Comments for TS.51 v1.0
-        Comment 1. The Reference Average TRP and TRS values proposed in the document will probably need to be refined in the future. They are all integer numbers, which looks like a good starting point. In order to refine these values, a possible way forward could be to perform a test campaign with commercial IoT devices. This is important to reach wider acceptance of the proposed values.
 R1: At this point of time the proposed values have been discussed and agreed. Indeed a compromised values have been integrated in first version of TS51 
-        Comment 2. We have some doubts when comparing with TS.24 v.4 (comparing the Free Space values and using the “greater than 5cm” values from TS.51):
o   The values for TRP are 0.5 dB worse than the requirement for smartphones for bands 1, 3 and 7, but are the same for bands 8 and 20. Should we have the same 0.5 dB difference for all bands? 
R2 : the IoT are operating mostly on band 8 and 20 therefore it’s important to tight the requirements on those bands 

· o   The values for TRS, however, are 9 dB better than for smartphones for bands 1, 3 and 7, but 9.5 dB for bands 8 and 20. Is the difference due to the difference in bandwidth? Should we have the same difference in all bands?
· See reponse above 
 
-        Comment 3. For both NB-IoT and LTE-M, are the requirements for Category A and Category C the same? (i.e. it seems that Table 3 contains the same values as Table 5, and Table 7 the same as Table 9) Is there a plan to differentiate Categories A and C in the future?
R3: It’s important to have these category in order to allow a tolerance in the requirement based on the usage cases , in the future it might have new categories defined and also difference between Cat A and C 
 
-        Comment 4. Table 14 is very long (more than 2 pages) but the information seems to be the same for all bands and all channels. If that is the case, it could be simpler to reduce the table to a single row, indicating “All standardized bands” in the “Band” column, and “Low/Mid/High” in the “Channel” column. Is it kept in this format to match a table from another source document? (the table title refers to Table 5.3.1-1).
 R4: As initial version it’s normal that some tables or text contains some inconsistencies but improvement can be done for future versions 
-        Comment 5. OTA testing is important for operators to ensure that devices have good coverage. Without good OTA antenna performance, the operators would need to make huge investments to deploy a very dense network. However, this is particularly difficult with IoT devices since these devices are usually very cheap and this OTA antenna performance testing is quite expensive. How can we facilitate that the IoT device manufacturers run these tests? We know it is an open, and difficult, question… Can these OTA tests for IoT devices be made cheaper than the OTA tests for smartphones

R5 : Indeed a simpler method should be used that can reduce the time consumption and cost for instance testing in mid channel only etc.. This will be certainly part of the Further studies 
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