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Introduction
In RAN2#118-e, the discussion on NR NTN capabilities is to be continued. This document includes some comments on some of the already known open issues: IoT bits and the fixed Dish type UE without GNSS module but with GNSS coordinates.
NR NTN capabilities
Interoperability bits
In RAN2#117-e, the discussion on Interoperability (IoT) bits continued and the following agreement was made:
ð  Agreed adding an FFS for optional features, e.g.
"Define IoT bit for the support of {GSO, NGSO, both}, and this indication means all NTN essential features and optional features (FFS) UE indicates have been tested in the corresponding scenario(s). The exemplary spec change may be like:
ntn-ScenarioSupport-r17      ENUMERATED {GSO, NGSO, both}      OPTIONAL,
nonTerrestrialNetwork-r17    ENUMERATED {supported}            OPTIONAL,
A slight modification to the above statement was proposed in the latest 36.306 CR [1], where only {GSO, NGSO} bits are signalled in the field (ntn-ScenarioSupport-r17) and the absence of the field itself means that both scenarios are supported.
The absence of ntn-ScenarioSupport-r17 and the presence of  nonTerrestrialNetwork-r17 in the capability report implies the support of both GSO and NGSO scenarios.

In the mail discussion [2], some companies proposed to allow the flexibility that the UE selects to implement (and test) some of optional features for NGSO and some others for GSO. In this way, an additional capability would need to be added to differentiate the support in different scenarios of essential and optional features. However, considering the list of essential and optional NTN capabilities, we do not see the need to differentiate between GSO and NGSO.
ntn-ScenarioSupport-r17 should be used for both essential and optional NTN capabilities.

The second part of the Interoperability bits discussion refers to the capability differentiation between TN and NTN. Some companies have raised the concern of the possibility of some TN features not being supported by UE for NTN access due to, for instance, a lack of testing for NTN access. Most of the potential issues should have already been identified already but there might be some exceptions and without testing there is no guarantee that a working feature in TN would work fine in NTN. 
Although most potential issues should have been identified in the SI, there might be counted exceptions.
Therefore, some companies have proposed to introduce a new bit to allow for a different Interoperability Test (IoT) Status. As we mentioned in [2], we believe that it is not feasible to do it with all NR NTN capabilities and that would unnecessarily increment the complexity and size of the capability reporting. Still, we acknowledge a few exceptions might be identified, so IoT bits could be specified in those specific cases, and encourage the proposing companies to provide a list of those that might be most problematic to discuss in RAN2. 
Separate Interoperability Test bits for IoT NTN might be added if cases were TN features would not apply to NTN are found.
RAN2 to discuss adding IoT bits to the TN identified capabilities that would not work in NTN.

Fixed UE without GNSS
In [1], it was mentioned the possibility of having stationary UEs (satellite dish type) with known coordinates and without a GNSS receiver for its operation. In addition, it was proposed to add a clarification to the capability gnss-Location-r16 to account for this special case. 
This has already been considered in [3] and several solutions were sketched. However, this has not yet been discussed during the current WI in Rel-17 [4] as the basic assumption was the presence of a GNSS receiver in UEs, i.e., GNSS capabilities. The same basic assumption applies to the next NTN WI [5] in Rel-18.
Rel-17 and Rel-18 NTN WI have assumed UEs with GNSS capability.
Given the tight dealines to conclude this release, even though we agree that solutions are plausible, we think this discussion should be picked up as part of the NTN enhancements to be carried out in Rel-18.
Postpone the discussion on UEs without GNSS receiver to Release 18.
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[bookmark: _Hlk16780604]In the above sections, we made the following observations:
1. The absence of ntn-ScenarioSupport-r17 and the presence of  nonTerrestrialNetwork-r17 in the capability report implies the support of both GSO and NGSO scenarios.
Although most potential issues should have been identified in the SI, there might be counted exceptions.
Rel-17 and Rel-18 NTN WI have assumed UEs with GNSS capability.

The following proposals where made:
1. ntn-ScenarioSupport-r17 should be used for both essential and optional NTN capabilities.
Separate Interoperability Test bits for IoT NTN might be added if cases were TN features would not apply to NTN are found.
RAN2 to discuss adding IoT bits to the TN identified capabilities that would not work in NTN.

Postpone the discussion on UEs without GNSS receiver to Release 18.
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