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1. Introduction

This document highlights further some concerns with the current NR Light WID proposal, and proposes some modifications that we feel are needed as a minimum for this work to go into an acceptable direction.

2. Discussion

We propose modifications in the following areas:

· The WI title: We use the term “Low complexity” to refer to the device type. To anybody reading this, it looks like a mirror work item to the study we did in LTE to define an LPWA device, i.e. a device purely focussed on minimising device component cost. This should not be the intention of NR Light, and we should do our best to avoid any confusion with devices targeting LPWA usage. 
· Proposal 1: Therefore we strongly recommend changes to the work item title – something like “Medium capability NR device type” would be much more appropriate.

· Some use cases justifying the work are LPWA use cases, and will be used to justify any type of relaxation: Despite efforts to contain the work during the email discussion, as soon as we start discussing wearable devices, it seems that we are considering all manner of device types, many of which are actually covered more as LPWA devices today. For example, tiny devices such as “wearable rings” and “wearable health monitoring devices” will lead to any and every forms of relaxation being justified, and are unacceptable in our view as a target. 
· Proposal 2: Do not consider data rates and form factors lower than those applicable for LTE (non-LPWA or non-cat0) device categories and power classes for devices intending to operate in macro cells.

· Lack of framework for actually defining device types: In LTE we defined device categories as a mechanism for grouping certain capabilities to fit with intended use cases. In NR we have no mechanism for that currently, and it would seem that we could end up with any mix and match of device capabilities being implemented and sold, which seems very worrying from an operator perspective. 
· Proposal 3: The agreement to specify a limited set of device types matching certain agreed capabilities should be included as an objective. 

· Clear review point after study phase before progressing to specification work: We believe that the before we agree to start any specification work, we need to have a clear agreement on:
1. The acceptable types and levels of relaxation, and how they would be compensated
2. The principles of the device type framework on which any relaxations are applied/restricted
3. The principles of enabling such device types/capabilities to be identifiable to networks, and enabling network access restrictions by operators.   

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 4: Agree on a clear review point covering the outcome of the above study aspects 1,2,3 before we proceed with agreement to specify such relaxations for NR.


3. Proposal

It is proposed to agree on Proposals 1, 2, 3 and 4 above.




