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[bookmark: _Toc54601299]1	Introduction
This document summarizes the 4 feature leads summaries compiled in preparation of the RAN1#103 [1-4] for AI 7.2.10 Maintenance of Multi-RAT Dual-Connectivity and Carrier Aggregation enhancements, collects the identified issues from those four summaries as well as the comments provided, and makes a suggestion on the issues to be discussed and how they are to be split to the budgeted two email threads for discussion in RAN1#103.
The finally endorsed list of topics for email discussion in RAN1#103-e for AI 7.2.10 Maintenance of Multi-RAT Dual-Connectivity and Carrier Aggregation enhancements are listed in section 7.
[bookmark: _Toc54601300]2	UL Power Control for NN-DC
Moderator Proposal v1
· Discuss following all issues related to maintenance of uplink power control for MR-DC in RAN1#103-e as part of A.I. 7.2.10
· Issue 1: Handling of PDCCH-ordered PRACH transmission on MCG, 
· R1-2008612, P1 and TP. 
· Issue 2: Clarification on the timing relation for Dynamic Power Sharing
· R1-2007736 and CR2 for power control. 
· Issue 3: On FDD scenario for Semi-Static-mode2 power control
· R1-2008503, P1 and TP. 
· Issue 4: Alignment between UE capability description on TS38.306 and UE’s behaviour on TS38.213.
· R1-2008694, TP
Table 1: Company comments
	Company
	Yes or No
	Comments

	ZTE
	
	We are fine with the above moderator’s proposal. 
However, we have some concern on Issue 1. We have discussed this issue in last RAN1 meeting, it seems companies couldn’t converge on introducing this TP during that time. If companies’ positions haven’t been changed, we prefer not to repeat the discussion again here.

	MTK
	
	We are fine with moderator’s proposal.

	Samsung
	
	Issue 1: No need to revisit - fully discussed and concluded in RAN1#102-e.
Issue 2: OK to fix the glitch.
Issue 3: No need. The following is now captured - there is no exception for FDD.
“If a UE is configured with an MCG and a SCG using NR radio access in FR1 and/or in FR2, the UE is configured a maximum power  for transmissions on the MCG by p-NR-FR1 and/or by p-NR-FR2-r16 and a maximum power  for transmissions on the SCG by p-NR-FR1 and/or by p-NR-FR2-r16 and with an inter-CG power sharing mode by nrdc-PCmode-FR1-r16 for FR1 and/or by nrdc-PCmode-FR2-r16 for FR2.”
Issue 4: No need – there is no essential issue. If a revision is made, more simplifications than the suggested text are applicable.

	Qualcomm
	
	On Issue 1, we haven’t seen the answers from companies why it is not an issue. We haven’t concluded the CR is not necessary. Keeping the spec broken just for this issue is disappointing.
On Issue 2, the change is not essential. It is not an issue in reality – the timing is from the UE’s point of view and is a real timing (not a logical timing). Therefore, it is not the matter whether exactly “equal to T_offset” is included or not.
On Issue 3, the current spec is sufficient.
On Issue 4, the change is not essential, but OK to clear it up. 



[bookmark: _Toc54601301]3	Efficient and low latency serving cell configuration/activation/setup
Moderator Proposal v1
· Discuss following topics related to maintenance of efficient and low latency serving cell configuration/activation/setup in RAN1#103-e as part of A.I. 7.2.10
· Topic 1: Corrections to 38.213 related to SCell dormancy indication in DCI format 2_6
· R1-2007578, P4 in R1-2007737, R1-2008113, conclusion in R1-2008203
· Topic 2: Corrections to 38.213 related to BWP indication in “BWP indicator field” on SCell vs. SCell dormancy indication on primary cell
· R1-2008275, P3 and P4 in R1-2008504
· Topic 3: Corrections to 38.213 related to Case 2 dormancy indication
· draft CR2 and draft CR3 in R1-2007737, draft CR in R1-2008566
· Topic 4: Corrections to 38.213 related to switching time during dormant/non-dormant BWP transition
· R1-2008145, P1 in R1-2008203
· Topic 5: Corrections to 38.212
· draft CR1 in R1-2007737 
· Note: Discussion related to RAN4 LS (R1-2007506) on multiple BWP switch is handled in A.I. 5
Table 2: Company comments
	Company Name
	Comments

	ZTE
	We are fine with the above moderator’s proposal except for Topic 2. 
It seems we have discussed this issue in the last two RAN1 meetings with the following conclusions and we have also discussed whether TPs were needed or not for them. But it turns out that companies couldn’t converge on introducing any TP for the following two conclusions. We doubt that any companies would change their minds in this meeting. Thus, we prefer not to repeat the discussion for Topic 2.
Conclusion (RAN1#101e): 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 (RAN1#102e): For a SCell configured with dormant DL BWP for unpaired spectrum, a UE doesn’t expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 0_1, DCI 0_2 is set to the ID that is same as the ID of dormant DL BWP 

	MTK
	We are fine with the moderator’s proposal.
For ZTE’s comment about Topic 2, it is not only a repeated discussion, since the following scenario was not discussed before:  
· In TDD system, a DCI 0_1/0_2 for one SCell indicates switching to an UL BWP which is linked to the DL dormant BWP. In this case, UE would need to transmit the scheduled PUSCH by DCI 0_1/0_2 in the BWP after transition (dormant BWP), which is not an intended UE behaviour
We also think it is better to formulate previous conclusion into a TP for better aligned understanding among companies, so that the product teams of NW and UE vendors can have direct access to RAN1’s decision by reading the corresponding spec.

	Nokia, NSB
	Topic 1 
Topic 1-1  fine to clarify  “the UE sets the active DL BWP to the indicated active DL BWP” for 2_6
Topic 1-2  no discussion needed, current agreements are clear on linkage of WUS and Dormancy indication in DCP
“The value of minimum time gap is decoupled with SCell dormancy indication.”
Topic 2 - discussed many times before, we do not support specification of restrictions, if further conclusion is deemed needed, we can consider
Topic 3: 
C2: OK to discuss  
C3: No discussion needed: Support of dormancy with new R16 URLLC features was once already rejected. We are not willing to re-discuss.
Ericsson CR: OK to discuss
Topic 4 – discuss both CRs
Topic 5 - deserves discussion and potentially sending LS to RAN2 

	ZTE 2
	To response to some of the above comments.
@MTK, it seems the following conclusion has already addressed the issue you mentioned.
Conclusion (RAN1#102e):
For a SCell configured with dormant DL BWP for unpaired spectrum, a UE doesn’t expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 0_1, DCI 0_2 is set to the ID that is same as the ID of dormant DL BWP 
@Nokia, regarding CR3 of Topic 3, it’s true that previously we discussed whether to add SCell dormancy indicator in DCI format 1-2/0-2 and companies didn’t get consensus on it. However, CR3 is a pure DCI format 1-1 issue. Currently, DCI format 1-1 is allowed to be configured with priority indicator field and dormancy indication at the same time. It is not clear whether the HARQ-ACK for DCI format 1-1 indicating SCell dormancy without scheduling PDSCH should be put in the first HARQ-ACK codebook or the second HARQ-ACK codebook. 
Basically, there are the following three ways to address this issue. No matter which way is adopted, a conclusion/CR is needed. 
1. Based on the priority indicator;
2. Low/High priority by default.
3. UE is not expected to be configured with priority indicator for the SCell dormancy indication.  
Thus, we prefer to discuss this issue in this meeting in order to have a clear understanding on this issue.

	Nokia, NSB
	@ZTE: Thanks for explanation, we are fine to discuss CR3  



[bookmark: _Toc54601302]4	Support of unaligned frame boundary for R16 NR inter-band CA
· Issue 1: whether the single offset duration limitation is applied to per CG or across CGs in case of NR-DC
· Issue 2: Determination of Sync/Async NR-DC in the context of unaligned frame boundary CA
· Issue 3: update of spec. TS 38.214 section 5.2.1.5.1 on aperiodic CSI-RS timing when the triggering PDCCH and the CSI-RS have the same numerology, to align with the agreement.
The following FL proposal is made,
FL proposal 1: Clarification that at most single non-zero offset duration can be configured within a CG in case of DC in the unaligned CA configuration.
FL proposal 2: Synchronous or asynchronous NR-DC is determined according the PCell and PSCell. LS can be sent to RAN4 to confirm this..
FL proposal 3: Adopt the following TP to TS 38.214 Section 5.2.1.5.1.
When aperiodic CSI-RS is used with aperiodic reporting, the CSI-RS offset is configured per resource set by the higher layer parameter aperiodicTriggeringOffset or aperiodicTriggeringOffsetExt-r16. The CSI-RS triggering offset has the values of {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, …, 15, 16, 24} slots. If the UE is not configured with minimumSchedulingOffsetK0 for any DL BWP or minimumSchedulingOffsetK2 for any UL BWP and if all the associated trigger states do not have the higher layer parameter qcl-Type set to 'QCL-TypeD' in the corresponding TCI states , the CSI-RS triggering offset is fixed to zero. The aperiodic triggering offset of the CSI-IM follows offset of the associated NZP CSI-RS for channel measurement. The aperiodic CSI-RS is transmitted in a slot n + X +  - , if UE is configured with ca-SlotOffset for at least one of the triggered and triggering cell, and Ks = n + X, otherwise, and where
-	n is the slot containing the triggering DCI, X is the CSI-RS triggering offset according to the higher layer parameter aperiodicTriggeringOffset or aperiodicTriggeringOffsetExt-r16,
-	 is the which is determined by higher-layer configured ca-SlotOffset for the cell receiving the PDCCH respectively, is the which is determined by higher-layer configured ca-SlotOffset for the cell transmitting the CSI-RS, as defined in [4, TS 38.211] clause 4.5.


Table 3: Company comments
	Company Name
	Comments

	MTK
	We are fine with the moderator’s proposals.

	Nokia
	Agree with the three issues to be discussed, and agree with the three FL proposals on how to resolve them

	ZTE
	We are fine to discuss the above three proposals in this meeting.



[bookmark: _Toc54601303]5	Singe Tx enhancements, and cross carrier scheduling and A-CSI RS triggering	
	Issue 
	TDoc
	Proposal for RAN1#103 handling

	A-1
	R1-2007736
	Discuss if there is a need to add the PDSCH starting time to determine the last DCI in order to be able to indicate different PRIs in the same PUCCH slot for the two HARQ-ACKs in the scenario described in R1-2007736.

	A-2
	R1-2007807
	The clarification on the RRC parameter applicability between URLLC priority based codebook and secondary PUCCH group codebook would seem to benefit from the suggested clarification.
Discuss the TP1 and TP2 to TS38.213 sections 7.2 and 9 respectively.

	A-3
	R1-2007807
	Interoperability of the simultaneous configuration of pdsch-HARQ-ACK-CodebookList-r16 and pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook-secondaryPUCCHgroup-r16 would seem to be in a need of clarification.
Discuss how to resolve the interoperability issue.

	A-4
	R1-2008504
	Discuss the need for introducing the additional delay ‘d’ for timeDurationForQCL in case of CCS when enableDefaultBeamForCCS is not configured as proposed in section 3 of R1-2008504 to 38.214 subclause 5.1.5

	A-5
	R1-2008680
	Discuss the RRC parameter name alignment CR changing instances of enableDefaultBeamForCSS to enableDefaultBeamForCCS-r16.

	A-6
	R1-2008719
	There are a number of M-TRP and default TCI state related proposals in the eMIMO M-TRP topic. Hence proposing to discuss the compatibility of the default TCI state when “one TCI codepoint indicates two TCI states” and the default TCI state defined for cross-carrier scheduling together with other default TCI state discussions in the eMIMO/M-TRP agenda item, and do not discuss in the topic in AI 7.2.10.

	B-1
	R1-2008504
	It appears that the CA slot offset is only applied between carriers of different SCS and it would not be possible to apply it between carriers of the same SCS when A-CSI-RS is cross-carrier triggered.
Discuss if the identified issue is valid, and whether to adopt the proposed TP in R1-2008504

	C-1
	R1-2007737
	There appears to be a discrepancy between the UE capabilities and the TS36.213 TS38.213 for the TDD and FDD PCell semi-static UL transmission in all subframes and a correction is needed. Discuss section 2.2 and CR4 in R1-2007737.



Table 4: Company comments
	Company 
	Issue 
	Comment

	ZTE
	
	We are fine with FL proposal. We also prefer to discuss Issue A-6 in MIMO session.

Note: There is a typo for Issue C-1. It should be a TS36.213 CR instead of TS38.213.

	MTK
	
	We are fine with FL proposal. We also prefer to discuss Issue A-6 in MIMO session.
For Issue B-1, it seems to be also addressed in the FL summary of unaligned CA session – Issue 3, and we suggest to discuss B-1 there.

	ASUSTeK
	A-5
	The RRC naming alignment (including enableDefaultBeamForCCS-r16) has been carried out by spec editor in R1-2008292. So perhaps this issue could be handled there altogether.

	ASUSTeK
	A-4
	We think the problem behind this is whether we would like to support Rel-15 default beam behavior (enableDefaultBeamForCCS-r16 not configured) for cross carrier scheduling with different numerologies.

In Rel-15, we only have Rel-15 default beam behavior for cross carrier scheduling with same numerology. In Rel-16, we introduce Rel-16 default beam behavior (with enableDefaultBeamForCCS-r16 configured) and decide to apply the behavior for cross carrier scheduling irrespective of same or different numerologies. So far, there seems to be no discussion on whether Rel-15 default beam behavior could be additionally supported for cross carrier scheduling with different numerologies (since anyway there is no cross carrier scheduling with different numerologies in Rel-15). Based on this understanding, the proposed TP is unnecessary as base station would always configure enableDefaultBeamForCCS-r16 for cross carrier scheduling with different numerologies. 
Having said that, we are open to discuss this issue over email if companies would like to think more about it.



[bookmark: _Toc54601304]6	Suggested issues to be addressed in RAN1#103-e
[bookmark: _Toc54601305]6.1	UL Power Control for NN-DC
· Issue 1: Handling of PDCCH-ordered PRACH transmission on MCG
· Supported by the proponent, one company is fine to discuss
· Two companies say that there is no point in continuing the discussion after RAN1#102 
 not to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
· Issue 2: Clarification on the timing relation for Dynamic Power Sharing
· Supported by the proponent + one other company, one company is fine to discuss
· One company indicates that the issue is a non-issue and the change is not essential
 to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
· Issue 3: On FDD scenario for Semi-Static-mode2 power control
· Supported by the proponent, one company is fine to discuss
· Two companies indicate that the current spec is sufficient
 not to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
· Issue 4: Alignment between UE capability description on TS38.306 and UE’s behaviour on TS38.213.
· Supported by the proponent, one company is fine to discuss
· One company indicates that the change is not essential but OK to clean up
· One company indicates that the change is not essential and thus not needed
 to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
[bookmark: _Toc54601306]6.2	Efficient and low latency serving cell configuration/activation/setup
· Topic 1: Corrections to 38.213 related to SCell dormancy indication in DCI format 2_6
· Several companies support to discuss at least partially, no opposition 
 to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
· Topic 2: Corrections to 38.213 related to BWP indication in “BWP indicator field” on SCell vs. SCell dormancy indication on primary cell
· Two companies think that this has not converged in the last two meetings and no further discussion is necessary
 not to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
· Topic 3: Corrections to 38.213 related to Case 2 dormancy indication
· Several companies support to discuss at least partially, no opposition 
 to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
· Topic 4: Corrections to 38.213 related to switching time during dormant/non-dormant BWP transition
· Several companies are OK to discuss at least partially, no opposition 
 to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
· Topic 5: Corrections to 38.212
· Several companies are OK to discuss at least partially, no opposition 
 to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
[bookmark: _Toc54601307]6.3	Support of unaligned frame boundary for R16 NR inter-band CA
· Issue 1: whether the single offset duration limitation is applied to per CG or across CGs in case of NR-DC
· Issue 2: Determination of Sync/Async NR-DC in the context of unaligned frame boundary CA
· Issue 3: update of spec. TS 38.214 section 5.2.1.5.1 on aperiodic CSI-RS timing when the triggering PDCCH and the CSI-RS have the same numerology, to align with the agreement.
All three issues are supported for RAN1#103 discussion by all commenting companies.
 All three issues to be included in the RAN1#103 scope
[bookmark: _Toc54601308]6.4	Singe Tx enhancements, and cross carrier scheduling and A-CSI RS triggering
A-1 (R1-2007736) Discuss if there is a need to add the PDSCH starting time to determine the last DCI in order to be able to indicate different PRIs in the same PUCCH slot for the two HARQ-ACKs in the scenario described in R1-2007736.
· Two companies fine with the proposal, no opposition: to be discussed under in RAN1#103 
A-2 (R1-2007807) The clarification on the RRC parameter applicability between URLLC priority based codebook and secondary PUCCH group codebook would seem to benefit from the suggested clarification. Discuss the TP1 and TP2 to TS38.213 sections 7.2 and 9 respectively.
· Two companies fine with the proposal, no opposition: to be discussed under in RAN1#103 
A-3 (R1-2007807) Interoperability of the simultaneous configuration of pdsch-HARQ-ACK-CodebookList-r16 and pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook-secondaryPUCCHgroup-r16 would seem to be in a need of clarification. Discuss how to resolve the interoperability issue.
· Two companies fine with the proposal, no opposition: to be discussed under in RAN1#103 
A-4 (R1-2008504) Discuss the need for introducing the additional delay ‘d’ for timeDurationForQCL in case of CCS when enableDefaultBeamForCCS is not configured as proposed in section 3 of R1-2008504 to 38.214 subclause 5.1.5
· Two companies fine with the proposal, one company points out that there may be more to it than what the proposal indicates, but is OK to discuss: to be discussed under in RAN1#103 
A-5 (R1-2008680) Discuss the RRC parameter name alignment CR changing instances of enableDefaultBeamForCSS to enableDefaultBeamForCCS-r16.
· Two companies fine with the proposal, one company points out that there is such a parameter alignment attempt under way by spec editors and suggests deferring this to that.
· deferred to RRC parameter alignment CR, not to be discussed under 7.2.10 in RAN1#103  
A-6 (R1-2008719) There are a number of M-TRP and default TCI state related proposals in the eMIMO M-TRP topic. Hence proposing to discuss the compatibility of the default TCI state when “one TCI codepoint indicates two TCI states” and the default TCI state defined for cross-carrier scheduling together with other default TCI state discussions in the eMIMO/M-TRP agenda item, and do not discuss in the topic in AI 7.2.10. 
· Two companies support deferring the discussion to MIMO session
· deferred to MIMO session, not to be discussed under 7.2.10 in RAN1#103 
B-1 (R1-2008504) It appears that the CA slot offset is only applied between carriers of different SCS and it would not be possible to apply it between carriers of the same SCS when A-CSI-RS is cross-carrier triggered. Discuss if the identified issue is valid, and whether to adopt the proposed TP in R1-2008504
· One company points out that the same proposal is addressed under “unaligned frame boundaries” as issue#3
· Duplicate, see issue#3 in section 5.3
C-1 (R1-2007737) There appears to be a discrepancy between the UE capabilities and the TS38.213 for the TDD and FDD PCell semi-static UL transmission in all subframes and a correction is needed. Discuss section 2.2 and CR4 in R1-2007737.
· Two companies fine with the proposal, no opposition: to be discussed under in RAN1#103 


[bookmark: _Toc54601309]7	Contents of the email threads
After email discussion in preparation to RAN1#103-e on the proposed email threads, the following was endorsed as the contents of the two RAN1#103 email discussions for AI 7.2.10 Maintenance of Multi-RAT Dual-Connectivity and Carrier Aggregation enhancements.
Email thread#1 – Dormancy and Unaligned CA
· Topic 1: Corrections to 38.213 related to SCell dormancy indication in DCI format 2_6
· Topic 3: Corrections to 38.213 related to Case 2 dormancy indication
· Topic 4: Corrections to 38.213 related to switching time during dormant/non-dormant BWP transition
· Topic 5: Corrections to 38.212

· Unaligned CA Issue 1: whether the single offset duration limitation is applied to per CG or across CGs in case of NR-DC
· Unaligned CA Issue 2: Determination of Sync/Async NR-DC in the context of unaligned frame boundary CA
· Unaligned CA Issue 3: update of spec. TS 38.214 section 5.2.1.5.1 on aperiodic CSI-RS timing when the triggering PDCCH and the CSI-RS have the same numerology, to align with the agreement.

Email thread#2 – PC for DC, X-CC scheduling and 1-Tx enhancements
· PC-DC Issue 2: (R1-2007736 and CR2 for power control) Clarification on the timing relation for Dynamic Power Sharing
· PC-DC Issue 3: (R1-2008503, P1 and TP) On FDD scenario for Semi-Static-mode2 power control
· PC-DC Issue 4: (R1-2008694, TP) Alignment between UE capability description on TS38.306 and UE’s behaviour on TS38.213.

· XCC A-1 (R1-2007736) Discuss if there is a need to add the PDSCH starting time to determine the last DCI in order to be able to indicate different PRIs in the same PUCCH slot for the two HARQ-ACKs in the scenario described in R1-2007736.
· XCC A-2 (R1-2007807) The clarification on the RRC parameter applicability between URLLC priority based codebook and secondary PUCCH group codebook would seem to benefit from the suggested clarification. Discuss the TP1 and TP2 to TS38.213 sections 7.2 and 9 respectively.
· XCC A-3 (R1-2007807) Interoperability of the simultaneous configuration of pdsch-HARQ-ACK-CodebookList-r16 and pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook-secondaryPUCCHgroup-r16 would seem to be in a need of clarification. Discuss how to resolve the interoperability issue.
· XCC A-4 (R1-2008504) Discuss the need for introducing the additional delay ‘d’ for timeDurationForQCL in case of CCS when enableDefaultBeamForCCS is not configured as proposed in section 3 of R1-2008504 to 38.214 subclause 5.1.5
· 1TX C-1 (R1-2007737) There appears to be a discrepancy between the UE capabilities and the TS38.213 for the TDD and FDD PCell semi-static UL transmission in all subframes and a correction is needed. Discuss section 2.2 and CR4 in R1-2007737.
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