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Introduction

This TDOC reports  the email discussion decided during RAN#88-E and referenced as follow :
  [89E][17][NTN_SI-CRs] initial round
Goal: Determine way forward on the proposed CRs
Input contributions covered: 1919, 1957
Moderator: Nicholas Chuberre


Discussion

The referred documents:
· RP-201919 entails a CR proposing to correct the implementation of the approved CR 0006 (RP-200717) approved at RAN #88e with 3 lines in tables got duplicated (note: Acc. to RP-200717 there should now be references to Table 6.6.2-1/Table 6.6.2-2). This resulted in inconsistent shadow fading parameters for NTN rural scenario
· RP-201957 entails a CR proposing to correct cross-correlation parameter values of Table 6.7.2-4a Channel model parameters for Urban Scenario (NLOS) at S band. Note that the new values have already been provided in approved CR 0002 (RP-191750) but were not been highlighted with revision marks and therefore have not been implemented.

Both CRs are submitted for approval to RAN#89-e


The following questions are proposed:

 
Question 1: Do you agree with the CR (in RP-201919) to TR 38.811?
 
	Organisation 
	Views 

	Thales 
	The CR is agreeable as is. 

	Fraunhofer 
	The CR is agreeable as is. 

	Hughes/EchoStar
	 The CR is agreebable as is

	Nokia
	The CR is agreeable as is.

	Qualcomm
	Agreeing with the CR

	Samsung
	The CR is agreeable as is.

	Intel
	Agree

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	The CR is agreeable as is

	ZTE
	Agree

	LG
	The CR is agreeable as is

	Panasonic
	The CR is agreeable as is.

	OPPO
	The CR is agreeable as is.

	ESA
	The CR is ok

	MTK
	Agree



 
Question 2: If you don’t agree with the CR in RP-201919, do you suggest another correction?
 
	Organisation 
	Views 

	Thales 
	No correction to be proposed to the CR 

	Fraunhofer
	No correction to be proposed to the CR

	Hughes/EchoStar
	 No correction needed

	Nokia
	N/a

	Qualcomm
	N/A

	Samsung
	No.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	N/A

	ZTE
	No additional correction.

	LG
	N/A

	Panasonic
	N/A

	OPPO
	N/A

	ESA
	N/A

	MTK
	N/A




Question 3: Do you agree with the CR (in RP-201957) to TR 38.811?
 
	Organisation 
	Views 

	Thales 
	The CR is agreeable as is. 

	Fraunhofer
	The CR is agreeable as is. 

	Hughes/EchoStar
	 The CR is agreeable

	Nokia
	The CR is agreeable as is.

	Qualcomm
	Agreeing with the CR

	Samsung
	The CR is agreeable as is.

	Intel
	Agree
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	The CR is agreeable as is

	ZTE
	Agree

	LG
	The CR is agreeable as is

	Panasonic
	The CR is agreeable as is.

	OPPO
	agree

	ESA
	OK

	MTK
	Agree



 
Question 4: If you don’t agree with the CR in RP-201957, do you suggest another correction?
 
	Organisation 
	Views 

	Thales 
	No correction to be proposed to the CR 

	Fraunhofer
	No correction to be proposed to the CR

	Hughes/EchoStar
	 No correction needed

	Nokia
	N/a

	Qualcomm
	N/A

	Samsung
	No.

	Huawei/HiSilicon
	N/A

	ZTE
	No additional correction.

	LG
	N/A

	Panasonic
	N/A

	OPPO
	N/A

	ESA
	N/A

	MTK
	N/A




 

Summary

All organizations that took part in the e-mail discussion agree with the proposed CR.


Proposed way forward

Proposal 1: The CR “Corrected implementation for inconsistent shadow fading parameters in NTN rural scenario” in RP-201919 is approved
Proposal 2: The CR “Correction to NTN channel model” in RP-201957 is approved
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