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Background
During RAN4#100
agenda item in the RAN4#100 e-meeting:
9.23	Enhanced IIoT and URLLC support	[NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh]
9.23.1	General	[NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core]
9.23.2	RRM core requirements	[NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core]
9.23.2.1	General and RRM requirements impacts	[NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core]
9.23.2.2	Propagation delay compensation enhancements	[NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core]
9.23.2.3	Reference point for Te requirements	[NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh-Core]

Email discussion: [100-e][239] NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh_RRM
R4-2115229	Email discussion summary: [100-e][239] NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh_RRM
					Type: other		For: Information
					Source: Moderator (Nokia)
Abstract: 
Discussion: 
Decision:		Revised to R4-2115414 (from R4-2115229).
R4-2115414	Email discussion summary: [100-e][239] NR_IIOT_URLLC_enh_RRM
					Type: other		For: Information
					Source: Moderator (Nokia)
Abstract: 
Discussion: 
Decision:		Return to.

Earlier agreed documents
RAN4#99: 
· R4-2108368, WF on RRM for NR IIoT and URLLC, 


WF on topic#1 PUCCH Carrier Switching
Two sub-topics were discussed in the meeting.
RRM core requirements impact from PUCCH carrier switching (Sub-topic 1-1)
Agreements:
· Continue the study for next meeting and continue the discussion in RAN4#101 meeting.
WF:
To be studied for next meeting regarding RRM Requirements concerning PUCCH carrier switching:
· Any need for new RRM requirements due to introduction of PUCCH carrier switching.
Test case for PUCCH carrier switching (Sub-topic 1-2)
Agreements:
· RAN4 can further discuss introduction of new test case(s) once the need for new RRM requirements have been concluded.

WF on topic#2 Propagation delay compensation enhancements
5 sub-topics were discussed during the meeting.
RRM requirements for propagation delay compensation enhancements (Sub-topic 2-1)
Agreements:
· Wait for RAN1 progress
Define RRM requirements for PDC enhancements when based on existing requirements (Sub-topic 2-2)
Tentative Agreement proposed after 1st round:
· RAN1 is still discussing potential solutions related to the PDC enhancements and RAN4 will wait further progress in RAN1 before discussing further.
No companies have raised concern concerning this tentative agreement and it is proposed as agreed after 2nd round:
· RAN1 is still discussing potential solutions related to the PDC enhancements and RAN4 will wait further progress in RAN1 before discussing further.

Initial timing error (Te) (Sub-topic 2-3)
Tentative agreements:
· None
Candidate options after 1st round:
· Option 1: If new Te requirements are agreed in the future, these should be captured in a compatible manner (no impact on legacy devices and UEs not supporting the feature). 
· Option 2: RAN4 wait further RAN1 progress
During 2nd round discussion all companies could support option 1. Based on the discussion outcome option 1 is agreed:
· If new Te requirements are agreed in the future, these should be captured in a compatible manner (no impact on legacy devices and UEs not supporting the feature).
Miscellaneous related to the work scope and WI (Sub-topic 2-4)
Agreements:
Option 1: In general, wait for WI progress in RAN1.
Enhanced TA command indication granularity (Sub-topic 2-5)
Tentative agreements:
· None
Candidate options after 1st round discussion:
· Option 1: confirm no feasibility issue for enhanced TA command indication granularity from RAN4 perspective. 
· Option 2: Other
During 2nd round discussion all companies could support option 2. Based on the discussion outcome option 2 is agreed with clarification:
· Wait for RAN1’s progress or a specific question raised by other WGs
WF on topic#3 Reference point for Te requirements
2 Sub-topics were discussed during the meeting
How to capture the reference point for Te requirements (Sub-topic 3-1)
Contained 3 Issues to be discussed
Whether to include ‘antenna’ in the definition or not (Issue 3-1)
Agreements:
· Agree on Option 1: Use ‘antenna’ in definition as proposed in the tentative TP
Whether to use ‘detected’, ‘detectable’ or not mention either (Issue 3-2)
Tentative agreements:
· Based on the discussion moderator would like to suggest that RAN4 down select among the three options and discontinue discussion related to Option 2 (use of ‘detectable’ in the text)
Candidate options after 1st round discussion:
· Option 1: Use ‘detected’ in definition text
· Option 3: Do not mention neither ‘detected’ nor ‘detectable’ in the definition text
No concern was raised against the tentative agreement from 1st round. Hence, it is agreed.
· RAN4 down select among the three options and discontinue discussion related to Option 2 (use of ‘detectable’ in the text)
The outcome of the 2nd discussion was not conclusive as such and distribution was as follows:
· Option 1: 3 companies (vivo, Apple, Nokia,)
· Option 3: 8 companies (CMCC, Ericsson, Intel, Qualcomm, ZTE, OPPO, Nokia, Huawei)
There are some companies who have concern changing the existing wording and some prefer to keep ‘detected’. A number of companies can support not to mention ‘detected’.
WF1: Continue the discussion whether to use ‘detected’ or not use ‘detected’ in the 38.133.

Whether to include ‘Received’, ‘arrives’ or ‘true arrival’ in the definition (Issue 3-3)
Agreements:
· RAN4 will not discuss ‘true arrival’ further.
Candidate options after 1st round:
· Option 1: Use ‘received’ in definition
· Option 2: Use ‘arrives’ in definition
The outcome of the 2nd discussion was not fully conclusive:
· Option 1: 1 company (vivo)
· Option 2: 8 companies (Ericsson, Intel, Qualcomm, Apple, ZTE, OPPO, Nokia, Huawei)
Based on the discussion outcome:
Tentative agreement:
· Use ‘arrives’ in definition

Side conditions related to the UE timing error requirements (Sub-topic 3-2)
Contained 2 Issues to be discussed
UE timing error requirements side conditions (Issue 3-4)
Tentative agreements:
· None
Candidate options after 1st round:
· Option 1: Ês/Iot > 3dB
· Option 2: SINR ≥ -3 dB
· Option 3: Do not change current and rely on the test case side conditions
Outcome of the 2nd round discussion was not full consensus, as one company prefer option 1. No company prefer option 2:
· Option 1: 1 company (MediaTek)
· Option 2: 0 companies ()
· Option 3: 8 companies (CMCC; Ericsson, Intel, Qualcomm, vivo, Apple, OPPO, Huawei)
Based on the email discussion outcome:
Tentative agreement:
· Option 3: Do not change current and rely on the test case side conditions.
· note: No side conditions (Ês/Iot) will be defined in the core requirements 

Capture the UE timing error requirements side conditions in 38.133 (Issue 3-5)
Tentative agreements:
· None proposed due to unclear options.
Candidate options after 1st round:
· Option 1: RAN4 does not capture any UE timing error requirements side conditions in the core requirements (section 7.1).
· Option 2: RAN4 capture UE timing error requirements side conditions in the core requirements (section 7.1).
Outcome of 2nd discussion:
· Option 1: 8 companies (CMCC, Ericsson, Intel, Qualcomm, vivo, Apple, OPPO, Huawei)
· Option 2: 1 company (MediaTek)
Tentative agreement:
· Option 1: RAN4 does not capture any UE timing error requirements side conditions in the core requirements (section 7.1).
