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1 Introduction
This document is a summary of the email discussion on idle mode mobility and paging. The intention of this email discussion is to progress remaining issues for idle mode mobility and paging.

The deadline of this email discussion is Wedneday, 2016-04-06, 23:59 Pacific Time. 
2 Open issues
RAN2 has achieved many agreements related to idle mode mobility and paging, and these agreements have already been implemented in the corresponding running CRs. However there are still some issues which have no conclusion yet and this email discussion focuses on these open issues.
2.1 Cell Selection and Reselection

Issue 1: Applicability of RSRQ
At last meeting it was not decided yet whether RSRQ is supported and this needs evaluation from RAN4 to ensure the measurements accuracy.

Issue 2: Applicability of E-UTRA inter-frequency redistribution

RAN2 has agreed to support blind redirection for load balancing. There is no discussion on inter-frequency redistribution. The E-UTRAN inter-frequency redistribution is introduced in Rel-13 to redistribute a fraction of UEs among carriers and/or among cells under network control. RAN2 needs to discuss whether this function is required for NB-IoT or not.
Issue 3: the measurement accuracy of RSRP

RAN2 has agreed to support RSRP measurement but has not yet discussed the measurement accuracy of RSRP. This requires precise definition.
Issue 4: Applicability of Pcompensation including UE power class, and related parameter p-max, NS-pmaxList
The Pcompensation includes PPowerClass and related parameter p-Max. The needs and value ranges of these parameters need precise definition.
Issue 5: Applicability of TreselectionRAT and whether it can be set per frequency
In current LTE, the UE shall reselect the new cell, only if the following conditions are met:

-
the new cell is better ranked than the serving cell during a time interval TreselectionRAT;
-
more than 1 second has elapsed since the UE camped on the current serving cell.
TreselectionRAT can have different values for cell reselection towards different RATs or frequencies. In NB-IoT it has been agreed inter-RAT mobility is not supported, therefore Treselection does not need to differentiate RATs. For NB-IoT, it is still FFS whether Treselection is needed and whether it needs to be set per frequency.
Issue 6: Applicability of other RAT search in cell selection
The other RAT search in cell selection is used in the case when UE supports multi-RATs. However in NB-IoT it has been agreed inter-RAT mobility is not supported and therefore this is naturally not needed. As there is no explicit agreement, this issue is just for confirmation.
Issue 7: Applicability of MFBI

MFBI has been specified in E-UTRAN. This function allows more flexible deployment of E-UTRAN frequencies but has not been discussed before whether there is any need to apply it to NB-IoT.

Issue 8: Procedure when no suitable cell can be found

In existing LTE, if UE cannot find a suitable cell it enters “any cell selection state” and tries to find an acceptable cell. If the UE can find an accept cell, it enters “Camped on Any cell state”. Else, if the UE is not camped on any cell, it shall stay in the “any cell selection state” until an acceptable cell is found. For NB-IoT, “Camped on Any cell state” is not supported therefore the UE behaviour when it cannot find a suitable cell needs to be defined.
2.2 Paging
Issue 9: paging DRX cycle in NB-IoT
There is one remaining issue on whether the paging DRX cycle (cell-specific) is 5.12 seconds or 2.56 seconds, which should be decided.
Issue 10: calculation of the start offset of the PTW
It is FFS if we need to change the calculation of the start offset of the PTW (first paging occasion of the PTW) within a Hyper Frame (HF) to achieve more uniform distribution based on UE ID.
Issue 11: range of TeDRX: 512 hyper-frames (FFS)

RAN2 has agreed that the maximum eDRX cycle length is 1024 hyper-frames. However the intermediate value of 512 hyper-frames is still FFS.
3 Discussion
Issue 1 for discussion: Applicability of RSRQ
Option 1: apply RSRQ for cell selection and cell reselection
Option 2: apply RSRQ to cell selection only
Option 3: not apply RSRQ
Note: this requires RAN4 input
	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	Option 2 (incl. quality measurement thresholds)

The quality based measurements (RSRQ) take into account co-channel and adjacent-channel interference, which can also be relevant for NB-IoT. Therefore it is proposed to also use Squal in the suitability criteria for cell selection, i.e. the selection criteria S is fulfilled when both Srxlev > 0  AND  Squal > 0. For cell re-selection based on ranking only RSRP is used. For the UE measurement rules there should also be an RSRQ threshold for intra-frequency and inter-frequency measurements, i.e. (SIntraSearchP, SIntraSearchQ, SnonIntraSearchP, SnonIntraSearchQ). The UE is not required to perform measurements when both the RSRP and RSRQ measurements are above their threshold (for intra- and inter-frequency).
The RAN4 work to do the RRM requirements for RSRQ measurements in addition to the RRM requirement for RSRP is expected to be limited.

	MediaTek
	Option 3: not apply RSRQ

RSRQ is measured on the downlink, but NB-IOT traffic is mainly on the uplink. Even RSRQ does reflect the cell loading to some extent, since NB-IOT traffic consists of small packets, cell loading varies a lot. The loading upon RSRQ measurement may be quite different from the loading at data transmission; UE may even ping-pong between two frequencies. Therefore, RSRQ measurement and related parameters are not supported for NB-IOT.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 2

	Huawei
	Slightly prefer Option 3 as we also agree with MediaTek’s comments, however we assume we need RAN4 evaluation to final decide whether RSRQ is needed. We suggest send an LS asking RAN4 on this.

	Samsung
	Option 3: not apply RSRQ

We agree with MediaTek that the benefit by applying RSRQ is not clear in NB-IoT which is preferred to have simple and low cost design.

	ZTE
	Prefer Option 3 for simplicity. Further, RSRQ is measured on the downlink, but NB-IOT traffic is mainly for uplink small data transmission. The gain of RSRQ measurement may be very limited.

	Intel
	Option 2

Our understanding is that RAN 4 has already agreed to study RSRP and RSRQ for cell selection.

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 2 for discussion: Applicability of E-UTRA inter-frequency redistribution
Option 1: not applied
Option 2: applied
	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	Option 1
We do not see a big need to have cell re-distribution, or frequency re-distribution in addition to the redirection to an LTE frequency in the release. Furthermore NB-IoT does not use priorities, and re-distribution is connected to priorities, i.e. the UE will consider the redistribution target (frequency or cell) as having the highest priority. For NB-IoT it was agreed not to use priorities, but cell ranking. 

	MediaTek
	Option 2: applied (?)
In Rel-13 MCLD, UE selects the redistribution target based on redistributionInterFreqInfo and consider the target as highest priority for cell reselection. In NB-IOT, priority-based cell reselection is not supported, and redistributionInterFreqInfo may not be applied in current way. However, considering the large number of devices in NB-IOT networks, inter-frequency redistribution in idle mode is needed. We may modify the way of utilizing redistributionInterFreqInfo.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Inter-frequency redistribution can be realised by redirection at connection release. This is simple and sufficient for NB-IoT. No need for an idle based re-distribution.

	Huawei
	Option 1

We agree with Ericsson and DT.

	Samsung
	Option 1: not applied

It is expected that the number of UEs is not that big at the initial phase. Therefore, we think that it is enough to consider just redirection at the release as the current agreement. Maybe, further enhancement could be considered in next release when the market grows more. 

	ZTE
	Option 1.
We agree with Ericsson and DT.

	Intel
	Option 1

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 3 for discussion: the measurement accuracy of RSRP 
Option 1: re-use LTE/eMTC ranges

Option 2: different ranges than LTE/eMTC
Note: this requires RAN4 input
	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	This is for RAN4 to discuss and decide. 
RAN4 agreed to perform RRM simulation with NB-RS only-, NB-SSS, and NB-RS+NB-SSS based measurements (R4-161293). 

	MediaTek
	Option 1: re-use LTE/eMTC ranges
But we also think this may be left for RAN4 discussion.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We agree with Ericsson: This is for RAN4 to decide. An indication on the urgency to decide for the ASN.1 freeze might be helpful ...

	Huawei
	We agree with Ericsson that RAN4 needs to provide us concrete input and suggest send an LS to RAN4 on this to speed up the progress.

	Samsung.
	We agree with the majority. Call for the decision to RAN4.

	ZTE
	Prefer Option1. But is should be confirmed by RAN4.

	Intel
	As mentioned, RAN 4 has already agreed to study RSRP and RSRQ for cell selection. RAN 4 will discuss and decide on the range.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 4: Applicability of Pcompensation: which parameters including UE power class, and related parameter p-max, NS-pmaxList are applied to NB-IoT?
	Pcompensation 
	If the UE supports the additionalPmax in the NS-PmaxList, if present, in SIB1, SIB3 and SIB5:
max(PEMAX1 –PPowerClass, 0) – (min(PEMAX2, PPowerClass) – min(PEMAX1, PPowerClass)) (dB);

else:

max(PEMAX1 –PPowerClass, 0) (dB);

	PEMAX1, PEMAX2
	Maximum TX power level an UE may use when transmitting on the uplink in the cell (dBm) defined as PEMAX in [TS 36.101]. PEMAX1 and PEMAX2 are obtained from the p-Max and the NS-PmaxList respectively in SIB1, SIB3 and SIB5 as specified in TS 36.331 [3].


Note: this requires RAN4 input
	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	RAN4 agreed to support power class 3 (max output 23 dBm), but is also discussing an additional power class 5 (e.g. 18 and 20 dBm). In our understanding it is likely that RAN4 will decide on more than one power class, and we suggest that RAN2 has a working assumption that more than one power class is supported, i.e. Pcompensation is used in NB-IoT. Furthermore based on feedback from our RAN4 colleagues it is proposed to support additionalSpectrumEmission and additionalPmax per band (for up to 8 bands like in legacy) in NB-IoT. 

	MediaTek
	Keep Pcompensation to allow more than one power class. Details depend on RAN4 decisions (e.g. support of additionalPmax).

	Deutsche Telekom
	We also see the likelyhood that additional power class(es) for NB-IoT will be introduced. Thus we should be prepared in RAN2 signalling. Keeping Pcompensation should be straight forward.

	Huawei
	We believe the Pcompensation is needed and agree that we need RAN4 inputs on this, therefore we should send LS to RAN4 together with the above RAN4 dependent issues to ensure we can get answers timely.

	Samsung
	We also agree with the majority. Call for the decision to RAN4.

	ZTE
	Agree to consult with RAN4 to assess how many power classes are needed for NB-IoT.

	Intel
	Agree with other companies. RAN 4 will discuss and decide on this

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 5: Applicability of Treselection and whether it can be set per frequency
Option 1: Treselection is supported and only one value is needed
Option 2: Treselection is supported and can be set per frequency
Option 3: Treselection is not supported

	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	Option 1

We see the need for a Treselection in NB-IoT, but no need to have a Treselection per frequency. 

Note that the value range for TreselectionRAT is 0 to 7 seconds i.e. value 0 is similar to option 3. Potentially the maximum values needs to be increased for NB-IoT.

	MediaTek
	Option1: Treselection is supported and only one value is needed
Treselection is still needed to avoid ping-pong. A single value is enough and may help reduce signalling overhead.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Not sure that Treselection is really essentially needed for NB-IoT. A fixed value would be an option to be discussed to minimise the signalling overhead.
No need to differentiate per frequency (nor RAT)

	Huawei
	Option 1

TreselectionRAT can have different values for cell reselection towards different RATs or frequencies in LTE. In NB-IoT one common Treseletion is enough for both intra-frequency and inter-frequency to reduce system information. We also agree with Ericsson that the maximum value might need to be increased.

	Samsung
	Option 1
We couldn’t see much benefit by introducing multiple Treselection according to frequency.

	ZTE
	Option 1: Treselection is supported (to avoid reselection ping-pong in time domain) and only one value is needed

	Intel
	Option 1. Like in eMTC, this value may need to be increased.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 6: Applicability of other RAT search in cell selection
Option 1: not applied
	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	Agree with the option provided. For reference RAN2 already agreed on:

We assume we will not support
· Inter-RAT cell-reselection, or Inter RAT mobility in connected mode (Note that in this respect NB-IOT is a separate RAT from LTE). 
In our understanding some of these issues can also be left to UE implementation in REL-13. We think that NB-IoT should not broadcast LTE/GSM frequency info for cell search. 

	MediaTek
	Option 1: not applied

	Deutsche Telekom
	IF a UE supports more than NB-IoT we can leave it to UE implementation which RAT is selected in cell selection. No need to indicate any other RAT info from NB-IoT. 

	Huawei
	Agree with the option provided.

	Samsung
	We think that Option 1 is obvious.

	ZTE
	Option 1.

	Intel
	Agree with the option

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 7: Applicability of MFBI
Option 1: not applied

Option 2: applied for in-band deployment only

Option 3: applied for all deployments

Option 4: other

	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson 
	MFBI is potentially applicable for guard-band and in-band deployment scenarios only. However it has been discussed that for NB-IoT there is no requirement to support "legacy" UEs/bands (R2-161632), and it was agreed that:
· RAN2 confirm that the freqBandIndicator in NB-IoT SIB can be set independently.
Some of the bands for NB-IoT are overlapping: Bands 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 12, 13, 17, 18, 19, 20, 26, 28, 66. The need for MFBI signalling can be avoided, when the NW deploys the "superband" in case it wants to deploy more than one overlapping band (e.g. in case the NW wants to support band 5 and 19, it can deploy band 26 which covers both band 5 and 19). However we would like to understand the impact on UE and NW better for such a requirement, before deciding on the need for MFBI signalling in NB-IoT. 

	MediaTek
	Option 3: applied for all deployments
The need of MFBI results from overlapped band definition. As long as NB-IOT adopts the same band definition and roaming is supported, MFBI is needed regardless of the deployment scenario.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We agree that MBFI might be needed as we re-use the LTE principles.

	Huawei
	MFBI allows more flexible deployment of E-UTRAN frequencies. This is relevant to the requirement from operators whether they want such deployment in NB-IoT as well. So far we don’t see big need for the standalone and guard band case. Regarding in band case we are OPEN to discuss but we need also to consider time constraints to support all these features in Rel-13, maybe the better way is to consider these aspects in Rel-14 if it seen not that fundamental.

	Samsung
	No strong opinion but we think it is needed at least for inband mode.

	ZTE
	Prefer Option 3 (MFBI might be needed regardless of the deployment scenario).

	Intel
	We agree with Ericsson that we have discussed that frequency band indicator for NB-IOT can be set independent to legacy LTE band. The question is then whether there will be such overlapping bands in NBIOT in the future. If there is, then there may be a need of MFBI and will have to be for all NBIOT deployment (i.e. standalone, guardband and in-band deployments).

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 8: What procedure should be used when no suitable cell can be found?
	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	In our understanding this issue was covered in the running CR for 36.304 (R2-162071), in the update Figure 5.2.2-2: RRC_IDLE Cell Selection and Reselection for NB-IoT. 
Like explained in section 2.1 the UE enters "Any Cell Selection" state, when it cannot find a suitable cell. 

	MediaTek
	For NB-IoT, “Camped on Any cell state” is not support, so a NB-IOT UE should not perform “any cell selection”. Moreover, the limited services (e.g., emergency call) when UE camps on an acceptable cell are not supported for NB-IOT. Therefore, a NB-IOT UE should always try to find a suitable cell. Power consumption due to cell search can be mitigated by proper UE implementation.

	Deutsche Telekom
	We agree with MTK: Any Cell Selection is not supported as Camped on any cell is not supported. If the NB-IoT UE is unable to find a suitable cell it should try to find a suitable cell by applying implementation dependent tasks to balance search for a suitable cell vs. battery consumption. We should not reopen this agreement ....

	Huawei
	We agree with DT that a NB-IoT UE should try to find a suitable cell, but the time spent to find a suitable cell can be left for UE implementation, e.g. the UE can decide not to search for a suitable cell and switch off.

	Samsung
	Agree with MTK. Anyway, we think that UE should find a suitable cell with proper power saving implementation.

	ZTE
	Agree with MTK. A NB-IoT UE should always try to find a suitable cell, with a proper UE implementation to limit power consumption due to cell search (e.g. stop searching after some time). Since emergency calls, etc. are not supported in NB-IoT, no other complicated state mechanism is needed.

	Intel
	NB-IoT should always try to search for suitable cell of any carrier frequency supported by the UE. It can be left to UE implementation on how long and frequent it searches for suitable cell when it enters ‘Any Cell Selection’ state.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 9: paging DRX cycle in NB-IoT

Option 1: 2.56 sec

Option 2: 5.12 sec

	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	We need some more time to process the RAN1 agreements during the adhoc and the implications. 

It is preferable to have a short PTW size, but still allow a certain number of Paging Occasions insides the PTW to enable reliable paging with some mobility, and CN paging re-attempts. The number of paging repetitions may depend on the NW deployment (i.e. different DRX cycle lengths should be supported?) and the coverage enhancement supported by the cell. Furthermore the duration of the paging repetitions depend on the paging message size (e.g. number of paging records). 

	MediaTek
	Option 1: 2.56 sec

	Deutsche Telekom
	Why shouldn’t we go to the longest ? 
We assume it is not the same for all NB-IoT UEs in a cell ... (if this is not common understanding, please update me when this has been decided ..!)

	Huawei
	Option 2

We prefer 5.12 seconds to allow the UE receive the paging in highest coverage level.

	Samsung
	Option 2: 5.12 sec
We prefer longer DRX cycle in perspective of energy efficiency. In addition, we think that NB-IoT UEs are not so sensitive to the network response time.

	ZTE
	We have a preference for option 1: 2.56s

	Intel
	We think 5.12s is needed to allow the UE to receive paging at the highest coverage level (the maximum number of required repetitions, for the NB-PDCCH/PDSCH associated with a paging message, is still FFS and under discussion in RAN1, although our understanding is that this number might be higher than 2.56s and lower than 5.12s). In addition, RAN2 might need to consider increasing the range of nB appropriately (similarly as it was done for eMTC).

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 10: calculation of the start offset of the PTW
Option 1: re-use LTE/eMTC formula
Option 2: others
	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	Option 2:

In eMTC there are only four possible offsets for the start of the PTW. Further distribution of the start of the PTW within the H-SFN reduces the risk of "false paging", i.e. the UE receives a paging message not destined to that UE. Therefore we would propose to uniformly distribute the start of the PTW over the H-SFN range using the UE ID. 

	MediaTek
	Option 1: re-use LTE/eMTC formula

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1.

	Huawei
	Option 1

It seems that as long as 256*4=1024 (that is, the multiplier in the first line, and the modulus in the second line, have product equal to the number of frames in a hyperframe), the start occasions will be spaced evenly in 4 clusters, separated by 256 frames, through a hyperframe.

	Samsung
	Option 2. 

We think that further enhancement is needed to make it uniformly distributed, expecting to resolve false paging issue somewhat and to save UE power consumption.

	ZTE
	Option 1: re-use LTE/eMTC formula
On one hand we think it’s simpler to reuse the LTE/eMTC formula for the PTW start offset. On the other hand, since based on the existing formula UEs are only distributed into four different clusters, we think we can adopt some other method (e.g. uniformly distribute UEs within the PTW) to achieve a similar result without changing the calculation of the start offset of the PTW.

PTW_Start can still be decided by the following formula:

SFN = 256* ieDRX , where

-
ieDRX = floor(UE_ID/TeDRX,H) mod 4
While Paging Frames (NB-PF) can be defined to achieve a uniform distribution within the PTW (see also R2-162359):
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. 
UE_ID: IMSI mod 1024
T is the short DRX cycle. 
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	Intel
	Option 1. Re-use LTE/eMTC formula. On other hand, RAN2 might need to discussed whether PTW range should be extended after getting RAN1 on the repetitions and if so, SA2/CT1 would need to be informed

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Issue 11: range of TeDRX H: 512 hyper-frames (FFS)
Option 1: support 512 hyper-frames
Option 2: not support 512 hyper-frames
	COMPANY
	COMMENT

	Ericsson
	Option 1.

	MediaTek
	Option 1: support 512 hyper-frames
Supporting 512 HF eDRX cycle does not increase implementation complexity.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Option 1

	Huawei
	Option 1.

	Samsung
	Option 1: support 512 hyper-frames

	ZTE
	Option 1: support 512 hyper-frames

	Intel
	Option 1. We may need to inform CT1/SA2 to include this new value.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Outcome Summary

Issue 1 for discussion: Applicability of RSRQ
Summary: no company prefers Option1, 3 companies prefer Option 2 and 4 companies prefer Option 3. As this would also require input from RAN4, it is suggested to send LS to RAN4 asking for guidance.

Proposal 1: send LS to RAN4 asking for guidance on whether RSRQ is needed
Issue 2 for discussion: Applicability of E-UTRA inter-frequency redistribution
Summary: 1 company prefers Option 2 and 6 companies prefer Option 1. As the majority supports Option 1 it is suggested to not apply redistribution to NB-IoT.

Proposal 2: E-UTRA inter-frequency redistribution is not applied in NB-IoT.

Issue 3 for discussion: the measurement accuracy of RSRP

Summary: 2 companies prefer Option 1 and all 7 companies agree RAN4 input is required. Therefore it is suggested to send LS asking RAN4.
Proposal 3: send LS to RAN4 on accuracy of RSRP

Issue 4: Applicability of Pcompensation: which parameters including UE power class, and related parameter p-max, NS-pmaxList are applied to NB-IoT?

Summary: all 7 companies agree that Pcompensation is needed and the specific power classes design as well as other relevant parameters is pending on RAN4 decision. Therefore companies propose to have input from RAN4.

Proposal 4: send LS to RAN4 for guidance on parameters used to calculate Pcompensation

Issue 5: Applicability of Treselection and whether it can be set per frequency
Summary: 6 companies support option 1 and 1 company has question whether this parameter is essential for NB-IoT but also agrees that only a common value needs to be considered. 3 companies asked whether the value needs to be extended.

Proposal 5: Treselection is supported and only one value is needed. The value range is FFS.

Issue 6: Applicability of other RAT search in cell selection
Summary: all 7 companies agree not to apply this for NB-IoT.

Proposal 6: other RAT search in cell selection is not applied to NB-IoT.

Issue 7: Applicability of MFBI
Summary: 1 company think MFBI might be needed to re-use LTE principle, 2 companies prefer apply MFBI to all deployment scenarios, 2 companies think MFBI might be useful to in-band deployment and 1 company considers helpful to apply MFBI to in-band and guard band deployment. In addition 1 company suggests discuss this in future release if this is not a fundamental function for NB-IoT and 2 companies raised the questions that we have already allowed independent frequency band indicator for NB-IoT and what is the real requirements or impact on supporting MFBI. No consensus has been reached.

Issue 8: What procedure should be used when no suitable cell can be found?

Summary: 1 company proposes to still enter “Any cell state”, 6 companies propose that a NB-IoT UE should always try to find a suitable cell, with a proper UE implementation to limit power consumption. As the majority has same view, it is suggested to make it as a RAN2 agreement.

Proposal 7: A NB-IoT UE should always try to find a suitable cell, with a proper UE implementation to limit power consumption, when no suitable cell can be found.
Issue 9: paging DRX cycle in NB-IoT

Summary: 2 companies prefer 2.56 seconds and 3 other companies prefer 5.12 seconds, 1 company asks to always use longest DRX cycle and 1 company asks more time for further consideration. There is no consensus on this issue.

Issue 10: calculation of the start offset of the PTW
Summary: 5 companies support use the existing calculation formula and 2 companies prefer to using different formula. As the majority supports re-use the legacy formula, it is suggested to make it as a RAN2 agreement.
Proposal 8: Re-use LTE/eMTC formula for the calculation of the start offset of the PTW.

Issue 11: range of TeDRX H: 512 hyper-frames (FFS)
Summary: all 7 companies agree to having 512 hyper-frames. 1 company suggests to inform CT1/SA2 to include this new value.
Proposal 9: TeDRX with 512 hyper-frames is supported.
5 Proposals Summary
Proposal 1: send LS to RAN4 asking for guidance on whether RSRQ is needed

Proposal 2: E-UTRA inter-frequency redistribution is not applied in NB-IoT.

Proposal 3: send LS to RAN4 on accuracy of RSRP

Proposal 4: send LS to RAN4 on for guidance on parameters used to calculate Pcompensation

Proposal 5: Treselection is supported and only one value is needed. The value range is FFS.

Proposal 6: other RAT search in cell selection is not applied to NB-IoT.

Proposal 7: A NB-IoT UE should always try to find a suitable cell, with a proper UE implementation to limit power consumption, when no suitable cell can be found.

Proposal 8: Re-use LTE/eMTC formula for the calculation of the start offset of the PTW.
Proposal 9: TeDRX with 512 hyper-frames is supported.
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