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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk510705081]This document contains the email discussion, based on Mr. chairman’s guidance:
[bookmark: _Hlk93402271][107bis-e-R17-RRC-IIoT-URLLC] Email discussion on Rel-17 RRC parameters for IIoT and URLLC – Klaus (Nokia)
· Email discussion to start on January 20 and end by January 25

This document is there to support the RAN1 email discussion on the RRC parameter list for the Rel-17 URLLC/IIoT WI. Companies are encouraged to provide their comments on the latest version of the RRC parameter sheet in the respective AI specific drafts folder and the changes to the RRC parameter sheet will only be done by the AI moderator based on the received comments in each round or iteration of email discussions on this issue. 

This document is structured as follows: 
· Section 2 contains the email discussion for HARQ-ACK enhancements (AI 8.3.1)
· Section 3 contains the email discussion for CSI enhancements (Part of AI 8.3.4)
· Section 4 contains the email discussion for NR-U enhancements (AI 8.3.2)
· Section 5 contains the email discussion for Intra-UE periodization enhancements (AI 8.3.3)
· Section 6 contains the email discussion for Other / Propagation delay compensation (Part of AI 8.3.4)

Accompanying this summary document, there is aRRC parameter sheet for Rel-16 IIoT and URLLC attached with the following structure (sheets): 
· One sheet having the combined input of the separate email discussions / sheets used during the email discussion – called ‘URLLC_IIoT Outcome’
· One sheet per Sec. 2-6, based on the latest available sheet from the email discussions as also discussed in the separate outcome sub-sections of Sec. 2-6. 

1. [bookmark: _Hlk54109260]HARQ-ACK enhancements (8.3.1)
As most RRC parameters seem to be stable, only a single discussion thread is organized (but not per feature), making it easier for moderator and delegates to follow
This discussion focuses on HARQ enhancements, i.e. rows 1 to rows 36 are for discussion here
0. 1st round 
The following changes (in BLUE) are suggested (v000): 
· Row 17: The lost RRC parameter pdsch-HARQ-ACK-enhType3DCIfield is readded based on the following RAN1 agreement: 
	Agreement:
· Re-add the RRC parameter for the DCI field configuration in row 17 of the Enh. Type-3 HARQ-ACK codebook for the primary PUCCH cell group (that was lost when moving from v006 to v007 in the final RRC parameter discussions in RAN1#107-e, currently we only have the configuration for the secondary PUCCH cell group)? i.e.,
	pdsch-HARQ-ACK-enhType3DCIfield
	Enables the enhanced Type 3 CB through a new DCI field to indicate the enhanced Type 3 HARQ-ACK codebook in the primary cell group if the more than one enhanced Type 3 HARQ-ACK codebook is configured for the primary PUCCH cell group.
	Enabled






· Row 19: The unstable RRC parameter pdsch-HARQ-ACK-enhType3DCIfieldDCI-1-2 from last meeting (was in yellow) now the yellow is removed, based on the following RAN1 agreement: 
	Agreement
· Support separate configuration of the DCI field presence for enh. Type 3 HARQ-ACK CB for DCI format 1_2 (i.e. pdsch-HARQ-ACK-enhType3DCIfieldDCI-1-2 as discussed in RAN1#107-e)




On these and in case of having missed some aspect, please comment below as well:
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	



2.2 Outcome
As no input by companies has been received, this summary is based on the v000 of the related email discussion document in the drafts folder for HARQ enhancements. The final RRC outcome list is based on cleaned up version the distributed version HARQ_enh_v000.xlsx. 

1. CSI enhancements (former AI 8.3.1.2)
1. 1st round
There is no suggested change.
Please indicate any comment here:
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	



3.2 Outcome
As no input by companies has been received, this summary is based on the v000 of the related email discussion document in the drafts folder for [107bis-e-R17-RRC-IIoT-URLLC]/CSI enhancements . The final RRC outcome list is based on cleaned up version the distributed version CSI_enh_v000.xlsx. Please note, that based on the email discussion no changes on top of the RAN1 agreed RRC parameter sheet from RAN1#107-e have been identified. 

1. NR-U Enhancements (AI 8.3.2) 
This document is intended to facilitate the discussion on RRC parameters for sub-feature group “Channel access procedures” in the IIoT&URLLC RRC parameters list. The corresponding parameters can be found in rows 42, 43, 44, 46 and 47 of the list.
2. 1st round
No update is suggested by Moderator.
Please indicate any comment here:
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	



4.2 Outcome
As no input by companies has been received, this summary is based on the v000 of the related email discussion document in the drafts folder for [107bis-e-R17-RRC-IIoT-URLLC]/NR-U enhancements. The final RRC outcome list is based on cleaned up version the distributed version Unlic_enh_v000.xlsx. Please note, that based on the email discussion no changes on top of the RAN1 agreed RRC parameter sheet from RAN1#107-e have been identified. 


1. Intra-UE multiplexing & priorization enh. (AI 8.3.3) 
3. 1st round 
The following changes (in BLUE) are suggested (v001): 
· Row 66: The yellow-highlighted RRC parameter simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-secondaryPUCCHgroup is confirmed based on the following RAN1 agreement. The yellow highlighted color is removed and the following agreement is added in the “comment” column.
	Agreement
simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-secondaryPUCCHgroup is supported to enable simultaneous PUCCH and PUSCH transmissions with different priorities within the secondary PUCCH cell group separately from primary PUCCH cell group



· Row 51: The yellow-highlighted RRC parameter UCI-MuxWithDifferentPriority-secondaryPUCCHgroup is confirmed based on the following RAN1 agreement. The yellow highlighted color is removed and the following agreement replaces the content in the “comment” column.
	Agreement
Introduce separate RRC parameters to configure ‘Multiplexing UCIs of different priorities on PUCCH or PUSCH’ in the primary and secondary PUCCH cell group.




On these and in case of having missed some aspect, please comment below as well:
	Company
	Comments

	Nokia/NSB
	First of all – thanks for the good updates. 
Comments based on v001 of the Excel sheet: 
· Row 50, column L: should say there that this is for the primary PUCCH cell group, i.e. 
Enables multiplexing a high-priority (HP) UCI and a low-priority (LP) UCI into a PUCCH or PUSCH for the primary PUCCH cell group.
· Rows 52 & 53: Remove the content as we are not supporting UE capability #3 according to our understanding. Even no need for strike-out, as this was not part of the earlier LS either. 
· Column B of rows 56, 60, 61: Align the feature name with that of rows 50 & 51, namely: 
Multiplexing UCIs of different priorities in a PUCCH or PUSCH
· Row 65, column L: as for row 50, we should say this applies only for the primary PUCCH cell group, i.e.
Enables simultaneous PUCCH and PUSCH transmissions with different priorities within the primary PUCCH cell group.
· Row 66, column L: small typo: secondary 
· Rows 68 & 69: as mentioned earlier, we don’t think this needs to be configured (suggestion to remove). As a UE not supporting is not expecting anyhow such overlap. 


	
	



3. 2nd round 
The following changes (in BLUE) are suggested (v002): 
· Row 50: Change Column L to “Enables multiplexing a high-priority (HP) UCI and a low-priority (LP) UCI into a PUCCH or PUSCH for the primary PUCCH cell group.”

· Row 51: The yellow-highlighted RRC parameter UCI-MuxWithDifferentPriority-secondaryPUCCHgroup is confirmed based on the following RAN1 agreement. The yellow highlighted color is removed and the following agreement replaces the content in the “comment” column.
	Agreement
Introduce separate RRC parameters to configure ‘Multiplexing UCIs of different priorities on PUCCH or PUSCH’ in the primary and secondary PUCCH cell group.



· Rows 52: Remove the row assuming the UE capability #3 will not be supported in Rel-17.

· Rows 53: Remove the row assuming the UE capability #3 will not be supported in Rel-17.

· Rows 56: Align the feature name in Column B with that of rows 50 & 51, namely: Multiplexing UCIs of different priorities in a PUCCH or PUSCH

· Rows 60: Align the feature name in Column B with that of rows 50 & 51, namely: Multiplexing UCIs of different priorities in a PUCCH or PUSCH

· Rows 61: Align the feature name in Column B with that of rows 50 & 51, namely: Multiplexing UCIs of different priorities in a PUCCH or PUSCH

· Row 65: Change Column L to “Enables simultaneous PUCCH and PUSCH transmissions with different priorities for the primary PUCCH cell group.”

· Row 66: The yellow-highlighted RRC parameter simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-secondaryPUCCHgroup is confirmed based on the following RAN1 agreement. The yellow highlighted color is removed and the following agreement is added in the “comment” column.
	Agreement
simultaneousPUCCH-PUSCH-secondaryPUCCHgroup is supported to enable simultaneous PUCCH and PUSCH transmissions with different priorities within the secondary PUCCH cell group separately from primary PUCCH cell group



On these and in case of having missed some aspect, please comment below as well:

3. 3rd round 
The following changes (in BLUE) are suggested (v003): 
· Row 68: The yellow-highlighted RRC parameter prioritizationBetweenLP-DG-PUSCHandHP-CG-PUSCH is confirmed based on the following RAN1 agreement. The yellow highlighted color is removed and the following agreement is added in the “comment” column.
	Agreement
Introduce RRC parameters to enable the UE handling for overlapping CG/DG PUSCH of different priorities, i.e., keep the yellow marked related RRC parameters in rows 68 and 69 from the IIoT&URLLC RRC parameter sheet from R1-2112979.



· Row 69: The yellow-highlighted RRC parameter prioritizationBetweenHP-DG-PUSCHandLP-CG-PUSCH is confirmed based on the following RAN1 agreement. 
	Agreement
Introduce RRC parameters to enable the UE handling for overlapping CG/DG PUSCH of different priorities, i.e., keep the yellow marked related RRC parameters in rows 68 and 69 from the IIoT&URLLC RRC parameter sheet from R1-2112979.




On these and in case of having missed some aspect, please comment below as well:
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	



5.4 Outcome
This summary is based on the v005_Mod_update of the related email discussion document in the drafts folder for [107bis-e-R17-RRC-IIoT-URLLC]/Intra UE mux & prior. The final RRC outcome list is based on cleaned up version the latest distributed version intra-UE_mux_v003.xlsx. 
The following minor corrections in terms of affected in clauses in 38.213 have still been applied (in red) by the Moderator (Nokia) in the combined final sheet: 
· Sec. 9 added as impacted sections for 38.213 for rows 50 & 51 (based on v17.0.0 of 38.213)
· Sec. 9.2.5.X changed to 9.2.5.3 for 38.213 for rows 50, 51 & 56 (based on v17.0.0 of 38.213)

1. Propagation delay compensation (AI 8.3.4)
This discussion focuses on PDC, i.e. rows starting from row 72 are for discussion here. 
4. CSI-RS for tracking (TRS) configuration 
Row 72 of the Excel is used to define TRS configuration for PDC. Row 72 was agreed as stable and sent to RAN2. No any change identified on Row 72 in this meeting. 
If there is any issue you see, please provide your comment here. Of course the assumption is that we won’t make the change unless it is really necessary, since it was already agreed as stable and shared with RAN2. This is applied to all the stable RRC parameters for PDC.     
	Company
	Comments

	OPPO
	Two issues in our view: 
1) The column J (description) only says what this field indicates when together used with trs-info. It does not say its presence should be conditioned on presence of trs-info, i.e., the current RRC proposal from RAN1 seems not to prevent a presence of pdc-info with an absence of trs-info. The current 38.214 CR and this RRC signaling proposal seem to say the UE should assume the CSI-RS is TRS as long as pdc-info is present, even if trs-info is not present. 
2) Comparing to PRS configuration for PDC, which is restricted to only one PRS by RRC  signaling of “SEQUENCE (SIZE (1)) OF NR-DL-PRS-PDC-ResourceSet-r17”, there is no RRC restriction saying only one TRS for PDC can be configured. We understand RAN1 spec says following: 
	For operation with RTT-based propagation delay compensation, the UE may be configured with either:
-	one CSI-RS for tracking with higher layer parameter pdc-Info for Rx – Tx time difference estimation at UE side and one SRS resource set with usage-r17 set to ‘propagationdelaycompensation’, or
.......


But above RAN1 spec does not seem to clearly say “only one”, and it is a bit out of spec management for 38.331 to only limit number of PRS for PDC but not limit the number of TRS for PDC. 
So we would like to propose the modification to column J as following:

Proposed column J: 
Indicates that the NZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSet configured with higher layer parameter pdc-Info and trs-Info is used for propagation delay compensation. The field can be present only if trs-info is configured [as true]. The field can be present in only one NZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSet. If the field is absent or released the UE applies the value false.      

[Feature lead]
1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK15]With the current description “Indicates that the NZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSet configured with higher layer parameter pdc-Info and trs-Info is used for propagation delay compensation”, it should be clear that only the set configured with both pdc-Info and trs-Info can be used for PDC, then it should be clear that only configuring pdc-Info is not meaningful. 
2. The description here is just an example, usually RAN2 will make some necessary changes, e.g. they usually cite to RAN1 specs also. If they cite RAN1 specification, then considering what defined in RAN1 spec, I think it should be clear only one TRS set for PDC. 
Of course, I think no harm to provide more information to RAN2. I will include below in v001 for companies to check. 
Indicates that the NZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSet configured with higher layer parameter pdc-Info and trs-Info is used for propagation delay compensation. The field can be present only if trs-info is present. The field can be present in only one NZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSet. If the field is absent or released the UE applies the value false.

	Feature lead 
	@all
Update is made to column J of row 72 per the comment from OPPO in v001. Please all check, and if there is concern please share asap.  

	
	

	
	



4. SRS configuration based on SRS for MIMO  
4.1.1 1st Round
Row 73
Please review the RRC parameter in Row 73 of the Excel sheet, the changes in this version v000 are highlight in Green compared to the version we discussed in RAN1#107-e meeting, mainly to reflect the agreement we made below: 
Agreement
Add new “usage-pdc-r17” field to SRS-ResourceSet to indicate that this ResourceSet is used for PDC purpose, meanwhile also indicate that this ResourceSet is used for other purpose by usage. 
Note the agreement and working assumption related to SRS for MIMO are copied in the comment column also, to give RAN2 people a whole picture of the related agreements, even they don't have impact on row 73 directly.  
Please check and provide your comments, if any in the table below. 
	Company
	Comments

	OPPO
	Similar to our comment in 6.1, we prefer to modify column J to explicitly say there is only one SRS configuration for PDC.  
Proposed column J: 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK16]Indicates that the SRS resource set configured with higher layer parameter usage-pdc-r17 is used for propagation delay compensation. The field can be present in only one SRS-ResourceSet. If the field is absent or released the UE applies the value false. 
[Feature lead]
Similar as above parameter, I will add as what you suggested here in v001, and let’s see the views from other companies. 

	Rapporteur (Nokia)
	It seems that in the current excel sheet this row is still marked in yellow and unstable.
But as we have a dedicated agreement to support this RRC parameter (with the comments by OPPO addressed by Moderator / Chengyan), it seems that the yellow marking can be removed and marked as ‘new stable’ in the outcome. 
Rapporteur (Klaus) can take care of this ‘marking stable / unstable’ and ‘remove yellow marking’ in the combined outcome Excel sheet. 

	
	



Feature lead: Note that we have the following working assumption, but I am thinking to add RRC parameter for the working assumption in next meeting after we confirm the working assumption, because if there is any change then it will have impact on both RAN1 and RAN2. Hopefully companies can accept this way. Note that there is no any intention to preclude anything, just to be safer. 
Working Assumption
· Alt.1: Add new “spatialRelationInfo-PDC-r17” field to SRS-Resource to indicate the spatial relation between a reference RS and the target SRS, with spatialRelationInfo-PDC-r17 as below: 
spatialRelationInfo-PDC-r17 ::=     SEQUENCE {
    referenceSignal                     CHOICE {
        ssb-Index                           SSB-Index,
        csi-RS-Index                        NZP-CSI-RS-ResourceId,
dl-PRS-PDC                          nr-DL-PRS-ResourceID-r16
        srs                                 SEQUENCE {
            resourceId                          SRS-ResourceId,
            uplinkBWP                           BWP-Id
        }
    }
}
Note: RAN1 does not pursue further optimization for SRS configuration with legacy usage and meanwhile with PRS as spatial relation source.

4. DL PRS configuration  
4.2.1 1st Round
RRC parameter in Row 74~81 and row xx of the Excel sheet are for DL PRS configuration for PDC. The main changes highlight in Green are as below:
Row 74 to Row 76
Row 74 to row 76 were agreed as stable in RAN1#107-e meeting, and shared with RAN2. The main changes in this version v000 are highlight in Green and summarized as below: 
· Add the agreements related to DL PRS achieved in RAN1#107b-e to the comment column;
· Put “stable” in the column for the column “Status [107bis-e]” (the changes are quite straightforward). 

	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	




Row 77 to Row 78
Unstable RRC parameter row 77 &78 from RAN1#107-e meeting (was in yellow). The main changes in this version v000 are highlight in Green and summarized as below: 
· The yellow is removed, based on the following RAN1 agreement:
Agreement
Add dl-PRS-ResourceRepetitionFactor-r16 and dl-PRS-ResourceTimeGap-r16 in the RRC parameters list for RTT-based PDC
· Add the agreements related to DL PRS achieved in RAN1#107b-e to the comment column; 
· Put “stable” in the column for the column “Status [107bis-e]” (the changes are quite straightforward).
	Company
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	
	



Row 79
Row 79 was agreed as stable in RAN1#107-e meeting, and shared with RAN2. The main changes in this version v000 are highlight in Green and summarized as below: 
· Add the agreements related to DL PRS achieved in RAN1#107b-e to the comment column;
· Put “stable” in the column for the column “Status [107bis-e]” (the changes are quite straightforward).
	Company
	Comments

	OPPO
	Actually we have a bit concern on using the same parameter name as from 37.355. Please see last paragraph of our comments for row 81.  
[Feature lead]
Please check my detailed replies below. 

	
	

	
	



Row 81
Row 81 was agreed as stable in RAN1#107-e meeting, and shared with RAN2. The main changes in this version v000 are highlight in Green and summarized as below: 
· Add the agreements related to DL PRS achieved in RAN1#107b-e to the comment column;
· Put “stable” in the column for the column “Status [107bis-e]” (the changes are quite straightforward).

	Company
	Comments

	OPPO
	We understand this row was agreed as stable in last meeting. But in this meeting RAN1 makes some agreements (as resulting in rows 85/86) that have impacts to row 81. 
For column K, our preference is to name “NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r16” to something else, e.g,  “NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r17” or “NR-DL-PRS-PDC-Resource-r17”, because adding dl-PRS-ResourceBandwidth-r16 and dl-PRS-StartPRB-r16 in NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r16 makes NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r16 different between 37.355 and 38.331. Consequently, it is not so right to say in column H that the field is the same as in 37.355 and in column G that the field is named with a -r16 suffix.   
[bookmark: OLE_LINK18][Feature lead]
Firstly, as you could see below there is “…” as highlight in yellow below in 37.355, which means that new RRC parameters can be added to the existing NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r16, i.e. even new RRC parameters dl-PRS-ResourceBandwidth-r16 and dl-PRS-StartPRB-r16 will be added, the existing name NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r16 can still be valid.     
NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r16 ::= SEQUENCE {
	nr-DL-PRS-ResourceID-r16			NR-DL-PRS-ResourceID-r16,
	dl-PRS-SequenceID-r16				INTEGER (0.. 4095),
	dl-PRS-CombSizeN-AndReOffset-r16	CHOICE {
			n2-r16							INTEGER (0..1),
			n4-r16							INTEGER (0..3),
			n6-r16							INTEGER (0..5),
			n12-r16							INTEGER (0..11),
			...
	},
	dl-PRS-ResourceSlotOffset-r16		INTEGER (0..nrMaxResourceOffsetValue-1-r16),
	dl-PRS-ResourceSymbolOffset-r16		INTEGER (0..12),
	dl-PRS-QCL-Info-r16					DL-PRS-QCL-Info-r16		OPTIONAL,	--Need ON
	...
}
Secondly, “existing in 37.355” means the parameter itself is exiting, as to the content as commented above it can be modified. By the way, in the previous version, we already have a note to inform RAN2 that “dl-PRS-ResourceList-r16 here is intended to be the same as that defined in 37.355 for positioning except any changes specific for PDC purpose”, so everything is clear to RAN2. 
Finally, as the note 3 I included in column P, it is up to RAN2 on whether to change the name or not. RAN2 is the expert, they would have better judgement which way is better. From RAN1 perspective, we just inform RAN2 what would be included and/or the related changes. In addition, the main intention to reuse the existing RRC parameter as much as possible is to save additional standard effort if possible, of course all this up to RAN2.   
Not just for row 81, we would suggest the group to have a second thought on the note in column P, which says it is up to RAN2 to decide whether to use the same or different names for RRC parameter. Assume the same name is used between 37.355 and 38.331, e.g., dl-PRS-NumSymbols-r16 in row 79, then every time RAN1 makes a reference in RAN1 spec by saying “higher layer parameter dl-PRS-NumSymbols-r16”, RAN1 spec may have to tell how to identify the protocol (RRC vs. LPP) the parameter belongs to, at least to allow the case where the UE is configured with both PRS for positioning and PRS for PDC. RAN1 may want to take care of ourselves out of an undesirable situation by not leaving the decision (whether to use the same or different names) completely to RAN2. Maybe RAN1 spec editors could share their views on this issue. To clarify, we do not mean to judge which way is better in our comment, we just mean to say RAN1 should think carefully whether to at least have some preference indicated to RAN2.     
[Feature lead]
1. We have introduced NR-DL-PRS-PDC-ResourceSet which is specific for PRS for PDC, and then inside NR-DL-PRS-PDC-ResourceSet, there is no need to have differentiated names, i.e. the existing parameter dl-PRS-ResourcePower-r16 can be reused. In the current TS 38.311, there are many this kind of example. One benefit to reuse these RRC parameter is to provide the chance for TS 38.331 to save some potential specification impact, though detailed design still up to RAN2 as the note captured in the excel. 
2. For RAN1 specs, there is appropriate way to avoid confusion since we already have the differentiated resource set name NR-DL-PRS-PDC-ResourceSet as the umbrella. For example, in section 9 in TS 38.214 below, as the highlight yellow part, I think it is clear that all parameters in 5.1.6.5 should use the ones provided by NR-DL-PRS-PDC-ResourceSet. Instead, if we introduce new RRC parameter names for all places, actually there are quite many places in RAN1 specs (e.g. 5.1.6.5) need to implement the new RRC parameter name also. Of course it is just my judgement, if any view from editor later we can see.     
[image: C:\Users\c00387628\AppData\Roaming\eSpace_Desktop\UserData\c00387628\imagefiles\AC4E496A-870E-43B8-B1B7-68DB09087CCB.png]
By the way, actually I tried drafts with new name for RRC parameters before also, however it turned out that we will have to introduce quite many new RRC parameters, which is actually exactly the same as the existing ones. I feel that might be not that good, thus in the draft shared with you all you could see that I tried to reuse the existing as much as possible. Of course, with the note to let RAN2 to decide whatever they think it is good. Usually RAN1 will try to align the RRC parameters with RAN2 later once it is stable in RAN2. 

	Nokia/NSB
	We support the FL intention to reuse the existing PRS parameters (if they are anyhow the same, but just either configured by RRC /38.331 or 37.355) in the RRC configuration. 
As moderator pointed out, this will clearly reduce the 38.214 impact, as we then there don’t need to describe for each appearance of a parameter the 37.355 (for POS) and 38.331 version (for PDC) specifically. 
This applies to the similar comments by OPPO to the rows discussed in the previous table as well as the next table. 

	Feature lead
	@all @ Ericsson
Per our discussion in agenda 8.3.4 (details as shown in section 3.4.5 in feature lead summary v060), the following note 4 is added to row 81 in v002. 
Note 4: NR-DL-PRS-ResourceID-r16 and NR-DL-PRS-ResourceSetID-r16 in dl-PRS-r16 of DL-PRS-QCL-Info-r16 refer to the PRS resource ID and PRS resource set ID associated with NR-DL-PRS-PDC-ResourceSet. It’s up to RAN2 to properly capture this intention.

	
	

	
	




Row 85 & Row 86 (newly added)
Please review the newly added RRC parameter in Row 85 and row 86 of the Excel sheet, the changes in this version v000 are highlight in Green compared to the version we discussed in RAN1#107-e meeting, mainly to reflect the working assumption we made below: 
Agreement
Include dl-PRS-ResourceBandwidth-r16 and dl-PRS-StartPRB-r16 in NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r16 for the PRS configuration for RTT-based PDC.
	Company
	Comments

	OPPO
	1) For row 86 column J, “with respect to reference DL-PRS Point A” should be marked pending or not stable, because RAN1 has not decided yet whether there will be a concept like “DL-PRS Point A” for PDC-PRS -- RAN1 may end up with a point A of other signal being applicable to PDC-PRS. In addition, “DL-PRS Point A” seems to be the term reserved for PRS in positioning domain. 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK19][Feature lead]
Good point, when I made the draft I was still assuming the reference point A for PRS will be there. Based on the current discussion, I think we can just directly change it to “with respect to reference Point A”, just similar other configuration refer to the serving cell point A.  
For rows 85/86 and column M, as explained in our comments for row 81, whether the parameter name “NR-DL-PRS-Resource-r16” should be kept the same between 37.355 and 38.331 should be discussed in RAN1, at least for a preference indicated to RAN2.   
[Feature lead]
Please check my replies to row 81. In addition, in row 81 it is already clear to RAN2 that they can make the change on the name if necessary. If they change the name, I am sure RAN2 will change column M accordingly.  

	
	

	
	



Row 80
Row 80 dl-PRS-ResourcePower-r16 of the Excel sheet was unstable rows in yellow in RAN1#107-e meeting. Based on our latest discussion under 8.3.4, row 81 is removed in this version v002 as highlight in Green. 
Potential stable proposal for email approval under 8.3.4  
Revised Proposal 3-1-1: dl-PRS-ResourcePower-r16 from 37.355 is not included in the RRC parameters list for PRS configuration for RTT-based PDC.
	Company
	Comments

	Rapporteur (Nokia) - eom
	Agreement from Tue. Jan 25th: 
Agreement
“dl-PRS-ResourcePower-r16” from 37.355 is not included in the RRC parameters list for PRS configuration for RTT-based PDC.
Therefore this strike out line is removed fully (cleaned up)

	
	

	
	




4. SRS configuration based on SRS for positioning  
4.3.1 1st Round
Row 82 to Row 84 of the Excel sheet were made originally for SRS configuration based on SRS for positioning. These rows were unstable rows in yellow in RAN1#107-e meeting. Based on the following conclusion, these rows are removed in this version v000 are highlight in Green. 
Conclusion 
SRS for positioning is not supported for RTT-based PDC, regardless of whether TRS or PRS is used for RTT-based PDC.
	Company
	Comments

	OPPO
	We suppose this section no longer needs feedback. 

	Rapporteur (Nokia) - eom
	Rows 82 to 84 are fully removed in the final outcome sheet (strike out line is removed fully – cleaned up)

	
	




5.4 Outcome
This summary is based on the v006_FL_RapporterNokia of the related email discussion document in the drafts folder for [107bis-e-R17-RRC-IIoT-URLLC]/PDC enhancements . The final RRC outcome list is based on cleaned up version the latest distributed version PDC_v002_FL_FL.xlsx. 
The following minor corrections in terms of affected in clauses in 38.214 have still been applied (in red) by the Rapporteur (Nokia) in the combined final sheet: 
· Change impacted specs section to Sec. 9 of 38.214 for rows 72 to 75 (based on v17.0.0 of 38.214)
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"9 UE procedures for transmitting and receiving for
RTT-based propagation delay compensation.

For operation with RTT-based propagation delay compensation, the UE may be configured with either:v

- one CSIRS for tracking with higher layer parameter pde-Info for Rx — Tx time difference estimation at UE side
and one SRS resource set with usage-v17, or

- one PRS configuration of higher layer parameter NR-DL-PRS-PDC-ResourceSet-r17 [12, TS 38.331] for Rx - Tx

time difference estimation at UE side and one SRS resource set with usage-717..

The related UE procedures for transmitting uplink reference signals and receiving downlink reference signals for RTT-
based propagation delay compensation are defined as follows:’

- fogreception of CSI-RS for tracking with higher layer parameter pdc-yfo, the UE follows the procedures for
reception of CSI-RS for tracking defined in Clause 5.16.1.1. «

- for reception of the one PRS configuration provided by RRC [12, TS 38.331] for RTT-based propagation delay

compensation, the UE follows the procedure for PRS reception defined in Clause 5.1.6.5 F

- fortransmission of an SRS resource set configured with usage-r17, the UE follows the procedures for SRS
transmission defined in Clause 6.2.1.0





