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1	Introduction
In RAN2#124, there was a discussion on NCD-SSB time offset for RedCap UEs in TDD: 
R2-2313589	Correction on NCD-SSB time offset for RedCap UEs in TDD	CR	Rel-17	38.331	17.6.0	4502	-	F	NR_redcap-Core	Late
-	Nokia thinks we should wait since RAN1 are discussion.  Huawei thinks that RAN1 may /capture this, e.g. that the UE behaviour is undefined if the NW configures against the RAN1 agreement. QC thinks we should agree now since we may have a misalignment between R2 and R1 specs. Vivo agrees that we should change something since RAN1 sent the LS. Vivo has suggestions on other wording. CATT thinks we should capture this.


[bookmark: _Toc150794946][bookmark: _Hlk150795076][AT124][807] Correction on NCD-SSB time offset for RedCap UEs in TDD (Ericsson)
Scope:
· Check RAN1 progress and discuss how to capture the RAN1 indicated requirement/restriction in the field description.
· Discuss if there is any impact for SDT we need to consider.
      Intended outcome: 
· Agreeable CR in R2-2313725 (Ericsson)
     Deadline: 
· Friday morning session


This document is to kick off the discussion for the offline discussion captured in the meeting minutes above with a motivation to capture comments on the aspects brought up during the session. Please provide your contact information in the table below:

	Name
	Company
	E-mail address:

	Emre A. Yavuz
	Ericsson
	emre dot yavuz at ericsson dot com

	Linhai He
	Qualcomm
	linhaihe@qti.qualcomm.com

	Yulong
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	shiyulong5@huawei.com

	LiuJing
	ZTE
	liu.jing30@zte.com.cn

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
RAN1 has sent an LS to RAN2 earlier on NCD-SSB time offset for RedCap UEs in TDD but there is an ongoing discussion in RAN1 during this meeting on whether the related agreement needs to be reverted/updated. For this offline discussion in RAN2, we can assume for now that the LS from RAN1 applies and provide comments accordingly. If it turns out that RAN1 concludes to revert/update the related agreement, there may not be a need for the CR, or an update would be required to capture the revised agreement based on the outcome in RAN1.

Q1. Do you think that the CR is needed? Please comment especially if you think that a CR is not needed to capture the RAN1 agreement provided in [1].

	Company
	(Yes/No)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicion
	No
	It is really strange to capture something so vage to exclude the whole possiblity of configure NCD-SSB time offset. We should only capture the specific case with critical issue, if majority realy want. Please see our reply in Q2.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Caveat - our response to this discussion is with the assumption that the LS from R1 applies (as indicated by the rapporteur). If R1 revises their opinion, the corresponding R2 impact could be different

Without a CR, the problem raised in RAN1 will not be fixed. The consequence is that even though the NW sends an NCD-SSB on the downlink, the UE is required to consider those symbols as uplink symbols and perform uplink transmissions. This breaks TDD operation.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Same view as MTK. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Summary:
5 companies responded. 4 companies think that the CR is needed whereas one company thinks that it is not needed and suggests capturing an alternative text. Based on the discussion and the summary above, the rapporteur proposes the following:

[bookmark: _Toc151104056]RAN2 to capture the RAN1 agreement provided in R2-2311712 in the RRC spec.

Q2. Is there a need to capture the UE behaviour if the NW provides a configuration in a TDD cell where NCD-SSB time domain location is NOT a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB? e.g., in case the network has not been implemented according to the CR. Please suggest how to capture the UE behavior, e.g., with a TP, if you think there is a need to do so.

	Company
	(Yes/No)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	No
	We do not think it is needed in the RAN2 spec, because the issue with the legacy configuration is a physical layer issue (ambiguity in UL validation in flexible symbols that collide with NCD-SSB but not with CD-SSB) and hence it should be handled in the RAN1 spec.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No, but
	We are not proposing to capture UE bebavior. But, we are thinking to describe the R1 agreement in the spec from UE perspective. So, the compromised TP could be:
“ For RedCap UE in TDD, UE behavior is unspecificed, if the NW configures the NCD-SSB time domain location which is NOTE a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB”

Even if the reffered NW configuration happens, some UE implemenation may work well. The UE behavior to handle RO and NCD-SSB collision is just not specified in specification. But, some UE and NW may still find way to make it works. 

	MediaTek
	No
	This is not needed in the RAN2 spec. 

	ZTE
	No
	We have similar discussion this meeting, for bwp-WithoutRestriction, there is no UE requirements for the case that NCD-SSB is configured for PSCell/Scell, and RAN2 conclude to add network configuration restriction to the RRC spec. 
So, we should follow the principle here.
In our understanding, since NCD-SSB is per-cell deployed, network needs to consider to serve all the UEs in the cell, the periodicity of NCD-SSB will be larger than the periodicity of CD-SSB, so, in theory, the network won’t deploy NCD-SSB that not be a subset of CD-SSB, because it doesn’t work for the UEs that only supports “subset“ in the cell. 

	Ericsson
	No
	We think that there is no need to capture the UE behaviour if the NW provides a configuration in a TDD cell where NCD-SSB time domain location is NOT a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB. Not capturing anything explicitly in the spec would simply imply that this is not specified.

	
	
	



Summary:
5 companies responded. All companies think that there is no need to capture the UE behaviour if the NW provides a configuration in a TDD cell where NCD-SSB time domain location is NOT a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB. However, one company proposed an alternative text that captures that the UE behaviour is unspecified for the case mentioned above. Based on the discussion and the summary above, the rapporteur proposes the following:

[bookmark: _Toc151104057]No need to capture the UE behaviour if the NW provides a configuration in a TDD cell where NCD-SSB time domain location is NOT a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB.

Q3. Do you think there is an impact on SDT? Please comment especially if you think that there is an impact on SDT, e.g., a TP that captures the impact.


	Company
	(Yes/No)
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	The agreement does not apply the case of „NCD-SSB configured for SDT in RRCRelease“ (at least not considered by RAN1).
The R1 discussion only touched the RO collision with NCD-SSB case. The CG SDT occasion case is never discussed. We should ask R1 to further discuss this. Otherwise, the current proposed change means the restriction also applies to NCD-SSB in SDT case (even for CG SDT), which is not mentioned in any R1 discusison/LS.

	MediaTek
	Yes, but
	The issue of determining whether a TDD symbol is DL or UL exists for SDT as well. However, if the agreement from the R1 LS is captured in RRC, restricting NCD-SSB locations to CD-SSB locations, it would automagically resolve the issue with SDT.

	ZTE
	Yes
	See our response to Q2.
We don’t think SDT is an exceptional case, considering NCD-SSB is per-cell deployed. 

	Ericsson
	See the comment
	Agree with MediaTek and ZTE.

	
	
	



Summary:
5 companies responded. 4 companies think that RAN1 agreement applies also to SDT and if captured the case for SDT is also addressed whereas one company thinks that the agreement does not apply to the case where NCD-SSB is configured for SDT in RRCRelease message since it was not discussed in RAN1. Based on the discussion and the summary above, the rapporteur proposes the following:

[bookmark: _Toc151104058]The RAN1 agreement provided in R2-2311712 also applies to SDT.

Q4. Please provide your feedback on the related CR in the draft folder using comment bubbles, e.g., cover page, marked text etc.

3	Conclusion
Based on the discussion in the previous section, the rapporteur proposes the following:
Proposal 1	RAN2 to capture the RAN1 agreement provided in R2-2311712 in the RRC spec.
Proposal 2	No need to capture the UE behaviour if the NW provides a configuration in a TDD cell where NCD-SSB time domain location is NOT a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB.
Proposal 3	The RAN1 agreement provided in R2-2311712 also applies to SDT.
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