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[bookmark: _Ref129681832]This document summarizes the discussions on the 38.212 draft CR on NR mobility, and aims to stabilize the 38.212 draft CR. 
[Post-113-38.212-NR_Mob_enh2-Core] Email discussion on Rel-18 draft CRs by June 9 – Editors
First round discussions    
This section summarize the first round email discussions on draft CR v0. Companies are encouraged to provide the first round views by 06/07 (Wednesday), 6:00am UTC, then we can update the draft CR accordingly for the next step discussions.  
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK19]
	Company
	View

	NOKIA
	Thanks a lot for the first draft CR on NR mobility. 
We have a comment regarding the description of “PRACH retransmission indictor”: as per our understanding, this field will be present when the UE is configured with LTM and TA acquisition without RAR (exact RRC parameters are still need to be defined). However, there is not agreement on the use of this field based the type of the cell, e.g., a serving cell or a non-serving cell. An LTM candidate cell can be a serving or a non-serving cell, and this field will always be used when the TA acquisition is triggered for LTM without RAR.
PRACH retransmission indicator – 1bit indicating initial transmission or retransmission of PRACH according to Table 7.3.1.2.1-3, if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ and the cell indicated by Cell indicator field is a candidate cell; this field is reserved if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ and the cell indicated by Cell indicator field is a serving cell; 0 bit otherwise. 
Nevertheless, we are fine to link the presence of this field with the presence of “Cell indicator” as the Cell Indicator field will always be present when PRACH retransmission indicator field is given.  
[Chengyan]: 
In my understanding and also as pointed by Apple below, the new power control mechanism is used for case 2 and case 3 among the following three cases: 
Case 1: a serving cell but not a candidate cell;
Case 2: a serving cell and also configured as a candidate cell;
Case 3: not a serving cell but a candidate cell; 
With your suggestions above, then it looks like that the new power control mechanism is applied to case 1 also, which is not aligned with the agreement. But I do agree with that the current draft CR seems not clear enough for case 2, therefore I plan to update the text as below in the next version:
-	PRACH retransmission indicator – 1bit indicating initial transmission or retransmission of PRACH according to Table 7.3.1.2.1-3, if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ and the cell indicated by Cell indicator field is a candidate cell; this field is reserved if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ and the cell indicated by Cell indicator field is a serving cell but not a candidate cell; 0 bit otherwise.

	Apple 
	Thanks to Editor for the great draft. 
On ‘PRACH retransmission indictor’ our understanding is that the new power control mechanism introduced in Rel-18 LTM is applied only for the follow cells: 
· A candidate cell that is not configured as a serving cell by RRC signaling, or 
· A candidate cell that is configured as a serving cell by RRC signaling but is deactivated. 

[Chengyan]: I have the similar understanding as you for the above. However, in my understanding, only the cell(s) configured as candidate cell(s) can use the new power control mechanism according to the agreements, of course the candidate cell can be a serving cell also as I replied to Nokia above.  

More specifically, for a candidate cell that is configured as a serving cell and activated, the ‘PRACH retransmission indictor’ field for power control should NOT be used. Instead, the legacy PDCCH ordered CFRA should be used. 
Therefore, we prefer to make the following modification for editorial text: 
PRACH retransmission indicator – 1bit indicating initial transmission or retransmission of PRACH according to Table 7.3.1.2.1-3, if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ and the cell indicated by Cell indicator field is a candidate cell or a serving cell that is deactivated; this field is reserved if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ and the cell indicated by Cell indicator field is a serving cell; 0 bit otherwise. 
[Chengyan]: As I replied to Nokia above, case 1 is not an applicable case for the new power control mechanism. Two reasons from my side to keep the field exist but reserved:
Firstly, same as other fields, e.g. SS/PBCH index and PRACH Mask index, when a field is not used then it will be reserved. For example, PRACH Mask index is also reserved when the value of the "Random Access Preamble index" is all zeros.
Secondly, reserving the PRACH retransmission indicator for case 1 will make it simpler for the description of the “reserved bits”, in which case we don’t need to differentiate case1/2/3. 
For now I will keep it as it is, but if you have strong concern please let me know. 

	ZTE
	Thanks to Editor for the draft CR and clarification.
Based on the information we learned from RAN2, currently there is only the concept of candidate cell in RAN2 and as for whether “candidate cell” can include serving cell is still unclear area but will be discussed and clarified in the future RAN2 meeting. So from our point of view, we slightly tend to only keep candidate cell, not mention “serving cell” in “PRACH retransmission indicator” field since we still have a space room to update it based on clear conclusion made in RAN2.
To be honest, we understand that even if candidate cell is serving cell regardless of serving cell is activated state or deactivated state, early PDCCH order based PRACH should be allowed for this case. Specifically, if candidate cell is serving cell but is deactivated, what we need to do is first execute cell activation and then triggering PDCCH order based PRACH for this cell. If candidate cell is serving cell but is already activated, at this point, whether LTM PDCCH order based RACH needs to be triggered depends on whether the previous TA is valid. If TA is still valid, we think that NW will not trigger PRACH. Otherwise, NW can trigger a LTM PDCCH order based RACH.
[Chengyan]: Please check my replies to other companies above, e.g. replies to Apple. In addition, let me update the editor’s note to keep this point open also.
Editor’s note: Further update will be done depending on further agreements on more details, e.g. formal RRC parameter, whether a serving cell can be configured as a candidate cell.  

Another issue on “0 bit otherwise”, we noticed that in other field of this DCI, for “otherwise” case, idiomatic expression is “otherwise, this field is reserved”. so if possible, we can replace “0 bit otherwise” with “otherwise, this field is reserved”.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][Chengyan]: “Reserved” and “0 bit” are different, reserved means the field is still there, 0 bit means the field is not there. In my understanding, if early RACH is not configured, then we don’t need this two new fields. 

Thus, with the above considerations, we propose the following modification for reference:
-	Cell indicator – x bits indicating the cell for the corresponding PRACH transmission if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ; otherwise, this field is reserved 0 bit otherwise.  
-	PRACH retransmission indicator – 1bit indicating initial transmission or retransmission of PRACH according to Table 7.3.1.2.1-3 on the cell indicated by Cell indicator field, if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ and the cell indicated by Cell indicator field is a candidate cell; this field is reserved if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ and the cell indicated by Cell indicator field is a serving cell; otherwise, this field is reserved 0 bit otherwise. 



Second round discussions    
Please find the updated draft CR v1 based on inputs from the first round. Companies are encouraged to provide the second round views ASAP if any, the latest by 06/09 (Thursday), 2:00am UTC.  
	Company
	View

	Ericsson
	Thank you for the draft CR, and sorry for the late response.
We would like to share our view on the PRACH retransmission indicator. The discussion on the description of the field is related to when it would be suitable to use it. However, when and how to use the field is up to NW implementation. If the NW wants to trigger a PRACH towards an active serving cell, then the NW should be allowed to do that. 
Like Nokia and ZTE, we propose the following modification:
-	PRACH retransmission indicator – 1bit indicating initial transmission or retransmission of PRACH according to Table 7.3.1.2.1-3, if the UE is configured with higher layer parameter XYZ; 0 bit otherwise. 

[Chengyan]:
1. I went through the agreements, it looks to me that this is only for candidate cell, e.g. the agreement copied below. 
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2. Based on the inputs from other companies above, it looks to me that there are different views on what you mentioned above.
Therefore, let’s keep it for now, and we can further update based on further agreements in next RAN1 meeting. Note that I already have the following editor’s note in the updated version, which means things are open here, and if there is clear agreement in the next RAN1 meeting we can do the update accordingly. 
Editor’s note: Further update will be done depending on further agreements on more details, e.g. formal RRC parameter, whether a serving cell can be configured as a candidate cell.   

	NOKIA
	Thanks for the updates. 
We share the same view as E///. As there is no agreement that states that 
PRACH retransmission indicator will only be used if the candidate cell is not a 
(active) serving cell. Otherwise, it is not clear how power ramping can be done 
for a LTM candidate cell which is a serving cell when there is no RAR. 
Therefore, we prefer to keep it generic for now without specifying the type of the candidate cell (as there is no agreement supporting that) and then adding a “note” to allow further updates in case we agree for different treatments based on the type of the candidate cell.

[Chengyan]:
From Editor’s perspective, both would work, i.e. keep it as it is in the current draft CR or revise it as suggested by E// above, since with the editor’s note in the current version it is already clear  that things are open. However, I would recommend to keep it as it is for now with reasons as below:
1. Firstly, there is clear agreement for candidate cell, from this perspective draft CR should reflect candidate cell, and then later we can update based on further agreement on other cases. Note that this doesn’t imply whether other cases is important or not, everything is up to RAN1 discussion in future meeting. 
2. Secondly, based on the inputs from other companies above, it looks to me that some companies do think this is only applied to candidate cell, in this case if I revise the current CR per the suggestion from Ericsson above, other companies may have concern also. Note that we are already at the deadline of the discussion, we don’t have sufficient time for further discussions.
3. With the editor’s note in the current draft CR, it already means that things are open here, no need to worry too much. 

Hopefully keeping it as it is acceptable for you.    

	
	



1 [bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Conclusion     
Draft CR R1-2306317 is endorsed in principle. 
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