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1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk34386695]This document provides summary of email discussion [101-e-NR-LTE_NR_DC_CA-ScellDormancy] on following issues discussed during preparation phase of RAN1#101-eMeeting 
Below are the topics identified in R1-2004717 [1]
· Topic 1: Processing time and HARQ timing for Case 2 dormancy indication 
· [bookmark: _Hlk41247648]Topic 2: Handling of “BWP indicator field” on SCell with dormant BWP 
· [bookmark: _Hlk41249499]Topic 3: Clarification on SCell UL BWP for TDD case when SCell DL BWP is set to dormant BWP 
· [bookmark: _Hlk41250696]Topic 4: Restriction that DCI format 1_1/0_1 with dormancy indication is only in first 3 symbols of a slot 
· Topic 5: Spec clarification TPs (related to previous meeting discussions)
· Topic 5-1: TP on removing redundant text 38.212 and/or 38.213 for Case 2 dormancy indication
· Topic 5-2: TPs in R1-2003699
· Topic 6: DCI 2_6 related clarifications (at least quick check to see company views)
· Topic 6-1: Clarification on timing of SCell BWP switch when UE is in DRX and receives DCI 2_6 with dormancy indication
· Topic 6-2: Clarification on handling of dormancy bit in DCI 2_6 when WUS indicates ‘no wake-up’
· Topic 7: (at least quick check to see company views)
· Possible clarifications related to the proposal in R1-2004103
2. Discussion
2.1 Topic 1
Please provide your input to below question Q1 on this topic, preferably by 05/26 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Regarding processing time and HARQ timing for Case 2 dormancy indication, what is your preference among Options 1,2a,2b,3 below?


· Option 1: Reuse SPS PDCCH release values (i.e., keep current text in section 10.3 of 38.213)10.3	PDCCH monitoring indication and dormancy/non-dormancy behaviour for SCells
< text not relevant for the discussion omitted>
A UE is expected to provide HARQ-ACK information in response to a detection of a DCI format 1_1 indicating SCell dormancy after  symbols from the last symbol of a PDCCH providing the DCI format 1_1. If processingType2Enabled of PDSCH-ServingCellConfig is set to enable for the serving cell with the PDCCH providing the DCI format 1_1,  for ,  for , and  for ; otherwise,  for ,  for ,  for , and  for , where  is the smallest SCS configuration between the SCS configuration of the PDCCH providing the DCI format 1_1 and the SCS configuration of a PUCCH with the HARQ-ACK information in response to the detection of the DCI format 1_1.


· Option 2a
· TP from section 2 of R1-2003674

· Option 2b: 
· TP from section 2 of R1-2004474

· Option 3: Below proposal from R1-2004258
· For the cases when interruptions on Pcell due to BWP change on Scell(s) are not allowed, minimum HARQ-ACK processing requirement follows DL SPS release timeline (i.e. Nth symbol after last symbol of PDCCH).
· For the case when interruptions on Pcell due to BWP change on Scell(s) are allowed, minimum HARQ-ACK processing requirement is the later among DL SPS release timeline (i.e. Nth symbol after last symbol of PDCCH) and first symbol of a slot where new BWP is activated

Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Preferred Option(s)
If multiple, list most preferred first
	Comments (Topic 1, Q1)

	vivo
	Option 1
	Current spec can work absolutely, i.e. keep current text in section 10.3 of 38.213. The processing time N should already be enough, and the raised issue for HARQ-ACK dropping due to overlapped with interruption time can be naturally avoided by a proper PDSCH-to-HARQ feedback timing indicator, i.e. handled by gNB implementation.

	Nokia, NSB
	Non
	Do not discuss until RAN4 clarifies interruptions due to switching from dormant to non-dormant BWP, and vice versa. 


	Qualcomm
	Option 2b
	Option 1: by following option 1, i.e., the SPS release HARQ-ACK timeline results in an over-design of UE implementation. This kind of over-design has been avoided for Rel-15 DCI-based BWP switch by the following spec text for PUSCH/PDSCH. For Case 2, the issue is similar in the sense that the HARQ-ACK transmission should be expected only after the application delay.
[TS 38.213, section 12]
A UE does not expect to detect a DCI format 1_1 or a DCI format 0_1 indicating respectively an active DL BWP or an active UL BWP change with the corresponding time domain resource assignment field providing a slot offset value for a PDSCH reception or PUSCH transmission that is smaller than a delay required by the UE for an active DL BWP change or UL BWP change [10, TS 38.133].
Option 2a: we are also fine with Option 2a but with some clarification that the legacy DCI based BWP switch time in the TP means the dormancy/non dormancy transitioning application delay. For that we prefer to replace TBWPswitchDelay in the TP by the application delay for dormancy transitioning.
Option 3: regarding 3, RAN4 did not make a conclusion in their April meeting and the zero-interruption case was skipped in their way forward. For this option 3, bullet 2 solution covers both the case in bullet 1 and the case in bullet 2. Bullet 2 solution is preferable for a unified and hence simpler UE implementation and less test efforts, which is aligned with option 2b.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	We think current spec is enough since there is no issue for the current SPS release HARQ-ACK timeline. The actual HARQ-ACK feedback timing can be fully handled by gNB.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	As explained in our tdoc, SCell BWP switching related interruption interfering with PCell scheduling can happen in Rel15 as well and it can be handled via gNB implementation.

	CATT
	Option 1
	SPS release HARQ-ACK timeline is sufficient for case 2.   

	OPPO
	Option 1
	We think it would be ok that if UE may not be able to feedback for some limited case of implementation. The Scell switching delay restricting on PCell PUCCH feedback would happen in some extreme case. But don’t specify timing for the case and certain implementation will ensure the latency of DCI triggering.
For other options, we feel it is not good solution. E.g. for 2b, if we define this as an error case, then it restricts gNB scheduling. To us it can be signaled even UE cannot feedback. 

	ZTE
	Option1
	We prefer to reuse the SPS PDCCH release values with the understanding that the DL interruption issue can be resolved by network implementation.

	Spreadtrum
	Option 2b (1st )
Option 2a or Nokia’s proposal (2nd)
	We agree with Qc’s comments that a better definition for the processing time of case 2 HARQ-ACK can be a similar way as BWP switching time. Since the SCell BWP switching related interruption is being discussed in RAN4, RAN1 can refer to this definition directly. RAN1 does not need a new process time for case 2. 
Furthermore Option 2b is also a method of gNB implementation. The actual HARQ-ACK feedback timing indicated in DCI should satisfy the interruption time. 
If no consensus for Option 2b, we are also fine with Nokia’s proposal that waiting for RAN4’s discussion.

	Intel
	Option 1
	The issue has been discussed for several meetings. We are fine with the majority view since any gNB can handle it by implementation. 

	MTK
	Option 2a or Option 2b
	We can consider Option 3 if the N value can be relaxed by 5 symbols for each subcarrier spacing.



2.2 Topic 2
Please provide your input to below question Q1 on this topic, preferably by 05/26 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Regarding handling of “BWP indicator field” on SCell with dormant BWP, what is your preference among Options 1-3 below?
· Option 1
· Note the following in a conclusion
· For an SCell configured with dormant BWP, a UE doesn’t expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 1_1, [DCI 1_2] is set to the ID of dormant BWP
· No TP needed
· Option 2
· Clarify the following in 38.212 
· 
For an Scell configured with dormant BWP, the Bandwidth part indicator field size (i.e., 0, 1 or 2 bits) for DCI format 1_1 and 1_2 is determined by the number of DL BWPs  configured by higher layers, excluding the initial DL bandwidth part and excluding the dormant BWP
· Option 3
· No conclusion/agreement needed. 
Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Preferred Option(s)
If multiple, list most preferred first
	Comments (Topic 2, Q1)

	vivo
	Option 1 or Option 3
	For option 1, it can be explicitly defined as an error case, i.e. a UE doesn’t expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 1_1, [DCI 1_2] is set to the ID of dormant BWP.
We are also fine with no conclusion, i.e. option 3

	ASUSTeK
	Option 1
	

	Nokia, NSB
	Option 3
	We shall not specify bad gNB behavior.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	

	Samsung
	Option 2
	We think clarification is needed. 
We prefer Option 2 rather than Option 1 according to the reasons as below:
1) it avoids to consume unnecessary additional 1-bit for the dormant BWP indication in the DCI format if only one non-dormant BWP and one dormant BWP. 
2) it leads much clearer UE behavior since the UE can just follow the legacy BWP field interpretation after the code point mapping. 
For Option 1, we think the corresponding TP needs to be captured. Therefore we suggest to change Option 1 as below: 
· Option 1
· Note the following in a conclusion
· For an Scell configured with dormant BWP, a UE doesn’t expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 1_1, [DCI 1_2] is set to the ID of dormant BWP
No TP needed Discuss further TP (if any) to clarify this

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	Similar to Samsung comment, we don’t see the point in keeping the unused bit in SCell DCI format 1_1 and 1_2 given all the hard work that goes into optimizing their payload size

	CATT
	Option 3 
	This is an implementation issue

	OPPO
	Option 3
	The UE can well take that indication. No need to specify error case

	ZTE
	Option3, Option1
	This issue can be guaranteed by network implementation. We believe no TP is needed.

	Spreadtrum
	Option 1
	We prefer a clear conclusion for this issue, But Option 3 may have further problems like whether a UE can expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 1_1 set to the ID of dormant BWP. Option 2 is an optimization method.
So we support Option 1 at this late stage.

	Intel
	Option 2, Option 1
	Option 2 has the benefit of reducing size of DCI format 1_1. 
If Option 2 is not agreeable, Option 1 could be a good compromise. As commented by Samsung, we also prefer a TP to clarify the UE behavior. 

	Huawei
	
	Donot have strong view but the benefits seem marginal by option 2, as the DCI size needs to be aligned with pending bits for the same format in different SS, there may be not reduction on size in the end for DCI reception. 

	MTK
	Option 1
	



2.3 Topic 3
Please provide your input to below question Q1 on this topic, preferably by 05/26 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Regarding handling of SCell UL BWP when SCell DL BWP is set to dormant BWP, what is your preference between Option 1 and Option 2 below?
· Option 1
· Agree to TP in section 2.3 of R1-2004258

· Option 2
· Note the following in a conclusion
· From RAN1 perspective, there is no issue with linking an UL BWP with the DL dormant BWP in TDD cell. i.e., when DL BWP is switched to dormant BWP, the expected behavior is that the UE switches to an UL BWP with BWP index which is same as dormant BWP index.
· No TP needed
Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Preferred Option
	Comments (Topic 3, Q1)

	vivo
	Option 2
	In the LS response to dormant BWP configuration given by R1-2003075, RAN1 sees no issue with supporting at least long periodicity P-SRS (e.g. >100ms).  
Option 2 can support the P-SRS transmission to be configured on the UL BWP linked to the DL dormant BWP.

	Nokia, NSB
	Option 2 should be OK
	We agree that, when RAN2 allows to configure UL non-dormant BWP with the  same index as DL dormant BWP, there is no issue from RAN1 point of view.

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	TP in R1-2004258 is for TDD. However, there seems no issue that should be addressed by the TP in comparison to FDD.

	Samsung
	Option 2
	We think the UE behavior is already clear based on current spec.

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	There is no misalignment between RAN2 agreement and current spec.

	CATT
	Option 2
	This is clear in RAN1 spec

	OPPO
	Option 2
	For TDD the UL BWP linked to the first non-dormant BWP will be switched back to. 
Conclusion is good enough.

	ZTE
	Option2
	It seems both Option1 and Option2 can work. If there is no issue with linking an UL BWP with the DL dormant BWP in TDD cell, we slightly prefer to keep the spec as is.

	Spreadtrum
	Option 2
	Share the same reason.

	Intel
	Option 2
	There is no RAN1 issue to have linked UL BWP with DL dormant BWP

	MTK
	Option 2
	



2.4 Topic 4
Please provide your input to below question Q1 on this topic, preferably by 05/26 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Regarding restricting DCI format 1_1/0_1 with dormancy indication to be only in first 3 symbols of a slot, what is your preference between Option 1 and Option 2 below?
· Option 1
· DCI format 1_1/0_1 on primary cell with dormancy indication that indicates a BWP change between dormant and non-dormant BWPs of SCell(s) is restricted to be only in first 3 symbols of a slot
· Discuss further TP (if any) to clarify this
· Option 2
· For DCI format 1_1/0_1 on primary cell with dormancy indication that indicates a BWP change between dormant and non-dormant BWPs of SCell(s), there is no additional restriction that it should be only in first 3 symbols of a slot
· Discuss further TP (if any) to clarify this
Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Preferred Option
	Comments (Topic 4, Q1)

	vivo
	Option 1
	It is reasonable to restrict DCI 0-1/1-1 with SCell dormancy indication on the PCell only in the first 3 symbols. 
But we think no further TP is required, since Sub-clause of 12 in TS 38.213 already restricts the BWP switching (in first 3 symbols of a slot) , which covers “dormancy BWP switching” by DCI format 1_1/0_1.

	Nokia, NSB
	Option 1
	In our opinion this is the current specification status.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	We agree with Nokia’s observation-1, the current spec has indicated the restriction of DCI 1_1/0_1 with dormancy indication monitored only in first 3 symbols of a slot if we do not further modify the spec text.

	Samsung
	Option 1 
(No TP is needed)
	We think current specification already restricts DCI format 1_0/1_1 indicating any active BWP change to first 3 symbol as below:
[bookmark: _Toc36498198]
12	Bandwidth part operation
A UE expects to detect a DCI format 0_1 indicating active UL BWP change, a DCI format 1_1 indicating active DL BWP change, only if a corresponding PDCCH is received within the first 3 symbols of a slot.

No TP is needed.

	Ericsson
	Option 2, Option 1
	We don’t see the need to have the restriction on Pcell scheduling.

	CATT
	Option 2
	Although BWP switching delay is counting from the slot of DCI detection of the first 3 symbols in PDCCH, the additional slot could be added for the SCell dormancy indication if gNB sends the PDCCH not in the first 3 symbols of slot.  This is an implementation issue.   
Samsung’s quote in Clause 12 of 38.213 applies to DCI indication of BWP switching for the same cell.  It does not apply to SCell dormancy indication for SCells (cross cells).  

	OPPO
	Option 1  is OK
	The text in Section 12 of 213 talks about 0_1 switching UL BWP, 1_1 switching DL BWP in first 3 symbols. Is that cover the case1 and case 2? I think it is not the same.
Adding the condition is needed for 10.3.

	ZTE
	Option1
	Option1 is aligned with the legacy design of BWP switching.
A TP is needed regardless whether Option1 or Option2 is adopted.
If the restriction is NOT applicable to SCell dormancy indication.
	A UE expects to detect a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 indicating active UL BWP change via bandwidth part indicator, or a DCI format 1_1 or DCI format 1_2 indicating active DL BWP change via bandwidth part indicator, only if a corresponding PDCCH is received within the first 3 symbols of a slot. 



If the restriction is applicable to SCell dormancy indication.
	A UE expects to detect a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 0_2 indicating active UL BWP change via bandwidth part indicator, or a DCI format 1_1 or DCI format 1_2 indicating active DL BWP change via bandwidth part indicator, only if a corresponding PDCCH is received within the first 3 symbols of a slot. 
A UE expects to detect a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 1_1 indicating SCell dormancy, as described in Clause 10.3, only if a corresponding PDCCH is received within the first 3 symbols of a slot.




	Speadtrum
	Option 1
	We agree with OPPO and ZTE. The text mentioned before only applies to Rel-15 BWP switching not including SCell dormancy switching. If we want it contains SCell dormancy switching, a clear conclusion or a TP is needed.

	Intel
	Option 1
	OK with ZTE’s second TP “If the restriction is applicable to SCell dormancy indication”

	MTK
	Option 1
	To our understanding, the “DCI format 1_1/0_1” mentioned here includes both Case 1/Case 2 dormancy indication DCI inside active time.



2.5 Topic 5
Please provide your input to below questions Q1 and Q2 on this topic, preferably by 05/26 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Is it OK to agree to the TPs to sub-clause 7.3.1.2.2 of 38.212 and sub clause 10.3 of 38.213 in section 2.1 of R1-2004258?
Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No
	Comments (Topic 5, Q1)

	vivo
	
	No strong view either to adopt the TP or not.

	ASUSTeK
	Yes(see comment)
	We are fine to TP to 38.213.
For TP to sub-clause 7.3.1.2.2 of 38.212, it seems also delete ”SCell dormancy indication’’ field is reserved for case 2 DCI format 1_1 which may create clarification in Topic 7 Q1. Therefore, for TP to 38.212, we propose two alternatives, one is adopting the TP to 38.212 and clarify Topic 7 Q1, and the other is adopting the TP with revision adding “If UE considers the DCI format 1_1 as indicating SCell dormancy, not scheduling a PDSCH reception or indicating a SPS PDSCH release, this field is reserved”. We are ok to either way.

	Qualcomm
	
	We do not see an urgent need or a problem to remove the redundant text in TS 38.212.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We are okay to remove duplicated description.

	Ericsson
	Some updates needed
	As also pointed out by Asustek, at least the following functionality captured in 38.212 will be left out if the combined TPs are agreed. 
· Highlighted part of following text in current 38.212 
“SCell dormancy indication – 0 bit if higher layer parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time is not configured; otherwise 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 bits bitmap determined according to higher layer parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time, where each bit corresponds to one of the SCell group(s) configured by higher layers parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time, with MSB to LSB of the bitmap corresponding to the first to last configured SCell group. The field is only present when this format is carried by PDCCH on the primary cell within DRX Active Time and the UE is configured with at least two DL BWPs for an SCell.

If all bits of frequency domain resource assignment are set to 0 for resource allocation type 0 or set to 1 for resource allocation type 1, this field is reserved and the following fields among the fields above are used for SCell dormany indication, where each bit corresponds to one of the configured SCell(s), with MSB to LSB of the following fields concatenated in the order below corresponding to the SCell with lowest to highest SCell index”
The TP to 38.213 should be revised by adding yellow highlighted part shown below to address the above issue. We are also OK to keep current specs as is.
“If a UE is provided search space sets to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 1_1, and if
-	the CRC of DCI format 1_1 is scrambled by a C-RNTI or a MCS-C-RNTI, and if 
-	resourceAllocation = resourceAllocationType0 and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0, or
-	resourceAllocation = resourceAllocationType1 and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 1
-	resourceAllocation = dynamicSwitch and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0 or 1
the UE considers “SCell dormancy indication” field, if present, to be reserved, and the UE considers the DCI format 1_1 as indicating SCell dormancy, not scheduling a PDSCH reception or indicating a SPS PDSCH release, and interprets the MSB to LSB of the following fields concatenated 
-	Modulation and coding scheme of transport block 1 
-	New data indicator of transport block 1 
-	Redundancy version of transport block 1 
-	HARQ process number 
-	Antenna port(s) 
-	DMRS sequence initialization
for transport block 1 interprets the sequence of fields of 
-	modulation and coding scheme
-	new data indicator
-	redundancy version
and of
-	HARQ process number
-	antenna port(s)
-	DMRS sequence initialization
as providing a bitmap to each configured SCell, in an ascending order of the SCell index, where
-	a '0' value for a bit of the bitmap indicates an active DL BWP, provided by dormant-BWP, for the UE for a corresponding activated SCell 
-	a '1' value for a bit of the bitmap indicates 
-	an active DL BWP, provided by first-non-dormant-BWP-ID-for-DCI-inside-active-time, for the UE for a corresponding activated SCell, if a current active DL BWP is the dormant DL BWP
-	a current active DL BWP, for the UE for a corresponding activated SCell, if the current active DL BWP is not the dormant DL BWP
-	the UE sets the active DL BWP to the indicated active DL BWP “


	CATT
	Support
	We are OK with Ericsson’s additional proposed change.

	OPPO
	Yes
	It seems it is discussed in last meeting. We still think the duplicated text in 212 is not necessary.  The duplicated text in 212 is seems not completed.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We are generally fine with the TP in section 2.1 of R1-2004258. However, it seems the following sentence in TS38.212 has not been reflected in the TP for TS38.213.
The following sentence can preclude the simultaneous indication of Case1 and Case2 dormancy indication.
If all bits of frequency domain resource assignment are set to 0 for resource allocation type 0 or set to 1 for resource allocation type 1, this field is reserved…..

	Spreadtrum
	Support
	We are fine with Ericsson’s additional change.

	Intel
	Support
	OK to remove duplications of spec

	MTK
	Support
	We support Ericsson’s additional change.



Question 2
Q2. Is it OK to agree to one of TP1, TP2,TP3 to sub clause 10.3 of 38.213 in R1-2003699?
Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No. If yes, which TP?
	Comments (Topic 5, Q2)

	vivo
	No
	TP1: the motivation of this TP is OK, but the extra words (i.e. on the PCell or on the SpCell [12, TS 38.331]) need to be moved as follow.  
If a UE is provided search space sets to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 1_1, and if
-	the CRC of DCI format 1_1 is scrambled by a C-RNTI or a MCS-C-RNTI, and if 
-	the UE detects a DCI format 1_1 on the PCell or on the SpCell [12, TS 38.331] that does not include a carrier indicator field, or detects a DCI format 1_1 on the PCell or on the SpCell [12, TS 38.331] that includes a carrier indicator field with value equal to 0, and if
-	resourceAllocation = resourceAllocationType0 and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0, or
-	resourceAllocation = resourceAllocationType1 and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 1
-	resourceAllocation = dynamicSwitch and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0 or 1

TP2: the first modified point, i.e. -  SCell dormancy indication field in DCI format 1_1 is reserved, and if overlaps with Topic 7. The second modified point seems not complete if just delete the FDRA field condition. 

TP3: To our understanding, Case 2 dormancy indication can be used without configuring the SCell dormancy indication field. So the TP3 is not desirable.

	ASUSTeK
	Yes, TP1
	For TP1, we see less difference between vivo’s revised TP and original TP1. Thus, we slightly prefer original TP1.

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes TP1
rest NO
	We contributed Pcell issue before, but it was dismissed. Or opinion did not change, spec is not clear. For TP2 and TP3, those are not needed.  

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	It would be better to explicitly state SCell dormancy indication PDCCHs are only monitored on primary cell and primary secondary cell. This is what the spec often does in section 10 of TS 38.213, for example in the following text:
[TS 38.213, section 10]
- a Type0-PDCCH CSS set configured by pdcch-ConfigSIB1 in MIB or by searchSpaceSIB1 in PDCCH-ConfigCommon or by searchSpaceZero in PDCCH-ConfigCommon for a DCI format with CRC scrambled by a SI-RNTI on the primary cell of the MCG 
- a Type0A-PDCCH CSS set configured by searchSpaceOtherSystemInformation in PDCCH-ConfigCommon for a DCI format with CRC scrambled by a SI-RNTI on the primary cell of the MCG
…
There is a slight difference between ASUSTek’s original version of TP1 and vivo’s version. Strictly speaking, in the original TP1, network can configure a USS for DCI 1_0/0_0 on primary cell but still transmit SCell dormancy indication DCI on a SCell. For this, we think vivo’s modification is good.
In TP1, “SpCell” should be “PSCell”. Besides, the following spec text indicates that in section 10 of TS 38.213, primary cell covers both PCell and PSCell. Therefore, we can replace “PCell or on the SpCell” by “primary cell” for consistency with existing spec text.
[TS 38.213, section 10]
If a UE is configured with a SCG, the UE shall apply the procedures described in this subclause for both MCG and SCG. 
- When the procedures are applied for MCG, the terms 'secondary cell', 'secondary cells' , 'serving cell', 'serving cells' in this clause refer to secondary cell, secondary cells, serving cell, serving cells belonging to the MCG respectively. 
- When the procedures are applied for SCG, the terms 'secondary cell', 'secondary cells', 'serving cell', 'serving cells' in this clause refer to secondary cell, secondary cells (not including PSCell), serving cell, serving cells belonging to the SCG respectively. The term 'primary cell' in this clause refers to the PSCell of the SCG.
…


	Samsung
	Yes, TP1
No for others
	We are okay to clarify that it is only applicable for primary cell. TP1 looks the best choice due to its simplicity and clarity. TP2 and TP3 are quiet confusing to us since it looks corresponds to the Case 1 indication rather than Case 2. Therefore TP2 or TP3 is not preferred.

	Ericsson
	Yes for TP1 with some updates
	Intention of the TPs seems to be to clarify that SCell dormancy indication is carrier only on PCell/PSCell DCI formats.
· For Case1, this is already clear from below highlighted part of current 38.212 text 
““SCell dormancy indication – 0 bit if higher layer parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time is not configured; otherwise 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 bits bitmap determined according to higher layer parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time, where each bit corresponds to one of the SCell group(s) configured by higher layers parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time, with MSB to LSB of the bitmap corresponding to the first to last configured SCell group. The field is only present when this format is carried by PDCCH on the primary cell within DRX Active Time and the UE is configured with at least two DL BWPs for an SCell.”
For Case 2, following change may be more appropriate
“For primary cell, if a UE is provided search space sets to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 1_1, and if
-	the CRC of DCI format 1_1 is scrambled by a C-RNTI or a MCS-C-RNTI, and if 
-	resourceAllocation = resourceAllocationType0 and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0, or
-	resourceAllocation = resourceAllocationType1 and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 1
-	resourceAllocation = dynamicSwitch and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0 or 1”


	CATT
	No
	

	ZTE
	TP1
	It seems the TP2 may contradict with the TP in Topic 5.
We have a different understanding from TP3. TP3 seems to say that Case1 and Case2 dormancy indication have to be applied together. However, Case1 and Case2 dormancy indication can be applied separately based on our understanding.

	Spreadtrum
	Support TP1 
Not support TP2 and TP3
	We support TP1 provided by ASUSTeK or revised by Vivo.

	Intel
	Yes for TP1
	It is helpful to clarify the DCI 1_1 for dormancy indication is on primary cell

	MTK
	Yes, TP1
No for others
	Same reason as Samsung.



[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]2.6 Topic 6
Please provide your input to below questions Q1-Q3 on this topic, preferably by 05/26 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Is it OK to agree to below proposal from R1-2003411?
· [bookmark: _Ref40204543]Proposal: 
· In the case that the timing gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the starting of DRX ON is larger than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time, the starting point of BWP switching of SCell dormancy is defined as,
· the starting of BWP switching of SCell dormancy is n slot prior to DRX ON, where n is the SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time.

Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No
	Comments (Topic 6, Q1)

	vivo
	Yes
	We support this proposal and this is under the condition that “the timing gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the starting of DRX ON is larger than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time”

	Nokia, NSB
	No
	Starting point of BWP switch should be 
the slot n if UE received 2_6 in first 3 symbols of the slot n, otherwise the slot n+1

This should be clarified in sub-clause 12 of TS38.213


	Qualcomm
	No
	For this case, dormancy/non-dormancy switching application delay requirement is satisfied. After the UE receives the BWP switching indication DCI for dormancy transitioning, it is up to UE implementation how the BWP switch is carried out. There is no need to have this rule. Besides, unnecessary testing efforts are needed to test this rule.

	Samsung
	No
	We do not see any issue.

	Ericsson
	No
	Since UE is in DRX we do not see need to describe timing.

	CATT
	No
	Current spec is clear

	OPPO
	No
	The finer time line is not so critical.

	ZTE
	No
	It seems the issue is that network and UE may not have the same understanding on when to start/restart the BWP inactivity timer. From our perspective, the time instance when UE starts DRX ON can be considered as the time instance to start/restart the BWP inactivity timer.  This can be guaranteed by network implementation to configure sufficient time between the WUS monitoring occasion and the DRX ON.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	We do not see any problems for the gap between DCI format 2_6 and DRX on is less than BWP switch time. It is an UE implementation issue. 

	Intel
	No
	The exact time period for switching can be up to UE implementation. 

	HW, HiSi
	Yes with revision
	We support to clarify in spec the starting point of BWP switch due to the following reasons:
· UE may receive the dormancy indication from the symbols that are not the first 3 symbols of a slot.
· There may be multiple DCI format 2_6 monitoring occasions and UE may receive the dormancy indication from any one of them. UE and network may have different understanding on when to start the BWP switch.
· Due to the above two reasons, UE and network may have different understanding on when to start/restart the bwp-InactivityTimer.
Based on the discussion, there are two scenarios in this problem.
· Scenario 1: the timing gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the starting of DRX ON is larger than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time.
· Scenario 2: the timing gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the starting of DRX ON is smaller than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time
In our view, no matter in which case, the starting point of BWP switch needs to be clarified to be regardless with the exact monitoring occasion/slot where a dormancy indication is detected. 
Regarding the detailed solution, we provide our views in Q2.

	MTK
	
	We do not have strong view on this issue.



Question 2
Q2. Is it OK to agree to TP1 to 38.213 sub clause 10.3 in section 2.2 of R1-2003507
Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No
	Comments (Topic 6, Q2)

	vivo
	No 
	We propose the following for the case “the timing gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the starting of DRX ON is smaller than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time”
Proposal
· In the case that the timing gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the starting of DRX ON is smaller than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time, the starting point of BWP switching of SCell dormancy is defined as,
· the starting of BWP switching of SCell dormancy is the slot containing the last valid monitoring occasion of DCI format 2_6  before DRX ON

	Nokia, NSB
	No
	dormant BWP switch is independent of wake-up bit, these fieds only share the same DCI format 2_6. 

	Qualcomm
	No
	If WUS gap is smaller than dormancy/non-dormancy switching application delay, BWP switch will not occur immediately at the beginning of on duration but will occur later so that the dormancy/non-dormancy switching application delay requirement is satisfied. This seems straightforward. No more clarification or optimization on this case is needed.

	Samsung
	No
	We do not see any issue.

	Ericsson
	No
	Same comment as Qualcomm.

	CATT
	No
	This had been clarified in AI-7.2.7.1 email discussion in  RAN1#100b-e 

	OPPO
	No
	The Scell dormancy switching timeline should be separated from the gap of WUS indication. 

	ZTE
	No
	It seems that the issue can be eliminated by network implementation to configure sufficient time between the WUS monitoring occasion and the DRX ON.
Besides, RAN4 is still discussing the switching delay for dormancy change. If companies prefer to discuss this issue, it is preferred to discuss it after RAN4’s outcome of switching delay for dormancy change.

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Share the same view as Qualcomm

	Intel
	No
	So, the behavior is that UE cannot do reception/transmission in the beginning of ON duration since BWP switching is ongoing. Then, UE preforms according to dormancy indication by DCI 2_6 once the BWP switching is done. 
Is it correct understanding?  

	HW, HiSi
	Yes
	We support to clarify in spec the starting point of BWP switch due to the following reasons:
· UE may receive the dormancy indication from the symbols that are not the first 3 symbols of a slot.
· There may be multiple DCI format 2_6 monitoring occasions and UE may receive the dormancy indication from any one of them. UE and network may have different understanding on when to start the BWP switch.
· Due to the above two reasons, UE and network may have different understanding on when to start/restart the bwp-InactivityTimer.
Based on the discussion, there are two scenarios in this problem.
· Scenario 1: the timing gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the starting of DRX ON is larger than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time.
· Scenario 2: the timing gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the starting of DRX ON is smaller than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time
In our view, no matter in which case, the starting point of BWP switch needs to be clarified due to the above reasons. We suggest to consider one from the following options: 
· Option 1: The start of BWP switching delay is defined as n slot prior to DRX ON, where n is the SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time. UE may ignore the corresponding dormancy indication bit of SCell dormancy indication field in DCI format 2_6 detected at any monitoring occasion less than Y slots prior to the start of drx-onDurationTimer, where Y is the reported BWP switch delay corresponding to the minimum SCS of each cell according to [10, TS 38.133] among the SCell group.
· Option 2: the starting of BWP switching of SCell dormancy is the end of the slot containing the last valid monitoring occasion of DCI format 2_6 before DRX ON.

	MTK
	
	We do not have strong view on this issue.



Question 3
Q3. Regarding potential clarification on handling of dormancy bit in DCI 2_6 when WUS indicates ‘no wake-up’, what is your preference among Options 1-3 below?
· Option 1
· Clarification is needed.
· Agree to TP1 to sub-clause 10.3 of 38.213 in section 3.2 of R1-2003411
· Option 2
· Clarification is needed.
· Agree to the TP to sub-clause 10.3 of 38.213 in section 2 of R1-2003750
· Option 3
· No additional clarification is needed


Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Preferred Option
	Comments (Topic 6, Q3)

	vivo
	Option 1 or Option 2
	For option 1, i.e. UE does not expect to be indicated a non-dormancy BWP when wake-up indication bit is ‘0’, it can avoid some unreasonable BWP switching and the corresponding interruption.
For option 2, i.e. UE ignores the bitmap for SCell dormancy indication when wake-up indication bit is ‘0’, it can also reduce the unnecessary BWP switching.

	Nokia, NSB
	Option 3
	We believe that given last meeting conclusion, the below text is sufficient:
a bitmap, when the UE is provided a number of groups of configured SCells by Scell-groups-for-dormancy-outside-active-time, where 
-	the bitmap location is immediately after the Wake-up indication bit location
-	the bitmap size is equal to the number of groups of configured SCells where each bit of the bitmap corresponds to a group of configured SCells from the number of groups of configured SCells
-	a ‘0’ value for a bit of the bitmap indicates an active DL BWP, provided by dormant-BWP, for the UE [11, TS38.321] for each activated SCell in the corresponding group of configured SCells
-	a ‘1’ value for a bit of the bitmap indicates 
-	an active DL BWP, provided by first-non-dormant-BWP-ID-for-DCI-outside-active-time, for the UE for each activated SCell in the corresponding group of configured SCells, if a current active DL BWP is the dormant DL BWP
-	a current active DL BWP, for the UE for each activated Scell in the corresponding group of configured SCells, if the current active DL BWP is not the dormant DL BWP


	Qualcomm
	Option 3
	Without any additional rule such as option 1 and 2, UE treats WakeUP indication and SCell dormancy indication separately. We prefer a simple design by separately treating WakeUP indication and SCell dormancy indication as the benefit for any intended optimization is not clear and may require unnecessary implementation and testing efforts.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	We think the clarification is needed and Option 1 is more reasonable. For simplicity, we suggest to remove duplicated description as below:
UE does not expect to detect DCI format 2_6 with a value of wake-up indication bit is ‘0’, and any bit in the bitmap with value ‘1’. Indicates 
-	an active DL BWP, provided by first-non-dormant-BWP-ID-for-DCI-inside-active-time, for the UE for a corresponding activated Scell, if a current active DL BWP is the dormant DL BWP
-	a current active DL BWP, for the UE for a corresponding activated Scell, if the current active DL BWP is not the dormant DL BWP.

	Ericsson
	Option 3
	We share same view as Nokia and Qualcomm.

	CATT
	Option 3
	This is an implementation issue. 

	OPPO
	Option 3
	Similar as the last question, WUS indication should be independent to the dormancy indication. 

	ZTE
	Option3
	First of all, similar with the fact  that DRX and BWP switch are independent operations in Rel-15, the wake-up indication and SCell dormancy indication are also independent. We don’t see the need to have such a restriction. 
Furthermore, if it is unnecessary to switch to non-dormancy behavior when WUS indicates ‘no wake-up’, it is sure that network won’t indicate ‘no wake-up’ and also indicate UEs to change its active BWP at the same time.

	Spreadtrum
	Option 3
	We prefer separate indications for wake up and SCell dormancy.

	Intel
	Revised Option 1 by Samsung
	There is confusion without clarification. Samsung’s revised Option 1 sounds more simpler. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 3
	The current specification is clear enough.

	MTK
	Revised Option 1 by Samsung
	We do not have strong view on this issue, but Samsun’s modification seems reasonable.



2.7 Topic 7
Please provide your input to below questions Q1 and Q2 on this topic, preferably by 05/26 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Is there need for additional clarification to specs on how to interpret “SCell dormancy indication” field of DCI format 1_1 when the DCI format is used for Case 2 SCell dormancy indication?
	Company Name
	Yes/No
	Comments (Topic 7, Q1)

	vivo
	No
	The current SPEC is clear as below, if the FDRA filed is set as shown in the highlight part, UE uses the re-interpreted fields as Scell dormancy indication
SCell dormancy indication – 0 bit if higher layer parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time is not configured; otherwise 1, 2, 3, 4 or 5 bits bitmap determined according to higher layer parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time, where each bit corresponds to one of the Scell group(s) configured by higher layers parameter Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time, with MSB to LSB of the bitmap corresponding to the first to last configured Scell group. The field is only present when this format is carried by PDCCH on the primary cell within DRX Active Time and the UE is configured with at least two DL BWPs for an SCell.
If all bits of frequency domain resource assignment are set to 0 for resource allocation type 0 or set to 1 for resource allocation type 1, this field is reserved and the following fields among the fields above are used for SCell dormany indication, where each bit corresponds to one of the configured SCell(s), with MSB to LSB of the following fields concatenated in the order below corresponding to the SCell with lowest to highest SCell index 
-	Modulation and coding scheme of transport block 1 
-	New data indicator of transport block 1 
-	Redundancy version of transport block 1 
-	HARQ process number 
-	Antenna port(s) 
-	DMRS sequence initialization

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	I think we should discuss what happens with DCI from 1_1 content which is not used for validation or does not carry the 15bit bitmap.  

	Qualcomm
	No
	Regarding “UE does not expect different dormancy indications to a Scell from different DCI fields”, different dormant indication may be configured between
· Case 1 and case 2 DCI 1_1 for dormancy indication
· Case 1 DCI 0_1 and case 2 DCI 1_1 for dormancy indication
It is preferable that network avoids different dormancy indications to a Scell from different DCI fields. However, it is hard to clarify what is the exact scenario where different DCIs are considered to be conflicting, especially because it is also UE implementation dependent. For that, it is better to leave it to network’s care to avoid unnecessary redundant Scell dormancy indications to UE that could confuse the UE.

	Samsung
	No
	We think current spec is clear.

	Ericsson
	No
	Specification text in 38.212 is clear. When Case 2 indication is used, the field used for Case 1 is reserved.

	CATT
	No
	Spec is clear

	OPPO
	Yes
	The current Specs does allow both case1 and case 2 indicated in same time, if you read the text carefully.
In 10.3, the case 1 text is followed by case 2 text. For case 1, the text does not exclude the all 1/0 FDRA assignment for case 2, that means scell group indicator is activated. Then the text for case 2 does not say the 15 bits is exclusively used.
To vivo&Ericsson, the 212 description would be not complete: it did not say like in 213 10.3 ” resourceAllocation = dynamicSwitch and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0 or 1”. The ‘reserved’ behaviour in 212 seems means set the field size. In 213, you have to interpret the bits.
To QC, we are not saying we support the scenarios, the problem is the current spec. allow that happen. If that happen, what UE will do?

	ZTE
	No
	Based on the following description in TS38.212, in case of Case2 SCell dormancy indication is applied, the“SCell dormancy indication” field is reserved. It seems the current spec is clear. 
If all bits of frequency domain resource assignment are set to 0 for resource allocation type 0 or set to 1 for resource allocation type 1, this field is reserved and the following fields among the fields above are used for SCell dormany indication, where each bit corresponds to one of the configured SCell(s), with MSB to LSB of the following fields concatenated in the order below corresponding to the SCell with lowest to highest SCell index 

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Spec is clear

	Intel
	No
	Spec is clear

	MTK
	
	We do not have strong view on this issue.



Question 2
Q2. If yes to Q1 above what is the expected UE behavior?
	Company Name
	Comments (Topic 7, Q2)

	Nokia, NSB
	We believe at least SCell dormancy indication” field should be ignored, because it may be difficult to provide consistent indication.  On the other hand,  TPC command, SRS trigger, or TYPE-3 CB indication, could be still valid.

	OPPO
	We prefer the original TP “UE does not expect to receive different indication”.
But We are also fine with Nokia’ proposal that the Scell dormancy indication field for Scell group indication should be ignored.



3 Conclusions
[bookmark: _Hlk41749339]Based on the discussion on email thread [101-e-NR-LTE_NR_DC_CA-ScellDormancy], following conclusions and agreements were made and LS R1-2005081 was sent to RAN4 requesting further information.
Agreement:
Adopt TP#1 in Section 3 of R1-2005079 (FL summary) for Clause 10.3 of TS38.213

Conclusion:
For an SCell configured with dormant BWP, a UE doesn’t expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 1_1, DCI 1_2 is set to the ID of dormant BWP

Conclusion:
From RAN1 perspective, there is no issue with linking an UL BWP with the DL dormant BWP in TDD Scell. i.e., when DL BWP is switched to dormant BWP, the expected behavior is that the UE switches to an UL BWP with BWP index which is the same as DL dormant BWP index.

R1-2005080	Draft LS on SCell Dormancy          Ericsson
Final LS approved in R1-2005081

3.1 Agreed TP1 with ‘CR cover-page like details’

Reason for changes
1) SCell dormancy indication without PDSCH scheduling can be sent only on PCell/PSCell and this part needs to be clarified in 38.213.

Summary of changes
2) Clarify in sub clause 10.3 that a DCI format 1_1 indicating SCell dormancy without scheduling PDSCH can only be detected on primary cell
Specs/Sections impacted
TS 38.213 Clause 10.3
Consequences if not approved
Unclear UE behaviour for detecting SCell dormancy indication without PDSCH scheduling 
--------------------------------- Start TP1 for TS 38.213 sub-clause 10.3 v16.1.0 ---------------------------------------
[bookmark: _Toc29894868][bookmark: _Toc29899167][bookmark: _Toc29899585][bookmark: _Toc29917314][bookmark: _Toc36498188]10.3     PDCCH monitoring indication and dormancy/non-dormancy behaviour for SCells
<Unchanged parts omitted>
If a UE is provided search space sets to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 1_1, and if
-	the CRC of DCI format 1_1 is scrambled by a C-RNTI or a MCS-C-RNTI, and if 
-	the UE detects a DCI format 1_1 on the primary cell that does not include a carrier indicator field, or detects a DCI format 1_1 on the primary cell that includes a carrier indicator field with value equal to 0, and if
-	resourceAllocation = resourceAllocationType0 and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0, or
-	resourceAllocation = resourceAllocationType1 and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 1, or
-	resourceAllocation = dynamicSwitch and all bits of the frequency domain resource assignment field in DCI format 1_1 are equal to 0 or 1
<Unchanged parts omitted>
--------------------------------- end TP1---------------------------------------
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