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Introduction
It was reported in [1] that when the number of SSBs to be measured is one, the UE behaviour for SSBRI reporting described in TS 38.214 is different from what was described in TS 38.212, as below. 

	According to the description in section 5.2.1.4.2 of TS 38.214 as follows, the SSBRI should always be reported. For example, the number of resources in csi-SSB-ResourceList is 1, the SSBRI should also be reported with value 0.

TS 38.214 section 5.2.1.4.2 
“If the UE is configured with a CSI-ReportConfig with the higher layer parameter reportQuantity set to 'ssb-Index-RSRP', the UE shall report SSBRI, where SSBRI k (k ≥ 0) corresponds to the configured (k+1)-th entry of the associated csi-SSB-ResourceList in the corresponding CSI-SSB-ResourceSet. ”

However, the bitwidth of SSBRI field is 0 when the number of resources in csi-SSB-ResourceList is 1 according to section 6.3.1.1.3 of TS 38.212 as below.

TS 38.212 section 6.3.1.1.2 
“The bitwidth for CRI, SSBRI, RSRP, and differential RSRP are provided in Table 6.3.1.1.2-6.
Table 6.3.1.1.2-6: CRI, SSBRI, and RSRP
	Field
	Bitwidth

	CRI
	


	SSBRI
	


	RSRP
	7

	Differential RSRP
	4




where  is the number of CSI-RS resources in the corresponding resource set, and  is the configured number of SS/PBCH blocks in the corresponding resource set for reporting 'ssb-Index-RSRP'.”

Therefore, there is a mismatch in SSBRI reporting when the number of SSB in the corresponding resource list is 1.



It was then proposed to modify TS 38.214 to exclude SSBRI reporting when the number of SSBs to be measured is one, as below. 
	[bookmark: _Toc83291009][bookmark: _Toc44515904][bookmark: _Toc36117412][bookmark: _Toc27299902][bookmark: _Toc20318004][bookmark: _Toc11352114]5.2.1.4.2	Report Quantity Configurations
[bookmark: _Toc60777134][bookmark: _Toc45810558][bookmark: _Toc36645513][bookmark: _Toc29674283][bookmark: _Toc29673290][bookmark: _Toc29673149][bookmark: _Toc27299884][bookmark: _Toc20317986][bookmark: _Toc11352096]< Unchanged parts are omitted >
If the UE is configured with a CSI-ReportConfig with the higher layer parameter reportQuantity set to 'ssb-Index-RSRP', the UE shall report SSBRI except the case where the size of the associated csi-SSB-ResourceList in the corresponding CSI-SSB-ResourceSet is 1, where SSBRI k (k ≥ 0) corresponds to the configured (k+1)-th entry of the associated csi-SSB-ResourceList in the corresponding CSI-SSB-ResourceSet.
< Unchanged parts are omitted >



Comments on draft CR
Moderator: In general, the moderator agree with the comment from Mr. Chair - “Misalignment of specification text in TS38.212 and TS38.214 with reference to SSBRI reporting. RAN1 common understanding should be what is specified in TS38.212”, and invite companies to provide feedback on the following questions. 

Question 1: Do you agree that the current description in TS 38.214 requires UE to report SSBRI even if there is only one SSB to be measured, which is misaligned with the current description in TS 38.212?

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	No. Our understanding is that SSBRI #0 is reported with zero bit based on both 214 and 212, i.e. it is not reported essentially. 

	CATT
	No. We share similar understanding as QC.

	vivo
	No.

	OPPO
	No. same view as QC

	ASUSTeK
	No. It is also unclear to us why SSBRI is configured to report while there is one SSB configured to measure.

	ZTE
	No. The SSBRI#0 is informed of gNB transparently without using any bit.

	Ericsson
	No. We think the current spec is fine. The UE behaviour is clear by following 212 and 214. 

	Samsung
	No. If we follow 212 and 214 jointly, SSBRI#0 is informed with zero bit.

	Huawei, HiSilicon2
	As per TS 38.214 section 5.2.1.4.2, the UE shall always report SSBRI even if there only exists one SSB in the csi-SSB-ResourceList, which should not cause any controversy. In above case the SSBRI should be reported with value 0 (taking up 1 bit) rather than not reported. This undoubtly violates the formula in TS 38.212 section 6.3.1.1.2 from which we can obtain that the bitwidth of SSBRI field is 0. So @QC and other companies please note that according to TS 38.214 section 5.2.1.4.2 SSBRI #0 should be reported with value zero and according to 38.212 section 6.3.1.1.2 SSBRI #0 should not be reported (or should be reported with zero bit), which is obviously different and will bring ambiguity to UE implementation.

	Intel
	No. Agree with QC.



Question 2: Do you agree with the proposed change to TS 38.214 listed above and do you have suggestion on the proposed change? 

	Company
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	It may not be needed. No ambiguity if looking at 214 and 212 jointly. They are not conflicting to our understanding. 

	CATT
	The change is not essential.

	vivo
	The articulated misunderstanding does not exist. But fine if majority would like to add more redundancy into specification.

	OPPO
	It may not be needed.

	ASUSTeK
	Not essential. We are too far from capturing error case/misconfiguration for Rel-15. 

	ZTE
	No needed. We support above majority views.

	Ericsson
	No. We think the CR text is redundant.

	Samsung
	It may not be needed. Current description is clear if we see 212 and 214 jointly.

	Huawei, HiSilicon2
	Yes, as mentioned in Q1, if looking at 214 and 212 jointly there indeed exists misalignment whether SSBRI #0 should be reported with value zero or should not be reported (or should be reported with zero bit), which will undoubtedly bring ambiguity to UE implementation.

	Intel
	We are fine with clarification in HW2.



Comments on editorial TP
While some companies believe the current description in TS 38.214 would ambiguously require UE to report SSBRI even if there is only one SSB to be measured, other companies think the UE behaviour is further restricted by TS 38.212 which indicates the bit-width is zero in this case and hence not reported. While some companies consider it necessary or fine to revise TS 38.214, other companies think the change is not essential or not needed. 
From moderator perspective, it seems there is common understanding in the group that SSBRI is not reported when there is only one SSB to be measured. The next question is whether to have a CR to reduce potential ambiguity in specs. To improve the readability of the specs, as companies referred to TS 38.212 to regulate UE behaviour, the moderator suggests to consider an editorial TP as below. 

Draft TP for TS 38.214
	5.2.1.4.2	Report Quantity Configurations
< Unchanged parts are omitted >
If the UE is configured with a CSI-ReportConfig with the higher layer parameter reportQuantity set to 'ssb-Index-RSRP', the UE shall report SSBRI as defined in Table 6.3.1.1.2-6 of [5, TS 38.212], where SSBRI k (k ≥ 0) corresponds to the configured (k+1)-th entry of the associated csi-SSB-ResourceList in the corresponding CSI-SSB-ResourceSet.
< Unchanged parts are omitted >



	Company
	Comments

	CATT
	This change is not essential. During the first round of discussion, most companies think the current spec is clear. That does not motivate a change to current spec.  

	Ericsson
	We agree with CATT. The UE behaviour is clear by following current description in 5.2.1.4.2. We don’t need to change the spec. 

	ZTE
	Non-essential. We agree with CATT and Ericsson.

	vivo
	We are fine for redundancy in specification.

	Intel
	Support TP

	Samsung
	We are fine with this TP

	ASUSTeK
	Not support. Spec is clear and the change is not essential.

	
	

	
	

	
	



Summary
Based on the feedback from companies, while some companies think there is potential ambiguity in TS 38.214, it is also common understanding in RAN1 that UE is not expected to report SSBRI when the reportQuantity is set to 'ssb-Index-RSRP' and there is only one SSB to be measured. The proposed draft CR or editor TP to TS 38.214 does not seem agreeable - half support/fine while half considers it as not essential. Therefore, the moderator proposes to consider the following conclusion and close the discussion. 

Proposed Conclusion:
It is common understanding in RAN1 that UE is not expected to report SSBRI when the reportQuantity is set to 'ssb-Index-RSRP' and there is only one SSB in the associated csi-SSB-ResourceList.
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