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1. Introduction
This document is to kick off the following email discussion:
· [AT113bis-e][008][NR15] Other & LTE (OPPO)


Scope: Treat R2-2103877, R2-2103878, R2-2104279, R2-2102905, R2-2102906, R2-2102907, R2-2102908, R2-2102903, R2-2102904, R2-2103643, R2-2103644, R2-2104234, R2-2104238, 


Phase 1, determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for agreeable parts Work on CRs.


Intended outcome: Report and Agreed-in-principle CRs. 


Deadline: Schedule A

· Phase 1: collect companies’ view, by 2021-04-15 12:00 UTC;
· Phase 2: rapporteur will share summary report based on input of phase 1 for review, by 2021-04-19 18:00 UTC.
Contact Information

	Company
	Email

	Huawei
	davd.lecompte@huawei.com

	Fujitsu
	ohta.yoshiaki@fujitsu.com

	MediaTek
	Chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	ZTE
	liu.jing30@zte.com.cn

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


2. Discussion
Companies are requested to add their comments for each of the treated CRs of this email discussion in the boxes below.

2.1 Cell ID

[1] R2-2103877
Clarification on CGI reporting
Apple
draftCR
Rel-15
38.331
15.13.0
F
NR_newRAT-Core

[2] R2-2103878
Clarification on CGI reporting
Apple
draftCR
Rel-16
38.331
16.4.1
A
NR_newRAT-Core

In [1][2], the company wants to clarify that the SN node cannot configure the CGI reporting for all MR-DC case.
Q1: Do companies agree the changes of the CR in [1][2]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	almost
	1st change: suggest "In (NG)EN-DC and NR-DC, network does not configure report of type ReportCGI-EUTRA for the SCG."
2nd change: "In MR-DC" is good but no need for the other change



	MediaTek
	Intention is okay
	The wording from Huawei is better.

	ZTE
	Agree
	We share the comments from HW.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


[3] R2-2104279
Discussion on ambiguity of cell ID in RAN sharing
vivo
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

In [3], the company thinks it doesn’t make clear which cellIdentity will be used for SI validity check in TS 38.331. When UE performs SI validity checking, it needs to compare the cellIdentity received from the serving cell with the cellIdentity of the stored version of the SIB in UE. However, there may be many cellIdentities for RAN sharing cells since there are more than one PLMNs in the cell and one PLMN may correspond to one cellIdentity.

	1>
delete any stored version of a SIB after 3 hours from the moment it was successfully confirmed as valid;
1>
for each stored version of a SIB:

2>
if the areaScope is associated and its value for the stored version of the SIB is the same as the value received in the si-SchedulingInfo for that SIB from the serving cell:

3>
if the first PLMN-Identity included in the PLMN-IdentityInfoList, the systemInformationAreaID and the valueTag that are included in the si-SchedulingInfo for the SIB received from the serving cell are identical to the PLMN-Identity, the systemInformationAreaID and the valueTag associated with the stored version of that SIB:

4>
consider the stored SIB as valid for the cell;

2>
if the areaScope is not present for the stored version of the SIB and the areaScope value is not included in the si-SchedulingInfo for that SIB from the serving cell:

3>
if the first PLMN-Identity in the PLMN-IdentityInfoList, the cellIdentity and valueTag that are included in the si-SchedulingInfo for the SIB received from the serving cell are identical to the PLMN-Identity, the cellIdentity and the valueTag associated with the stored version of that SIB:

4>
consider the stored SIB as valid for the cell;


So the company proposes:
Proposal: The cellIdentity corresponding to the first PLMN in a cell’s PLMN list combination should be taken into account while judging the validity of stored cell-specific SIBs.
Q2: Do companies agree the above proposal copied from [3]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.2 SMTC

[4] R2-2102905
Clairifcation on field descritpion of SMTC in ReconfigurationWithSync for NR-DC
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.13.0
2484
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

[5] R2-2102906
Clairifcation on field descritpion of SMTC in ReconfigurationWithSync for NR-DC
OPPO
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.4.1
2485
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core
In [4][5], the company wants to clarify the field description of SMTC in ReconfigurationWithSync. In RAN2#110e meeting, SMTC issue for NR PSCell addation in NR-DC is discussed and SMTC is missing for this case. So CRs [R2-2006334/R2-2006245] are agreed. RAN2 agreed that SMTC in ReconfigurationWithSync is used for PSCell addition only when PSCell addition is for NR-DC case. However, the field descriptioin of SMTC in ReconfigurationWithSync is not clear.
Q3: Do companies agree the changes of the CR in [4][5]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Nokia
	Not essential
	Without the change the behavior is still correct, so we don’t see any need to change.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Partially
	The possible misunderstanding in current specification is that this field could be used for PSCell addition for (NG)EN-DC. Adding "in MR-DC" as in the proposed CR is not useful and makes the sentence more difficult to read. Adding "in NR-DC" as proposed is ok but the coversheet needs improvement:

- the CR affects (NG)EN-DC and not NR-DC

- the reason for change and consequences if not approved should say that NR PSCell addition when the UE is in E-UTRA RRC_CONNECTED could fail if the UE expects the field to be set but this is not done by legacy networks.

	MediaTek
	Partially
	Intention is fine.
We think only adding “in NR-DC” may be needed as commented by Huawei. But indeed the change is not critical, and we are fine not to change it.

	ZTE
	See comments
	It is ok to add the “for NR-DC”, but the addition of “for MR-DC” is incorrect. Because NE-DC is not applied.

If companies think clarification is really needed. We suggest to reword it as below:

“The SSB periodity/offset/duration configuration of target cell for NR PSCell change, and NR PCell change in case of (NG)EN-DC and NR-DC, and for NR PSCell addition in case of NR-DC.”

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


[6] R2-2102907
Clairifcation on usage of SMTC in the measObjectNR if not configured
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.13.0
2486
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

[7] R2-2102908
Clairifcation on usage of SMTC in the measObjectNR if not configured
OPPO
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.4.1
2487
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core
During handover, or NR PSCell addition, or NR PSCell change, the SMTC will be used to search the target cell. If the SMTC is not configured, the UE uses the SMTC in the measObjectNR having the same SSB frequency and subcarrier spacing, as configured before the reception of the RRC message. However, there are two SMTC in measObjectNR, i.e. smtc1 and smtc2. It is not clear which SMTC will be used. In [6][7], the company wants to clarify how to choose SMTC to use in measObjectNR.

Q4: Do companies agree the changes of the CR in [6][7]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	This description is in MeasObjectNR, there is no need to duplicate it

	MediaTek
	No
	This is over specified and it is too late to have additional UE requirement.

	ZTE
	No
	We understand it is up to UE implementation whether to use smtc1 or smtc2. Is it necessary to capture such details of UE implementation in specification? 

In addition, this is for redirection that UE will search all candidate cells on the given frequency. Should it be more suitable and simpler for UE to only use smtc 1 (larger periodicity)?

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


[8] R2-2102903
Clairifcation on SCell without SSB
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.13.0
2482
-
F
LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core

[9] R2-2102904
Clairifcation on SCell without SSB
OPPO
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.4.1
2483
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

In R15, the feature of SCell without SS/PBCH blcok is supported. So the absoluteFrequencySSB IE in FrequencyInfoDL IE can be absent for SCcell addition case. And all SSB related configuration should be absent, of course including SMTC in SCellConfig.
The SMTC maybe configured for NR SCell addition and it is obvious that the SMTC can be configured only for the the SCell with SSB case. 
In [8][9], the company wants to clarify that SMTC for NR SCell addition is only configured when the target SCell is with SS/PBCH block case. And if absoluteFrequencySSB IE in FrequencyInfoDL IE is absent, SMTC in SCellConfig is also absent.
Q5: Do companies agree the changes of the CR in [8][9]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	This specification is clear and the proposed text is unclear

	MediaTek
	Not essential
	Intention is fine but we don’t think change really needed as there should be no confusing in implementation. But we are fine to have this if majorities prefer.

	ZTE
	See comment
	The changes are editorial, the second change is not needed. 

The first change can be revised as:

“The SSB periodicity/offset/duration configuration of target cell for NR SCell addition if the SCell is configured with SSB”. 

And prefer to merge it into the rapporteur CR. 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.3 CSI measurement 

[10] R2-2103643
Clarification of CSI measurement configuration
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.13.0
2517
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

[11] R2-2103644
Clarification of CSI measurement configuration
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.4.1
2518
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core, TEI16

The field descriptiions for csi-IM-ResourceSetList and nzp-CSI-RS-ResourceSetList (IE CSI-ResourceConfig) indicates that they are used for “beam measurement and reporting in a CSI-RS resource set”. This is not complete since they are used also for other CSI measurements.

In [10][11], the company propose to clarify the wording.

Q6: Do companies agree the changes of the CR in [10][11]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Nokia
	Yes
	This is purely editorial and could be merged to rapporteur’s corrections.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Agree with Nokia

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Agree to be put in rapporteur’s CR.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with Nokia   

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.4 RRC full config
[12] R2-2104234
Clarification on RRC full config for intra-SN PSCell change
NTT DOCOMO, INC., Ericsson, Fujitsu, Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
36.331
15.13.0
4638
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 5.4.1.1

[13] R2-2104238
Clarification on RRC full config for intra-SN PSCell change
NTT DOCOMO, INC., Ericsson, Fujitsu, Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.4.0
4639
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 5.4.1.1

In current TS36.331, for (NG)EN-DC, it is specified that if the target SgNB cannot comprehend the NR SCG configuration provided by the source SgNB, the MN may release and add the NR SCG part of the configuration and generates drb-ToRleaseList for the SN terminated RBs towards the UE. In [12][13], the companies think it is unclear whether the rule above applies only for inter-SN PSCell change or both inter-SN and intra-SN PSCell change and propose that it applies only to the inter-SN PSCell change case.

Q7: Do companies agree the changes of the CR in [12][13]?

	Company
	Agree?

(Yes or No)
	Comments

	Nokia
	No
	As per discussion in R2-1800845 and the tdoc here it is clear that the fullConfig is indicated to MN even for the intra-SN case then why MN should not generate this to keep same behavior as the other case? 

Also, the interop statements are incorrect as there is no need to involve UE actions here. Nothing broken according to current spec. i.e. same behaviour for the intra-SN Pscell Change and inter-SN Pscell change.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	As per discussion in R2-1714228, the agreement is only about inter-SN PScell change. RAN2 didn’t agree on intra-SN PScell change. The specification should be corrected accordingly.
1: In case the target eNB understands the MCG part of the configuration but the target SgNB doesn’t understand the SCG part

•
SN indicates to the MN that it has applied full SCG configuration

•
Impacted bearers in indicated in the drb-toReleaseList

•
MN sets the en-DC-release flag to TRUE in the LTE RRCConnectionReconfiguration message sent to the UE



	ZTE
	Partial Yes
	We are fine with the added sentence.

While for “inter-SN PSCell change” case, we are actually wondering about the necessity of always generating “drb-ToReleaseList” for SN terminated RBs in LTE. 

From SN point of view, the target SN can anyway decode the DRB information included in radioBearerConfig of source SCG context. So if full configuration is needed for SN-CU, the target SN can also generate drb-ToReleaseList included in radioBearerConfig, to inform UE to release old SN terminated DRBs. And no problem at UE side is foreseen.

We are not challenging the existing text, but would like to say: there should be no problem if E-UTRAN does not generate drb-ToReleaseList even for inter-SN PSCell change case (e.g. in case of intra-vendor scenario).  

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3. Conclusions

Based on the discussion above, we propose:
4. Reference
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