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1. Introduction
This is the summary for the email discussion as follows:
[AT125bis][003][IDC] Miscellaneous corrections for IDC (Xiaomi)
	Scope: To discuss the changes from R2-2403431 and RILs from ASN.1 review (R2-2403444)
   Intended outcome: Report in R2-240xxxx and the Agreeable RRC running CR R2-240xxxx
   Deadline of company’ comments: Wednesday 2024-04-17 1800
   Deadline of comments on summary and the CR revision: Thursday 2024-04-18 1800
	Note: the status of RILs in Report and the RRC running CR will be endorsed by email without CB.
1. Contact Points
Respondents to the offline discussion are asked to fill in the following table:


	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Xiaomi
	Yumin Wu
	wuyumin@xiaomi.com

	Google
	Eric Chen
	ericdmchen@google.com

	Ericsson
	Min Wang
	Min.w.wang@ericsson.com

	Nokia
	Jarkko
	Jarkko.t.koskela@nokia.com

	Samsung
	Weiwei Wang
	ww1016.wang@samsung.com

	Huawei, HiSilicom
	Jagdeep Singh
	Jagdeep.singh6@huawei.com

	Sharp
	LIU Lei
	lei.liu@cn.sharp-world.com



1. Discussion
3.1 [G111] [G112] in R2-2403444
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[bookmark: _Toc158241562]Question 1: Do you agree with the changes proposed in [G111] and [G112]?
	Company
	Yes/No?
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	For G111, it is correct to use “if (for setup)…else (for release)…” for autonomousDenialParameters as other fields of SetupRelease type.
For G112, the typo can be corrected together with G111.


	Google
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	OK
	But IMHO if the usage of setuprelease is just to configure and release parameter we should not need any procedural text as it is obvious. We should only add it if there some extra behaviour associated thand configuring/releasing parameter. So in this case I don’t see strong need to have any procedural text. Maybe we could check with RRC rapporteur his view?

	Qualcomm
	OK
	OK if in line with RRC guidelines as Nokia mentions

	Samsung 
	Yes 
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Ok
	

	38331Rapp (Håkan)
	No
	In general, acc to 38331 A.3.8, we should add procedure text to describe UE behaviour “If a field defined using the parameterized SetupRelease type requires procedural text”,. In this case, there is obviously essential information for the setup case, but for the release case, I expect the only procedural text to add here is “…not consider itself to be allowed to…” or similar. So we can skip describing the release case, should be quite obvious without adding tis procedure text. 
I cannot say that RRC spec is consistent in applying the guidance in 38331 A.3.8…..

	Sharp
	
	For G111, follow 331 Rapp’s guidance. G112 is ok.

	Xiaomi2
	No
	According to the guidance provided by the RRC rapporteur, it seems that we do not have to use “if (for setup)…else (for release)…”, as the “release” configuration of autonomousDenialParameters is just to remove it. 



	Summary:
After double-checking with the RRC rapporteur, it seems that it is not essential to explicitly specify the releasing behaviours of the UE for a parameter of SetupRelease type if the configuration of “release” is only to release the corresponding parameter in the UE. As the “release” configuration of the autonomousDenialParameters field is only to release the field without other extra UE behaviours, the email rapporteur would suggest to follow the guidance for the RRC specification drafting. 



Proposal 1: RIL [G111] is rejected.
Proposal 2: RIL [G112] is agreed.

3.1 R2-2403431
R2-2403431 states that for the IDC, both the R16 and R18 IDC reporting are supported in the current spec per Cell group. The below Asn.1 structure are used for the R16/R18 reporting separately. 
	UEAssistanceInformation-v1610-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
    idc-Assistance-r16                  IDC-Assistance-r16                  OPTIONAL,
     /****************************Omit the unchanged part************************************/    
}

UEAssistanceInformation-v1800-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
    idc-FDM-Assistance-r18                IDC-FDM-Assistance-r18    OPTIONAL,
    idc-TDM-Assistance-r18                IDC-TDM-Assistance-r18    OPTIONAL,
  /****************************Omit the unchanged part************************************/                             
}


However, when the UE set the IDC UAI, it doesn’t distinguish the detail trigger condition, which leads to that all of the IDC UAI (irrespective of R16 or R18) would be set and report again once IDC UAI is triggered. 
Question 2: Do you agree with the changes proposed in R2-2403431?
	Company
	Yes/No?
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	It is reasonable to report only idc-Assistance-r16 (not idc-FDM-Assistance-r18), if only the frequency reported in idc-Assistance-r16 is changed.

According to the current procedural text for both Rel-16 and Rel-18 IDC reporting, if idc-Assistance-r16/ idc-FDM-Assistance-r18/ idc-TDM-Assistance-r18 is not reported, the IDC assistance information reported previously is not changed. Only the absence of a frequency within idc-Assistance-r16/ idc-FDM-Assistance-r18 means that the frequency previously reported is no longer affected. 

The NOTE 2 as quoted from 38.331 reflects the above understandings:
NOTE 2:	Upon not anymore experiencing a particular IDC problem that the UE previously reported, the UE provides an IDC indication with the modified contents of the UEAssistanceInformation message (e.g. by not including the IDC assistance information in the idc-Assistance, idc-FDM-Assistance and idc-TDM-Assistance fields).

	ZTE
	Yes(proponent）
	Yes, the intention was avoid repeated reporting when the corresponding field is not changed. 

For the UAI reporting, if the infromation are the same as the previous reported, the UE can set the corresponding element as absent.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]For example, the UE has reported the  idc-Assistance-r16  and the idc-FDM-Assistance-r18, then if only the idc-Assistance-r16 is changed, the UE can only include the  idc-Assistance-r16  in the UAI, the absence of the idc-FDM-Assistance-r18  would means that there is no change.
UEAssistanceInformation-v1610-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
    idc-Assistance-r16                  IDC-Assistance-r16                  OPTIONAL,
     /****************************Omit the unchanged part************************************/    
}

UEAssistanceInformation-v1800-IEs ::= SEQUENCE {
    idc-FDM-Assistance-r18                IDC-FDM-Assistance-r18    OPTIONAL,
    idc-TDM-Assistance-r18                IDC-TDM-Assistance-r18    OPTIONAL,
  /****************************Omit the unchanged part************************************/                             
}

But in the current procedure, once the one condition (e.g. idc-Assistance-r16 was triggered, the UE has to include all IDC information) 

	Google
	Yes
	Agreed with ZTE’s observation.
Even the change only happens to the one of the IDC UAI, the UE still has to report all of the IDC UAI fields according to the current spec.
The changes are needed.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE.

	Nokia
	Yes
	ZTE resolution seems good

	Qualcomm
	Comments
	The issue of Rel-16 and Rel-18 FDM simultaneous configuration was discussed in  R2-2311410 during RAN2 #123 bis. We quote the following rapp comments:
8 companies provided feedback. 4 companies provided the answer “No”. 3 companies provided the answer “Yes”. One companies has not strong preference. From the rapporteur’s understanding, it seems that the main motivation from most companies is that we should not specify anything extra in the specification compared with the endorsed running RRC CR. As indicated by vivo, RAN2 indeed had an agreement in the RAN2#123 meeting as follows:
No need to clarify when the gNB configures both the Rel-16 FDM and the Rel-18 FDM, the UE ignores the Rel-16 FDM, as proposed in R2-2307919.

This lead to the following agreements:
: No extra clarification is needed in the specification for the simultaneous configuration of Rel-16 FDM and Rel-18 FDM..

So while the ZTE comment may make sense, it seems that it somewhat contradicts earlier agreements by RAN2. 
[ZTE]The intention was not to ignore the Rel-16 FDM, the intention was to avoid unnecessary repeated reporting.
For example: The network configures the Rel16 FDM+Rel 18 TDM, the UE report the Rel16 FDM+Rel 18 TDM IDC UAI, then only the TDM info is changed (no change to the idc-Assistance-r16), the UE can set the idc-Assistance-r16 as absent (which means same as the previous reported), and include the updated idc-TDM-Assistance-r18 in the UAI, which is similar to the delta reporting as the power saving has done.
But now with the current specification, this delta reporting was not allowed, which means the UE shall always include all of the IDC UAI elements (e.g.idc-TDM-Assistance-r18,idc-Assistance-r16/r18) even only one element was changed (e.g. .idc-TDM-Assistance-r18)



  

	Samsung 
	Yes
	We are fine for ZTE’s proposal considering the intention of reducing the unnecessary reporting. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See Comment
	We understand ZTE intention however the proposed changes do not achieve this. We also had an offline discussion with ZTE and explained our views below.
According to the current UAI reporting framework the “Delta”  UAI reporting is allowed across different features. e.g  the UE reports power saving related information in one UAI message and IDC information in another UAI message and the network will consider that the power saving related information to be valid after receiving the second UAI with IDC information. However, “Delta” UAI reporting for one feature is not allowed i.e.  UE needs to report the unchanged parameter in the subsequent reports.
Considering this limitation of UAI framework, we can accept UAI reports having the unchanged information in the subsequent reports without any spec change unless some other acceptable way is identified.  

	Sharp
	Comments
	Considering here delta reporting is to include the whole information or not include, the complexity is mainly in the gNB. We are fine if network venders accept it. For the detailed change “according to 5.7.4.2 or 5.3.5.3”, “5.3.5.3” should be “5.3.5.9”, “or” should be “and”.

	Xiaomi2
	Comments
	I guess we can reuse some texts similar as what we used for power saving, which may not be exactly the same as what ZTE proposed, but the intention of ZTE’s proposal of allowing the delta reporting for Rel-16 FDM/Rel-18 FDM/ Rel-18 TDM seems acceptable to most companies. Companies can check the draft CR on the wording details. 



	Summary:
It seems that most companies are fine to allow the delta reporting of Rel-16 FDM/ Rel-18 FDM/ Rel-18 TDM. Two companies raised concerns that this may not be fully aligned with previous RAN2 agreement and the current specification does not allow “Delta” UAI reporting for one feature. The email rapporteur would suggest that we can try to reuse some texts similar to power saving assistance information procedure to allow such delta reporting, and companies can check the detailed wording via CR drafting. 



Proposal 3: The TP in R2-2403431 is used as the baseline for CR drafting to allow the delta reporting of the IDC assistance information (i.e. idc-Assistance-r16/ idc-FDM-Assistance-r18/ idc-TDM-Assistance-r18).

1. Conclusion
According to the companies’ comments provided above, the email discussion is summarized with the following proposals for CR drafting:
Proposal 1: RIL [G111] is rejected.
Proposal 2: RIL [G112] is agreed.
Proposal 3: The TP in R2-2403431 is used as the baseline for CR drafting to allow the delta reporting of the IDC assistance information (i.e. idc-Assistance-r16/ idc-FDM-Assistance-r18/ idc-TDM-Assistance-r18).

1. Reference
[1] R2-2403431	Correction on the IDC Reporting	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	discussion	Rel-18	NR_IDC_enh-Core
[2] R2-2403444	IDC RIL list	Xiaomi	discussion	Rel-18	NR_IDC_enh-Core	Late
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