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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Here we discuss the issues remaining after the “[AT125][304][IoT NTN Enh] Stage 2 corrections” discussion and the “[Post125][310][IoT-NTN Enh] Stage 2 CR (Ericsson)”. 

[bookmark: _Ref154582601]2	Chair notes from [AT125][304] online session 
A few issues were decided to dicuss next meeting, from the chair notes.

Proposal 3	RAN2 discuss whether The UE shall move directly to idle mode upon a failed GNSS acquisition, triggered by the network, independently of the GNSS position status.
· Continue in the next meeting
Proposal 4	RAN2 discuss whether if the GNSS measurement fails, the UE always moves to RRC Idle unless the measurement is triggered autonomously by the UE during C-DRX inactive time.
· Continue in the next meeting

We believe none of these are critical changes, and they have been discussed a few time already. 
[bookmark: _Toc163200760]The behaviour at failed GNSS acquisition is not further discussed. 


Proposal 5	RAN2 to discuss For autonomous GNSS acquisition in C-DRX inactive time, the UE shall move to idle mode if the GNSS position is outdated and uplink transmission extension is not active.
· Continue in the next meeting

We believe there are no requirements at all on what the UE shall do at failed acquisition during C-DRX – it is completely up to the UE. However, the UE will need to follow the already specified behaviour (go to idle if no valid GNSS and UL extension is not active and no (autonomous or non-autonomous) acquisition has been triggered).
[bookmark: _Toc163200761]The behaviour for autonomous GNSS acquisition in C-DRX inactive time is not further discussed. 


Proposal 6	RAN2 to discuss whether UE triggers GNSS remaining validity duration report after autonomous GNSS acquisition in C-DRX inactive time if the UE is communicating in a network not supporting releases later than Release 17.
· Continue in the next meeting

It has already been decided that the UE shall only report remaining GNSS during CONNECTED after the initial report, only if the NW supports this – thus there is no ambiguity on when the UE can report.  
[bookmark: _Toc163200762]Triggering of GNSS remaining validity duration report after autonomous GNSS acquisition in C-DRX inactive time is not further discussed. 

3	Remaining [Post125][310][IoT-NTN Enh] Stage 2 CR (Ericsson) issues

Only the issues with consensus were agreed in the post discussion. 

The issues discussed without consensus were:

First issue to discuss
Proposal 7	RAN2 to discuss whether to add Feeder Link RTT and Service link RTT to the abbreviations.
· Continue in [Post125][310]
From R2-2401463, Miscellaneous corrections for IoT NTN, Samsung
Feeder link RTT: The time required for data to travel from the NTN Gateway to the NTN payload and back over the feeder link.
Service link RTT: The time required for data to travel from the NTN payload to the UE and back over the service link.

Q1.1 Do you agree to add Feeder Link RTT and Service link RTT to the abbreviations as described above?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment including Text Proposal is any change

	vivo
	Slightly No
	They are not widely used in the specs. Maybe not needed.

	Nokia
	No strong view
	We see the point that the definitions of  feeder link  and service link  and RTT can be used to indicate what the meaning is. But we can follow mayjority view.
Furthermore, if the proposal is to be agreed, it is better to denote as propagation delay than data travel in above definition.

	Apple
	No strong view
	

	ZTE
	No
	We just think it’s not a good example to further give abbreviation for a term that already consists of multiple abbreviations. The exceptional case may be the new abbreviation can indicate additional meaning. But for Feeder Link RTT and Service link RTT, it seems no additional thing.

	CATT
	Not essential
	We already have definitions of “Service link” and “Feeder link”. It is not essential to define the “Service link RTT” and “Feeder link RTT” additionally, because the meaning is quite straightforward.

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	Both abbreviations Feeder link RTT and Service link RTT appear in the text and Figure 23.21.2.1-1, in section 23.21.2.1, so they should be defined for clarity, otherwise the meaning may not be clear to the reader. 
[bookmark: _Toc156248912]23.21.2	Timing and synchronization
[bookmark: _Toc156248913]23.21.2.1	Scheduling timing
[…]
The Service link RTT, Feeder link RTT, the RP, the Common TA,  and TTA (see clause 23.21.2.2) are illustrated in Figure 23.21.2.1-1.

	Huawei
	No strong view
	It is clear from the figure.

	Ericsson
	No
	


Summary: 1 Yes, 3 No, 3 No strong view, 1 Not essential
Q1.1 As there is no consensus at this time, no change is proposed. 

We believe none of these are critical changes, and they have been discussed a few time already. 
[bookmark: _Toc163200763]There is no need to update Feeder link and Service link definitions. 



Second issue 
Proposal 8	RAN2 to discuss how to align kmac, Kmac, and k-Mac between RAN1 spec, stage 2 and MAC spec and difference between NR NTN and IoT NTN.
· Continue in [Post125][310]
During AT125 discussion it was noted that Kmac can be aligned between stage 2 that uses Kmac besides in the figure that uses kmac and MAC that uses “k-Mac” (at 2 places) and 36.213 that uses “K-mac” (for higher layer parameter name in 1 place, otherwise Kmac is used) while the RRC parameter name is “k-Mac”. 
We note that a very similar situation is present for Koffset that has RRC parameter name k-Offset. 
We propose to not change MAC, RRC nor RAN1 spec, instead we only change the figure in stage 2 as proposed in Samsung contribution:



Figure 23.21.2.1-1: Illustration of timing relationship (for collocated eNB and NTN Gateway)



Figure 23.21.2.1-1: Illustration of timing relationship (for collocated eNB and NTN Gateway)

Q1.2 Do you agree to update the stage 2 figure as above?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment including text proposal

	vivo
	No
	We prefer kmac which is widely used in L1 specs.

	Nokia
	
	If we are not aligning the term for the kmac across specs the point of updating it in a single figure is unclear. But we can follow the majority view.

	Apple
	No strong view
	As long as it is clear they refer to the same meaning, we are fine with either way.

	ZTE
	
	Can agree with Nokia

	CATT
	No strong view
	There are also some other misalignments between 36.331 and 36.300, e.g., the common TA. So if there is no misunderstanding, we tend to keep it as is.

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	As indicated above “during AT125 discussion it was noted that Kmac can be aligned between stage 2 that uses Kmac besides in the figure that uses kmac and MAC that uses “k-Mac” (at 2 places) and 36.213 that uses “K-mac” (for higher layer parameter name in 1 place, otherwise Kmac is used)
There should be alignement between the text (Kmac) and the Figure (kmac). 

	Huawei
	No strong view
	No room for misunderstanding.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	



Summary: 2 Yes, 1 No, 3 No strong view, 2 Align over all specs 
Q1.2 As there is no consensus at this time, no change is proposed. 

The figure is clearly not correctly aligned with the text. 
We think best is to only use the RRC parameter name in stage 2, same as it is used in MAC. Or simplest is to write “Kmac is the symbol we use for the RRC parameter k-Mac”) 

[bookmark: _Toc163200764]First time Kmac is introduced, it is explained to be the RRC parameter k-Mac, and only Kmac is used in stage 2. 
[bookmark: _Toc163200765]Figure 23.21.2.1-1 is updated as above. 



Q1.3 Is any other alignment needed for Kmac?
	Company
	Yes/No
	If yes, please indicate what spec and what parameter name to change. 

	vivo
	No
	See the comment above.

	Nokia
	
	Depends on whether we update the figure. Either we update and align “everywhere” or don’t do anything at all. A partially alignment is not meaningful. 

	ZTE
	
	Can agree with Nokia

	CATT
	See our comment to Q1.2
	

	Samsung 
	Yes
	See comment to Q1.2

	Huawei
	No strong view
	No room for misunderstanding.

	Ericsson
	No
	

	
	
	



Summary: 1 Yes, 2 No, 2 No strong view, 2 Align over all specs 
Q1.3 As there is no consensus at this time, no change is proposed. 

No further alignment needed than discussed above. 



Fourth issue
Proposal 14	RAN2 to discuss In 36.300 23.21.4.3 Measurements, consider adding this at the end:
For a UE in Idle mode, it's up to UE implementation whether to perform NTN neighbour cell measurements on an NTN cell which is indicated in SIB3/SIB5 but no SatelliteId is configured.
For a UE in Connected mode, it's up to UE implementation whether to perform NTN neighbour cell measurements on an NTN cell which is included in the measurement configuration but no SatelliteId is configured.
· Continue in [Post125][310]

The Huawei proposed a slight update:
For a UE in Idle mode, it's up to UE implementation whether to perform NTN neighbour cell measurements on an NTN cell which is indicated in SIB3/SIB5 but no SatelliteId is configured but without corresponding satellite information in SIB33.
For a UE in Connected mode, it's up to UE implementation whether to perform NTN neighbour cell measurements on an NTN cell which is included in the measurement configuration but no SatelliteId is configured but without corresponding satellite information in SIB33.

Q1.5 Do you agree add the text at the end of 23.21.4.3 Measurements?
	Company
	Not needed
1st version above (Huwaei + ZTE addition)
2nd version above (futher changes by Huawei)
	Comment including text proposal 

	vivo
	No strong view
	Slightly prefer HW’s version, if the major view is to make a change. 

	Nokia
	 
	The updated text looks better.

	Apple
	See comments
	We slightly prefer 2nd version, because we think satelliteID in SIB3/SIB5 should only refer to satellite info carried in SIB33 (but not SIB32).
We would like to see if companies have different understanding that  satelliteID can also refer to satellite assistance info in SIB32.

	ZTE
	2nd version
	Fine with HW’s latest version.

	CATT
	No strong view
	

	Samsung
	See comment
	We think that this should be captured in Stage 3 (36.331 and 36.304) rather than in Stage 2, because it is really not Stage 2-level. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	About whether to capture in Stage 2 or Stage 3. 
In NR NTN, we captured this in Stage 2. If marjority think it should be Stage 3, then we need to update NR NTN spec also.

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Samsung.



Summary: 2 Not needed in stage 2, 3 2nd version, 2 No strong view
Q1.5 As there is no consensus at this time, no change is proposed. 

Divergent views, we propose that proponents add CRs for the stage 3 specs for these issues. 


Fifth issue
Proposal 15       RAN2 to discuss In 36.300 23.21.4.3 Measurements, consider adding this (same as in NR NTN):
“The time-based measurement initiation may be applicable for the feeder link switchover case for cell (re)selection.”
· Continue in [Post125][310]

Q1.6 Do you agree add the above sentence in 23.21.4.3 Measurements?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment including text proposal 

	vivo
	Yes
	The use cases generally should be captured clearly. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	See comment
	This has not really been discussed. Besides, if something is agreed then we think it would be fine to clarify or remove any restrictions in Stage 3 text. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	To Samsung :
What is the difference between NR NTN and IoT NTN regarding this statement? If it is captured in NR NTN, why it is not appied in IoT NTN ?

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This is a « may » statement, so not so important.



Summary: 7 Yes, 1 Need to be discussed 
Q1.6 As there is no consensus at this time, no change is proposed. 

We think the same was added in NR NTN and can be added here. 
[bookmark: _Toc163200766]In 36.300 23.21.4.3 Measurements, consider adding this (same as in NR NTN): “The time-based measurement initiation may be applicable for the feeder link switchover case for cell (re)selection.”

4	Conclusion
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following: 
Proposal 1	The behaviour at failed GNSS acquisition is not further discussed.
Proposal 2	The behaviour for autonomous GNSS acquisition in C-DRX inactive time is not further discussed.
Proposal 3	Triggering of GNSS remaining validity duration report after autonomous GNSS acquisition in C-DRX inactive time is not further discussed.
Proposal 4	There is no need to update Feeder link and Service link definitions.
Proposal 5	First time Kmac is introduced, it is explained to be the RRC parameter k-Mac, and only Kmac is used in stage 2.
Proposal 6	Figure 23.21.2.1-1 is updated as above.
Proposal 7	In 36.300 23.21.4.3 Measurements, consider adding this (same as in NR NTN): “The time-based measurement initiation may be applicable for the feeder link switchover case for cell (re)selection.”
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