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1	Introduction
This document reflects the content and outcome of the following email discussion:
[AT114-e][006][NR15] Connection Control III (Qualcomm)
	Scope: Treat R2-2106188, R2-2106189, R2-2106267, R2-2106270, R2-2105323, R2-2105324, R2-2105767, R2-2105950, R2-2105951, R2-2106182, R2-2106183, R2-2106178, R2-2106179, R2-2106077, R2-2106079
	Phase 1, determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for agreeable parts Work on CRs.
	Intended outcome: Report and Agreed CRs. 
	Deadline: Schedule A

2	Contact Points
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table.
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	QCOM (Rapporteur)
	Mouaffac Ambriss
	mambriss@qti.qualcomm.com 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



3	Discussion Phase 1
3.1	BWP
The CRs related to this topic are:
R2-2106188	Clarification on releasing of BWP	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2678	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2106189	Clarification on releasing of BWP	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.0	2679	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

The CR clarifies by adding a note that “When releasing a BWP, the network should ensure that the active BWP is in place after the UE applies the RRC reconfiguration message, e.g. by including firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id/firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id in the same RRC message”.

Question 1: do you agree with the addition of the note in order to clarify the expected network behaviour. 
	Answers to Question 1

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 1: TBD.
Proposal 1: TBD.
3.2	L1 Parameters
The CRs related to this topic are:
R2-2106267	Clarification of recurrence in RateMatchPattern	Qualcomm Incorporated	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2687	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2106270	Clarification of recurrence in RateMatchPattern	Qualcomm Incorporated	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2688	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2105323	Correction on CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig Introduced by Two PUCCH Group	CATT	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2614	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2105324	Correction on CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig Introduced by Two PUCCH Group	CATT	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2615	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core
3.2.2	Clarification of recurrence in RateMatchPattern
In the field description of periodicityAndPattern of the IE RateMatchPattern, it is stated that the default value for the periodicity is 14 symbols. However, this is not in line with the referenced 38.214 specification where different values of symbolsInResourceBlock, i.e. 1 or 2 slots are captured separately. In addition, the slot length is 14 symbols only for NCP is 12 symbols for ECP. Therefore, it will be better just to refer to 38.214 where the pattern is described clearly in more detail.

Question 2: Do you agree with the proposed change, by removing the text regarding how the pattern repeats itself when periodicityAndPattern is not configured
	Answers to Question 2

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 2: TBD.
Proposal 2: TBD.

3.2.3	Correction on CrossCarrierSchedulingConfig
The CR captures the network restriction (based on 38.213 spec) that is not allowed to configure cross carrier scheduling cross different PUCCH groups.
Question 3: Do you agree with addition of this restriction into the 38.331 spec. 
	Answers to Question 3

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 3: TBD.
Proposal 3: TBD.

3.3	Processing Time
The CRs related to this topic are:
R2-2105767	RRC processing time for Scell modification	Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2105950	Correction for RRC Resume latency requirements	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2656	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2105951	Correction for RRC Resume latency requirements	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2657	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

3.3.1	RRC processing time for SCell modification
In the last RAN2#113-bis-e meeting, it was discussed on whether the RRC processing delay requirement for the SCell modification should be changed from 10ms to 16ms. However, no consensus has been reached and the discussion has been postponed.
This discussion paper shared the following observations: 
Observation 1	As in LTE, the processing delay requirement for the SCell modification is considered as the same of a simple RRCReconfiguration message (i.e., 10ms).
Observation 2	Changing the RRC processing delay for the SCell modification from 10ms to 16ms is a NBC change.
Observation 3	RAN4 does not define any specific UE requirement for the SCell modification procedure.
Observation 4	The RRC segmentation was introduced in Rel-16 to address the case (among the others) of a large RRC reconfiguration message.
Observation 5	Changing the RRC processing delay for the SCell modification from 10ms to 16ms only in Rel-16 it will result in different implementations and this is not desirable.
Therefore the discussion paper proposes:
P 1	RAN2 confirms that the RRC processing delay for the SCell modification is 10ms.

Question 4: do you agree with the observations made? if not, please provide your comment accordingly.  
	Answers to Question 4

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments on the observations

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Question 5: do you agree with the P1? And if not, please provide your comment accordingly.  
	Answers to Question 5

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments on the P1

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 4: TBD.
Proposal 4: TBD.

3.3.2	Correction for RRC Resume latency requirements
RAN2 have agreed to reuse LTE approach to reduce RRC resumption processing delay requirement in RAN2 #105. In addition, RAN2 also agrees that PDCP/RLC entity corresponding to SRB2/DRB(s) shall be re-established after RRC reestablishment or resumption, just like LTE. in NR an explicit indication is needed to establish the RLC/PDCP (unlike the LTE where entities are implicitly established) by introducing the flag in RB config and RLC bearer config.
Subsequently, there is a need to explicitly adding in the notes that the reestablishPDCP and reestablishRLC flags will be included during Resume procedure and this will not impact the 6 ms delay requirements for the for a UE supporting reduced CP latency. 
Question 6: do you agree with the proposed changed ? And if not, please provide your comment accordingly.  
	Answers to Question 6

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 5: TBD.
Proposal 5: TBD



3.4 	Deprioritisation
The CRs related to this topic are:
R2-2106182	Clarification on the frequency deprioritisation	Huawei, HiSilicon, China Unicom	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2674	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
Chair: Same issue as IPA R2-2106300/6308 but a different change. If agreeable determine if separate CRs.
R2-2106183	Clarification on the frequency deprioritisation	Huawei, HiSilicon, China Unicom	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2675	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

[bookmark: OLE_LINK23][bookmark: OLE_LINK21][bookmark: OLE_LINK20][bookmark: OLE_LINK22]Adding a note in the 38.331 spec to clarify that when a frequency is configured with both absolute priority and deprioritisation, deprioritisation will override absolute priority. In addition the note specifying these points:
1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK76][bookmark: OLE_LINK71][bookmark: OLE_LINK75]The deprioritisation will not be deleted when the UE enters RRC connected state (corresponding to the above green part)
2. The deprioritisation will not be deleted when the UE enters another RAT(corresponding to the above blue part)

Question 7: do you agree with the change? 
	Answers to Question 7

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Question 8: if you agree with the CR, is there a need for a separate CR, given a similar CR that carries the same intention was “in principle agreed” during the last meeting (R2-2106300/6308)? 
	Answers to Question 8

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	




Summary 6: TBD.
Proposal 6: TBD.

3.5	Other
The CRs related to this topic are:
R2-2106178	OverheatingIndicationProhibitTimer for SCG in (NG)EN-DC	Qualcomm Incorporated	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2672	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2106179	OverheatingIndicationProhibitTimer for SCG in (NG)EN-DC	Qualcomm Incorporated	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2673	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

This CR clarifies that the prohibit timer (in the 38.331 spec) can’t be used to configure the NR SCG in (NG)EN-DC, and for the (NG)EN-DC case, the prohibit timer for overheating is only configured by the MN eNB. Therefore a clarification was added to the “overheatingIndicationProhibitTimer” field description that this timer is not used in (NG)EN-DC. 

Question 9: Do you agree with the proposed changed? Please provide comment if needed. 
	Answers to Question 9

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 7: TBD.
Proposal 7: TBD.

3.6	L2 Parameter
The CRs related to this topic are:
R2-2106077	Correction on flow remapping to an added DRB	Sequans Communications	CR	Rel-15	38.331	15.13.0	2666	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2106079	Correction on flow remapping to an added DRB	Sequans Communications	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.4.1	2667	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

The CR clarifies that since a QFI value can be included at most once across configured instances of SDAP-Config with the same value of pdu-Session, the network cannot perform direct remapping to an added DRB, unless the old DRB is released. Therefore the CR add the removal of the QFI from the old DRB in case of flow remapping to a newly added DRB.


Question 10: do you agree with the CR? Please provide comment if needed. 
	Answers to Question 10

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 8: TBD.
Proposal 8: TBD.

4	Discussion Phase 2
TBD.
5	Conclusion
TBD.



