring up the CR to 36.307 before the core requirements are stable.
Issue 1-2-1: OK with recommended WF.

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Issue 1-1-1: OK with recommended WF
Issue 1-1-2: OK with recommended WF
Issue 1-2-1: OK with recommended WF.

	Ligado Networks
	Issue 1-2-1: We are ok with Option 1 as long as it does not preclude stand-alone operation at the lower and upper edges of the band.

	Huawei
	Issue 1-1-1: shall be also consider work-split arrangements? 
Issue 1-1-2: as NB-IoT and eMTC are explicitly separated in the WID, it was felt that such clarification in this proposal would be useful. Anyhow, fine with the recommended WF. 
Issue 1-1-3: fine with Qualcomm and ZTE comment. This is why those modifications to 36.307 were NOT proposed as draftCR, but as appendix to the discussion paper seeking for technical comments. Related draft CR will be proposed for the next meeting. 
@Ericsson: this approach has been used many times in the past, i.e. “F” can be used in our view, with the History being shifted to “G”. Minor issue. 
Issue 1-2-1: OK with recommended WF.

	THALES
	Issue 1-1-1: Fine with recommended WF
Issue 1-1-2: Fine with recommended WF
Issue 1-2-1: Fine with recommended WF.

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-1-1: Endorsement of Work Plan: okay with recommended WF
Issue 1-1-2: Way of working (agenda splitting): okay with recommended WF
Issue 1-1-3: TS36.307 change: it looks ok to us, but agree maybe we can come back next meeting
Issue 1-2-1: WI scope – standalone vs other operating modes: okay with recommended WF

	Sony
	Issue 1-1-1: Endorsement of Work Plan
We support the recommended WF
Issue 1-1-2: Way of working (agenda splitting):
We share similar understanding as moderator and do not see the necessity to split the agenda. We support the proposed WF. 
Issue 1-2-1: WI scope – standalone vs other operating modes:
We support to focus on standalone operation for Rel-17 work. 




CRs/TPs comments collection
For close-to-finalize WIs and maintenance work, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For ongoing WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #1-1
(Issue 1-1-1)
Work plan
	Tentative agreements: Work plan to be endorsed from RF side, but the rapporteur understands there are a few minor comments from the RRM session, so will need a new tdoc number to combine those.
Regarding work splits for spec drafting (asked by Huawei), the moderator makes a proposal on this in Topic#3.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Rapporteur to provide an updated Workplan for official endorsement. (Revised tdoc will be requested)

	Sub-topic #1-1
(Issue 1-1-2)
Way of working
	Tentative agreements: Not to further discuss the separation of work between NB1/2 and cat-M1 at this stage, unless a specific problem is identified with WI progress.
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion on this. 

	Sub-topic #1-1
(Issue 1-1-3)
36.307 updates
	Tentative agreements: None, the text provided was informative.
Recommendations for 2nd round: None, but moderator invites Huawei to bring a 36.307 Drqft CR proposal to RAN4#105 for approval.

	Sub-topic #1-2
(Issue 1-2-1)
Scope of requirements (standalone operation)
	Tentative agreements: Agree to focus the WI requirements work on the standalone deployment scenario for NB-IoT and cat-M1 operation. Agreed in GTW 19/08
Recommendations for 2nd round: Integrate the agreed focus scenario into the updated Workplan, and “Agenda item 12.5.1 and 12.5.4 Way forward” (new tdoc requested in 2.4.2)




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update
Note: The tdoc decisions shall be provided in Section 3 and this table is optional in case moderators would like to provide additional information. 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2211799

	Work plan to be revised to add agreed updates from RRM session and “standalone” scenario focus for NB-IoT and cat-M1.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Approval of the revised work plan and WF. Work split discussions are captured in Topic#3 recommendations.


Topic #2: Specification drafting general aspects
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2211778
	MediaTek Inc.
	Draft spec skeleton for TS36.102 (UE)

	R4-2211798

	MediaTek Inc.
	Proposal 1: Consider alignment with TS36.101 requirements as baseline and utilize cross-referencing to TS36.101 where appropriate. 
Proposal 2: For 36.102, discuss further Option 1 vs Option 2 approaches, and in particular whether we think this spec will be updated in future with other UE categories (i.e. “normal” UEs). 
Proposal 3: Whichever structure we choose, address clause 4 appropriately (in 36.102). See example update in the Annex.
Proposal 4: Consider merging channel raster and carrier frequency & EARFCN clauses if we agree 2 channel rasters (for 36.102)
Proposal 5: Use 38.101-1 titles for UE MPR and A-MPR requirement clauses (in 36.102). 
Proposal 6: Decide at this meeting whether OTA requirements for NB-IoT SAN can be easily defined and agree spec structure accordingly.
(Moderator comment: Propose to handle the above Proposal 6 in the email thread on 12.5.3)

	R4-2213184
	Qualcomm
	Proposal 1: RAN4 shall follow the same principle as NR NTN to reuse the TN requirements as much as possible. The architecture of TS 36.101 should be the baseline for IoT NTN UE RF specification. For the same requirements for TN and NTN, directly referring to TS 36.101 would be preferred.

	R4-2213693
	ZTE
	Proposal 1: to use the proposed spec skeleton as baseline for TS 36.108

	R4-2213694
	ZTE
	Draft spec skeleton for TS36.108 (SAN)

	R4-2214019

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Observation 1: only conducted requirement were covered for E-UTRA BS and MSR BS specifications. 
BS RF requirements for NB-IoT were not covered by the AAS BS specifications (37.105/37.145-1/2) due to lack of interest at that time. It was seen that the NB-IoT requirements for (deep) coverage are not best suited for AAS architecture and higher frequency ranges (due to physically large antenna array sizes).
Observation 2: there are no OTA requirements defined for NB-IoT operation (in-band, guard-band, nor standalone). 
Observation 3: the NR BS specification covers NB-IoT requirements for the BS type 1-C (conducted requirements set) and for BS type 1-H (hybrid requirements set).
Proposal 1: In order to align NR NTN and NTN IoT as much as possible (e.g. to ease simultaneous deployment of both NR NTN and NTN IoT), it is proposed to define SAN RF requirements for NTN IoT for the following SAN types which are based on AAS RF architecture: 
· SAN type 1-H
· SAN type 1-O
(Moderator comment: Proposal 1 details to be discussed in email thread on agenda item 12.5.3)
Proposal 2: NTN IoT WID shall introduce NTN IoT requirements into the 37.xxx series specifications instead of 36.xxx specifications series as below:
· New specification: TS 37.108: (to replace TS 36.108 in the WID)
· New spec: 37.181 (to replace TS 36.181 in the WID)
Proposal 3: send LS to TSG RAN, recommending the corrections to the NTN IoT WID. 

	R4-2212600
	Xiaomi
	Observation 1: the RF requirements for NB-IOT and eMTC are specified in separate subclauses (in 36.101).
For the same reason, the RF requirements for NB-IOT and eMTC over NTN operation should be specified in separate subclauses (in 36.102).

	R4-2213244
	Ericsson
	Proposal-1: IoT NTN UE specification could refer to the existing NB-IoT/Cat-M1 requirement if TN and NTN is the same, otherwise, the requirement shall be copied and updated in new TS.
Proposal-2: Consider the above potential updates for new IoT UE specification based on NTN UE specification structure of TS 38.101-5. (Moderator comment: Structural aspects of this proposal will be handled here.)


Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic covers TS36.102 UE specification structure/principles and approval
Key open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
· Whether we follow the NR NTN approach and reference 36.101 where requirements are the same.
· Whether we use Suffixes as in 36.101, or some different approach. R4-2211798 provides an analysis of the pros and cons, and the issue relates to any potential forwards compatibility if the spec is extended to cover other UE types.
Issue 2-1-1: 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Follow NR NTN approach, with same overall requirement framework and referencing 36.101 where requirements from 36.101 apply to 36.102 and are not band-specific. If not, then include requirement in new TS.
· Option 2: Other
· Recommended WF
· Agree Option 1
Issue 2-1-2: 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Viewpoint that TS36.102 will never be extended to cover “normal” LTE UE categories in a future WI or Release.
· Option 2: Viewpoint that TS36.102 may be extended to cover “normal” LTE UE categories in a future WI or Release.
· Recommended WF
· TBD
Issue 2-1-3: 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use Suffixes to define requirements for cat-M1 and NB1/2 and do not transpose the concept of general and additional requirements from Clause 4 in 36.101 to 36.102 to cover requirements for these UE categories.
· Option 2: Use another approach (Note: please see R4-2211798 for some alternative options and analysis)
· Recommended WF
· TBD
Issue 2-1-4: Approval of TS36.102 skeleton
· Proposals
· Option 1: Approve draft TS36.102 skeleton spec provided by spec rapporteur (this implicitly covers Proposals 4 and 5 from MediaTek)
· Option 2: Other – please provide specific comments (or refer to comments in sub-topic 2-1)
· Recommended WF
· TBD
Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic covers TS36.108 SAN specification structure/principles aspects
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
· Whether to follow the structure of 36.108, or not, including whether to define OTA requirements for NB-IoT.
· Whether to instead adopt 37 series specifications covering SAN.
Issue 2-2-1: TS36.108 SAN spec structure
· Proposals
· Option 1: Use 38.108 structure as baseline approach for 36.108, independently of whether NB-IoT OTA requirements are included.
· Option 2: Other – please indicate why not.
· Recommended WF
· Agree Option 1. 
(Moderator comment: It is proposed that details on OTA for NB-IoT can be discussed in the other agenda item 12.5.3 email thread.)
Issue 2-2-2: Create a 37 series spec to replace the 36 series spec
· Proposals
· Option 1: Instead of drafting 36.108 and 36.181, request RAN plenary to instead adopt a multi-RAT 37 series specification (e.g. 37.108 and 37.181).
· Option 2: Continue with plan to define 36 series specifications. 
· Recommended WF
· TBD – but please can Huawei explain early one as to why they want to “replace” with 37 series? This seems different to what we did for LTE and NR where we created single RAT specs, and then “complemented” with multi-RAT specs. Also we would need to discuss relation with 38.108 requirements, so moderator wonders how this would not delay the work.

Issue 2-2-3: Approval of TS36.108 specification draft
· Proposals
· Option 1: Approve draft TS36.108 provided by spec rapporteur.
· Option 2: Other –please provide detailed comments. If refers to above comments please indicate that. 
· Recommended WF
· TBD

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 2-1 
	Company
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Issue 2-1-1: Ok with option 1
Issue 2-1-2: Not sure why we need to discuss this at this stage.
Issue 2-1-3: Ok with option 1 which is more aligned with current structure of Ts 36.101
Issue 2-1-4: The general structure is ok for us.

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1-1:  option 1 is fine.
Issue 2-1-2: WID has no other LTE UE category than cat-M1/NB1/NB2, thus it seems difficult to say now if the spec should be future proof.
Issue 2-1-3: option 1 seems straightforward and thus preferred. 
Issue 2-1-4: fine with option 1.

	ZTE
	Issue 2-1-1: Ok with option 1
Issue 2-1-2: no strong opinions on this issue
Issue 2-1-3: similar as Issue 2-1-2.
Issue 2-1-4: general framework is fine for us, for channel raster part, this could be kept in the [] until there is agreement in thread 317.

	Qualcomm
	Issues 2-1-1: option 1
Issue 2-1-2: It is hard to answer this question. Based on the current WID, we don’t need to consider normal UE.
Issue 2-1-3: Option 2. We slightly prefer the approach of no suffixes, i.e., subclause x.1 for cat-M1, and x.2 for NB1/NB2. NB1/2 may reference cat-M1. With the approach of alignment with 36.101 suffixes, there will be the case that there is no general requirements which will lead to bad readability.
Issue 2-1-4: See our comments in issue 2-1-3. 

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Issues 2-1-1: Recommended WF is fine
Issue 2-1-2: Option 2
Issue 2-1-4: Option 1

	Huawei
	Issue 2-1-1: ok with the recommended WF
Issue 2-1-2: this is RAN level discussion on the scope of the WI. Despite, this is speculation on the possible future developments. 
Issue 2-1-3: alignment with 36.101 and reuse of suffixes seems reasonable (despite 2-1-2 decision).
Issue 2-1-4: ok in general. It would be good to further improve the draft to capture Scope, and remove some of the spec-skeleton leftovers.

	THALES
	Issues 2-1-1: Option 1
Issue 2-1-2: No strong view, but if all “normal” LTE UE categories are to be considered as extension, this is already covered by NTN NR use case. Isn’t it? So then, what is the point for such proposal?
Issue 2-1-3: No strong view, but Option 1 seems ok.
Issue 2-1-4: Option 1

	MediaTek
	Issue 2-1-1: okay with recommended WF
Issue 2-1-2: We are open for further discussion of both options 
Issue 2-1-3: At this stage, fine with option 2
Issue 2-1-4: From our analysis, the difference between suffix and clause x.1 would be small. Suggest to move forward with the current skeleton, and we can adapt if needed quite easily once we have had more discussion on the content.


 
Sub topic 2-2 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	

	ZTE
	Issue 2-2-1: support the option 1
Issue 2-2-2: i think it should be okay to go with option 2 with clear definition if needed, however we could also understand Huawei’s concerns since there is misalignment with LTE BS in 36.104.  anyway, this is just naming issue, we don’t see it as big problem. To be honestly speaking, 37.xxx also have other meaning like multiple-RAT.

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Issue 2-2-1: option 1
Issue 2-2-3: Option 1


	Huawei
	Issue 2-2-1: please note, that the whole 36-series for BS is based on the non-AAS architecture. There are no OTA requirements defined there. All RF requirements are based on antenna connectors, instead of TAB connectors. We shall keep consistency in RAN4 specifications structure and not introduce AAS-architecture to 36-series specs. 
We are strictly against introduction of OTA requirements into 36-series specification, to keep specifications consistency. This is why we proposed to change the spec number for the SAN RF for NTN IoT from 36.108 to 37.108.
As discussed in R4-2214021, for the derivation of the NTN IoT requirements we need to rely on both TS 36.104 and TS 38.108.
We would be fine with Option 1 if the spec number is corrected from 36.108 to 37.108, i.e. 
“Use 38.108 structure as baseline approach for 37.108, independently of whether NB-IoT OTA requirements are included.”

Issue 2-2-2: Option 1. 
For the motivation to switch from 36-series to 37-series, refer to 2-2-1 comments above. 
In general we can continue the discussion on the RF requirements development in RAN4 as the spec numbering would need to be discussed at RAN level anyway. Therefore there is no risk of delaying the work due to this spec numbering discussion. 
@ZTE: please note, that the AAS BS specification (37-series) also supports a single-RAT operation (for both UTRA, as well as for EUTRA). 
Finally, one can envision that for the NTN deployment, it would be reasonable to have one spec covering both NTN IoT, as well as NR NTN requirements in a single SAN spec in the future. But this is not RAN4 discussion. 
Issue 2-2-3: as above. We are strictly against introduction of OTA requirements into 36-series specification, to keep specifications consistency. Simple fix of 36.108 change to 37.108 solves the issue. 
For sake of progress, we can continue the discussion on the RF requirements, with the disclaimer that:
- RAN4 non-AAS (36-series) and AAS (37, 38-series) specifications consistency shall be kept, 
- SAN RF spec numbering for NTN IoT will be discussed in next RAN meeting to resolve this. 
If needed, we can explain this during GTW.

	THALES
	Issue 2-2-1: Fine with Option 1.
Issue 2-2-2: We can also consider Option 2 in a first stage and then consider Option 1.
Issue 2-2-3: Fine with Option 1.

	MediaTek
	Issue 2-2-1: At this stage, okay with recommended WF
Issue 2-2-3: At this stage, fine with option 1. 


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#2-1
(Issue 2-1-1)
UE spec drafting approach
	Tentative agreements: Agree Option 1: For TS36.102, follow NR NTN approach, with same overall requirement framework and referencing 36.101 where requirements from 36.101 apply to 36.102 and are not band-specific. If not, then include requirement in new TS.
Recommendations for 2nd round: To be included in WF as the method for drafting TS36.102.

	Sub-topic#2-1
(Issue 2-1-2)
Future extension of UE spec
	No clear view provided on the demand for future extension for other UE types. Doubts raised over the value of “normal LTE” support given the existence of NR NTN.
Tentative agreements: None.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Take this into account as part of TS36.102 skeleton drafting.

	Sub-topic#2-1
(Issue 2-1-3)
UE spec structure
	A slight majority view to follow Option 1. Some support for a non-suffix approach.
Tentative agreements: Suggest moving forward with Option 1, and as we become more familiar with the spec contents it should be very straightforward to adapt to a non-suffix approach if the mood changes. Even with suffix approach, do not to include general and additional requirements in clause 4 text for these UE categories. Formally agreed in GTW 19/08
Recommendations for 2nd round: Take this into account as part of TS36.102 skeleton drafting and capture the above and GTW outcome in WF document.

	Sub-topic#2-1
(issue 2-1-4)
TS36.102 skeleton approval
	Tentative agreements: Modify the TS skeleton in R4-2211778 to:
· Add scope
· Remove blue text from template.
· Remove square brackets from clauses.
· Allocate clause 4.3 as “reserved” in accordance with topic 2-1-3 outcome. 
· Clause 5.4.2 – add editor’s note to indicate that this is pending raster decision.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Spec editor to provide a revised draft for final review by companies and approval. Tdoc revision needed.

	Sub-topic#2-2
(Issue 2-2-1)
SAN spec structure
	Tentative agreements: Agree option 1: Use 38.108 structure as baseline approach for E-UTRA SAN spec independently of whether NB-IoT OTA requirements are included.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Take this into account as part of TS36.108 skeleton drafting and include this principle in the above in WF document.

	Sub-topic#2-2
(Issue 2-2-2)
37 series spec
	Tentative agreements: None. No consensus was reached. 
Recommendations for 2nd round: Discussed in GTW 19/08 with no clear conclusion. No further discussion required at this meeting.

	Sub-topic#2-2
(Issue 2-2-3)
36.108 Skeleton approval
	Tentative agreements: No comments, but there may be some revisions based on points in 317 email thread.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Propose for spec editor to provide any revised draft of skeleton 36.108 spec for final review and approval. Tentative tdoc revision will be requested once Spec editor confirms.




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	New tdoc: Way forward on NB-IoT/eMTC NTN agenda item 12.5.1 and 12.5.4

	R4-2213694
	(TBC) Revision: TS36.108 skeleton for formal approval



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Further discussion in the 2nd round to take place on the revised or new documents referred above (to be submitted as drafts in the Drafts folder).
Topic #3: UE RF requirements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2211751
	Mediatek India Technology Pvt.
	Observation 1: Regarding IoT NTN UE TX/RX requirements for TS 36.102, to leverage structure from TS 36.101 and TS 38.101-5 with modification in requirements can be feasible.
Observation 2:  Regarding specification drafting consideration in [1], several options about skeleton structures are proposed. In order to aid progress and gain common understanding, the option-2 example shown in Annex A is used, with titles and contents in square brackets, which provides flexibility to make any modification if necessary. 
Proposal 1: To agree the proposal in the Table 2.1-1 (see document), or at least use them as the starting points for further discussions on UE TX/RX structures (e.g., contents in Annex A) and requirements for TS 36.102.

	R4-2212454
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	· UE maximum output power: Both PC5 and PC3 are to be supported, the feasibility of which has been confirmed in [2].
· ACLR & SEM: It’s expected that the same requirements as the TN UEs would be sufficient for NTN UEs. For Cat NB1/NB2, it’s not expected that such NTN UEs would coexist with GSM UEs on the same band. Hence, the GSM_ACLR requirement for Cat NB1/NB2 may be removed. Actually, the OBW requirement implies a more stringent ACLR (23 dB) than the GSM_ACLR (20 dB). 
· Spurious emissions for UE co-existence: The NTN band 255 has the same frequency range as E-UTRA band 24, and the NTN band 256 is a sub-block of E-UTRA band 65. It’d be reasonable to reuse the spurious emission requirements for protected bands of the corresponding E-UTRA bands.
Moderator comment: Aspects in this doc on band/channel numbering and ACLR/SEM/ACS will be handled in the email thread on agenda item 12.5.2.

	R4-2212600
	Xiaomi
	Moderator comment: Spec structure aspect handled under Topic 2, and System Parameters aspects under email thread on agenda item 12.5.2.

	R4-2213184
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal 1: RAN4 shall follow the same principle as NR NTN to reuse the TN requirements as much as possible. The architecture of TS 36.101 should be the baseline for IoT NTN UE RF specification. For the same requirements for TN and NTN, directly referring to TS 36.101 would be preferred. Moderator comment: Spec structure aspect handled under Topic 2
Proposal 2: For IoT NTN, the same band numbering without prefix ‘n’, i.e., 255 and 256, should be defined.
Proposal 3: The feasibility of indicating LTE band number up to 256 should be confirmed. Moderator comment: Handled under email thread in 12.5.2
Proposal 4: Take the analysis for transmitter characteristics listed in Table 2 into account to specify IoT NTN UE Tx requirements.
Proposal 5: Take the analysis for receiver characteristics listed in Table 3 into account to specify IoT NTN UE Rx requirements.

	R4-2213244
	Ericsson
	Observation 1	: Standalone deployment for NB-IoT / eMTC should be prioritized for IoT NTN to be release independent from Rel-17.
Proposal 1: IoT NTN UE specification could refer to the existing NB-IoT/Cat-M1 requirement if TN and NTN is the same, otherwise, the requirement shall be copied and updated in new TS.
Proposal 2: Consider the above potential updates for new IoT UE specification based on NTN UE specification structure of TS 38.101-5. (Moderator comment: Structural aspects will be handled under Topic 2.)

	R4-2213697
	ZTE Corporation
	Proposal 1: to further discuss the RF requirements of UE supporting eMTC over NTN as summarized in table 1;
Proposal 2: to further discuss the RF requirements of UE supporting IoT over NTN as summarized in table 2.

	R4-2214045
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Observation: UE is required to keep the same pre-compensation for the duration of the segment. 
Proposal: The possibly inherited frequency error requirement of 0.1 ppm should be only applicable for constant doppler conditions.    


Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 3-1
Sub-topic description: Progress on UE RF technical requirements
Issue 3-1-1: UE Tx requirements
Options are proposed in the table.
· Recommended WF
· For all clauses where only Option 1 is stated, agree Option 1.
· For other clauses, views invited on the different options.
Important: When responding in section 3.3 please indicate the clause number for which your comments apply, where you have specific comments.

	Requirement clause
	From below, please indicate if you support one of the Options indicated (Note: Reuse TN for means “reuse the TN requirement applicable for that UE category, and for supported CBWs of that UE category”).

	Clause 6: Transmitter Characteristics
	

	6.1: General
	Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1
MTK: okay with option 1

	6.2.1: Tx power
	Option 1: Power class 3 only as defined for TN for all categories
Option 2: Power class 3 and 5 as defined for TN for all categories
For Option 2, please also comment if you consider it essential or best effort.
Xiaomi: if UE with PC5 could also work , we are ok PC5 is included 
ZTE: PC3 should be prioritized at least, for PC5, we are open for further discussion.
Hughes/EchoStar: OK with both PC3 and PC5
Ligado Networks: Specify both PC3 and PC5 . Also, the Tx MOP tolerances for 255/256 to be aligned with those specified for n255/n256 in 38.101-5.
MTK: Okay to prioritize PC3 at this stage. No strong view about PC5.
THALES: We should have at least power class 3. We can also consider power class 5 since the coexistence simulations can cover power class 5 (20dBm instead of 23dBm).
However, if limited time, power class 3 should be prioritized.
Sony: OK with both PC3 and PC5

	6.2.2: MPR
	Option 1: Depends on outcome of SEM/ACLR discussion
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: fine with option 1
MTK: okay with option 1

	6.2.3: A-MPR
	Option 1: Depends on outcome of SEM/ACLR discussion and spurious emission for UE coexistence.
Option 2: Reuse n255 and n256 requirements from NR NTN
Option 3: Already clear that A-MPR is not needed.
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: ok with option 1
Hughes/EchoStar: Option 3: A-MPR is not needed
Ligado Networks: Option 2: Given the discussion around different regulatory requirements for n255 and n24 in previous meetings, unlike Band 24, there is no need for A-MPR for Band 255 for eMTC and NB-IoT.  NS signalling still needs to be specified for Band 255 to meet the additional spurious emissions requirements specified for n255.
MTK: okay with option 1. For options 2 and 3, we are open for further discussion.
THALES: Option 2 seems at first stage, since same frequency bands as NTN NR.

	6.2.4: Configured Tx power
	Option 1: Reuse TN requirements for all categories
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with it.
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	6.3: Output Power Dynamics
	

	6.3.1 Minimum output power
	Option 1: Reuse TN requirements for all categories
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
MTK: okay with option 1

	6.3.2 OFF power
	Cat-M1: 
Option 1: Reuse TN requirements
Option 2: Not applicable (please can ZTE explain? Seems to be in 38.101-5?)
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE:  okay with option 1 and copy&past typo for SAN part, sorry about that.
MTK: okay with option 1

	
	NB1/2: 
Option 1: Reuse TN requirements
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
Option 2: Not applicable (please can ZTE explain? Seems to be in 38.101-5?)
ZTE:  okay with option 1 and copy&past typo for SAN part, sorry about that.
MTK: okay with option 1

	6.3.3 Transmit ON/OFF mask
	Cat-M1: 
Option 1: Reuse TN requirements, and sTTI is applicable
Option 2: Reuse TN requirements, but sTTI not applicable
Option 3: Not applicable (please can ZTE explain?)
ZTE:  okay with option 2 and copy&past typo for SAN part, sorry about that.
MTK: At this stage, fine with option 2. One clarification question about usefulness due to e2e system latency. Given that, for option 1, we are open for further discussion.

	
	NB1/2: 
Option 1: Reuse TN requirements
Option 2: Not applicable (please can ZTE explain?)
ZTE:  okay with option 1 and copy&past typo for SAN part, sorry about that.
MTK: okay with option 1

	6.3.4 Power control
	Option 1: Reuse TN requirements for all categories
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	6.4: Transmit signal quality
	

	6.4.1: Frequency error
	Option 1: For all categories, adapt requirements text as for NR NTN and apply the same values as for TN  – detailed comments on example provided are welcome.
Option 2: Option 1 extended to additionally define applicability of requirements only for constant doppler conditions.
Xiaomi: it is similar with the under discussion issue for NTN UE in email thread #309
ZTE: similar view as Xiaomi, this could wait for the decision of the thread 309.
MTK: agree with Xiaomi and ZTE’s comments.
THALES: This should be similar as for NTN NR discussion.

	6.4.2: Transmit modulation quality
	Cat-M1: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
Please comment any change to higher modulation orders to support for Cat-M1 UE.
ZTE: modulation order should be clearly captured here, reuse TN might be a bit ambiguous here.
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	
	NB1/2: 
Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
(ZTE I understand that the Rel-17 IoT NTN WI only covered TN features up to Rel-16, so this would not cover 16QAM defined in Rel-17)
ZTE: fine with support BPSK and QPSK without considering the 16QAM at this release.
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	6.5: Output RF spectrum emissions
	

	6.5.1: Occupied bandwidth
	Cat-M1: Option 1: Reuse TN 
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay for option 1
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	
	NB1/2: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay for option 1
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	6.5.2: Out of band emission
	

	6.5.2.1: SEM 
	Cat-M1: Option 1: Assume TN as baseline, and reconfirm after coexistence verification
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay for option 1
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	
	NB1/2: Option 1: Assume TN as baseline, and reconfirm after coexistence verification
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay for option 1
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	6.5.2.2: Additional SEM
	Option 1: For all categories and bands, this is not applicable.
ZTE: okay for option 1 since for NR over NTN, there is no such requirements defined.
Hughes/EchoStar agreed with ZTE
MTK: At this stage, we are fine with option 1
THALES: Ok

	6.5.2.3: ACLR
	Option 1: For all categories, wait for coexistence verification outcome
ZTE: okay for option 1 .
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	6.5.3: Spurious emission
	Ligado Networks: Need clause 6.5.3.3 as there are additional SEM requirements (due to regulatory requirements) for n255 that also apply to Band 255.

	6.5.3.1: Minimum requirements
	Option 1: Reuse TN for all categories
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay for option 1 
MTK: okay with option 1

	6.5.3.2: For UE co-existence
	Option 1: For all categories, adopt similar approach as for NR NTN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay for option 1 
MTK: okay with option 1

	6.6: Transmit intermodulation
	Cat-M1: 
Option 1: Requirement needs to be defined for 1.4MHz channel bandwidth
Option2: Not applicable for cat-M1
Xiaomi: either option is ok
ZTE: either options are fine for us.
MTK: fine with option 2. For option 1, we are open for further discussion.  

	
	NB1/2: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay for option 1
MTK: okay with option 1




Sub-topic 3-2
Sub-topic description: Progress on UE RF technical requirements
Issue 3-2-1: UE Rx requirements
Options are proposed in the table- for each requirement.
· Recommended WF
· For all clauses where only Option 1 is stated, agree Option 1.
· For other clauses, views invited on the different options.
Important: When responding in section 3.3 please indicate the clause number for which your comments apply, where you have specific comments.

	Requirement clause
	From below, please indicate if you support one of the Options indicated (Note: Reuse TN for means “reuse the TN requirement applicable for that UE category, and for supported CBWs of that UE category”).

	7.1: General
	Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: option 1
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	7.2: Diversity characteristics
	Option 1: Reuse TN aspects applicable for Cat-M1 and NB1/2
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK

	7.3: Reference sensitivity
	Cat-M1 (1.4MHz): 
· b255: 
· Option 1: Reuse b24 value of [-102.7] dBm (FDD), [-103.5] dBm (HD-FDD)
· Option 2: Reuse from n255 
· b256:
· Option 1: –102.2 dBm (FDD) and -103 dBm (HD-FDD)
· Option 2: Reuse from n256
(Qualcomm please can you clarify Option 2? You mean scaled with Channel BW?)
ZTE:  the exact value need to further discussed and we have the following proposals:
For Cat-M1 (1.4MHz): 
For FD-FDD Cat M1, its Refens requirement could be scaled with carrier’s RB configuration and Rx ports [2.5dB increasing for single Rx] Since Cat M1 UE is supposed to be equipped with single Rx 
For HD-FDD Cat M1, its Refens requirement could be scaled with carrier’s RB configuration, Rx ports and HD assumption [1.7dB increasing for single Rx] since Cat M1 UE is supposed to be equipped with single Rx.
Please refer to the following agreement in [R4-147954] for MTC UE.
Ligado Networks: Option 1; Re-use from TN as 1.4 MHz channel is not specified for n255/n256
MTK: fine with ZTE’s comments. Further discussion is needed. 
In addition, the delta of 0.8dB between FDD and HD-FDD REFSENS may be still applicable.

	
	NB1/2: Option 1: Reuse TN (-108.2dBm for both bands)
ZTE: okay with option 1.
Ligado Networks: Option 1; Re-use from TN as 200 kHz channel is not specified for n255/n256
THALES: Agree with Ligado; Ok with option 1.
MTK: okay with option 1.

	7.4: Maximum input level
	Option 1: Same relative relaxation (15dB) as for NR NTN for all categories
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: this could be further checked by the simulation study and don’t see its urgency..
MTK: okay with option 1. We are open for further discussion of [15] dB.

	7.5: ACS
	Option 1: Depends on outcome of coexistence verification for all categories
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
THALES: fine with option 1.
MTK: okay with option 1

	7.6: Blocking characteristics
	

	7.6.1: In-band blocking
	Cat-M1: Option 1: Reuse TN 
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: The title should be In-band Blocking. For both n255 and n256 bands we should probably follow NR NTN work.

	
	NB1/2: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: The title should be In-band Blocking. For both n255 and n256 bands we should probably follow NR NTN work.

	7.6.2: Out-of-band blocking
	Cat-M1:
For b255: Option 1: reuse TN
MTK: okay with option 1For b256: Option 1: reuse TN; Option 2: wait for NR NTN outcome in RAN4#104-e.
Xiaomi: ok with option 2
ZTE: okay with option 2.
MTK: okay with moderator’s listed option for b256
THALES: for both n255 and n256 bands we should probably follow NR NTN work.

	
	NB1/2:
For b255: Option 1: reuse TN
MTK: okay with option 1
For b256: 
· Option 1: reuse TN.
· Option 2: wait for NR NTN outcome in RAN4#104-e.
Xiaomi: ok with option 2
ZTE: okay with option 2.
MTK: okay with option 2.

	7.6.3: Narrow band
	Cat-M1: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
THALES: OK

	
	NB1/2: Option 1: Not applicable (as for TN)
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
THALES: OK
MTK: okay with option 1

	7.7: Spurious response
	Cat-M1: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
THALES: OK
MTK: okay with option 1

	
	NB1/2: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
THALES: OK
MTK: okay with option 1

	7.8: Intermodulation 
	Cat-M1: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1..
MTK: okay with option 1

	
	NB1/2: Option 1: Reuse TN
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
MTK: okay with option 1

	7.9: Spurious emissions
	Option 1: Reuse TN for all categories
Xiaomi: ok with option 1
ZTE: okay with option 1.
MTK: okay with option 1
THALES: OK




Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
Sub topic 3-1: UE Tx RF requirements 
	Company
	Comments (please read issue 3-1-1 recommended way forward first)

	Xiaomi
	Please see my comments in the table.

	Ericsson
	6.2.1: option 1. 
6.2.3, For NB-IoT, no A-MPR for either bands ; For Cat-M1, it should discuss whether to reuse the n255 A-MPR for non subPRB transmission. For subPRB transmission, it may need simulation. For n256, the NS24 is the same in 38.101-5 and 36.101 for n65. Then it could discuss whether or not to refer to A-MPR for 36.101. would the same NS value be signaled without introducing new one?
6.3.2 Option 1 for cat-M1, option 1 for NB
6.3.3, option 1 for both NB/Cat-M1. We have not discussed whether sTTI  applicable for cat-M1 in LTE.
6.4.1 option 1 and option 2 seems the same. Segmentation configuration is configured by network, UE follow the configuration and update the TA and transmit frequency accordingly, the min seg configuration is 2ms for NB and 2ms for LTE-M, the frequency error measurement is 1ms , so seems match to each other and option 2 is fine. 
6.6. cat-M1, option 2 seems fine, there is no 1.4MHz BW defined for LTE in 36.101.

	Qualcomm
	6.2.1: OK with option 1 or option 2
6.2.3: option 1. If the conclusion from co-ex is to reuse the legacy requirements, we can discuss whether to reuse from NR NTN. For 255, it depends on whether the same regulatory requirements of n255 is applied or not. Note that for 255, we did not specify A-MPR for NR NTN. For 256, we could discuss whether NS24 can be used for cat-M1.
6.3.2: Option 1 for cat-M1 and NB
6.3.3: For cat-M1, what would be difference if sTTI is applicable? For NB, option 1
6.4.1 Here also the segmentation needs to be considered in addition to the thread 309 aspects.  Ericvssons view maybe ok, i.e. no specific segment config is needed. 
6.6: option 1 for cat-M1 and NB

	ZTE
	Please see our comments embedded in the above table.

	Hughes/EchoStar
	6.2.1: OK with option 2
6.2.3: option 3. 


	Huawei (JW)
	6.2.1
option 2. The feasibility of PC5 has been confirmed in TR36.763. And the TN requirements for PC5 can be reused as much as possible. Little extra effort is foreseen in support of PC5 in addition to PC3. It may not be seen as “essential” as PC3, but contributions should be allowed to pursue this feature, which should not be de-prioritized.
6.2.4
Huawei (JW): fine with option 1, except that PC6 can be excluded.
6.4.2
Huawei (JW): For NB-IoT, only BPSK and QPSK are to be supported as defined before R17.
6.5.3.2
Huawei (JW): Both NR NTN and E-UTRA requirements can be considered. We have the following observation in R4-2212454:
The NTN band 255 has the same frequency range as E-UTRA band 24, and the NTN band 256 is a sub-block of E-UTRA band 65. It’d be reasonable to reuse the spurious emission requirements for protected bands of the corresponding E-UTRA bands.


	Ligado Networks
	6.2.1: Specify both PC3 and PC5 . Also, the Tx MOP tolerances for 255/256 to be aligned with those specified for n255/n256.
6.2.3: Option 2: Given the discussion around different regulatory requirements for n255 and n24 in previous meetings there is no need for A-MPR for Band 255 for Cat-M1
6.5.3: Need 6.5.3.3 as there are additional SEM requirements (due to regulatory requirements) for n255 that also apply to Band 255.

	THALES
	See above

	MediaTek
	Please see our comments embedded in the above table.

	Sony
	6.2.1: OK with both PC3 and PC5 


 
Sub topic 3-2: UE Rx RF requirements 
	Company
	Comments (please read issue 3-2-1 recommended way forward first)

	Xiaomi
	Please see my comments in the table.

	Ericsson
	7.3: we are open to discuss option 1 and option 2, e.g scaling from n255/n256 (NR UE) or reuse the B24 for n255 and B65 for n256. 


	ZTE
	Please see our comments embedded in the above table.

	Qualcomm
	7.3: We support option 2 for cat-M1, i.e., scaling from n255/n256.
7.6.2: We support option 2 for cat-M1 and NB 

	Ligado Networks
	7.3:
M1: Option 1; Re-use from TN as 1.4 MHz channel is not specified for n255/n256
NB1/NB2: Option 1; Re-use from TN as 200 kHz channel is not specified for n255/n256

	THALES
	See above

	MediaTek
	Please see our comments embedded in the above table.

	Sony
	7.3: fine with option 1 for both eMTC and NBIoT and for both bands, but also okay to scale from NR NTN.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#3-1
(UE Tx requirements)

	Tentative agreements: Agreements can be made on many requirements. See agreements in RAN4 GTW 19/08. 
Recommendations for 2nd round: Include the above (and GTW agreements) in the WF document, and further discussion appreciated on the open points.
Baseline TP on agreeable aspects will be provided by spec editor for information to support later formal TP drafting. 
36.102 spec editor to make a proposal for the further drafting/review effort split for clause 6.

	Sub-topic#3-2
(UE Rx requirements)

	Tentative agreements: Agreements can be made on many requirements. See agreements in GTW 19/08.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Include the above (and GTW agreements) in the WF document, and further discussion appreciated on the open points.
Baseline TP on agreeable aspects will be provided for information by spec editor to support formal TP drafting.
36.102 spec editor to make a proposal for the further drafting/review effort split for clause 7.




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	NEW Tdoc: TP for information on clause 6 and clause 7 of 36.102, on already agreed points, for further review and discussion.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
Further discussion in the 2nd round to take place on the revised or new documents referred above (to be submitted as drafts in the Drafts folder).


Recommendations for Tdocs
1st round 
New tdocs
	New Tdoc number
	Title
	Source
	Comments

	R4-xxxxxx
	WF on NB-IoT/eMTC NTN agenda items 12.5.1 and 12.5.4
	MediaTek
	For Approval, 12.5

	R4-xxxxxx
	TP for Information on clause 6 and 7 of TS36.102
	MediaTek
	For information, 12.5.4

	
	
	
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-2211799

	xxxxxx
	Work Plan for NB-IoT/eMTC for NTN requirements
	MediaTek (Rapporteur)
	Agreeable
	For Approval

	R4-2211778
	xxxxxx
	Skeleton TS36.102
	MediaTek
	Agreeable
	For Approval

	R4-2213694
	(TBC) xxxxxx
	Skeleton TS36.108
	ZTE
	Agreeable
	For Approval



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics incl. existing and new tdocs.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) For new LS documents, please include information on To/Cc WGs in the comments column
4) Do not include hyper-links in the documents

2nd round 

	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	CR on …
	XXX
	Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	WF on …
	YYY
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	R4-22xxxxx
	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	Agreeable, Revised, Noted
	

	
	
	
	
	
	



Notes:
1) Please include the summary of recommendations for all tdocs across all sub-topics.
2) For the Recommendation column please include one of the following: 
a. CRs/TPs: Agreeable, Revised, Merged, Postponed, Not Pursued
b. Other documents: Agreeable, Revised, Noted
3) Do not include hyper-links in the documents
