
[bookmark: bookmark=id.30j0zll][bookmark: bookmark=id.gjdgxs][bookmark: _GoBack]3GPP TSG-RAN WG4 Meeting #101-e  		                                  R4-2119507
Electronic Meeting, 1st-12th of November, 2021

Source:	THALES
Title:	NTN NR UE RRM Specification Discussion
Type:	discussion
Document for:	discussion
Agenda Item:	8.13.5.1
Release:	Rel-17

1 Introduction
During RAN4#100-e, the following discussion took place in R4-2115784 (Email discussion summary for [100-e][312] NTN_Solutions_Part1):
ISSUE 4-3-1: INTRODUCTION OF NEW SPECIFIC UE TS FOR UE NTN NR
· Moderator Note: The goal of the table below is to gather information. Any potential decision will be taken in RAN-P meeting, by proposing a WID update. 

	 
	Pros
	Cons

	Creating a new VSAT and handheld NTN UE specification
	Huawei: Antenna gain will be assumed for VSAT, so a new UE specification can be created considering the different requirements between VSAT and traditional TN UE. Given we have to create a new UE specification, all the NTN UE requirements can be specified in one specification for tracking. RAN4 can avoid FR1, FR2 or partial FR2 discussion on how to organize UE specification. 
Ericsson: NTN UE requirements will be in the same specification, not spread between 2 TSs (depending on frequency range, type of UE, …). It’s still very easy to refer to 38.101-1 subclauses when the requirements are the same for NTN and TN.
CATT: we prefer new specification, not only handheld UE but also VSAT can be included in such specification.
ZTE: we also support to have new spec for NTN UE. For VSAT UE, this is not considered in the coexistence study, not sure whether this should also been captured.
	Qualcomm: No need to create a new UE specification. As discuss in NTN UE RF (thread [314]), most of TN UE RF requirements can be reused for NTN UE. Even we have a new specification for NTN UE, we could not solve the Ka band issues since for FR1 we will specify conductive requirements but for Ka band radiated requirements will be defined. 
THALES: We currently do not perform any coexistence simulations for VSAT in FR1. We proposed this, but it has not been accepted by other companies.
VSAT may refer in the future to both FR1 and FR2, and represents a different class of UE, and therefore it makes sense to introduce them together in a separate specification, starting from Rel-18.
In Rel-17 we only have handheld devices. 
Please see the following agreements: 
· RAN4#98-e meeting, WF for NTN general part, R4-2103877: For RAN4 NTN coexistence studies in FR1, handheld devices could be prioritized (to be further discussed in the NTN coexistence analysis).
· RAN4#98-e meeting, WF for NTN co-existence study, R4-2103878: NTN UE parameters: Handheld UEs for FR1.
 
Propose to continue discussion in March 2022, when VSAT options (FR2 and FR1) work could continue. (see e.g. decision Topic#6)

	The satellite handheld UE RF requirements can be specified in TS 38.101-1 together with other UE features
	Qualcomm: Most of TN UE RF requirements can be used for NTN handheld UE RF. The framework is the same.
THALES: Agee with Qualcomm. For handheld (NTN) UE the current requirements are not different from existent ones. Why we want to make a new specification for this?
Please also note that we recommend not to impact any ACLR and ACS values of handheld UE for NTN.
	Huawei: Ka band will be discussed after Rel-17, but neither TS 38.101-1 nor TS 38.101-2 is suitable to specify Ka band’s UE RF requirements. The requirements for VSAT is different from 38.101-1. A separate VSAT requirements can be foreseen.
Ericsson: 38.101-1 is already too big document, very painful to navigate in it. Other type of NTN UEs won’t be specified in this TS 38.101-1, being possibly a source of confusion.




2 NTN UE RRM Specification Discussion
As also being discussed for the RF RAN4 part, RRM RAN4 should take into account that NTN UE RRM requirements should not be separated from TN UE RRM requirements.
For handheld (NTN) UE the current Rel-17 RRM requirements are not very different from existent ones of TN UE. The reason is because the timing requirements were derived from GNSS and ephemeris precisions in order not to have important impact on the current specification. Therefore, it does not make sense to consider a new RRM specification for NTN UE if the requirements are the similar as respect to TN UE.
Proposal 1: RAN4 should not consider a new specification for RRM NTN UE, if most requirements are the same as for RRM TN UE.

The NTN UE RRM requirements can be considered in separate sections of TN UE RRM specification (i.e. TS 38.133) and treated similarly as for other use cases, e.g. V2X. For example, V2X does not require any separate specification (different from TS 38.133), and is not clear why handheld NTN UE RRM should have different treatment.

Proposal 2: If different from TN UE RRM requirements, the NTN UE RRM requirements can be considered in separate sections of TN UE RRM specification (i.e. TS 38.133).


3 Conclusions

Proposal 1: RAN4 should not consider a new specification for RRM NTN UE, if most requirements are the same as for RRM TN UE.
Proposal 2: If different from TN UE RRM requirements, the NTN UE RRM requirements can be considered in separate sections of TN UE RRM specification (i.e. TS 38.133).
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