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Discussions

	Company
	Comments

	NOKIA
	Thanks for the updates. 
· As per the RAN4 reply,  is not needed for LTM, therefore when PDCCH order indicates a candidate cell configured with EarlyUlSynchConfig. The current description is contrary to that.
[Aris]: Yes. The intention was to exclude the case that there is active UL BWP change due to LTM but the text did not achieve that. Can be left to 38.133 and the new text affecting description of  will be removed. 
· Regarding and , some of the cases are referred to 38.133, however, based on RAN4 LS reply it is not clear whether the details of these parameters would be captured in 38.133 or not. At the moment, it might be better to reflect changes based on the RAN4 feedback provided in the LS reply.
[Aris]: Similar to  for which the values are defined in 38.133, the same is expected (and is suitable) for  and . Can of course revisit later if that is somehow missed in 38.133 (RAN4 will also fill out current TBD values). 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Thanks for the updates. 
As for the newly added condition “the PDCCH order does not indicate a cell configured with EarlyUlSyncConfig” in the description of and  , it may be misinterpreted as Cell indicator always exists in PDCCH order. We suggest to following clarify 
“the Cell indicator field in PDCCH order does not exists or does not indicate a cell configured with EarlyUlSyncConfig”

[Aris]: OK – not really needed but will include “cell indicator field”.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Thanks for the updates.
As for the newly added condition “the PDCCH order does not indicate a cell configured with EarlyUlSyncConfig” in the description of ,, and , it may not cover current serving cell configured as candidate cell. According to RAN2 agreement, candidate cell can be current serving cell which means current serving cell configured as candidate cell can be configured with EaelyUlSyncConfig. In our view, this additional time gap should not be applied to current serving cell configured as candidate cell. Thus, we suggest to following:
-	 if the active UL BWP does not change, or if the cell indicator field in PDCCH order indicates a non-serving cell, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise  
 if the cell indicator field in PDCCH order indicates a non-serving cell, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise
-	 when the cell indicator field in PDCCH order indicates a non-serving cell, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise
[Aris]: OK. For  and , it should be a serving cell.

	ZTE
	Thanks to editor for the updates.
Regarding ΔBWPSwitching, we have the same view as NOKIA. After checking the relevant conclusion in RAN4, we noticed the following agreement in RAN4#108 meeting. That is, even if LTM with BWP change is supported, required delay will be considered and reflected in other new components. Thus, ΔBWPSwitching is not needed for LTM
 < Agreement>
· RAN4 shall introduce a new term for additional time for RF and/or BB preparation and retuning in PDCCH ordered PRACH toward target cell before cell switch.
· ∆BWPSwitching is not needed because all required components will be addressed separately.
With above consideration, we believe thatΔBWPSwitching = 0 when the PDCCH order indicates a cell configured with EarlyUlSyncConfig and propose the following updates for your reference.
	8.1	Random access preamble
*** Unchanged parts are omitted ***
If a random access procedure is initiated by a PDCCH order, the UE, if requested by higher layers, transmits a PRACH in the selected PRACH occasion, as described in [11, TS 38.321], for which a time between the last symbol of the PDCCH order reception and the first symbol of the PRACH transmission is larger than or equal to  msec, where 
-	 is a time duration of  symbols corresponding to a PUSCH preparation time for UE processing capability 1 [6, TS 38.214] assuming  corresponds to the smallest SCS configuration between the SCS configuration of the PDCCH order and the SCS configuration of the corresponding PRACH transmission 
-	 if the active UL BWP does not change, or if the PDCCH order does not indicates a cell configured with EarlyUlSyncConfig, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise  
-	 msec for FR1 and  msec for FR2
-	 is a switching gap duration as defined in [6, TS 38.214] 
-	 if the PDCCH order does not indicate a cell configured with EarlyUlSyncConfig, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise
-	 when the PDCCH order does not indicate a cell configured with EarlyUlSyncConfig, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise


[Aris]: OK for the  – please also see comment by/response to NTT DOCOMO.

	Ericsson
	Thank you for draft CR. Good that we left this to you, the text looks much nicer than when we worked on it during RAN1#114bis 
· In 38.212, we have the following description of the bit field in the PDCCH order:
Cell indicator - bits indicating the cell for the corresponding PRACH transmission if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter EarlyUlSyncConfig, where C is the number of candidate cells configured with higher layer parameter EarlyUlSyncConfig; 0 bit otherwise. The bit field index 0 of the cell indicator field is mapped to the serving cell, and other bit field indexes are mapped to the candidate cells configured with higher layer parameter EarlyUlSyncConfig according to an ascending order of a candidate identity configured by ltm-CandidateId, with the bit field index 1 mapped to the candidate cell with the smallest candidate identity.
So, bit field index 0 is specified explicitly here. To avoid confusion, maybe we can use that in 38.213 as well?
[Aris]: I think that would be excessive/unnecessary text. I will add a reference to 38.212 (and even the references are somewhat overused in 38.213, e.g., given Clause 21 in this case).

· We agree with other companies that the condition
 if the active UL BWP does not change, or if the PDCCH order does not indicate a cell configured with EarlyUlSyncConfig, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise  
ended up the wrong way.
[Aris]: Yes (the “does not indicate” was originally “indicates” in the draft CR, but …) - please see the updated version of the CR.

· [bookmark: _Hlk148597335]Finally, we note that  is not defined in 38.133: it is called TBWPswitchDelay. 
[Aris]: Yes, it is. I’m surprised that was not spotted over multiple releases. I will align (and you may also bring a CR for RAN1#115, at least for Rel-17).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Thanks for the updates. 
In the bullets for   and in the v1, the legacy PDCCH order where a cell indicator field does not exist is not covered.  and  equal to 0 in this case. 
Suggest following changes.
  -	 if a cell indicator field in the PDCCH order indicates a serving cell or if cell indicator field is not present, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise
-	 if a cell indicator field in the PDCCH order indicates a serving cell or if cell indicator field is not present, and  is defined in [10, TS 38.133] otherwise
[Aris]: OK.



