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1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk34386695]This document provides summary of email discussion [102-e-NR-MRDC-CA-Dormancy-02]on following issues discussed during preparation phase of RAN1#102-eMeeting (R1-2006995 [16])
 [102-e-NR-MRDC-CA-Dormancy-02] Email discussion/approval of the following from R1-2006995 until 8/21; if necessary, endorse remaining TPs by 8/27 – Ravi (Ericsson)
· Topic 2-1: Starting point for bwpInactivityTimer for an SCell when DCI format 2_6 indicates dormant to non-dormant BWP switch for that SCell – [1]
· [bookmark: _Hlk48509168]Topic 2-2: Handling SCell dormancy indication bits in DCI format 2_6 when wake-up bit=0 – [1], [6]
· Topic 2-3: UE ignores dormancy indication in DCI format 2_6 if it is too close to on duration – [5]
· [bookmark: _Hlk48510266]Topic 2-4: Clarifications related to “BWP indicator field” not allowed to indicate a dormant BWP when detected in SCell DCI formats (including 0_1, 0_2) – [5],[6],[14]
· Topic 2-5: RRC parameter name alignment – [2], [7], [10], [12]

2. Discussion
2.1 Topic 2-1
Please provide your input to below question Q1 on this topic, preferably by 08/19 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Is it OK to agree to below proposal from section 2.1 of R1-2005359?
· [bookmark: _Ref40204543]Proposal : In the case that the time gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the start of DRX ON is larger than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time,
· The starting point of BWP switching time and bwpInactivityTimer are n slots prior to DRX ON, where n is the BWP switching time of SCells.
· Discuss further TP (if any) to clarify this

Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No

	Comments (Topic 2-1, Q1)

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	No
	We are not sure why we need to define the starting point of BWP switching. Even in Rel-15, we didn’t define starting point for DCI-based BWP switching. 
While for the bwpInactivityTimer, we may need to align the timeline between gNB and UE to avoid potential confusion. Our proposal would be to consider the starting time of DRX ON as the starting point for bwpInactivityTimer.

	Nokia, NSB
	No
	There is no need to align BWP switching with DRX, nothing is broken, this is optimization.

	CATT
	No
	PDCCH monitoring on SCell based on SCell dormancy and starting time of DRX ON are two independent events. 

	OPPO
	No
	We see no problem for BWP indication. The specs. should not define specially for the dormancy indication case.

	LG
	No
	We don’t see a problem without defining the proposed behavior..

	Huawei
	Yes
	Similar issue as in topic 2-3. Either way can be considered to leave more gNB flexibility. 

	vivo
	Yes
	Based on the current spec, UE will start the bwpInactivityTimer at the slot where DCI2_6 is detected, however, when UE is configured with multiple MOs for DCI2_6 before DRX_ON , and network transmitted DCI2_6 in more than one MOs, there is ambiguity for gNB to know the UE start time of  bwpInactivityTimer as gNB does not know in which MO the DCI 2_6 is detected.
So the simple solution to remove such ambiguity would be to start the bwpInactivityTimer from the last valid MO before DRX_ON

	Spreadtrum
	No
	Share similar view as ZTE, in R15, no starting point for DCI-based BWP switching is defined.

	MTK
	Yes
	Similar view to vivo

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with Nokia. If clarification is needed, this is better to be also discussed in RAN2 and RAN4. RAN1 should sync up with RAN2 and RAN4 on this issue.

	Ericsson
	No
	There is no need to align BWP switching to DRX. 



2.2 Topic 2-2
Please provide your input to below question Q1 on this topic, preferably by 08/19 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Do you think additional spec change is needed to handle the SCell dormancy indication bits in DCI format 2_6 when wake-up bit=0 ? 
Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No

	Comments (Topic 2-2, Q1)

	Samsung
	Yes
	We prefer to preclude meaningless code point. For example, when wake-up bit = 0, the SCell dormancy indication bits should not indicate the non-dormant BWP for a SCell. 

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung comments

	ZTE
	No
	We are fine to clarify this issue. But from our perspective, it seems a conclusion should be sufficient.

	Nokia, NSB
	No
	No need to preclude this case, and moreover UE has whole DRX period to switch its BWP to non-dormant. 

	CATT
	No
	There is no additional handling of SCell dormancy when UE is indicated not to wake up.  

	OPPO
	No
	There is no need for the clarification. The specs. Is sufficient.

	LG
	No
	We don’t see a problem without clarification on this point in the specifications.

	Huawei
	Probably Y
	This seems to have been discussed in UE power saving session and no conclusion. Either way is technically Ok however needs to clarify that this does not seems to anyway save any DCI overhead. 

	Vivo
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	We are fine with the clarification from Samsung.

	MTK
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung comments

	Qualcomm
	No
	There seems no need to introduce additional spec change as UE behavior is not changed (i.e., no BWP switching) with or without this change.

	Ericsson
	No
	No need to preclude this case or introduce additional new behavior. 



2.3 Topic 2-3
Please provide your input to below question Q1 on this topic, preferably by 08/19 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Do you think additional spec change is needed to handle the case when the time gap between the last monitoring occasion of DCI 2_6 and the start of DRX ON is smaller than SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching time ? 

Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No

	Comments (Topic 2-3, Q1)

	Samsung
	Yes
	To determine the valid monitoring occasions for DCI format 2_6, only the minimum time gap X (specified for minimum preparation period before DRX on duration) is considered in the current spec. We think SCell dormancy/non-dormancy switching delay should be considered together with time gap X to determine the valid occasions for 2_6.

	Intel
	Yes
	A valid occasion of DCI 2_6 should allow enough switching time before the start of DRX ON

	ZTE
	
	The only thing we need to specify is how to align the starting time of bwpInactivityTimer. Our proposal would be to consider the starting time of DRX ON as the starting point for bwpInactivityTimer. 

	Nokia, NSB
	No
	gap X and BWP switching due to dormancy do not need to interact, first MO of C-RNTI PDCCH in OnDuraiton is predictable based on gNB scheduling.

	CATT
	No
	PDCCH monitoring on SCell based on SCell dormancy and starting time of DRX ON are two independent events.

	OPPO
	No
	The 2 specification time line can be used as defined. The whole procedure have no problem for proceeding.

	LG
	No
	We think this case should be handled by network.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Similar issue as in topic 2-1. Either way can be considered to leave more gNB flexibility.

	Vivo
	No
	We think proper gNB configuration can avoid such case. 

	Spreadtrum
	No
	When a DCI format 2_6 indicates Scell dormancy or non-dormancy BWP change, it is up to gNB scheduling to satisfy the switching delay.

	MTK
	Yes
	Similar view with Samsung

	Qualcomm
	No
	Similar to Topic 2-1. If clarification is needed, this is better to be also discussed in RAN4. RAN1 should sync up with RAN4 on this issue.

	Ericsson
	No
	No additional spec change is needed as it is not necessary to align the time gap and switching time.




2.4 Topic 2-4
Please provide your input to below question Q1 on this topic, preferably by 08/19 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Do you think additional spec change is needed to clarify that “BWP indicator field” is not allowed to indicate a dormant BWP when detected in SCell DCI formats (including 0_1,0_2) ? 

Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No

	Comments (Topic 2-4, Q1)

	Samsung
	Yes
	Based on the conclusion made in RAN1#101-e, BWP indicator field still includes a code point for dormant DL BWP and a UE does not expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 1_1, 1_2 is set to the ID of dormant DL BWP. 
For TDD, since the DL and UL BWPs are linked, the UL BWP indicator field in DCI format 0_1, 0_2 should not indicate the ID of UL BWP associated with the dormant DL BWP.
For FDD, since the DL and UL BWPs are not linked, the UL BWP indicator field in DCI format 0_1, 0_2 can indicate any of BWPs. 
We prefer to capture above things in the spec for clarity of UE behavior.

	Intel
	Yes
	It makes clear specification and avoids any confusion if we could capture the behavior in specification.  

	ZTE
	No
	We are fine to clarify this issue. But from our perspective, it seems a conclusion should be sufficient.

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	This is in the spirit of last meeting conclusion, fine with conclusion, no need for specification change

	CATT
	No
	It is gNB implementation issue

	OPPO
	No
	We don’t need that restriction in the specs. The conclusion made in last meeting can help people understanding.

	LG
	Yes
	Ok with either conclusion for clarification or clarification in the specifications.

	Huawei
	Yes
	As a conclusion similar to that has been made last meeting.

	Vivo
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung that the issue is only about TDD case, we are fine to clarify. 

	Spreadtrum
	Yes
	We support clear spec change for clarification. And agree with Samsung’s comments.

	MTK
	Yes
	Similar view with Samsung

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Support to clarify the spec.

	Ericsson
	No
	We do not see need for additional spec as it is clear from last meeting conclusion, and also from MAC spec that for an activated DL BWP, the UE does not receive DL-SCH on the BWP and does not transmit on UL-SCH on the BWP.





2.5 Topic 2-5
Please provide your input to below questions Q1,Q2,Q3 on this topic, preferably by 08/19 (evening PST). 
Question 1
Q1. Is it OK to agree to the following proposal for RRC parameter alignment from section 2 of R1-2005421?
· Update the following RRC parameter names in TS38.213 to align with those defined in TS 38.331. 
	RAN1（38.213 10.3）
	RAN2（38.331）

	Scell-groups-for-dormancy-outside-active-time
	dormancyGroupOutsideActiveTime

	Scell-groups-for-dormancy-within-active-time
	dormancyGroupWithinActiveTim

	first-non-dormant-BWP-ID-for-DCI-outside-active-time
	firstOutsideActiveTimeBWP-Id

	first-non-dormant-BWP-ID-for-DCI-inside-active-time
	firstWithinActiveTimeBWP-Id



Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Yes/No

	Comments (Topic 2-5, Q1)

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Align the RRC parameters.

	Nokia, NSB
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Y
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Spreadtrum
	Yes after modification
	We think these parameters should have a postfix for release with them, which are aligned with TS 38.331, please refer to the modification in our t-doc R1-2006285
Noted: A lot of parameters have included a postfix for release with them in the physical specification, it is better to unify them to make the spec clear.

	MTK
	Yes
	Agree with Spreadtrum

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	



Question 2
Q2. Which option do you prefer for subclause 10.3 of TS 38.213? 
· Option 1 : TP for TS 38.213 from Annex  of R1-2005958
· Option 2 : Text Proposal #2 for TS38.213 from section 2 of R1-2006552

Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Preferred Option(s)
If multiple, list most preferred first 
	Comments (Topic 2-5, Q2) including any possible alternate TP

	Samsung
	Option 2
	

	Intel
	Option 2
	

	ZTE
	Option 1, Option 2
	We can take Option1 as the starting point and make some updates if necessary.

	Nokia, NSB
	Option 2
	

	CATT
	Option 2
	

	OPPO
	Option 2
	

	Huawei
	Opt 2
	

	NEC
	Option 1, Option 2
	We are OK with option 2 while we have following two questions.
Q1. How is “a bitmap” used “for detection of a DCI format 2_6”?
Q2. Why is UE behavior “the UE sets the active DL BWP to the indicated active DL BWP” unnecessary for the bitmap outside Active Time while the statement is clearly described for a bitmap within Active Time?

	vivo
	Option 2
	

	Spreadtrum
	Option 2 after modification
	The same as Q1, We think a postfix for release is needed with them, which are aligned with TS 38.331, please refer to the modification in our t-doc R1-2006285.

	MTK
	Option 1, Option 2
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 2
	

	Ericsson
	Option 2
	



Question 3
Q3. Which option do you prefer for subclauses 7.3.1.1.2, 7.3.1.2.2, 7.3.1.3.7 for 38.212? 
· Option 1a : TP for TS 38.212 from Annex  of R1-2005958
· Option 1b : Text Proposal1 for TS38.212 from section 5.2 of R1-2006285
· Option 1c : Text Proposal #1 for TS38.212 from section 2 of R1-2006552

Companies are requested to indicate their view about the above question in the Table below.
	Company Name
	Preferred Option(s)
If multiple, list most preferred first 
	Comments (Topic 2-5, Q3) including any possible alternate TP

	Samsung
	Option 1c
	

	Intel
	Option 1b or 1c
	It seems the difference between 1b and 1c is the use of dormancyGroupWithinActiveTime-r16 and dormancyGroupWithinActiveTime. A RRC parameter with or without a postfix for release are both used in some other place in the specification.
Which one is the better way? 

	ZTE
	Option 1a
	We can take Option 1a as the starting point.

We think another issue needs to be clarified is, whether network is allowed to apply Case 2 SCell dormancy indication (i.e., without scheduling PDSCH) if SCell dormancy indication filed is not configured. Our understanding is yes. One of the potential TP could be.
-------------------------------------TP-----------------------------------------
If one-shot HARQ-ACK request is not present or set to '0', and all bits of frequency domain resource assignment are set to 0 for resource allocation type 0 or set to 1 for resource allocation type 1 or set to 0 or 1 for dynamic switch resource allocation type, this field is reserved, if configured, and the following fields among the fields above are used for SCell dormancy indication, where each bit corresponds to one of the configured SCell(s), with MSB to LSB of the following fields concatenated in the order below corresponding to the SCell with lowest to highest SCell index 
-	Modulation and coding scheme of transport block 1 
-	New data indicator of transport block 1 
-	Redundancy version of transport block 1 
-	HARQ process number 
-	Antenna port(s) 
-	DMRS sequence initialization


	Nokia, NSB
	Option 1c
	

	CATT
	Option 1C
	

	OPPO
	Option 1c
	

	Huawei
	1c
	

	NEC
	Option 1a or 1c
	“-r16” is usually not captured for a parameter name

	vivo
	Option 1c
	There is no need to have “-r16” postfix in RAN1 spec. 

	Spreadtrum
	Option 1b
	We think a postfix for release is needed, which is aligned with TS 38.331.
Noted: A lot of parameters have included a postfix for release with them in the physical specification, it is better to unify them to make the spec clear.

	MTK
	Option 1b or 1c
	

	Qualcomm
	Option 1b or 1c
	

	Ericsson
	Option 1b or 1c
	



3 Conclusions
For Topic 2-4, following conclusion was made and added to RAN1#102-e chairman notes
[bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion:
For a SCell configured with dormant DL BWP for unpaired spectrum, a UE doesn’t expect the BWP indicator field in DCI 0_1, DCI 0_2 is set to the ID that is same as the ID of dormant DL BWP 
For Topic 2-5, following agreement was made and corresponding CRs to 38.212 and 38.213 were approved in R1-2007438 [17] and R1-2007439 [18] respectively.
Agreement
· Adopt Text Proposal #1 for TS38.212 from section 2 of R1-2006552
· Adopt Text Proposal #2 for TS38.213 from section 2 of R1-2006552
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