
3GPP TSG RAN#93e
RP-21xxxx
e-Meeting, September 13th – 17th, 2021
Agenda item:


Source: 
3GPP TSG RAN Chair
Title: 
Email Summary on RAN Rel-18 discussion
Document for:
Discussion/Decision
1. Introduction
In this document, we will provide a summary on RAN Rel-18 discussion, using RP-211679 as a starting point
2. Discussion 
1.1 Initial Round

Questions:

· Any questions/comments/suggestions to the list of topics led by each WG as listed in RP-211679?

	Company
	Views

	vivo
	On ultra-low power WUR/WUS (Page 13)

Thanks for highlighting the ultra-low power WUR/WUS topic which has received strong interest in both discussion of eRedCap and additional topics set#1 (UE power savings) threads, we fully support to continue discussion on this topic in Q4. 

Regarding details on how to manage this discussion, given the fact that 

1) this feature is not intended to be limited to eRedCap, 

2) this feature should start with a study item (as summarized in RP-211664, the moderator summary of additional topic set#1) while other eRedCap objectives are more likely to be a work item, 

We think a separate email thread until RAN#94e would be more beneficial for developing potential study objectives for the ultra-low power WUR/WUS, and the eRedCap email thread can focus on the potential WI objectives on the areas listed in Page 23 as the starting point. 

We also would like to better understand what would be the basis for futhre decision regarding “Whether or not/how to have such a project is to be handled after further discussion” until RAN#94.
Finally, we would suggest to update the sub-bullet as highlighted below since the applicability to all device types should be considered not only in the normative work, but also in the study item phase when we evaluate and select among different design options, and furthermore depending on the further discussion, we may end up with study item only for this feature in Rel-18 timeframe. 

· Primarily target ultra-low power WUS/WUR required by RedCap use cases, with studied/specified solutions not be limited to RedCap UEs only

On UE aggregation (Page 14)

We agree with online comment from CMCC to include “UE back-up” to the topic of “UE aggregation” as they are technically relevant. 

We propose to change “UE aggregation” to “UE collaboration” to be more inclusive for now, and details can be further developed in Q4.

	Ericsson
	The list of “Potential items led per WG for subsequent discussion” looks reasonable to us. Of course, it does not (and cannot) reflect the wish list of each individual company, but it represents a balanced mix of topics that will bring the industry forward. 

A continued discussion of controversial topics or topics lacking support will not be constructive and will basically be a waste of time. We even think that some of the topics aggregated under [17] lack consensus, especially “UE aggregation” and “High-speed packetization”.

Whether the workload will finally be manageable will depend on the actual content of these items. Some bare the risk of becoming far too large. So even if we limit the number of items during RAN#93e, we have to be mindful in the upcoming discussions.



	Verzion
	Thanks for the great effort Wanshi. Overall it looks reasonable to us too. For us, improve basic network performance is still the most important – it is the foundation of everything, including all the vertical segments. We support the proposal to combing UL MIMO with DL MIMO, just that we hope the scope is not diminished. We also think DC/CA is important and combining it with mobility into a Mobility and DC/CA WI seems reasonable, if DC/CA isn’t going to be a separate WI. We have some specific deployment scenarios about DC/CA that we hope R18 can address.

	Samsung
	For MIMO, we support merging DL and UL MIMO into one topic/work item. In this case the group needs to be selective and careful in defining the scope for each area of enhancements. 



	Futurewei
	Overall, the decision of continuation, dropping, merging, promoting of certain topics or sub-topics should be based on the companies’ inputs and outcomes of the email discussions, in a case by case manner. Also, the decision should not be solely based on whether a topic/sub-topic is listed as controversial or not in the email discussion summary as the criteria is quite in-consistent across different email threads. 

Specifically, on the handling of uplink enhancements, it is fine for us to merge the uplink MIMO related discussion with downlink MIMO to move forward. However, during the email discussion, many showed concern that these uplink MIMO related proposals are really only relevant to CPE-like devices and not much for normal devices like smartphones. So these proposals should be further discussed (under MIMO item). For the rest of the proposals, enhancement for multi-carrier UL operation has very good support from the companies and can be handled under an uplink enhancement item together with uplink coverage enhancements. Therefore, we’d like to suggest to change the title of the 2nd RAN1 item to “Uplink enhancements (excluding uplink MIMO)” to better reflect the situation.

On enhancements for XR, it is ok to leave the decision of leading WG (RAN1 vs RAN2) later after the scope is stabilized. One issue we see is that the ongoing XR SI outcomes are not available and the scoping decision should be based on the SI outcomes instead of bypassing it and hence waste the efforts the companies put in.

We also agree with some companies’ online comments that a discussion on the set of other RAN1 items at this stage should be kept to include items with a good amount of support such as flexible spectrum integration and passive IoT. We understand the need to control the overall scope of R18. Based on further discussion, some of these other items can be part of the R18 work in the place of some/part of the separately listed items.

Also about TU estimation, we think it should be left for later discussion.

	CMCC
	Firstly, we think the features introduced at this stage, it is important to see if the feature itself is helpful for improving the service availability, for exploiting the new market or new service, in this sense, we think the list should be inclusive by considering more topics of “from 0 to 1” rather than emphasizing more of the enhancements of “from 1 to n”. 

Secondly, we should consider the history of those features proposed to continue evolution, if the proposal whose preceding project has confronted rescoping or more troubles should be suspended for a while, from CMCC point of view, we are conservative toward these proposals. Including DSS, Sidelink, IAB, etc. 

In addition, if we recall the procedure of developing SI for XR, we see a lot of challenge and suspect, but finally, the group made it, which leads to today’s seemingly unanimous proposal for WI for XR. Today, Passive IoT is facing similar situation, we hope this group could also look into it and initiate some activity to the extend 3GPP’s coverage. For the item of flexible spectrum, we know a lot of companies are favor of existing frame work of CA, but we should just simply single out the proposal by simple preference, if go with way, each company will have his own preference, we propose to have a study to identify if there is any advantage of Framework 1 in the project involving CA/DC as below

  Study and evaluate the potential gain/benefit of Framework 1 over Framework 2 with multiple carriers within one or more bands, including

· Flexible DL and UL carriers selection for initial access procedure and carrier selection/aggregation for subsequent data transmission

· The study shall consider RRC_IDLE, RRC_INACTIVE, and RRC_CONNECTED states
Note: Framework 1: The multiple carriers within one or more bands are modeled as one serving cell; Framework 2: The multiple carriers within the one or more bands are modeled as multiple serving cells (current CA framework)
A bit more specific, we hope the group could seriously consider some of proposals so called controversial or lack of support, do not just simply say it can be done by this way or that way. Just as Chair and a lot of companies claimed, we should consider the commercial deployment. From CMCC point of view, we have deployed the more than 400,000 5G base stations and we have visited a lot of customers, we believe some of the commercial interests and challenge identified in our network should be respected.

A bit more specific, UE aggregation and Dual-UE backup.
For the UE aggregation, we are very disappointed at some companies repeated comments, saying it can be left to application, to be transparent to network, which has ever been adopted for some urgent service and request customizing the application and server, do those opponent companies believe it is a right way to advertise 5G capability?

For Dual-UE backup, it is really a missing part of URLCC considering the whole end-to-end URLLC solution, since till now, the group did not take the UE reliability as potential risk. Some companies may claim it can be resolved by implementation by duplicated resources, if thus, please these companies have a check if any features proposed in this release can improve the spectrum or resource utilization by 100%?



	Spreadtrum
	Thank Wanshi for great efforts.

For slide 14, we share online comment from CMCC: “UE back-up” is an interested topic to industry and should be included in R18, e.g. in “UE aggregation” item. 

	LG Electronics
	We think slide 14 does not capture the outcome of [17] correctly. The first three bullets, i.e. inter-gNB coordination, UE aggregation, and High-speed packetization are lack of consensus, and it may not be worth to continue the discussion. Companies in each camp would bring same argument again, and situation will be pretty much same even after another round of discussion.

The remaining three bullets, i.e. SDT, Network slicing enh., and Security enh. have enough consensus to keep working in Rel-18. Regarding SDT, there are clear consensus on MT-triggered SDT, and we don’t see any contentious issue. For other SDT objectives, further discussions are needed to make reasonable and acceptable scope. 

Regarding WUR/WUS for RedCap in slide 13, we are not very supportive for that item at the moment, and at least the practical benefit/feasibility should be studied first if we are to include such item.

Regarding UAV in slide 34, we think drone identification over PC5 is better to be discussed in sidelink enhancement. Since PC5 topic has been discussed separately from Uu topic, it would be better to keep this principle.

	Nokia
	The RAN1 part looks quite full, thus adding new items for discussion may not be beneficial for convergence. The current list presents well the most popular items from industry, especially when in reality the main objectives for XR for NR also fall under RAN1 leadership (understood from the discussion the leading working group to be discussed).

For the RAN2 part, CA/DC enhancements have strong support both from vendors and operators and therefore, it should be explicitly included to the List of Potential RAN2-led Items for Subsequent Discussion till RAN#94-e either as a dedicated item or combined to Mobility e.g. as Mobility and CA/DC Enhancements. Dedicated discussion on the scope of CA/DC enhancements will also facilitate the fast alignment on the objectives.

SDT enhancements have also good support and even stronger support than some of the other items currently explicitly listed as potential RAN2-led items. For some of the SDT enhancements there was also rather good alignment between the companies. 

It would be good to mention more explicitly that there are topics coming from SA, which will require also RAN work e.g. resilient timing.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Extension/Enhancements beyond 52.6
Based on the non-controversial recommendation of the moderator from NWM for B52.6 enhancements/extension, our understanding is that we need to continue the discuss on the two topics related to further enhancements and extension beyond 52.6GHz.
In our view, there is reasonable support/interest from companies to consider one or the other topic and we suggest having continued discussion to prioritize one topic among the two:

· Topic 1: Further enhancements from 52.6-71GHz

· Topic 2: Extension beyond 71GHz

Further clarification and guidance is needed on any potential leftover items for 52.6-71GHz. Currently, there is some discussion in RAN#93-e, to down-scope or down prioritize some of the aspects related to channel access in Rel-17. Will these leftover aspects be dropped, or would there be a potential discussion during RAN plenary in December to consider them for Rel-18?

Coverage Enhancements

Based on the currently listed example areas for coverage enhancements, is it that only UL related coverage enhancements will be considered under this potential SI/WI in Rel-18? Or there can be discussion on the DL aspects as well?

We think that DL coverage enhancements are also crucial for especially unlicensed channel access in FR2-2 due to regulatory limitations on EIRP. 

IIoT/URLLC:

Based on the NWM for IIoT/URLLC, although there are diverse views on the topics to be studied for IIoT/URLLC in Rel18, relatively wide support is present even from vertical industry to study the feasibility of using Sidelink for IIoT/URLLC. We prefer at this stage to focus on the market needs from vertical partners, and the technical areas to be studied with deciding in RAN#94-e on how/where to handle this Study item. 

AI/ML for NG-RAN:
Regarding AI for NG-RAN, the work should include two parts:
· A normative work for the study outcomes including the prioritized use cases (e.g., energy saving, load balance, and mobility optimization) following the conclusions of 3GPP RAN3 R17 study item.
· A further study on potential RAN enhancements to support distributed intelligence to fully utilize the AI/ML capability among dense deployed RAN nodes. For example, RAN can study mechanisms to facilitate AI management procedures, AI/ML model distributing.
As discussed in the email discussion, many companies support to have a WI fo the normative work and a separate SI for the further study part. 
CA/DC enhancement:
During June workshop and August NWM discussion, many companies support CA/DC enhancement in Rel-18 with focus on multi-carrier scheduling, FR2 SCell scheduling PUSCH on PCell and MR-MC. 

From our side, we think CA/DC enhancement is quite important to improve eMBB experience and would like to propose further discussion with focus on detailed scope for CA and DC. 

	Apple
	Thanks Wanshi for your efforts and guidance.

1) Regarding the RedCap / LP WUR: 

Even though we understand the intention is to decide later whether to have a separate item for LP WUR/WUS, we think it is better to discuss the topic in a separate email thread, not as part of eRedCap email. As commented by a lot of companies during the prep email discussion, this is a new topic that requires investigation on many aspects, most of which are orthogonal to the other eRedCap enhancements. Therefore, we should initially be open to consider all the UEs categories, and the final applicability should be the outcome of the study. A separate email thread for LP WUR/WUS would allow a more focused discussion to identify the proper objectives, and it would also allow a more focused discussion for RedCap enhancements.

2) Regarding MIMO

We are supportive of merging DL and UL MIMO related aspects, which makes more sense logically. However, for the detailed objectives in slide 19, we think a dedicated bullet on "latency reduction for beam management, e.g. UE initiated beam management” should be added, for which there were a number of proponents during the email discussion. We also think the CPE related enhancement should be removed/de-prioritized, as it was labelled as controversial and low priority in moderator’s summary.
3) Regarding the additional email thread for potential RAN2/3-led topics on slide 14 
We would also like to include a couple of user plane enhancement proposals submitted by us for this meeting (2354 on SDAP enhancement, and 2357 on sub-DRB differentiation).

4) on SL relay:

We think it is better to clarify that the exact scope of SL Relay WI in R18 shall still be open for subsequent discussion, and not limited to the items listed in Slide 31. There are valid use cases and business interests in support multi-hop work for further coverage extension with UE-to-NW relay and UE-to-UE relay, as discussed in Apple paper RP-212356.

5) RAN4 related topics:
It seems only high level guidance is provided for RAN4-led WI/SI and no candidate list is included in RP-211679. If RAN4-led “new areas” are targeted to be approved in Dec., we should at least have a stable candidate list in this meeting as how RAN1/2/3 proposals are handled.

Also, we need to clarify the objective and agenda of the planned email discussion for RAN4-led topics during Oct. 18th – 27th since there is no candidate list.

On slide 12, what does the following bullet mean? “A certain amount of RAN1/2/3 WG capacity is to be reserved when approving the package in December" … Is RAN1/2/3 capacity/TU reserved for RAN4-led items which impact other WG?

We are OK with single email thread approach for RAN4 proposals during Dec. plenary. However, if there is pre-plenary email discussion, email thread dedicated to specific topics can be more efficient to make the progress. 

	China Telecom
	On additional set for RAN1 led items:

We share the views from some companies that having 1 additional set for RAN1 led items may be helpful. We understand the intention to have some topics down-selection is to have more focus towards Q4 discussion. However, we think actually for some topics which are even though technically controversial in previous discussion, but have generally big support in terms of the motivation and potential benefit, and these topics can be given some chance for further discussion in Q4. 
1) flexible spectrum integration

Around 10 operators were interested in flexible spectrum integration during previous RAN discussion. But the main concern is on which frameworks, CA, single cell or both. We think further discussion in Q4 is helpful to clarify the framework since operators have clear request on the scenarios.
2) CA/DC related aspects (Slide 13)

Generally, we agree that CA/DC related aspects could be further discussed. 

In the discussion of [RAN#93e-R18Prep-14], companies including operators, network vendors and UE vendors showed great interests in this topic and are generally positive on the need for CA/DC enhancements. Potential enhancements were proposed including cross carrier operation, MR-MC, and FR2-specific aspects, which are not only related to mobility scenarios. 

Besides, the current scope proposed in Mobility Enhancements seems already huge enough. Considering the potential workload for Rel-18, we think it is better to have a separate discussion on CA/DC related aspects. Therefore, we suggest we can continue to discuss on CA/DC enhancement in “Additional RAN1/2/3 candidate topics, Set 1”.
On passive IoT
In previous email discussion, we did see use case demands from industrial customers and the interest from companies to have a study in Rel-18. We think it will helpful to leave it from Q4 discussion to clarify the potential scope and concerns. 


	Huawei
	At this stage we would prefer a more inclusive approach for Q4 discussions, on the topics and example areas. If we only proceed with a limited set of topics for RAN1-led items, we may end up with losing several areas with near/medium/long-term commercial interests for 5G-Advanced. The example areas for each topic should also include areas where full convergence has not yet been reached but likely to be reached by December. Otherwise, we could also lose some commercially relevant areas. Final selection will be done in December. There is no need to reduce the topics now to match the available capacity.

We note that there are topics in sets 1/2/3 that are less controversial than areas (or even entire topics) in topics 1-13. So we cannot agree down-scoping topics in sets 1, 2, 3 without discussing example areas of topics 1-13.

The example areas for the continued topics need to be properly endorsed in this RAN plenary. Having updated example areas “for information” in appendix without proper RAN discussion and endorsement should be avoided as it does not represent the RAN group’s view, and it could very much lead to different understandings and confusion in the Q4 discussion. The summary from August email discussions should be the starting point, yet more detailed discussion is needed as companies did not get the chance to comment on the moderators’ summaries in the August email discussion. At the very least, slides in the appendix of RP-211679 should be revised by consensus and be properly endorsed thereafter.

In summary, we are concerned with the process: 3GPP RAN should discuss an updated list of topics (slide 9-11) and updated example areas (appendix of R1-211679 or rather starting from the moderators’ summaries) on equal footing and endorse both an updated list of topics and example areas together. Note that removing the entire appendix (to avoid discussing it) would not be a solution either, as this would be a step backwards compared to the outcome of the workshop.
Proposed WF on topics on slides 9-13 in RP-211679 
We suggest removing all TU estimates for RAN1-led items. It is not clear why RAN1 TU estimates are provided for RAN1-led and not for RAN2 and RAN3 led items, and not RAN2 and RAN4 TU estimates are provided. It is not clear why TU estimates are provided for topics on pages 9-11 (which may still be removed later) and not for all topics (e.g. from slide 13, or even broken down to examples areas). As one example, AI/ML for air interface, which is identified as a long-term study, should not consume more than 1 RAN1 TU.

Regarding the list of topics on slides 9-13 in RP-211679, we propose the following:

· Topic #2 on page 9 should still be called “uplink enhancements (non-MIMO)” including coverage, if all MIMO aspects are regrouped in Topic #1.

· UE power savings (WUR) should be listed as a topic on slide 9, given that all companies (except one) were positive on that direction for Rel-18 in last week’s email discussions.

· Additional potential RAN1-led items should be listed on slide 9 for continued discussion, even though they may still be seen as controversial at this point in time, but with potential for convergence on high-level objectives by October. These include “flexible spectrum integration”, “CA/DC enhancements”, “passive IoT”, “enhancements for beyond 52.6 GHz” and “DSS enhancements”.

· It is not clear at all why DSS enhancements is moved to the RAN4 discussion, since the discussion is still about the understanding the scenarios (rather than the solutions). But if the discussion on DSS enhancements is moved to RAN4 discussion, then it should not be expected to have RAN1 impact.

· As stated by several companies on Monday GTW, we don’t see why CA/DC should be discussed under mobility enhancements (slide 13).

· Topic #4 on page 10 (NTN) should be revised to “NTN evolution (including HAPS)”, to be consistent with the conclusion from last week’s email discussion on HAPS.

· We propose to clearly identify topics/areas which depend on SA: network slicing enhancements, security enhancements, timing resilience, positioning integrity

In summary, below is the list of topics we suggest endorsing for the October round of email discussions:
· Evolution for MIMO (DL & UL)
RAN1

· Uplink enhancements (non-MIMO)
RAN1

· Smart repeater
RAN1

· Sidelink enhancements (excluding positioning)
RAN1

· RedCap evolution (excluding positioning)
RAN1

· NTN evolution (including HAPS)
RAN1 or RAN2 (TBD)

· Expanded and improved Positioning
RAN1

· Evolution of duplex operation
RAN1

· AI/ML for Air interface 
RAN1

· Network energy savings
RAN1

· UE power savings (WUR)
RAN1

· Enh for beyond 52.6GHz
RAN1

· Flexible spectrum integration
RAN1 or RAN2 (TBD)

· CA/DC enhancements 
RAN1 or RAN2 (TBD)

· Passive IoT
RAN1

· DSS enhancements
RAN1

· Mobility Enhancements
RAN2

· Enhancements for XR 
RAN2 or RAN1 (TBD)

· Evolution for broadcast and multicast services
RAN2

· Sidelink Relay Enhancements
RAN2

· UAV (Unmanned Aerial Vehicle)
RAN2

· Multiple SIM (MUSIM) Enhancements
RAN2

· In-Device Co-existence (IDC) Enhancements
RAN2

· UE aggregation
RAN2

· High-speed Packetization
RAN2

· Small data transmission
RAN2

· SON/MDT Enhancements
RAN3

· AI/ML for NG-RAN
RAN3

· QoE Enhancements
RAN3

· Mobile IAB/Vehicle amounted relay
RAN3

· Inter-gNB coordination
RAN3

· RAN4 topics (including <5MHz in dedicated spectrum)
RAN4
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	InterDigital
	On high frequency enhancement:

In the previous e-mail discussion, there were reasonable number of companies supporting high frequency enhancements (e.g., enh. for 52.6-71GHz or waveform study for beyond 71GHz). Since there is still ongoing discussion for Rel-17 52.6-71GHz, it is important to keep Rel-18 enhancement of 52.6-71GHz on the table to handle some of the leftover topics pushed out from Rel-17 due to time limitation.
If downscoping is needed for further discussion, we are ok to down scope the study for beyond 71GHz and focus on the enhancement of 52.6-71GHz.

On WUR:

Since we don’t know yet which target scenario to study feasibility and evaluate the performance, it would be better to have a separate SI for WUR if agreed.  

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Our answer above was updated after we found some formatting issue.

	Telecom Italia
	RAN1 seems to be already overloaded and we share the view of China Mobile that some projects require to see some commercial uptake before working on further enhancements and/or overengineering. Example of areas that should prove their commercial uptake are sidelink, radio above 52 GHz, RedCap and further/further enhancements of URLLC (list non-exhaustive). 

We have also concern with many study and study and in case specify proposals. A clear example is operation with >4 Tx in uplink. This is a straightforward activity; studies were already done in previous releases. Therefore, why the need for a study phase???

UL enhancements are a key factor and a clear request from the market. Solutions should be found both for smartphones and non-smartphones devices (this is a key requirement for industrial applications). 

Last but clearly not least, in the approval phase the impact on RAN4 must be taken into account. If RAN4 has no room for the required work, the proposal must be downscoped to allow the completion of RAN4 work.

	Thales
	Thanks for the great effort Wanshi. Overall the list of topics reflects the balanced evolution that was targeted in the outcome of the Rel-18 RAN Workshop.

	Vodafone
	a) When looking at the overall package, we think that there is not enough of “examining new opportunities” in R18. Hence, we agree with CMCC and China Telecom that the Passive IoT should be given some space to develop in 3GPP.

b) We think that ‘flexible spectrum integration’ should be discussed more during Q4 to see whether it can (or cannot) be addressed as CA-enhancements.

c) DSS enhancements seems to be more for RAN 1 than RAN 4?

d) Several companies had strong concerns about continued massive development of little-deployed features (e.g. Sidelink, MBS, URLLC…): this should be addressed by significant downscoping of objectives on such items.

e) Uplink enhancements for smartphones remain a key requirement.

	China Unicom
	Thanks Wanshi for the hard work and good summary on the overall list in 1679.

Our general view for R18, RAN WGs should continue to develop new features as well as the potential enhancement to fulfill all the requirements of 5G service for eMBB, URLLC, mMTC service. For RAN WGs, we spend quite a long time to reach consensus to support XR, Redcap in previous releases. For R18, from the operator side, we encourage companies to continue spending more time on discussing for the potential commercial use cases and solutions for 5G-advanced. It maybe not enough time for technical discussions as there was only one-week email discussion from the end of Aug and the beginning of Sep, so we propose to have more time to discuss on these topics before we make the final decision in Dec RAN plenary.
We notice that there are some topics excluded from the further email discussion in Q4, while RAN plenary have agreed to approve the R18 package in Dec meeting. There are still 3 months left for companies to further clarify on motivation, justification and potential solutions. Considering the potential commercial features planed from short term to long term, we propose to continue discuss on some potential topics supported by a number of supporting companies (also including many operators), such as flexible spectrum integration, Passive IoT, etc. Following the moderator’s summary, it is proposed to continue discuss on these two topics. Another topic is related with RIS, although there is no consensus on whether to have an individual item for RIS topic, further discussion on RIS should be continued in Q4 email discussion.

	SONY
	AI / ML for air interface (slide 9)

We should plan for less than 4TUs for this study, given that there are other important projects to progress and that it is still unclear whether AI/ML will even have significant specification impact.

Low power WUS / WUR (slide 13)

This feature is not specific to Redcap but also to general NR UEs. We think that it should be listed as a separate project (not as a subset of Redcap), given the support for and general utility of low power WUR/WUS. 

NTN (slide 32)

Both NR NTN and IoT NTN work should be done in Rel-18, as per the slide. We understand that “remaining issues from Rel-17” encompasses enhancements that were identified in the Rel-17 IoT-NTN study item that were not included in the Rel-18 work item on “minimum essential functionality”.


Questions:

· Any questions/comments/suggestion to other aspects related to RP-211679?

	Company
	Views

	vivo
	On handling of “controversial” areas

We understand the example areas for each email threads are mostly based on the claimed “non-controversial” part from the moderator’s summary. However, since the listed example areas are “for information only”, can the “a bit more controversial” areas still be discussed in the next step for potential convergence? 

We think this question applies to many topics, as one particular example, we see some additional cost/complexity reduction features received good support in previous round of discussion eRedCap but currently not listed in Page 23, as they were not stable enough to be marked as “non-controversial” for now. 

	Samsung
	MIMO: On slide 19 (list of areas) 

· On DL aspects:

· Enhancement on coherent JT (CJT) is supported by a number of companies especially operators (cf. RP-212524). This should be included. 

· Multi-beam enhancement to reduce overhead/latency (especially UE-initiated beam management) is also supported by many companies. It is unclear why this is not included.

· In general, if the list is based only on the non-controversial parts, “Other CPE-specific considerations” should also be removed to be consistent (it was labeled controversial and low priority by the moderator). 

· On UL aspects:

· >4Tx UL: While we don’t oppose this area of enhancement, the scope of this enhancement can be excessive if the WID is not specific about the areas of enhancements. 

· “Potentially other UL enhancements, e.g. ...” should either be removed or replaced by a more specific task description. As of now this looks like a container for a handful of different proposals supported by only 1-2 companies.  

	Futurewei
	The overlapping between the RAN1 meeting and email discussion should be avoided. Towards the end of the meeting, it is really hard for the delegate to handle this extra work. Competing Rel-17 should take highest priority at this stage.

About the detailed scope of each item, our understanding is that the email discussion summary should server as the starting point for further discussion. 

	Spreadtrum
	For slide 6, we share online comment from Samsung: the arrangement for October R18 email discussion should be avoided overlapping with RAN1 e-meeting.

For slide 23 RedCap Evolution:

· As quite some companies proposed the following topics during NWM discussion, we suggest to include those topics as well for next step discussion:

· reduced number of HARQ processes

· relaxed UE processing time

· coverage recovery

	LG Electronics
	As commented by Samsung in Monday GTW session, the next e-mail discussion schedule is partly overlapped with October RAN1 meeting (the RAN1 meeting lasts until October 19 while the e-mail discussion starts on October 18). As same delegates are involved with both RAN1 discussion and R18 discussion, the delegates overhead are extremely large in this overlapped period. We hope the e-mail discussion schedule is a bit adjusted to avoid overlap with WG meetings.

Regarding RAN4 Rel-18 packages, we are ok to approve spectrum related packages in December. However, for non-spectrum related packages, we think it would be better to approve them in March next year, since it would be more efficient to have a single-step approval and also it would be difficult to know what is new area or not when approving non-spectrum WI in December.

	Apple
	It would be good to list on slides 9, 10, and 11 also the secondary working groups for each topic, potentially with TU allocations.    
Regarding “operator support” on slide 12, we agree with operators’ views can largely represent commercial interests. Operators’ inputs are always welcome. Meanwhile, NW and UE vendors’ commercial interests and limitation, especially implementation limitation, should be equally considered as well. 

	SoftBank
	Thank you Wanshi for your hard work!
NTN evolution:

Given the email discussion, majority of the companies think HAPS should be included in NTN item to develop functionalities common for all the scenarios. So NTN evolution WI should also consider HAPS aspect as well, which is same direction as Rel-17. However, the description in slide 32 is not aligned from this aspect, so it should be modified to “Previous discussion can be found in [1], and [9], and [16] as listed on Slide 4”, even though this slide is informative. 
RAN4 topics:
Another comment on slide 12: we have a concern to encourage multi-regional support in RAN4 because the issue is sometimes linked to spectrum situation, and the problem tends to be regional. We would simply remove this restriction, i.e. “ For any RAN4-led non-spectrum related projects to be further considered for Rel-18, support from multiple operators from different regions is highly recommended!”


	China Telecom
	On RAN4 aspects:
1) In slide #12, we agree usually the RAN4 requirements are driven by operators’ needs, but we are not sure whether we need to explicitly mention the need of “support from multiple operators from different regions” particularly to RAN4-led topics. As we know, there are fewer delegates from operators compared to the vendors, and sometimes it is difficult for operators to closely follow all the topics/details under discussion.

2) In slide #17, on the two-phase approval of RAN4-led proposals in the 3rd and 4th bullets, as we asked in Monday GTW, does it mean that all the proposals not dependent on Rel-17 finalization are seen as “new areas”? So that only the Rel-17 leftovers (originally in Rel-17 scope but postponed to Rel-18) will be approved in March 2022, and all others can be potentially approved in Dec 2021. If so, we are ok with this approach.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	To start the discussion on the details of the slides in the appendix of RP-211679:
We found errors in the examples areas in the appendix, including (but not limited to):

· Multicast/broadcast (p33): “LTE based 5G broadcast” should not be included based on last week’s discussions, which showed that the vast majority of companies consider there is no commercial relevance (about 19 vs. 3 companies according to our count).

· Positioning enhancements (p24): enhanced accuracy and power savings have no dependency on SA2, only integrity was identified as potentially depending on SA2. Sub-bullet details from the moderator’s summary should be kept, on par with the level of details provided for RedCap positioning and sidelink positioning.

Some examples where the moderators’ summaries require more discussion and cannot be directly taken forward as an updated set of high-level objectives:

· AI/ML: “UE and Network involvement including various degrees of collaboration between participating nodes” is included while the high-level principles discussed in last week’s email discussion are not mentioned in the moderator’s summary, although these high-level principles are felt as more critical to agree upon at this stage and should definitely continue being discussed with higher priority compared to details such as “UE and Network involvement including various degrees of collaboration between participating nodes”. This is one example where the moderator’s summary requires more discussion.

· Sidelink enhancements: this is an example where the moderator’s summary was not stable and thus no update is provided on page 22 as compared to the June workshop. Clearly no progress on the example areas is undesirable, and more discussion is required to achieve some progress, rather than starting the October round of email discussions exactly from the same point as after the June workshop.
· Positioning: as we commented last week, “ranging” should be deleted and simply replaced by “relative positioning”, because it is incorrect to have relative positioning as an example of ranging, when it is actually the other way around.
On slide 12, “For any RAN4-led non-spectrum related projects to be further considered for Rel-18, support from multiple operators from different regions is highly recommended!” We think this proposal should not be included. 3GPP needs to address different requirements of different regions and sectors. If such recommendation were to be enforced, 3GPP perhaps should stop working on topics such as unlicensed spectrum, sidelink, etc. On the other hand, good motivation and justification, including operator request, is always needed to start any 3GPP work, and this is business as usual and does not need to be written down.

	Thales
	For NTN evolution (slide 32), the list of areas to be further discussed is a good starting point, however it should not preclude to discuss a couple of additional areas until RAN#94-e. We also agree that some further discussion should take place on whether to create a single or separate NTN evolution WI (for respectively IoT and NR), and about the considering of HAPS scenarios.

DC/CA is an interesting feature since it can be used to improve user throughput and/or reliability. We would support that it also be addressed in Rel-18 including NTN-NTN DC/CA specific use case.

	LG Uplus
	[DL MIMO](slide 19)
We have the same concern with Samsung that it's not really unclear why C-JT is removed from categories. We could agree that it is controversial issue so far and, however, it is supported by more companies than CPE aspect. By the way, CPE exists but C-JT is gone.

[RAN4](slide 12)
We have same concern with SoftBank, China Telecom, and Huawei about the guidance for RAN4-led non-spectrum related projects which have the recommendation of support from "multiple operators from different regions". To elaborate more and to be specific, the topic, "Intra-band non-colocation CA/EN-DC" seems "regional" even though it is not directly spectrum related project like CA/DC band combination, since more intra-band non-contiguous spectrum are allocated or in planning ealier than other region but that does not mean that it is not a problem and 3GPP standard is not required compared with other ones. Still it is clearly about operators' deployment scenario and spectrum plan for each region and similar problem will be happend in other region sequentially as time goes.

	China Unicom
	We prefer to highlight on slide 12, “For any RAN4-led non-spectrum related projects to be further considered for Rel-18, support from multiple operators from different regions is highly recommended!” We understand that for the new RAN4-led non-spectrum related project, more support from multiple operators from different regions are really appreciated to draft the motivation and justification. It is very hard to define the global requirements as we know operators may have different requirements.

The description of ‘support from multiple operators from different regions is highly recommended’ need a further revision. 

In the middle timeline of R18, after the completion of some small projects and if TU allows, new R18 study item and/or work item has the possibility to be discussed at that time.


1.2 Intermediate Round

1.3 Final Round

3. Conclusion
Based on the email discussion, the following are proposed:

TBD
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