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1. Introduction
This contribution reports following email discussion:

[AH1807#11][NR] Default and specified configurations (DOCOMO)


First conclude the general approach to specify default values (e.g. to avoid specifying many values that are not configured)


Then conclude the default values for all parameters


Intended outcome: Report and draft CR to next meeting


Deadline:  Thursday 2018-08-02

Since this email discussion has 2 objectives, the rapporteur proposes to have 2 phases to address them as below:

Phase1 discussion: 

· Goal: Reach the agreeable general approach to specify default configurations. 

· Target date for conclusion: 2018-07-27
Phase2 discussion: 

· Goal: Text proposal to TS38.331 on specify default configurations.

· Target date for conclusion: 2018-08-10
The companies are invited to provide their views in subsequent sections. 
2. Discussion

2.1. Phase1: General approach to specify default value
The discussion point in this phase is the generic approach to specify default values which can be basis for the subsequent exercise in Phase2 where the actual default values are discussed. 
In initial access, UE needs to have the essential configuration before the configuration is dedicatedly provided by NW. While some of them are provided as common configuration (e.g. xyz-ConfigCommon) in system information, others are not. Therefore, the default values for such exceptional parameters (which can be configured only dedicatedly) are defined. In LTE, due to the limited number of the parameters defined in Rel-8, mostly all the parameters are listed. Consequently, there was several “release” or “disable” defined for the parameters which are not essential in initial access. 

In the last meeting, [1-2] showed that an example table of default configuration (while many of L1 parameters are TBD) utilizing the LTE principle, i.e. listing all the parameters. On the other hand, [3] concerned that the LTE principle may result in a long table since there are bunch of parameters defined for NR even from the initial release and suggested listing some essential parameters only. In the first question below, the rapporteur would like to ask which approach companies prefer in high-level. 

Q1: Which approach does company prefer? 

- Approach1: Follow LTE principle to list all the parameters in default configuration table.

- Approach2: New approach to list only the essential parameters before the dedicated set of dedicated configuration is provided in default configuration table

It is noted that as in approach2, we may discuss the essential parameters to be captured in the default configuration table both for mandatory feature and for optional feature (e.g. configured grant).

	Company
	Approach1 or 2
	Remarks

	Intel
	Approach 2
	As indicated in the above discussion, as the number of parameters grows it is better to list only the essential ones.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Approach 2
	Since many parameters are defined in NR from initial release, we should avoid listing them. 

	ZTE
	Approach 2
	We prefer to reduce the number of parameters in default configuration table by listing only the essential ones.

	CATT
	Approach 2
	Only the essential parameters are needed.

	Huawei
	Approach 1
	Although a complete table will be long, it will also be unambiguous for implementers.  We are concerned with approach 2 that parameters deemed “inessential” may be handled in different ways by different implementations, resulting in unexpected behaviour.

	Ericsson
	Approach 2
	Maybe “essential” is misleading. We need to ensure that the UE knows the values for parameters that it needs during initial access, i.e., before having received any dedicated configuration. 
The UE will get some/many of those values via system information. Only for the ones which are not conveyed in SI we have to specify a default value... or add them to the SIBs.


If the answer to Q1 is approach2, we should discuss further how we can reduce the number of parameters in default configuration table. [3] proposed some frameworks and the rapporteur thinks we can discuss them as a starting point. 

For example, [3] proposed that for features and functions, for which a dedicated configuration is not (yet) provided, they are disabled unless specified otherwise. It seems the natural consequence of approach2 since they are not essential before receiving the set of dedicated configuration. It should be noted that this principle may target mainly L1 configuration and we will still define default configuration for dedicated configuration of layer2, e.g. PDCP, RLC and LCH configuration for SRB2 and 3 as in LTE. We will discuss in Phase2 which functions/parameters this principle is applied for. 

Q2a: If the answer to Q1 is Approach2, does company agree to employ following principle? 

Principle: For features and functions, for which a dedicated configuration is not (yet) provided, they are disabled unless specified otherwise.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remarks

	Intel
	Yes
	Agree.  It is an integral part of approach 2.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	We agree that this ameliorates some concerns with approach 2.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	


Another suggestion in [3] was to utilize the default value specified in the field description. While such values are for the case of the corresponding IE is absent, the idea is to refer them also in case that dedicated configuration is not provided yet. In that case, we may capture that as general principle and skip listing the concerning parameters in default configuration table. It is noted that as addressed in [3], we should make sure we can refer them even the parent IE is absent.

Q2b: If the answer to Q1 is Approach2, does company agree to employ following principle? 

Principle: For the parameters for which the default values are specified in the field description (i.e. for the case of IE absence), we refer them as default also in case that UE is not provided dedicated configuration yet.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remarks

	Intel
	No
	It would be difficult to identify which parameters have to be applied when procedural text says “apply default configuration” is used as in LTE today.  It is clearer, and more flexible to list clearly in a table the parameters (this will be minimal list as per our response to Q1).  Further, we don’t use default values very often in RRC and we would need to add defaults in the field descriptions for all the remaining parameters just for this purpose – so it does not save effort or specification text either.  It also makes it difficult to handle scenarios if we want a different value for initial access compared a default value when the parameter is not signalled in dedicated signalling.

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	If the default value is already specified in the field description, we may utilize it also. However, as pointed out by Intel, we should avoid specify the default parameters in the field description only for this purpose. Also, we may need to see how many parameters can be applied to this principle since it would be better to avoid to see here and there in the spec to refer to the default values. 

	ZTE
	No
	We think it is clearer to list in a table the essential parameters, including those are specified in the field description (i.e. for the case of IE absence).

	CATT
	Yes
	This principle is only applied for parameters which are optional Need S

	Huawei
	No
	We agree with Intel’s concern about determining which parameters apply in the default configuration.  Either the parameters would have to be duplicated between the field descriptions and the default table (undesirable due to the risk of accidentally diverging, and undercuts the putative gain of this approach), or the definition of the default configurations would be scattered across the spec.

	Ericsson
	No
	We actually observed in [3] that “Default values given in field description are only applicable if the parent IE of the corresponding field is present” and we do not intend to change this principle for the same reasons as raised by others above. 
Maybe the misunderstanding due to the following text in our contribution: “Hence, it may be advisable to clarify that those defaults apply also before the parent PUSCH-Config has been provided”. But such clarification should either be in the default-parameter-table for the few parameters to which it is applicable. 
But maybe the even better approach is to add e.g. these parameters to xyz-ConfigCommon. That gives the NW the possibility to choose different values for initial access if necessary. And if the NW omits the actual values, the UE applies the default as specified already in the field descriptions. We tried to summarize this in Q2c.


The rapporteur would like to ask other possible principle, if any.

Q2c: Does company see any other possible principle? 

	Company
	Remarks

	Ericsson
	1) Identify the parameters that are needed during initial access but which are not configurable by broadcast signalling (not in xyz-ConfigCommon).
2) Add the parameters found in step 1 to an xyz-ConfigCommon and list the default values in the field description

With this approach we could possible also ensure that default (L1) values are only defined for “common” (cell specific) parameters. The dedicated (UE-specific) parameters should preferably not appear in the default parameter table in section 9. Of course, a common parameter value may still be overridden by a dedicated configuration during/after connection establishment.

	
	


Q3: Any additional discussion point? 

	Company
	Remarks

	
	

	
	


Summary of Phase1

During this phase, 6 companies provided their views and following is the summary:

Regarding the Q1 on the approach which we take to create the default configuration table, majority prefer Approach2 (New approach to list only the essential parameters before the dedicated set of dedicated configuration is provided in default configuration table) while 1 company raised a concern on ambiguity due to the different approach for different parameters. One company pointed out uncertainty on “essential” in approach2. The rapporteur would like to clarify that the intention is that approach2 is to list the parameters which are essential for initial access (i.e. before the dedicated configuration is provided). 
Observation1: Majority companies prefer the approach2.
Approach2 (with the rapporteur’s original intention): New approach to list only the essential parameters (for initial access) before the dedicated set of dedicated configuration is provided in default configuration table
Regarding the Q2 on one of the possible principles proposed in [3] (i.e. Principle: For features and functions, for which a dedicated configuration is not (yet) provided, they are disabled unless specified otherwise.), all the companies agreed to take it. 

Observation2: All the companies agreed to take the following principle:

Principle: For features and functions, for which a dedicated configuration is not (yet) provided, they are disabled unless specified otherwise.
Regarding Q3 on another principle proposed in [3], 2 companies agreed to take it and 4 companies disagreed. It was concerned that it will be hard to determine which parameters apply in the default configuration and it would result in the default configuration scattered across the spec. Also one company pointed out that miss-understanding of the rapporteur on the intention of [3] and clarified that the intentions was to suggest clarifying that the default values specified in RAN1 spec should be used if already specified. The rapporteur sees the point here and would like to discuss this point during phase2. 
From the companies view, the rapporteur suggests not taking this principle. 
Observation3: It is not agreeable to take the following principle:

Principle: For the parameters for which the default values are specified in the field description (i.e. for the case of IE absence), we refer them as default also in case that UE is not provided dedicated configuration yet.
Also, one company raised an additional discussion point on how to define the essential parameters for initial access but not provided in SIB. Specifically, we may add such parameters in SIB rather listing the default values for them. The rapporteur would like to discuss how to capture the value which UE uses in phase2. 
Based on the observations above, the rapporteur will proceed the next phase.
2.2. Phase2: Default values
Based on the outcome from Phase1, the next step is to discuss which parameters should be listed in Default Configuration table. To do that, the rapporteur proposes to discuss which parameters in dedicated configuration are essential for initial access configuration by configuration. 

It is also noted that the table to be discussed is based on [2] which is captured also in annex of this document. 

2.2.1 Default configuration for SRB1/1s/2/2s/3

[2] proposed the corresponding table listing all the parameters (as in LTE). Following is the proposed default configuration for SRB1/1S

Table2.2.1-1

	Name
	Value
	Semantics description
	Ver

	PDCP-Config

>t-Reordering
	infinity
	
	

	RLC-Config CHOICE
	am
	
	

	ul-RLC-Config

>sn-FieldLength 

>t-PollRetransmit

>pollPDU

>pollByte

>maxRetxThreshold
	size12

ms45

infinity

infinity

t4
	
	

	dl-RLC-Config

>sn-FieldLength 

>t-Reassembly

>t-StatusProhibit
	size12

ms35
ms0
	
	

	logicalChannelIdentity
	1
	
	

	LogicalChannelConfig
	
	
	

	>priority
	1
	Highest priority
	

	>prioritisedBitRate
	infinity
	
	

	>bucketSizeDuration
	ms1000
	
	

	>allowedServingCells
	release
	
	

	> allowedSCS-List
	release 
	
	

	> maxPUSCH-Duration
	release 
	

	

	> configuredGrantType1Allowed
	release
	
	

	>logicalChannelGroup
	0
	
	

	>schedulingRequestID
	release
	
	

	>logicalChannelSR-Mask
	false
	
	

	>logicalChannelSR-DelayTimerApplied
	false
	
	


Based on the outcome from Phase1, the rapporteur would like to discuss which parameters are essential. The rapporteur thinks that PDCP and RLC config are needed. Also, in LCH config, priority, PBR (+ bucket duration) and LCG are also essential for MAC data transfer and BSR procedures. Other parameters are for the special use cases or used only after other dedicated configuration is provided, e.g. PUCCH resource config or configured grant config. 

Thus, the rapporteur proposes to set the values to disable the corresponding function following parameters and proposes to remove them from the table (adding the general statement of principle for such parameters). Other parameters can be kept. This will be applied for all the SRB types.

- allowedServingCells
- allowedSCS-List
- maxPUSCH-Duration
- configuredGrantType1Allowed
- schedulingRequestID
- logicalChannelSR-Mask
- logicalChannelSR-DelayTimerApplied
The companies are invited to provide comment on above and also suggestion on value of each parameter.
Q4-1: Does companies agree to remove following parameters and keep others?

- allowedServingCells

- allowedSCS-List

- maxPUSCH-Duration

- configuredGrantType1Allowed

- schedulingRequestID
- logicalChannelSR-Mask
- logicalChannelSR-DelayTimerApplied
	Company 
	Yes/No
	Remarks

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Regarding the default configuration for SRB, the current RRC spec creates the dedicated section for each SRB type (SRB1, 2 and 3) and the value is mostly same except for priority. Thus, for more readability, the rapporteur proposes to merge and simplify them. Specifically, we can have one common section for default configuration for SRBx. This section specifies 2 tables, one is for the parameters to which all the SRB types apply the same value (e.g. parameter except for priority) and the other is for parameter to which each SRB type (e.g. priority) has its own value. While the actual TP can be discussed even after this email discussion, the rapporteur proposes to discuss such principle.

Q4-2: Does company agree to simplify the section of default configuration for SRB?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Remarks

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	We don’t need to repeat the similar sections. 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Maybe you could consider one table with a column for each SRB. If a value is common across the SRBs, you could merge the cells and fill in just one value.

	Huawei
	Yes
	Ericsson’s approach sounds good.


Q4-3: Any suggestion on the default configuration including value? 

	Company
	Remarks

	Huawei
	For t-Reordering, from network point of view we think 1500ms is a more realistic value and we suggest change the default value as 1500ms.

	
	


2.2.2 Default MAC Cell Group configuration
[2] proposed the possible default value for default MAC Cell group configuration. It is noted that csi-Mask was inserted instead of cs-RNTI based on the latest NR RRC running CR  (the changes from the original table contents are highlighted in yellow). 

Table2.2.2-1

	Name
	Value
	Semantics description
	Ver

	MAC Cell Group configuration
	
	
	

	drx-Config
	release
	
	

	schedulingRequestConfig
	release
	
	

	bsr-Config
	
	
	

	>periodicBSR-Timer
	infinity
	
	

	>retxBSR-Timer
	sf2560
	
	

	>logicalChannelSR-DelayTimer
	release
	
	

	tag-Config
	release
	
	

	phr-Config
	
	
	

	> phr-PeriodicTimer
	sf10
	
	

	>phr-ProhibitTimer
	sf0
	
	

	>phr-Tx-PowerFactorChange 
	dB1
	
	

	>multiplePHR
	false
	
	

	>phr-Type2SpCell
	false
	
	

	>phr-Type2OtherCell
	false
	
	

	>phr-ModeOtherCG
	real
	
	

	skipUplinkTxDynamic
	false
	
	

	csi-Mask
	?
	
	


Based on the outcome from phase1, we should identity which parameters are essential for initial access. The rapporteur understands that at least BSR config is needed to trigger RA procedure in MAC. Also, proposed in [1], PHR config is required such that UE can report PHR even from Msg3. For other parameters, the rapporteur thinks they are used in special cases or only used after the other dedicated configuration is provided, e.g. CA and CSI report. Specifically, the rapporteur proposes to set the values to disable the corresponding function following parameters and proposes to remove them from the table (adding the general statement of principle for such parameters) and other parameters can be kept.:

- drx-Config
- schedulingRequestConfig
- logicalChannelSR-DelayTimer
- tag-Config
- multiplePHR
- phr-Type2SpCell
- phr-Type2OtherCell
- skipUplinkTxDynamic
- csi-Mask
The companies are invited to provide comment on above and also suggestion on value of each parameter.
Q5-1: Does companies agree to remove following parameters and keep others?

- drx-Config
- schedulingRequestConfig
- logicalChannelSR-DelayTimer
- tag-Config
- multiplePHR

- phr-Type2SpCell

- phr-Type2OtherCell
- skipUplinkTxDynamic
- csi-Mask
	Company 
	Yes/No
	Remarks

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Q5-2: Any suggestion on the default configuration including value? 

	Company
	Remarks

	
	

	
	


2.2.3 Default physical Cell Group configuration
[2] proposed the following table for default physical Cell Group configuration. It is noted that mcs-C-RNTI was inserted based on the latest NR RRC running CR  (the changes from the original table contents are marked with revision marks). 

Table2.2.3-1

	Name
	Value
	Semantics description
	Ver

	harq-ACK-SpatialBundlingPUCCH
	release
	
	

	harq-ACK-SpatialBundlingPUSCH
	release
	
	

	p-NR
	release
	
	

	pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook
	dynamic
	
	

	tpc-SRS-RNTI
	release
	
	

	tpc-PUCCH-RNTI
	release
	
	

	tpc-PUSCH-RNTI
	release
	
	

	sp-CSI-RNTI
	release
	
	

	cs-RNTI
	release
	
	

	mcs-C-RNTI
	?
	
	


Here, the rapporteur would like to review with companies whether the parameters are essential for initial access or not. 

Following is the summary of the rapporteur understanding:

Table2.2.3-2

	Parameters
	Essential?
	Remarks

	harq-ACK-SpatialBundlingPUCCH
harq-ACK-SpatialBundlingPUSCH
	No
	The parameters are used for 4 layers. 

	p-NR
	No
	The parameter is used for EN-DC

	pdsch-HARQ-ACK-Codebook
	No
	The parameter is not used for Msg4 reception.

	tpc-SRS-RNTI, tpc-PUCCH-RNTI, tpc-PUSCH-RNTI
	No
	The parameters are for group TPC.

	sp-CSI-RNTI, cs-RNTI
	No
	The parameters are for SPS of configured grant.

	mcs-C-RNTI
	No
	The parameters are for MCS table for URLLC.


The rapporteur thinks that all the parameters are not essential for initial access. Thus, the rapporteur’s suggestion is not list any parameter for default cell group configuration (adding the general statement of principle for such parameters). 
Q6-1: Does companies agree to the rappoteurs understanding and suggestion?
	Company 
	Yes/No
	Remarks

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


2.2.4 Default Serving Cell Configuration
[2] proposed some default values for this configraution but sufficient analysis has not been done yet. Thus, the rapporteur proposed to discuss which parameters are essential for initial access. Following table summerizes the initial analysis from the rapporteur on following points:

1) Whether the parameter is essential for initial access?

2) Whether the default parameter for the parameter is defined in somewhere in the spec? (SIB or RAN1 spec?)

  Table2.2.4-1

	Parameters
	Essential?
	Remarks

	tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationDedicated
	No
	Default value is provided via SIB

	initialDownlinkBWP
	No
	

	BWP-DownlinkDedicated
> PDCCH-Config
>> controlResourceSetToAddModList
>> searchSpacesToAddModList
>> downlinkPreemption
>> tpc-PUSCH
>> tpc-PUCCH
>> tpc-SRS
> PDSCH-Config

>> dataScramblingIdentityPDSCH
>> dmrs-DownlinkForPDSCH-MappingTypeA
>> dmrs-DownlinkForPDSCH-MappingTypeB
>> tci-StatesToAddModList
>> vrb-ToPRB-Interleaver
>> resourceAllocation
>> pdsch-TimeDomainAllocationList

>> pdsch-AggregationFactor
>> rateMatchPatternToAddModList

>> rateMatchPatternGroup1

>> rateMatchPatternGroup2

>> rbg-Size

>> mcs-Table

>> maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI
>> prb-BundlingType
>> zp-CSI-RS-ResourceToAddModList
>> aperiodic-ZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSetsToAddModList
>> sp-ZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSetsToAddModList

>> p-ZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSet
> sps-Config

> radioLinkMonitoringConfig
	No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

No

No

No

No

No
	Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is provided via SIB
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec


	bwp-InactivityTimer
	No
	Only initial BWP is used

	defaultDownlinkBWP-Id
	No
	

	UplinkConfig
> BWP-UplinkDedicated

>> pucch-Config
>>> resourceSetToAddModList
>>> resourceToAddModList
>>> format1
>>> format2

>>> format3

>>> format4

>>> schedulingRequestResourceToAddModList
>>> multi-CSI-PUCCH-ResourceList
>>> dl-DataToUL-ACK
>>> spatialRelationInfoToAddModList
>>> pucch-PowerControl
>>>> deltaF-PUCCH-f0
>>>> deltaF-PUCCH-f1

>>>> deltaF-PUCCH-f2

>>>> deltaF-PUCCH-f3

>>>> deltaF-PUCCH-f4

>>>> p0-Set
>>>> pathlossReferenceRSs
>>>> twoPUCCH-PC-AdjustmentStates
>> pusch-Config
>>> dataScramblingIdentityPUSCH

>>> txConfig
>>> dmrs-UplinkForPUSCH-MappingTypeA
>>> dmrs-UplinkForPUSCH-MappingTypeB

>>> pusch-PowerControl
>>>> tpc-Accumulation
>>>> msg3-Alpha
>>>> p0-NominalWithoutGrant
>>>> p0-AlphaSets
>>>> pathlossReferenceRSToAddModList
>>>> twoPUSCH-PC-AdjustmentStates
>>>> deltaMCS
>>>> sri-PUSCH-MappingToAddModList
>>> frequencyHopping
>>> frequencyHoppingOffsetLists
>>> resourceAllocation
>>> pusch-TimeDomainAllocationList
>>> pusch-AggregationFactor
>>> mcs-Table
>>> mcs-TableTransformPrecoder
>>> transformPrecoder
>>> codebookSubset
>>> maxRank
>>> rbg-Size
>>> uci-OnPUSCH
>>> tp-pi2BPSK
>> configuredGrantConfig

>> srs-Config
> pusch-ServingCellConfig
>> codeBlockGroupTransmission
>> rateMatching
>> xOverhead
> carrierSwitching
	No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No

No

No

No

Yes

No
	Default values to be clarified for both NUL and SUL
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is not defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec


	pdcch-ServingCellConfig
> slotFormatIndicator
	 No
	

	pdsch-ServingCellConfig
> codeBlockGroupTransmission
> xOverhead
> nrofHARQ-ProcessesForPDSCH
> pucch-Cell
	No

Yes

Yes

No
	Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
Default value is defined in RAN1 spec
N/A for PCell

	csi-MeasConfig
	No
	CSI is not configured

	sCellDeactivationTimer
	No
	SCell specific IE

	crossCarrierSchedulingConfig
	No
	CA is not configured

	tag-Id
	No
	Tag-id = 0 should be assigned to pTAG.

	ue-BeamLockFunction
	No
	For connected mode

	pathlossReferenceLinking
	No
	N/A for PCell

	servingCellMO
	No
	Measurement is not configured


Q7-1: Companies are invited to provide comment on above table 2.2.4-1.
	Company 
	Remarks

	Ericsson
	Without having checked the details with the L1 specs, the table looks good to us. 
If we proceed with your Option 3 below, it would be RAN1’s task to ensure that the parameters that the UE needs during initial access are clarified in their specs. Hence, RAN2 does not need to agree what is “essential” and what is not. 

	Huawei
	Here is our initial check, we might update our view after more careful reading:
dmrs-DownlinkForPDSCH-MappingTypeA: Setup

vrb-ToPRB-Interleaver: non interleaved VRB-to-PRB mapping

resourceAllocation: dynamicSwitch
pdsch-AggregationFactor: 1

For the below two, we don’t think there should be a default value:

>> rateMatchPatternGroup1

>> rateMatchPatternGroup2

rbg-Size: config1
mcs-Table: QAM64

maxNrofCodeWordsScheduledByDCI: n1

prb-BundlingType: staticBundling, n2

p-ZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSet: Release (if we agree that disabled is not included, then this is not necessary to be included)
p0-Set: 0
pathlossReferenceRSs: use the one from the initial access SSB

twoPUCCH-PC-AdjustmentStates: this has already defined in the corresponding field description in 38.331

dataScramblingIdentityPUSCH: we think RAN1 has already defined.

txConfig: we think RAN1 has already defined.

tpc-Accumulation: we think RAN1 has already defined.
 msg3-Alpha: we think 38.331 has already defined. 
sri-PUSCH-MappingToAddModList: we think 38.331 has already defined. 
For the below two, we don’t think there should be a default value:

>>> frequencyHopping
>>> frequencyHoppingOffsetLists
xOverhead: we think 38.331 has already defined. 


Regarding the parameter which are essential for initial access but for which the default value is not defined in SIB or RAN1 spec (the parameters in red in remark column), the rapporteur would like to discuss the principle on how to define in the spec considering the comment provided by companies. The rapporteur thinks following as possible principle to define it:
Option1: Define default value in default configuration table in TS38.331 (LTE spec approach)
Option2: Define default value in SIB (suggested by Ericsson in phase1)

Option3: Define RAN1 spec 

Option4: Any other option??
Companies are invited to provide the preference on options on the table?? If companies agreed to Option1 or 2 in the end, we may proceed to Phase3 to determine the value to be specified. 
Q7-2: Companies are invited to provide the preference on options? 
	Company
	Option?
	Remarks

	NTT DOCOMO
	Option3
	Based on the analysis, we think that the default values are already defined for many L1 parameters in RAN1 spec. It would be good to take the same principle for other L1 parameters which are necessary for initial access such that one spec defines the default values. RAN2 can ask RAN1 to do so.

	Ericsson
	Option 3
	Good proposal! 
If we go this way, we need to explain properly to RAN1 the different kind of “default” values and the relation to dedicated signalling and system information. E.g., we should clarify that...

1) The UE applies the default parameters listed in RRC field description only if receiving the parent IE.

2) For parameters that the UE needs in IDLE/INACTIVE and during the transition to CONNECTED and which cannot be sent in system information a default value/handling must be indicated in the specifications. 

...

Hence, RAN2 suggests that RAN1 defines these default parameter/behaviour in the L1 specifications. 

	Huawei
	Option3/Option1
	We think it is good to capture all the default values in RAN1 spec as RAN1 spec has already captured a couple of default values. On the other hand we also see benefits for Option1 as this could be more readable by putting things together. Therefore we are fine with either approach.


Regardless of which Option is employed in RAN2, the rapporteur thinks it should be better to involve RAN1 on this discussion since most parameters are originated from RAN1 discussion. Thus, the rapporteur would like to send LS. The possible points to be informed to RAN1 would be following:

1) The RAN2 analysis of RAN1 parameters (table 2.2.4-1)

2) The default values to be checked with RAN1
It is noted that even when RAN2 employs Option1 or 2 in Q7-2, it is better to consult with RAN1 on the values. 
Q7-3: Does company agree to send LS to RAN1? If yes, please comment on the points to be informed/concuslted to RAN1. 
	Company
	Yes/No
	Remarks

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	Regardless of which option RAN2 employs, we should consult with RAN1 on values.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	See Q7-2

	Huawei
	Yes
	Irrespective which option to go, we think it is worth checking with RAN1 about the parameters that we plan to capture as well as the corresponding values. We need also to inform RAN1 which option RAN2 decides to go.


Q7-4: Any further discussion point or suggestion?.
	Company 
	Remarks

	
	

	
	


2.2.5 Default values timers and constants
[2] proposed the following table for Default values timers and constants. 
	Name
	Value
	Semantics description
	Ver

	t310
	ms1000
	
	

	n310
	n1
	
	

	t311
	ms30000
	
	

	n311
	n1
	
	


Companies are invited to provide the views on above table.

Q8: Any suggestion on the default configuration including value? 

	Company
	Remarks

	
	

	
	


2.2.6  Specified configuration

[2] proposed the specified configuration for BCCH, CCCH and PCCH as follow. 
BCCH configuration

	Name
	Value
	Semantics description
	Ver

	SDAP configuration
	Not used
	
	

	PDCP configuration
	Not used
	
	

	RLC configuration
	TM
	
	

	Logical channel configuration
	Not used
	
	


CCCH configuration
	Name
	Value
	Semantics description

	SDAP configuration
	Not used
	

	PDCP configuration
	Not used
	

	RLC configuration
	TM
	

	Logical channel configuration
	
	

	>priority
	1
	Highest priority

	>prioritisedBitRate
	infinity
	

	>bucketSizeDuration
	ms1000
	

	>allowedServingCells
	release
	

	>allowedSCS-List
	release
	

	>maxPUSCH-Duration
	release
	

	>configuredGrantType1Allowed
	release
	

	>logicalChannelGroup
	0
	

	>schedulingRequestID
	release
	

	>logicalChannelSR-Mask
	false
	

	>logicalChannelSR-DelayTimerApplied
	false
	


PCCH configuration
	Name
	Value
	Semantics description
	Ver

	SDAP configuration
	Not used
	
	

	PDCP configuration
	Not used
	
	

	RLC configuration
	TM
	
	

	Logical channel configuration
	Not used
	
	


For CCCH configuration, the same principle as that for SRB’s default configuration can applied, i.e. 
Q9-1: Does companies agree to remove following parameters and keep others for CCCH configuation?

- allowedServingCells

- allowedSCS-List

- maxPUSCH-Duration

- configuredGrantType1Allowed

- schedulingRequestID
- logicalChannelSR-Mask
- logicalChannelSR-DelayTimerApplied
	Company 
	Yes/No
	Remarks

	NTT DOCOMO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	


Q9-2: Any suggestion on the default configuration including value? 

	Company
	Remarks

	
	

	
	


2.2.7  Summary of Phase2

Summary of Phase2
During this phase, 3 companies provided their views. We discussed which the default values of each configuration. Also, the rapporteur suggested discussing the principle on how to specify the default values of L1 parameters. Following is the summary for L2/L3 parameters and L1 parameters respectively:
Default parameters for layer2/3 parameters (i.e. SRB configuration, MAC Cell Group Configuration, Timers and Constant and LCH configurations).
We discussed the default values based on the rapporteur’s suggestion and mostly they are agreeable. There are 2 discussion points on SRB configuration:
1) Simplifying the tables of SRB configuration
The rapporteur originally proposed to have 2 tables, one for common value parameter and the other for different value parameter (e.g. logical channel priority). 2 companies (Ericsson and Huawei) indicated the preference on one table. The rapporteur would go with their preferences. 
2) Default value of PDCP t-Reordering
While the current NR RRC spec specifies infinity as default value of PDCP t-Reordering, it was proposed by one company (Huawei) to change it to “1500ms”. Since we have not discussed it sufficiently during this discussion, the rapporteur would like to keep it as it is and discuss the necessity of change in on-line. 

Observation4: For L2/L3 parameters, the rapporteur’s suggested values are mostly agreeable. 
Observation5: RAN2 may need to discuss the default value of PDCP t-Reordering.
Default parameters for layer1 parameters (physical Cell Group Configuration and Serving Cell Configuration)
As per L1 parameters, we discussed 2 configurations, physical Cell Group Configuration and Serving Cell Configuration. Since RAN2 has not yet discussed L1 parameters, we started to discuss from which L1 parameters are essential for initial access. 
For physical Cell Group Configuration, it was common understanding that all the parameters are not essential. 
Observation6: It was common understanding that all the parameters in physical Cell Group Configuration are not essential for initial access.
For Serving Cell Configuration, we saw that some are essential and the others are not. Based on the careful checking on the default values from one company (Huawei), the rapporteur understands that more checking are needed to determine the default values. It is noted that one company (Huawei) noted that default values for some parameters (e.g. msg3-Alpha) are already specified in field description in RRC. However, the rapporteur understands based on Phase1 discussion that such value should not be referred. 
Observation7: It should be carefully checked which L1 parameters in serving cell configuration are essential for initial access and their default values.
During Phase2, focusing on the L1 configurations, the rapporteur proposed to discuss the principle on how we specify the default value of L1 parameters for which the default values are not provided via SIB. From the views of the companies, it is agreeable to specify them in RAN1 spec since RAN1 has already specified the default values for many L1 parameters. Also, it was agreeable to send LS to RAN1 on the RAN2 assumption how to specify the default values of L1 parameters. 
Observation8: It would be agreeable to leave RAN1 work to specify the default value for L1 parameters and to send an LS to RAN1 on the RAN2 assumption how to specify the default values of L1 parameters.
For this approach, one company (Ericsson) suggested to following:
- To explain RAN1 the default value handling in RAN2 (e.g. parameters provided via SIB, those are specified in field description).

- To update the procedure text to apply the default config (e.g. RRC connection resume) to adopt the approach.
For each POINT, the rapporteur will provide the draft LS to RAN1 [4] and the draft CR [5] to NR RRC and we can review it. 
3. Summary and Conclusion

In this email discussion, we discussed the general approach to specify the default values and their actual values via 2 Phases. From those discussions (please see the detailed summary in section2.1 and 2.2.7), followings are proposed:

Proposal1: Agree the text proposal created based on the email discussion.
Proposal2: Send LS to RAN1 on the RAN2 assumption how to specify the default values of L1 parameters 
Recommendation: Discuss the default value of PDCP t-Reordering (infinity or 1500ms?).
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