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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion (e.g. list of treated agenda items) and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round 
· 1st round: TBA
· 2nd round: TBA
It is appreciated that the delegates for this topic put their contact information in the table below.
Contact information
	Company
	Name
	Email address

	ZTE Corporation
	Fei Xue (Moderator)
	Xue.fei25@zte.com.cn

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Munira Jaffar
	munirajaffar@hughes.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)
The e-mail discussion covers Coexistence study and SAN RF requirement for IoT over NTN. All contributions submitted are divided into the following Topics:
1. [bookmark: _Hlk54855244]Coexistence study
2.  SAN RF requirements
Topic #1: Coexistence study
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2216418
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Coexistence simulation results for TN-NTN NB IoT
Observation 1: In case 1, the required ACIR requirement is around 20dB which indicates the legacy UE ACS requirements can be reused for NTN NB IoT UE with enough margin [3].
Observation 2: In case 4, the required ACIR requirement is around 27 dB when considering the 36 UEs as worst case. That is below the current requirements of NB-IoT requirements specified in [3]
Proposal 1: The legacy requirements in TS36.101 can apply for NTN NB IoT UE ACLR and NTN NB IoT UE ACS even when considering the worst-case scenario with 36 UEs for case 4.


	R4-2216547
	ZTE Corporation
	Further discussion on simulation assumptions and evaluation results for IoT over NTN
Proposal 1: to emulate 3 users for multiple tone, 9 users for single tone 15kHz and 36 users for single tone 3.75kHz.
Proposal 2: for Case 4 and Case 5, to directly define the ACLR requirement over the adjacent NR/E-UTRA carriers. 


	R4-2216634
	Ericsson
	IoT NTN coexisting initial results
[bookmark: _Ref115451187]From the coexisting simulation results, it shows reusing the ACLR and ACS from NB-IoT for NTN IoT is fine.


	R4-2216800
	MediaTek (Chengdu) Inc.
	IoT NTN coexistence remaining aspects

Observation 1: NB-IoT TN coexistence studies seemed to use an overly pessimistic modelling by applying FACLR when NB-IoT is aggressing a wideband system.
Observation 2: A flat model without FACLR may still be seen as somewhat pessimistic (when we consider that the spurious domain for NB-IoT emissions starts from 1.7MHz from the edge of the aggressing channel, and that aggressing UEs further away from the channel edge will likely cause less emissions) but may help faster convergence and verification.
Proposal 1: Use a flat UE ACLR model across victim bandwidth without FACLR scaling for case 4 scenario
Proposal 2: Consider the bandwidth scaling from 35 RBs to the UTRA ACLR measurement bandwidth filter as one possibility to verify the UTRA ACLR requirements. 
Observation 3: The equivalent number of NB-IoT UEs compared to those used in the NR NTN channel, would be no more than 9 UEs. Something in the range of 9-18 NB-IoT UEs seems a reasonable number to consider.
Proposal 3: In terms of number of NTN UEs to model in uplink at the TN cluster edge, agree a value of 18 UEs for 3.75kHz SCS.
Proposal 4: For case 1 scenario apply 1.5km isolation distance for victim UE, and FACLR scaling in downlink.
Proposal 5: Agree to reuse the existing NB-IoT UE ACLR/ACS/MPR/SEM requirement for NB-IoT UE over NTN.



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 1-1 active UEs for NTN UL
Sub-topic description:\
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: single tone 15KHz
· Proposal : 
· Option 1: 12 users [Qualcomm, Ericsson]
· Option 2: 9 users [ZTE, MTK]
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.

Issue 1-1-2: single tone 3.75KHz
· Proposal : 
· Option 1: 36 users [Qualcomm, ZTE]
· Option 2: 48 users [Ericsson]
· Option 3: 18 users [MTK]
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.

Sub-topic 1-2  ACLR/ACS modelling modelling
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1:  Case 1
· Proposals
· Option 1: Flat model with adjusting the ACLR according to TR 36.942 and adjusting the ACLR with FACLR = 10 × LOG10(Bvictim/BAggressor), and assuming flat ACS. FACLR = ~20.5 dB with 1.5km isolation distance[Qualcomm, ZTE, MTK]
· Option 2:  other
· Recommend
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.

Issue 1-2-2:  Case 4
· Proposals
· Option 1: Symmetric bandwidth ACLR model according to TR 36.942 section 5.1.1.4.2 with Flat ACLR model and FACLR = 0 dB, assuming flat ACS [Qualcomm, ZTE, MTK]
· Option 2: others 
· Recommend
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.

Issue 1-2-3:  Other case for Case 2/ Case 3/ Case 5/ Case 6
· Proposals
	No.
	Combination
	Aggressor
	Victim
	Notes

	2
	TN with NTN
	TN UL
	NTN UL
	Applicable for satellite operating in e.g. S-band, for e.g. coexistence with n1 FDD.

	3
	TN with NTN
	NTN DL
	TN DL
	Applicable for satellite operating in e.g. S-band, for e.g. coexistence with n1 FDD.

	5
	TN with NTN
	NTN UL
	TN DL
	Applicable for satellite operating in S-band, for e.g. coexistence with n34 TDD. 

	6
	TN with NTN
	TN DL
	NTN UL
	Applicable for satellite operating in S-band, for e.g. coexistence with n34 TDD. 


· 
· Recommend
· Simulation assumption for Case 2/3/5/6 are encouraged to be provided by companies if there is any results submitted.


Sub-topic 1-3  UE ACLR/ACS requirements for IoT over NTN
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-3:  UE ACLR/ACS requirements
· Option1: The legacy requirements in TS36.101 can apply for NTN NB IoT UE ACLR and NTN NB IoT UE ACS even when considering the worst-case scenario with 36 UEs for case 4. [Qualcomm]
· Option 2: From the coexisting simulation results, it shows reusing the ACLR and ACS from NB-IoT for NTN IoT is fine. [Ericsson]
· Option 3: Agree to reuse the existing NB-IoT UE ACLR/ACS/MPR/SEM requirement for NB-IoT NTN.
· Option 4: Consider the bandwidth scaling of the ACLR observed as required for 35 RBs to the UTRA ACLR measurement bandwidth filter as one possibility to verify the UTRA ACLR requirements. Other approaches are also welcome to be discussed.
· Recommend
·  Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.
. 

Sub-topic 1-4  SAN ACLR/ACS requirements for IoT over NTN
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-4:  SAN ACLR/ACS requirements
· Option1: the existing NR NTN ACLR requirement could be applied for Rel-18 IoT over NTN [ZTE]
· Option 2: Other
· Recommend
·  Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting. 

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues
Issue 1-1:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-1-1: Comment
Issue 1-1-2: Comment
Issue 1-1-1: single tone 15KHz
· Proposal : 
· Option 1: 12 users [Qualcomm, Ericsson]
· Option 2: 9 users [ZTE, MTK]
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.

Issue 1-1-2: single tone 3.75KHz
· Proposal : 
· Option 1: 36 users [Qualcomm, ZTE]
· Option 2: 48 users [Ericsson]
· Option 3: 18 users [MTK]
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.


	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1-1: We would clarify that the 12 users we used is the worst case. We would consider more realistic scenarios which could be 9UEs as option 2.
Issue 1-1-2: Similar comments as issue 1-1-1. We are OK with option 1 or option 3


	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1-1: option 1
Issue 1-1-2: option 2,  we do not think the number of UE is bottle neck when isolation distance is applied.


	MediaTek
	Issue 1-1-1: Actually we never proposed 9, but we would assume less than 9 UEs is realistic here, considering max is 12 within the channel. 
Issue 1-1-2: Option 3 seems most realistic.

	ZTE
	Issue 1-1-1: We support the option 2 which should be more aligned with reality.
Issue 1-1-2:  we support the option 1 without any isolation distance for Case 4.  isolation distance is only applicable for case 1.

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



Issue 1-2:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-2-1: Comment
Issue 1-2-2: Comment
Issue 1-2-3: Comment
Issue 1-2-1:  Case 1
· Proposals
· Option 1: Flat model with adjusting the ACLR according to TR 36.942 and adjusting the ACLR with FACLR = 10 × LOG10(Bvictim/BAggressor), and assuming flat ACS. FACLR = ~20.5 dB with 1.5km isolation distance[Qualcomm, ZTE, MTK]
· Option 2:  other
· Recommend
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.

Issue 1-2-2:  Case 4
· Proposals
· Option 1: Symmetric bandwidth ACLR model according to TR 36.942 section 5.1.1.4.2 with Flat ACLR model and FACLR = 0 dB, assuming flat ACS [Qualcomm, ZTE, MTK]
· Option 2: others 
· Recommend
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting.


	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-2-1: Option 1
Issue 1-2-2: Option 1
Issue 1-2-3: Case 1 and Case 4 are the worst case for UE ACS/ACLR requirements definition based on outcome of NR NTN co-ex in TR38.836

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-2-1: option 2.  When TN is aggressor, the ACLR of TN cannot be adjusted and this is legacy ACLR. To calculate the interference power, it will be adjusted with the same number of 10log10(Bandwidth_victim/Band_aagressor).  Maybe this is what option 1 means anyway.

Issue 1-2-2: option 1.


	MediaTek
	Issue 1-2-1: Option 1
Issue 1-2-2: Option 1
Issue 1-2-3: We also feel that case 1 and 4 characterises the issues/trends.

	ZTE
	Issue 1-2-1: Option 1. To Ericsson, what your proposed is aligned with option 1 which is legacy assumption in the past.
Issue 1-2-2: Option 1
Issue 1-2-3:  for other others, we could follow the legacy assumption defined in TR36.802, For other cases, this is used to define RF requirement for SAN. 

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Issue 1-2-3: Case 1 and 4 characterises the issues.



Issue 1-3:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-3: Comment


	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-3: Option 1 and option 3 are not exclusive. Based on the simulation in our paper R4-2216418. We support option 1 and option 3


	Ericsson
	Issue 1-3: option 1/2/3. 

	MediaTek
	Based on all of the analysis provided we also think Option 1 and 3 are acceptable.

	ZTE
	Issue 1-2:
Based on the simulation results provided so far, its seems to reuse the TN UE ACLR/ACS requirement might be reasonable assumption, however we are still discussing the simulation assumption, it’s better to make the final decision at the next RAN4 meeting. The current proposals from option 1/2/3 could be starting point. 


	Sony
	Issue 1-3: it seems from the majority view that re-use the existing TN requirements is feasible, and therefore we support option 1,2 and 3.

	Huawei
	Question for clarification: The existing TN NB-IoT UE requirements involve GSM/UTRA for ACLR and GSM/EUTRA for ACS. Are these going to be kept? If so, how to justify such requirements since the current coex simulations are between NB-IoT NTN and NR TN?

	Hughes/EchoStar
	Option 1 and 3



Issue 1-4:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-4: Comment


	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-4: OK with option 1


	Ericsson
	Issue 1-4: fine with option 1.

	ZTE
	Issue 1-4: fine with option 1.



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	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
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:


	Sub-topic#1-1 active UEs for NTN UL
	Issue 1-1-1: single tone 15KHz
Based on the comments received so far, there are still two major campus , this need more discussions in 2nd round or GTW 
Candidate options:
· Option 1: 12 users [Qualcomm, Ericsson]
· Option 2: 9 users [ZTE, Hughes/EchoStar, Qualcomm]
· Option 3: less than 9 users [MTK]

Issue 1-1-2: single tone 3.75KHz
Based on the comments received so far, there are still two major campus at least , this need more discussions in 2nd round or GTW 
Candidate options:
· Option 1: 36 users [Qualcomm, ZTE]
· Option 2: 48 users [Ericsson]
· Option 3: 18 users [MTK, Qualcomm, Hughes/EchoStar,]


	Sub-topic#1-2
ACLR/ACS modelling
	Issue 1-2-1:  Case 1
Based on the comments received so far, Qualcomm, MTK and ZTE support the option 1, Ericsson support the others, however what Ericsson propose is the same as option 1. 
Agreement:
· Option 1: Flat model with adjusting the ACLR according to TR 36.942 and adjusting the ACLR with FACLR = 10 × LOG10(Bvictim/BAggressor), and assuming flat ACS. FACLR = ~20.5 dB with 1.5km isolation distance

Issue 1-2-2:  Case 4
Based on the comments received so far, Qualcomm, MTK and ZTE, Ericsson support the option 1.
Agreement:
· Option 1: Symmetric bandwidth ACLR model according to TR 36.942 section 5.1.1.4.2 with Flat ACLR model and FACLR = 0 dB, assuming flat ACS

Issue 1-2-3:  Other case for Case 2/ Case 3/ Case 5/ Case 6
In the 1st round, only ZTE shared the comments to follow the legacy assumption defined in TR36.802, no other companies share comments on it. Further discussion in 2nd round or WF is needed.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss issue 1-2-3 in 2nd round.

	Sub-topic#1-3
UE ACLR/ACS requirements 
	Issue 1-3:  UE ACLR/ACS requirements
Based on comments from companies,  most companies are fine to reuse the TN UE requirement for IoT over NTN UE. Huawei asked the question whether the requirement should involve GSM/UTRA, if yes, how to justify such requirement by the current coexistence study between NB-IoT NTN and NR NTN.
From the moderator perspective as mentioned in the comments also, since the simulation assumptions are still under the discussion,  it might be premature to make the final decision, however based on the simulation results inputs so far. It should be okay to use the TN NB-IoT ACLR/ACS requirement as starting point and further confirmed with further evaluation results based on agreed simulation assumption. 
Agreement: 
· To use the TN NB-IoT ACLR/ACS requirement as starting point and confirmed with further evaluation results based on agreed simulation assumption next meeting.


	Sub-topic#1-4
SAN ACLR/ACS requirements for IoT over NTN
	Issue 1-4:  SAN ACLR/ACS requirements
Similar situation as UE ACLR/ACS requirement,  Ericsson/ZTE/Qualcomm agree to reuse ACLR of SAN requirement. However the simulation assumptions are still under the discussion,  it might be premature to make the final decision. Based on the simulation results inputs so far,  it should be okay to use the NR NTN SAN  ACLR/ACS requirement as starting point and further confirmed with further evaluation results based on agreed simulation assumption. 
Agreement: 
· To use the NTN SAN ACLR/ACS requirement as starting point and confirmed with further evaluation results based on agreed simulation assumption next meeting.





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  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Companies views’ collection for 2nd round 
Open issues
Issue 1-1:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-1-1: single tone 15KHz
Based on the comments received so far, there are still two major campus , this need more discussions in 2nd round or GTW 
Candidate options:
· Option 1: 12 users [Qualcomm, Ericsson]
· Option 2: 9 users [ZTE, Hughes/EchoStar, Qualcomm]
· Option 3: less than 9 users [MTK]

Issue 1-1-2: single tone 3.75KHz
Based on the comments received so far, there are still two major campus at least , this need more discussions in 2nd round or GTW 
Candidate options:
· Option 1: 36 users [Qualcomm, ZTE]
· Option 2: 48 users [Ericsson]
· Option 3: 18 users [MTK, Qualcomm, Hughes/EchoStar,]


	MediaTek
	Issue 1-1-1: 9 users is ok
Issue 1-1-2: Maybe we can model 18 and 36 users, and rule out 48 users as that seems completely unrealistic.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Issue 1-2:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-2-3:  Other case for Case 2/ Case 3/ Case 5/ Case 6
In the 1st round, only ZTE shared the comments to follow the legacy assumption defined in TR36.802, no other companies share comments on it. Further discussion in 2nd round or WF is needed.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss issue 1-2-3 in 2nd round.

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-2-3: We would be ok to agree that if we could agree assumptions this week. Not many companies seemed to feel anything was needed though, so further feedback appreciated.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Issue 1-3:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-3:  UE ACLR/ACS requirements
Based on comments from companies,  most companies are fine to reuse the TN UE requirement for IoT over NTN UE. Huawei asked the question whether the requirement should involve GSM/UTRA, if yes, how to justify such requirement by the current coexistence study between NB-IoT NTN and NR NTN.
From the moderator perspective as mentioned in the comments also, since the simulation assumptions are still under the discussion,  it might be premature to make the final decision, however based on the simulation results inputs so far. It should be okay to use the TN NB-IoT ACLR/ACS requirement as starting point and further confirmed with further evaluation results based on agreed simulation assumption. 
Agreement: 
· To use the TN NB-IoT ACLR/ACS requirement as starting point and confirmed with further evaluation results based on agreed simulation assumption next meeting.


	MediaTek
	Ok with proposal above.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



Issue 1-4:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 1-4:  SAN ACLR/ACS requirements
Similar situation as UE ACLR/ACS requirement,  Ericsson/ZTE/Qualcomm agree to reuse ACLR of SAN requirement. However the simulation assumptions are still under the discussion,  it might be premature to make the final decision. Based on the simulation results inputs so far,  it should be okay to use the NR NTN SAN  ACLR/ACS requirement as starting point and further confirmed with further evaluation results based on agreed simulation assumption. 
Agreement: 
To use the NTN SAN ACLR/ACS requirement as starting point and confirmed with further evaluation results based on agreed simulation assumption next meeting.

	MediaTek
	Ok with proposal above – pending the simulation question above.

	
	

	
	



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 2nd 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
	Agreement has been captured in the following way forward R4-2217473 WF on coexistence assumption for IoT over NTN

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	




Topic #2: SAN RF requirements
Companies’ contributions summary
(Cat A CRs are not listed)
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2216548
	ZTE Corporation
	Further discussion on SAN RF requirements for IoT over NTN

	R4-2216638
	Ericsson
	TP for SAN RF requirement

	R4-2216545
	ZTE Corporation
	Draft spec for TS 36.108


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 SAN Tx requirement
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1:  DL RS power accuracy
· Proposals
· Option 1: to reuse the existing requirement from LTE BS if UE chipset vendors have strong preference/interest to include this requirement for SAN RF. [ZTE, Ericsson]
· Option 2:  Other
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting. 

Issue 2-1-2:  ACLR
· Proposals
· Option 1:   to define ACLR as 24dB for LEO SAN class and ACLR as 14dB for GEO SAN class without 100kHz frequency gap next to 1s adjacent carriers. [ZTE, Ericsson]
· Option 2:   other
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting. 

Issue 2-1-3:  UEM 
· Proposals
· Option 1:  to reuse the existing NR SAN OBUE requirement for IoT over NTN SAN OBUE requirements. [ZTE, Ericsson]
· Option 2:   other
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting. 

Sub-topic 2-2 SAN Rx requirement
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2-1 IoT level for GEO and LEO dynamic range requirement:  
· Proposals
· Option 1:  to agree the IoT level as 24dBc for GEO and LEO dynamic rang requirements. [ZTE]
· Option 2:  Other
· Recommended WF
· Companies’ views are encouraged during the meeting. 


Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues
Issue 2-1:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 2-1-1: Comment
Issue 2-1-2: Comment
Issue 2-1-3: Comment


	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-1-1: DL RS power accuracy

Ok to use the DL RS power accuracy requirement from LTE.  

Issue 2-1-2: ACLR
Support option 1 (i.e., reuse Rel-17 NTN SAN ACLR requirements)

Issue 2-1-3: UEM
Ok with option 1. 

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1-1: option 1.
Issue 2-1-2: option 1.  There is a Foffset discussion in UE thread issue 2-1. 
Issue 2-1-3: option 1.



	ZTE
	Issue 2-1-1: option 1.
Issue 2-1-2: option 1. Foffset for BS side is not necessary at least. 
Issue 2-1-3: option 1.


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



Issue 2-2:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 2-2-1: Comment


	Qualcomm
	Issue 2-2-1
It is recommended to discuss the IoT level within the coexistence discussions. It is not clear what are the simulation assumptions that resulted in the proposed 24 dB. 

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-2-1.  
I think there need some clarification on the need of the simulation, whether it can follow NTN dynamic range with bandwidth scaling for interference power. 

	ZTE
	Issue 2-2-1.  
To Qualcomm, the simulation assumptions are still following the coexistence study.
To Ericsson, This is not based on bandwidth scaling, this is just to collect the co-channel interference as normal simulation did for Rel-17 NR over NTN or TN Rx IoT level evaluation.



CRs/TPs comments collection
	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
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic#2-1 SAN Tx requirement
	Issue 2-1-1:  DL RS power accuracy
Based on the comments received so far, all companies agree to reuse the DL RS power accuracy requirement from LTE. 
Agreement:
· use the DL RS power accuracy requirement from LTE. 
Issue 2-1-2:  ACLR
Based on the comments received so far,  most companies are fine with option 1. In addition, based on proposals for coexistence study, we propose to keep the value in the square bracket to final checking in next RAN4 meeting.
Agreement: . 
· define ACLR as [24dB] for LEO SAN class and ACLR as [14dB] for GEO SAN class without 100kHz frequency gap next to 1s adjacent carriers
Issue 2-1-3:  UEM 
Based on the comments received so far,  most companies are fine with option 1.
Agreement: 
·  to reuse the existing NR SAN OBUE requirement for IoT over NTN SAN OBUE requirements. 

	Sub-topic#2-2 SAN Tx requirement
	Issue 2-2-1 IoT level for GEO and LEO dynamic range requirement:  
In 1st round discussion, both Qualcomm and Ericsson ask some clarification question, ZTE shared the response to it. It’s expected to have more discussions and also new input from other companies are also encouraged.




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
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Companies views’ collection for 2nd round 
Open issues
Issue 2-2:
	Company
	Comments 

	Company A
	Issue 2-2-1 IoT level for GEO and LEO dynamic range requirement:  
In 1st round discussion, both Qualcomm and Ericsson ask some clarification question, ZTE shared the response to it. It’s expected to have more discussions and also new input from other companies are also encouraged.

	
	

	
	

	
	



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 2nd 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
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic#2-2 SAN Rx requirement
	Issue 2-2-1 IoT level for GEO and LEO dynamic range requirement:  
Companies are encouraged to bring evaluation results for IoT Level with the assumption of 36/18 UEs for 3.75kHz and 9 UEs for 15kHz.





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
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”


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

	
	WF on …
	YYY
	

	
	LS on …
	ZZZ
	To: RAN_X; Cc: RAN_Y

	R4-2217473
	WF on coexistence assumption for IoT over NTN
	MTK
	

	R4-2217474
	WF on SAN RF requirement for IoT over NTN
	ZTE
	



Existing tdocs
	Tdoc number
	Revised to
	Title
	Source
	Recommendation  
	Comments

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

	R4-2216418
	
	Coexistence simulation results for TN-NTN NB IoT

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Noted
	

	R4-2216547
	
	Further discussion on simulation assumptions and evaluation results for IoT over NTN

	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2216634
	
	IoT NTN coexisting initial results

	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2216800
	
	IoT NTN coexistence remaining aspects

	MediaTek (Chengdu) Inc
	Noted
	

	R4-2216548
	
	Further discussion on SAN RF requirements for IoT over NTN
	ZTE Corporation
	Noted
	

	R4-2216638
	
	TP for SAN RF requirement
	Ericsson
	Noted
	

	R4-2216545
	
	Draft spec for TS 36.108
	ZTE Corporation
	Return to
	



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
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