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1. Introduction
In this document, we will provide a summary on RAN Rel-18 discussion, using RP-211679 as a starting point
2. Discussion 
1.1 Initial Round

Questions:

· Any questions/comments/suggestions to the list of topics led by each WG as listed in RP-211679?

	Company
	Views

	vivo
	On ultra-low power WUR/WUS (Page 13)

Thanks for highlighting the ultra-low power WUR/WUS topic which has received strong interest in both discussion of eRedCap and additional topics set#1 (UE power savings) threads, we fully support to continue discussion on this topic in Q4. 

Regarding details on how to manage this discussion, given the fact that 

1) this feature is not intended to be limited to eRedCap, 

2) this feature should start with a study item (as summarized in RP-211664, the moderator summary of additional topic set#1) while other eRedCap objectives are more likely to be a work item, 

We think a separate email thread until RAN#94e would be more beneficial for developing potential study objectives for the ultra-low power WUR/WUS, and the eRedCap email thread can focus on the potential WI objectives on the areas listed in Page 23 as the starting point. 

We also would like to better understand what would be the basis for futhre decision regarding “Whether or not/how to have such a project is to be handled after further discussion” until RAN#94.
Finally, we would suggest to update the sub-bullet as highlighted below since the applicability to all device types should be considered not only in the normative work, but also in the study item phase when we evaluate and select among different design options, and furthermore depending on the further discussion, we may end up with study item only for this feature in Rel-18 timeframe. 

· Primarily target ultra-low power WUS/WUR required by RedCap use cases, with studied/specified solutions not be limited to RedCap UEs only

On UE aggregation (Page 14)

We agree with online comment from CMCC to include “UE back-up” to the topic of “UE aggregation” as they are technically relevant. 

We propose to change “UE aggregation” to “UE collaboration” to be more inclusive for now, and details can be further developed in Q4.

	Ericsson
	The list of “Potential items led per WG for subsequent discussion” looks reasonable to us. Of course, it does not (and cannot) reflect the wish list of each individual company, but it represents a balanced mix of topics that will bring the industry forward. 

A continued discussion of controversial topics or topics lacking support will not be constructive and will basically be a waste of time. We even think that some of the topics aggregated under [17] lack consensus, especially “UE aggregation” and “High-speed packetization”.

Whether the workload will finally be manageable will depend on the actual content of these items. Some bare the risk of becoming far too large. So even if we limit the number of items during RAN#93e, we have to be mindful in the upcoming discussions.



	Verzion
	Thanks for the great effort Wanshi. Overall it looks reasonable to us too. For us, improve basic network performance is still the most important – it is the foundation of everything, including all the vertical segments. We support the proposal to combing UL MIMO with DL MIMO, just that we hope the scope is not diminished. We also think DC/CA is important and combining it with mobility into a Mobility and DC/CA WI seems reasonable, if DC/CA isn’t going to be a separate WI. We have some specific deployment scenarios about DC/CA that we hope R18 can address.

	Samsung
	For MIMO, we support merging DL and UL MIMO into one topic/work item. In this case the group needs to be selective and careful in defining the scope for each area of enhancements. 



	Futurewei
	Overall, the decision of continuation, dropping, merging, promoting of certain topics or sub-topics should be based on the companies’ inputs and outcomes of the email discussions, in a case by case manner. Also, the decision should not be solely based on whether a topic/sub-topic is listed as controversial or not in the email discussion summary as the criteria is quite in-consistent across different email threads. 

Specifically, on the handling of uplink enhancements, it is fine for us to merge the uplink MIMO related discussion with downlink MIMO to move forward. However, during the email discussion, many showed concern that these uplink MIMO related proposals are really only relevant to CPE-like devices and not much for normal devices like smartphones. So these proposals should be further discussed (under MIMO item). For the rest of the proposals, enhancement for multi-carrier UL operation has very good support from the companies and can be handled under an uplink enhancement item together with uplink coverage enhancements. Therefore, we’d like to suggest to change the title of the 2nd RAN1 item to “Uplink enhancements (excluding uplink MIMO)” to better reflect the situation.

On enhancements for XR, it is ok to leave the decision of leading WG (RAN1 vs RAN2) later after the scope is stabilized. One issue we see is that the ongoing XR SI outcomes are not available and the scoping decision should be based on the SI outcomes instead of bypassing it and hence waste the efforts the companies put in.

We also agree with some companies’ online comments that a discussion on the set of other RAN1 items at this stage should be kept to include items with a good amount of support such as flexible spectrum integration and passive IoT. We understand the need to control the overall scope of R18. Based on further discussion, some of these other items can be part of the R18 work in the place of some/part of the separately listed items.

Also about TU estimation, we think it should be left for later discussion.

	CMCC
	Firstly, we think the features introduced at this stage, it is important to see if the feature itself is helpful for improving the service availability, for exploiting the new market or new service, in this sense, we think the list should be inclusive by considering more topics of “from 0 to 1” rather than emphasizing more of the enhancements of “from 1 to n”. 

Secondly, we should consider the history of those features proposed to continue evolution, if the proposal whose preceding project has confronted rescoping or more troubles should be suspended for a while, from CMCC point of view, we are conservative toward these proposals. Including DSS, Sidelink, IAB, etc. 

In addition, if we recall the procedure of developing SI for XR, we see a lot of challenge and suspect, but finally, the group made it, which leads to today’s seemingly unanimous proposal for WI for XR. Today, Passive IoT is facing similar situation, we hope this group could also look into it and initiate some activity to the extend 3GPP’s coverage. For the item of flexible spectrum, we know a lot of companies are favor of existing frame work of CA, but we should just simply single out the proposal by simple preference, if go with way, each company will have his own preference, we propose to have a study to identify if there is any advantage of Framework 1 in the project involving CA/DC as below

  Study and evaluate the potential gain/benefit of Framework 1 over Framework 2 with multiple carriers within one or more bands, including

· Flexible DL and UL carriers selection for initial access procedure and carrier selection/aggregation for subsequent data transmission

· The study shall consider RRC_IDLE, RRC_INACTIVE, and RRC_CONNECTED states
Note: Framework 1: The multiple carriers within one or more bands are modeled as one serving cell; Framework 2: The multiple carriers within the one or more bands are modeled as multiple serving cells (current CA framework)
A bit more specific, we hope the group could seriously consider some of proposals so called controversial or lack of support, do not just simply say it can be done by this way or that way. Just as Chair and a lot of companies claimed, we should consider the commercial deployment. From CMCC point of view, we have deployed the more than 400,000 5G base stations and we have visited a lot of customers, we believe some of the commercial interests and challenge identified in our network should be respected.

A bit more specific, UE aggregation and Dual-UE backup.
For the UE aggregation, we are very disappointed at some companies repeated comments, saying it can be left to application, to be transparent to network, which has ever been adopted for some urgent service and request customizing the application and server, do those opponent companies believe it is a right way to advertise 5G capability?

For Dual-UE backup, it is really a missing part of URLCC considering the whole end-to-end URLLC solution, since till now, the group did not take the UE reliability as potential risk. Some companies may claim it can be resolved by implementation by duplicated resources, if thus, please these companies have a check if any features proposed in this release can improve the spectrum or resource utilization by 100%?



	Spreadtrum
	Thank Wanshi for great efforts.

For slide 14, we share online comment from CMCC: “UE back-up” is an interested topic to industry and should be included in R18, e.g. in “UE aggregation” item. 

	LG Electronics
	We think slide 14 does not capture the outcome of [17] correctly. The first three bullets, i.e. inter-gNB coordination, UE aggregation, and High-speed packetization are lack of consensus, and it may not be worth to continue the discussion. Companies in each camp would bring same argument again, and situation will be pretty much same even after another round of discussion.

The remaining three bullets, i.e. SDT, Network slicing enh., and Security enh. have enough consensus to keep working in Rel-18. Regarding SDT, there are clear consensus on MT-triggered SDT, and we don’t see any contentious issue. For other SDT objectives, further discussions are needed to make reasonable and acceptable scope. 

Regarding WUR/WUS for RedCap in slide 13, we are not very supportive for that item at the moment, and at least the practical benefit/feasibility should be studied first if we are to include such item.

Regarding UAV in slide 34, we think drone identification over PC5 is better to be discussed in sidelink enhancement. Since PC5 topic has been discussed separately from Uu topic, it would be better to keep this principle.


Questions:

· Any questions/comments/suggestion to other aspects related to RP-211679?

	Company
	Views

	vivo
	On handling of “controversial” areas

We understand the example areas for each email threads are mostly based on the claimed “non-controversial” part from the moderator’s summary. However, since the listed example areas are “for information only”, can the “a bit more controversial” areas still be discussed in the next step for potential convergence? 

We think this question applies to many topics, as one particular example, we see some additional cost/complexity reduction features received good support in previous round of discussion eRedCap but currently not listed in Page 23, as they were not stable enough to be marked as “non-controversial” for now. 

	Samsung
	MIMO: On slide 19 (list of areas) 

· On DL aspects:

· Enhancement on coherent JT (CJT) is supported by a number of companies especially operators (cf. RP-212524). This should be included. 

· Multi-beam enhancement to reduce overhead/latency (especially UE-initiated beam management) is also supported by many companies. It is unclear why this is not included.

· In general, if the list is based only on the non-controversial parts, “Other CPE-specific considerations” should also be removed to be consistent (it was labeled controversial and low priority by the moderator). 

· On UL aspects:

· >4Tx UL: While we don’t oppose this area of enhancement, the scope of this enhancement can be excessive if the WID is not specific about the areas of enhancements. 

· “Potentially other UL enhancements, e.g. ...” should either be removed or replaced by a more specific task description. As of now this looks like a container for a handful of different proposals supported by only 1-2 companies.  

	Futurewei
	The overlapping between the RAN1 meeting and email discussion should be avoided. Towards the end of the meeting, it is really hard for the delegate to handle this extra work. Competing Rel-17 should take highest priority at this stage.

About the detailed scope of each item, our understanding is that the email discussion summary should server as the starting point for further discussion. 

	Spreadtrum
	For slide 6, we share online comment from Samsung: the arrangement for October R18 email discussion should be avoided overlapping with RAN1 e-meeting.

For slide 23 RedCap Evolution:

· As quite some companies proposed the following topics during NWM discussion, we suggest to include those topics as well for next step discussion:

· reduced number of HARQ processes

· relaxed UE processing time

· coverage recovery

	LG Electronics
	As commented by Samsung in Monday GTW session, the next e-mail discussion schedule is partly overlapped with October RAN1 meeting (the RAN1 meeting lasts until October 19 while the e-mail discussion starts on October 18). As same delegates are involved with both RAN1 discussion and R18 discussion, the delegates overhead are extremely large in this overlapped period. We hope the e-mail discussion schedule is a bit adjusted to avoid overlap with WG meetings.

Regarding RAN4 Rel-18 packages, we are ok to approve spectrum related packages in December. However, for non-spectrum related packages, we think it would be better to approve them in March next year, since it would be more efficient to have a single-step approval and also it would be difficult to know what is new area or not when approving non-spectrum WI in December.

	
	

	
	


1.2 Intermediate Round

1.3 Final Round

3. Conclusion
Based on the email discussion, the following are proposed:

TBD
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