3GPP TSG RAN WG1 #100bis


                                   




       











        R1-200xxxx

e-Meeting, April 20th – 30th, 2020

Agenda Item:
7.2.11.9

Source:
Moderator (AT&T)

Title:
Summary of Email Approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-02]

Document for:
Discussion/Decision

1 Introduction

This document presents the summary of email approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-02] during RAN1 #100bis-e. According to the Chairman’s Notes:

	[100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-02] Email discussion/approval proposal  2 and proposal 5 (high priority item) in R1-2001870 by 4/24 – Ralf (ATT)


The following was discussed and agreed during RAN1 #100bis-e within the scope of [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-02] “Email discussion/approval proposal 1 (high priority item) in R1-2001870” [1].

The following will be removed from the final document, however, in the meantime, please take note of this guidance of the RAN1 MCC technical officer:

	W.r.t the naming convention, the following suggestion […] may be helpful to keep the previous company’s name (only the most recent one) in the filename, so that we can easily tell which previous version this is based on, and may solve the issue when there are crossing emails.
e.g. something like the following:

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v1-LG

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v2-LG-CATT

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v2-LG-vivo

5_Incoming_Liaison_Statements/Summary-1_v3-CATT-HWHiSi


2 Summary of Email Approval [100b-e-NR-UEFeatures-Mobility-02]

The following is the proposal in [1] for approval in this email discussion:

FL Proposal 2 (21-2):
	21-2
	UE power sharing for DAPS HO
	ALT 1) Indicates support of dynamic UL power sharing during DAPS-HO operation.

ALT 2) Indicates support of UL power sharing mode during DAPS-HO operation.

ALT 3) Indicates support of UL power sharing modes during DAPS-HO operation.

ALT 4) …
	DAPS

(Note: RAN2 feature)
	Yes
	N/A
	ALT 1) The UE is only able to perform semi-static power allocation for source and target cell, or to drop the transmission to the source.

ALT 2) The UE is only able to to drop the transmission to the source.


	[Per BC] for inter-frequency case, 

Per Band for intra-frequency case
	No
	N/A
	N/A
	
	ALT 1) Optional with capability signalling

ALT 2) Optional with capability signalling {values: Semi-static-mode1, Semi-static-mode2, Dynamic}

ALT 3) Candidates are

· no power sharing mode,

· no power sharing mode, and semi-static mode 1

· no power sharing mode, semi-static mode 1, and semi-static mode 2

· no power sharing mode, semi-static mode 1, and dynamic mode

no power sharing mode, semi-static mode1, semi-static mode 2, and dynamic mode

ALT 4) …


· High priority

· Conclude the type

· Conclude the component description

· Conclude the consequence if the feature is not supported by the UE

· Conclude candidate component values, if any

Companies are asked to provide their views and comments in the following tables.

Regarding the type:

	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	The type should be per BC, as the feature should be applicable for intra-frequency (per band) as well as inter-frequency (per BC).

	Samsung
	Intel’s suggestion is OK.

	Nokia, NSB
	Intel’s suggestion is OK for us. 

	Ericsson
	Intel’s suggestion is OK.

	Huawei. HiSilicon
	The type should be per band and per BC. 

	Apple
	Intel’s suggestion is OK.

	ZTE
	Intel’s suggestion is OK.


Regarding the component description:

	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	The description should be such that it can indicate all the power sharing modes that the UE support.

If we support Alt 2, where the capability only down selects from one of the power sharing modes, it is not clear it this means UE cannot support more than 1 power sharing mode or not. Therefore, the description is quite ambiguous.

For Alt 1 description, it is clear the capability is only for indicating dynamic power sharing mode. This would be better than Alt 2 as the capability is clear on which power sharing mode are being optionally supported. For this it should be made clear that no power sharing and semi-static power sharing mode 1 and 2 should be supported by default.

Alt 3 is our preference as it provide the flexibility for the UE to support a meaningful combination of power sharing mode, while be crystal clear on which power sharing modes are being supported by the UE.



	Samsung
	We support ALT 2 with the understanding that UE can report any combination of its power sharing mode. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We have a preference for ALT 1 as to be aligned with the original intent of re-using the NR-DC UL PC operation. Note also that our understanding is that all UEs should support semi-static power control mechanism and dropping of the UL transmission to source cell by default already (see comment below).

	Qualcomm
	We support ALT 2 with assumption is that UE can report any combination of power sharing modes

	Ericsson
	We share Nokia’s understanding that semi-static power sharing and dropping to source are supported by default. Based on that understanding, the alternatives are functionally equivalent, and the only thing that the UE would have to signal is its capability to perform dynamic power sharing. Hence, we prefer Alt 1.

	Huawei. HiSilicon
	We suggest semi-static power sharing mode 1 is the basic feature UE reports (means if UE supports simultaneous transmission then UE supports semi-static power sharing mode 1). Additionally, UE can report whether support semi-static power sharing mode 2 or dynamic power sharing. 

	Apple
	We support Alt 2, it’s aligned with the agreed power sharing modes.

	ZE
	Our first preference (denoted as Alt 4) is not to report the UL power sharing mode for DAPS and the UL power sharing reported for Rel-16 NR-DC can be reused.  Could anyone clarify why we cannot reuse the capability in NR-DC？ If the power sharing reporting for DAPS is indeed needed, we prefer to reuse the FG defined in Rel-16 NR-DC (denoted as Alt 5). It should be noted that T_offset should be reported for dynamic power sharing. 

Alt 4): FG21-2 is not needed, and the UL power sharing reported for Rel-16 NR-DC is reused for DAPS power sharing.
Alt 5): Use the same capability structure on UL power sharing in NR DC(FG 18-1/1a/1b),

18-1

Basic UL power sharing for DC

Semi-static power sharing mode1 between MCG and SCG cells of same FR for NR dual connectivity.

Yes

N/A
Intra-frequency range DC is not supported by the UE

Per band combination

18-1a

Semi-static UL power sharing mode 2 for DC

Semi-static power sharing mode 2 between MCG and SCG cells of same FR for NR dual connectivity.

18-1

Per band combination

18-1b

Dynamic UL power sharing for DC

Dynamic power sharing between MCG and SCG cells of same FR for NR dual connectivity.

1) Supported scenario for dynamic power sharing

2) T_offset

18-1

Per band combination




Regarding the consequence if the feature is not supported by the UE:

	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	The description should be reflected based on the description agreed.

If Alt 1 is agreed, then it should be clarified that UEs not supporting this feature should still support no power sharing mode, semi-static power sharing mode 1 and 2.

If Alt 3 is agreed, then the consequence should be that UE only support UL DAPS without any power sharing between source and target cell.



	Samsung
	In case of ALT 2 of component description, the consequence if the feature is not supported is “The UE is only able to drop the transmission to the source.”
In case of ALT 3 of component description, since ALT 3 already include ‘no power sharing’, it is unclear how to describe. 

	Nokia, NSB
	UEs not supporting dynamic power sharing should support semi-static power control mechanism and dropping of the UL transmission to source cell.

	Qualcomm
	We support ALT 2 with some modification:

ALT 2) The UE is only able to to drop the transmission to the source, or it is up to the UE on transmission to source or target.
The modification is to make the feature aligned with FG 21-2a and the following RAN2#107bis agreements:

Agreements for NR
1. We do not support TDM pattern. 
2. We leave it up to network implementation how to coordinate UL scheduling. 

3. For single UL transmission, we will not specify rules how UE handles which link to transmit if UL should be sent to both source and target.


	Ericsson
	UEs not supporting dynamic power sharing should support semi-static power control mechanism and dropping of the UL transmission to source cell. 

	Huawei. HiSilicon
	Assuming UE supports simultaneous transmission impliedly means support of semi-static power sharing mode 1, if UE does not indicate semi-static power sharing mode 2, NW cannot configured UE to work with semi-static power sharing mode 2 in DAPS. Also, if UE does not indicate dynamic power sharing, NW cannot configured UE to work with dynamic power sharing in DAPS.

	Apple
	We support Alt 2, if UE doesn’t report supporting this feature, then UE drop the transmission to source cell.

	ZTE
	For Alt 4 (reusing UL power sharing reported for Rel-16 NR-DC), this feature is not needed.

For Alt 5, if the feature is not supported, the UE is only able to drop the transmission to the source.


Regarding candidate component values:

	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Intel
	Our preference is Alt 3 and explicitly list the supported combinations.

· no power sharing mode,

· no power sharing mode, and semi-static mode 1

· no power sharing mode, semi-static mode 1, and semi-static mode 2

· no power sharing mode, semi-static mode 1, and dynamic mode

· no power sharing mode, semi-static mode1, semi-static mode 2, and dynamic mode



	Samsung
	ALT 2 with clarifying that UE can report any combination of its power sharing mode

	Nokia, NSB
	No need to list candidate values if ALT 1 is agreed.

	Qualcomm
	ALT 2 with clarification that UE can report any combination of power sharing modes {Semi-static-mode1, Semi-static-mode2, Dynamic}

	Ericsson
	No need to list candidate values if ALT 1 is agreed. In our understanding, ALT2 with any combination  of values is ALT3.

	Huawei. HiSilicon
	Assuming UE supports simultaneous transmission impliedly means support of semi-static power sharing mode 1, the candidate component value would be {semi-static power sharing mode2, dynamic}

	Apple
	For Alt 2,  UE reports any combination of power sharing modes {Semi-static-mode1, Semi-static-mode2, Dynamic}

	ZTE
	For Alt 4, this FG is not needed. For Alt 5, it is the same as that of FG 18-1/1a/1b. 


Revised FL Proposal 2 (21-2):
	21-2
	UE power sharing for DAPS HO
	ALT 1) Indicates support of dynamic UL power sharing during DAPS-HO operation.

ALT 2) Indicates support of UL power sharing mode during DAPS-HO operation.
	DAPS

(Note: RAN2 feature)
	Yes
	N/A
	ALT 1) The UE is only able to perform semi-static power allocation for source and target cell, or to drop the transmission to the source.

ALT 2) The UE is only able to to drop the transmission to the source.


	Per BC
	No
	N/A
	N/A
	
	ALT 1) Optional with capability signalling

ALT 2) Optional with capability signalling. UE can report any combination of {Semi-static-mode1, Semi-static-mode2, Dynamic}


Based on the comments received so far there is a clear majority for “per BC”. Hence, I would like to ask if we can agree the type as “Per BC” for FG 21-2?

	Company
	Can we agree the type as “Per BC” for FG 21-2? Please answer yes or no. If no, please provide a technical justification and a way forward
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	
	We need to first discuss whether FG 21-2 is needed or not. 


In the revised FL Proposal 2 (21-2), it is clarified that the UE can report any combination of {Semi-static-mode1, Semi-static-mode2, Dynamic}. With this clarification, I removed ALT 3 from the original proposal. I hope this is acceptable to everyone. 

Secondly, there were several comments that the two alternatives are functionally equivalent.  Many also described as to what they understand a UE would support by default. I suggest working on a way forward that takes these observations into account. As captured now, the down-selection between the alternatives has ASN.1 impact and must be resolved this week. Please provide constructive changes that can lead to an agreement. 

	Company
	Comments/Questions/Suggestions

	Samsung
	We support “New” ALT 2 for UE implementation flexibility.

	ZTE
	We need to first discuss whether FG 21-2 is needed or not. 


…

3 Conclusions

…
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