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1 Introduction

This is a summary of the following offline discussion on NR R15 stage-2 corrections:

· [AT111-e][006][NR15] Measurements and System Information (ZTE)

Scope: Treat R2-2006676, R2-2006677, R2-2008042, R2-2007405-7410, R2-2006878, R2-2007942-7944 (proponents to drive)

Part 1: Decision whether to make corrections, identify agreeable parts. Identify Controversial issues for on-line treatment (if any). 

Deadline: Aug 20, 0900 UTC. 

Part 2: For agreeable parts, continuation to agree CRs, and possibly LS out.  

Deadline: Aug 26, 0900 UTC.

This document covers the following contributions submitted to RAN2#111-e meeting:

Clarification of measCycleSCell

R2-2006676
Clarification of measCycleSCell in measObjectNR
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.10.0
1727
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2006677
Clarification of measCycleSCell in measObjectNR
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1728
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

Channel BW

R2-2008042
SIB1 to include all supported channel bandwidths by the gNB
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
1980
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core, TEI16

UAC delay tolerant in shared NW
R2-2007405
Clarification on network specific uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo
ZTE corporation, Sanechips, CMCC
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2007406
draft CR on network specific uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo in TS38.331-R15 solution
ZTE corporation, Sanechips, CMCC
draftCR
Rel-15
38.331
15.10.0
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2007407
draft CR on network specific uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo in TS36.331-R15 solution
ZTE corporation, Sanechips, CMCC
draftCR
Rel-15
36.331
15.10.0
LTE_5GCN_connect-Core

R2-2007408
draft CR on network specific uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo in TS38.331-R16 solution
ZTE corporation, Sanechips, CMCC, Nokia
draftCR
Rel-16
38.331
16.1.0
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2007409
draft CR on network specific uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo in TS36.331-R16 solution
ZTE corporation, Sanechips, CMCC, Nokia
draftCR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
LTE_5GCN_connect-Core

R2-2007410
[Draft] LS on UAC Access Category 1 selection
ZTE corporation, Sanechips
LS out
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
To:CT1
Cc:SA2

R2-2006878
Network-specific access barring for delay tolerant service
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2007942
ASN.1 issue on uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo
vivo
discussion

R2-2007943
38.331 CR for uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo
vivo
CR
Rel-16
38.331

R2-2007944
36.331 CR for eab-Param
vivo
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.1.1
4417
-
F
LTE_5GCN_connect-Core


16.1.0
1947
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

Companies are invited to provide their views for each issue.
2 Discussion: Part 1

2.1 Issue #1. Clarification of measCycleSCell [1-2]
When parameter measCycleSCell was introduced in NR spec, the scenario is explicitly considered for NR standalone CA case (R2-1813276). While in current field description of measCycleSCell, it states gNB configures the parameter whenever a SCell is configured on the frequency indicated by the measObjectNR, but the field may also be signaled when a SCell is not configured, the wording is ambiguous and not clear what is the condition for measCycleSCell configuration. Also, there is still no discussion yet whether this rule is also applicable when only PSCell is configured in the NR part for EN-DC.
Q1) Do companies agree with the proposed clarification that “gNB configures measCycleSCell whenever a SCell is configured on the frequency indicated by the measObjectNR. For EN-DC, gNB need not configure this parameter if only PSCell is configured”?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	Ericsson (Tony)
	Yes but
	We are in principle okay with the change as far as this is the general understanding (since this change looks like NBC).

	Huawei
	No
	The original text indicates that gNB can optionally configures measCycleSCell if there’s no SCell on the frequency of this MO. Besides, the original text does not exclude the EN-DC scenario. Nothing is broken with the current description.
Considering the updated wording is very soft (i.e. “need not”), we think the CR is not really changing anything, thus not needed.

	ZTE (LiuJing)
	No
	In fact, the removed sentence was inherited from TS36.331. After checking the discussion history of LTE (RAN2 #73, R2-111721), that sentence was added on purpose. So that network has the flexibility to provide measCycleSCell ahead of SCell configuration. In this case, the measCycleSCell is only applied when SCell is configured on that MO frequency. 

So we prefer to keep such flexibility in NR spec, and the CR is not needed. 

	MediaTek (Felix)
	No
	The current SPEC allow NW to provide this configuration before SCell is configured. I assume UE just store the configuration and will use this after SCell is configured in deactivated state. There seems no need to distinguish EN-DC and SA.

	NTTDOCOMO
	Yes
	In reality, for some EN-DC deployments in the field, there is only PSCell configured in the NR part (no NR SCell configuration), while the UEs still expects to be configured with measCycleSCell by network. Since there is no NR SCell configured, UE need not measure the SCC with a deactivated state, it is wasteful to configure this parameter in such case. 

In original LTE CR (RAN2 #73, R2-111721), the field description wording is explicitly considered for LTE CA case. There is no PSCell concept at that time. I admit the parameter measCycleScell can be configured ahead of SCell configured for CA case, while is this intention still applicable for EN-DC case (only PSCell configured)?

How about split CA and EN-DC case, and use the following wording?

“For CA, gNB configures the parameter whenever an SCell is configured on the frequency indicated by the measObjectNR, but the field may also be signalled when an SCell is not configured. For EN-DC, gNB need not configure this parameter if only PSCell is configured”


	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with Docomo.

	Samsung
	No
	We don’t see anything broken in the current specification, and it could impact existing implementation

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with NTTDOCOMO

	Intel
	May be
	We are not convinced that a change is essential.  If a change is considered, we support the proposal from DoCoMo. 

	OPPO
	NO
	Agree with Huawei, we also think it is up to network.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with the intention of the CR, however, it indeed complicates the specification to distinguish CA and EN-DC cases. We prefer network implementation to avoid unexpected UE behavior.  

	NEC (Hisashi)
	No
	Same view as ZTE, MediaTek.

Regarding the concern on PSCell only case by DCM, strictly speaking PSCell in NR RRC (including EN-DC) is not an SCell, which is different from LTE DC. So, no problem?

	LG
	
	We have no strong view but wonder if there is really anything changed by this CR from both network and UE sides? Also wonder about NR-DC case, i.e, whether the intention of the CR still applies to NR-DC as well or not. 


Summary:

13 companies comment on this issue with split views:

7 companies (HW/ZTE/MTK/Samsung/OPPO/vivo/NEC) prefer not to have such clarification as the current description has been added to allow the flexibility for NW to configure measCycleSCell before SCell is configured, UE will use this after SCell is configured in deactivated state and there seems no need to distinguish EN-DC and SA.

1 company wonders if there is really anything changed by this CR and shared concern for NBC.
3 (Ericsson/Intel) companies are neutral to this issue and think the clarification would be acceptable if it is the general understanding.
3 companies(NTT DOCOMO/Nokia/CATT) support to have such clarification to avoid useless configuration for this field when there will be no SCell configured and new wording has been proposed by the proponent,see below:
“For CA, gNB configures the parameter whenever an SCell is configured on the frequency indicated by the measObjectNR, but the field may also be signalled when an SCell is not configured. For EN-DC, gNB need not configure this parameter if only PSCell is configured”

MTK and ZTE further commented that the benefit of adding additional restriction is unclear because even for EN-DC case, the network may add SCG SCell later, it is similar to CA case. The proponent suggest to further discuss online whether the updated wording is agreeable or not.

 Proposal 1：To discuss online whether the updated wording as follows is agreeable or not:
“For CA, gNB configures the parameter whenever an SCell is configured on the frequency indicated by the measObjectNR, but the field may also be signalled when an SCell is not configured. For EN-DC, gNB need not configure this parameter if only PSCell is configured”

2.2 Issue #2. Clarification on channel BW [3]

In the current spec, for the UE to camp on a cell, it has to run a check on 2 items in the SIB1 for an applicable SCS (for UL and DL): 

· UE channel bandwidth is smaller than or equal to the Carrier bandwidth 

· UE channel bandwidth is greater than or equal to the initial BWP 

If these 2 conditions are satisfied, UE will camp on the cell.

In some cases, these 2 conditions are not be enough, as the cell might not support the channel bandwidth supported by the UE. 

As an example: 

If UE ONLY supports 30MHz FDD Channel Bandwidth and gNB does not support 30MHz Channel Bandwidth but the gNB advertises carrierBandwidth=50MHz and initial BWP BW = 20MHz, then UE will camp on the NR cell (as the conditions above is met). However, once the UE accesses the NR cell, the network will NOT be able to configure the UE to a valid channel Bandwidth. 

This behavior is highly undesirable as it will yield to a connection failure. With current spec, this issue can ONLY be eliminated if the gNB is guaranteed to support all channel Bandwidths (and has done inter-operability tests with UEs) between the initial BWP BW and carrierBandwidth. 
Q2.1) Do companies agree that in the current spec there is a lack in the information broadcasted by the SIB1 with respective to the supported channel bandwidth (by network) which might yield to an undesirable behaviour?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	Qcom
	Yes
	Proponent 

	Ericsson (Tony)
	Maybe
	According to the example provided in the CR, that UE might be built to support a single BW only (30MHz) on a band, we think this is not correct. We expect that the NW ensures that there is at least one bandwidth that is mandatory for UE between the initial BWP BW and carrierBandwidth.

Also, as also claimed in the CR coverpage, this is an enhancement and thus we are wondering whether we should have changes like this at this late state of Rel-15.

However, we are also fine to have the CR if majority of companies believe that this is needed.

	Huawei
	No
	We think the case that “network only supports the BWs that UE does not support” is uncommon. If it happens, UE can reselect to another cell.

Considering there’s no serious consequence and the change is not backward compatible, we prefer not to introduce the change.

	MediaTek (Felix)
	No
	First, the CR is submitted to R15 AI but it is a Rel-16 CR. We are not sure about the intention. We should be careful for any ASN.1 change in Rel-15.

We assume that gNB could support any channel BW that is less than its carrierBandwidth. At least, the gNB should support one of the channel BW that is mandatory supported by the UE. So, this channel BW could be used while going to CONNECTED mode. It seems not necessary to broadcast all channel BW.

	Nokia
	No
	Absolutely not needed as this is NBC change to network, and not a correction by any means so the cover page also should really reflect the reality. It should be Cat C instead.

Firstly, this would change the logic between R15 and R16, which would mean all network deployments would change, which is not possible anymore.

Secondly, if initial BWP is 50 MHz but cell actually uses 100 MHz, and UE supports 100 MHz but not 50 MHz, it doesn't matter if UE supports what network doesn't.

	Samsung
	No
	The introduced problem would be a corner case, i.e. it is unusual that UE supports only a single channel BW. Also, NW typically serves to UEs with various channel BWs.

	CATT
	No
	In our understanding, it’s more desirable that network could support any channel BW that is less than its carrierBandwidth,, So we don’t find any big issue involved.

	Intel
	No
	The change is an enhancement as others pointed out and NBC.

	OPPO
	No 
	The NBC change is not acceptable for us.

	vivo
	No
	We expect that the NW is guaranteed to support all channel Bandwidths between the initial BWP BW and carrierBandwidth.

	NEC (Hisashi)
	No
	same understanding as MediaTek

	LG
	Yes
	Theoretically, it is possible that there is no common bandwidth between the initial BWP and the carrierBW, supported by UE and network both sides. But it should be clarified by network vendors and operators if this case is not an extremely rare case. Only if not, this CR is necessary. 


Summary:

12 companies comment on this issue. 

9 companies prefer not to have such clarification as the case that “network only supports the BWs that UE does not support” is uncommon and the proposed change is NBC.
Ericsson gives further explanation to address all the concerns from companies who do not want the correction in this email:

·         Concern#1: It’s an NBC CR as it’s designated for Rel.15

=> it’s a Rel.16 CR and we have no intention to introduce an NBC change to the spec. the CR was submitted under the wrong WI. The proposed solution guarantees that legacy device and network won’t be impacted by this change.

·         Concern#2: some companies mentioned that network should support all Channel BWs that are between Carrier BW and the Initial BWP.

=> it’s not practical to perform Interoperability testing between UE and Network for all of these Channel BWs.

·         Concern#3: Many have declared that network should ensure support of at least one of the channel BW that is mandatory supported by the UE

=>we’re fine with statement if this is a common understanding among all companies, therefore we need to capture this statement in the spec (as note maybe).ZTE share the sympathy that it may not be practical to perform IoT test on all channel BWs and tend to support QualComm's CRs.

Based on the further comments, the rapporteur would suggest to continue the discussion in Phase 2:Proposal 2: Continue the discussion in phase 2 on whether to agree the CR in R2-2008042.

As an approach to resolve this issue, we proposed to enhance the current SIB1, to allow the network to include all supported channel bandwidths. The extension that’s added to SIB1 and the procedural proposed changes, ensure backward compatibility for legacy UE, as this changes will be ignored by legacy UE, and legacy behavior will be applied. 

Q2.2) Do companies agree with the solution proposed by the CR?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	Qcom
	Yes
	Proponent 

	Ericsson
	Yes
	If a change is needed, we are okay with the CR

	Nokia
	No
	Please see above

	vivo
	No
	The change is kind of optimization.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Q2.3) if you agreed that there is an issue, but you don’t agree with the proposal, can you please provide an alternate solution?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


2.3 Issue #3. UAC delay tolerant in shared NW [4-13]

The limitations of the current ASN.1 structure for configuring network specific uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo has been discussed at RAN2#110e meeting without reaching agreements.

[AT110-e][076][TEI16] R16 corrections to R15 (ZTE)

Concluding remarks

- 
[076] Chair: There seems to be a common understanding there is indeed a problem with the R15 TS on Allowing different classes of UEs to make choice Delay Tolerant Service (options a b c in SA1 TS) in Network Sharing scenarios. The issue may apply also to eLTE (same ASN.1). 

-
[076] Chair: There are requests for further time to check whether to also correct R15, and which solution that is easiest to introduce. 

Since there has been common understanding that there is indeed a problem with the R15 TS that if one PLMN wants to configure access barring for delay tolerant services, some other PLMNs sharing the same cell have to configure a “a”, “b” or “c” either via plmnCommon or individualPLMNList even though they do not want to do so because we did not make each entry in the individualPLMNList OPTIONAL.

The potential solutions raised during RAN2#110e and RAN2#111e have been summarized below, trying to find an easier solution (can either be a R15 or R16 solution) for this issue.

· R15 solution: The AS layer forward uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo along with the uac-barringInfoSetIndex associated with Access Category 1, if present, to upper layers. The upper layer will select Access Category 1 for concerned UE when both uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo along with the uac-barringInfoSetIndex associated with Access Category 1 are provided.

As specified in the following table in TS24.501, the NAS layer will select Access Category 1 for the concerned UE when uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo is configured. Based on the existing ASN.1, as mentioned in 2.1, some PLMN are forced to configure this field even they do not want to.

Table 4.5.2.2: Mapping table for access categories

	Rule #
	Type of access attempt
	Requirements to be met
	Access Category

	4
	Access attempt for delay tolerant service
	(a)
UE is configured for NAS signalling low priority or UE supporting S1 mode is configured for EAB (see the "ExtendedAccessBarring" leaf of NAS configuration MO in 3GPP TS 24.368 [17] or 3GPP TS 31.102 [22]) where "EAB override" does not apply, and

(b):
the UE received one of the categories a, b or c as part of the parameters for unified access control in the broadcast system information, and the UE is a member of the broadcasted category in the selected PLMN or RPLMN/equivalent PLMN 

(NOTE 3, NOTE 5, NOTE 6, NOTE 7, NOTE 8)
	1 (= delay tolerant)


One candidate R15 solution without changing the ASN.1 is to change the behaviour in NAS layer and specify that Access Category 1 for concerned UE when both uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo along with the uac-barringInfoSetIndex associated with Access Category 1 are provided. In this way, a PLMN not willing to configure Access Category will not configure uac-barringInfoSetIndex for Access Category 1 and the upper layer will never select Access Category 1.

Although this solution will not change the ASN.1, it will still change the UE behaviour in both AS layer (e.g. UE has to forward the uac-barringInfoSetIndex for Access Category 1 to upper layer) and NAS layer (e.g. UE should also take the uac-barringInfoSetIndex for Access Category 1 into consideration when selecting Access Category 1). 

In addition, based on the existing unified access control procedure, if the uac-barringInfoSetIndex for a certain Access Category is not configured, UE will consider the access attempt is allowed. If we following the above R15 solution, the following configuration cannot be achieved: A PLMN would like to configure Access Category 1 and would like to allow all the access attempts for AC1 (i.e. 100% allowed), as the maximum probability that access attempt would be allowed can be configured via uac-barringInfoSetIndex is 95%.

Considering that some network vendors may have not configure Access Category 1(e.g. the uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo is not configured for any PLMN) in R15 yet, R16 solution can also be considered to avoid changing the R15 UE behaviour.

· R16 solution: Introduce new fields to indicate UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo is not applied or not configured for a certain PLMN.
· Option 1: Introduce UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo-v16xy with value {a, b, c, notConfigured} to replace the UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo. 

If a PLMN does not want to configure access barring for delay tolerant service, the corresponding UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo-v16xy will be set to “notConfigured”.

· Option 2: Introduce UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfoExt-v16xy with value “notConfigured” as an additional candidate value for Access Category1 selection assistance information.

If the newly introduced UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfoExt-v16xy field is present, the UE should ignore the legacy value provided by UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo and consider the access barring for delay tolerant service is not configured.

· Option 3: Introduce individualPLMNList-v16xy containing a list of network index and the associated UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo. The network index is included only when the correspoding UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo with value a/b/c needs to be configured.

· Option 4: Introduce uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo-PresenceBitmap-r16 to indicate whether the value (e.g. a, b or c) configured via plmnCommon or individualPLMN for each PLMN is valid or not.

Q3.1) To allow the flexibility for a certain PLMN not to configure the uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo field for RAN sharing case, which solution do companies prefer, R15 solution or R16 solution?

· R15 solution: The AS layer forward uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo along with the uac-barringInfoSetIndex associated with Access Category 1, if present, to upper layers. The upper layer will select Access Category 1 for concerned UE when both uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo along with the uac-barringInfoSetIndex associated with Access Category 1 are provided.

· R16 solution: Introduce new fields to indicate UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo is not applied or not configured for a certain PLMN.
	Company
	R15/R16 solution
	Comments (if any)

	Ericsson (Tony)
	
	We think the problem observed by ZTE is valid and it might be possible to solve in another way that doesn’t require new signalling. If the operator doesn’t want to use AC=1 it could simply configure the UEs to not be delay tolerant and to not apply EAB.

	Huawei
	Neither
	We think it’s ok if no change is introduced.

In the coversheet of CR R2-2007506, the consequence is described as:

As a result, UE configured with delay tolerant service may select access category 1 and perform barring check based on the factor and timer associated with access category 1 upon receiving such configuration although it should have selected another access category and perform access barring accordingly.

If the UE wants to perform delay tolerant service, the AC could only be AC1, why would it select another access category?

We take the point that if one PLMN wants to configure access barring for delay tolerant services, others have to configure it as well. But the consequence is acceptable because it only adds some extra configuration.

If a PLMN did not intend to configure uac-barringInfoSetIndex associated with Access Category 1 at first (probably because it wants to allow AC1 UEs to access the cell), and now has to configure it due to another PLMN, it can set looser UAC parameters to allow all AC1 UEs to access the cell as well (e.g. set the corresponding bits of all AIs to zero).

	ZTE(Yuan)
	R16 solution
	(1) For Ericsson’s suggestion, if UE is not configured with delay tolerant or EAB, the UAC for delay tolerant service is somehow disabled for this UE. 
The operators may want to configure AC1 in some cells while not to configure that in other cells, which could have been done by broadcasting different system information in different cells and the intention of the solutions is to allow network to do that.

What operator want is to configure or not configure this feature at its own will rather than disable this feature. 

Thus, we do not think it is a real solution for this issue.

(2) For HW’s comment about the consequence:

As a result, UE configured with delay tolerant service may select access category 1 and perform barring check based on the factor and timer associated with access category 1 upon receiving such configuration although it should have selected another access category and perform access barring accordingly.

Further explanation is given below:

If a certain PLMN does not want to configure access barring for AC1, this PLMN will not broadcast uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo and thus even UE is configured with delay tolerant service, it will not select AC1. Instead, another AC will be selected based on the service type. For example, UE will select AC4 for MMTEL voice and perform access barring based on the barring factor configured for AC4.

For the point taken by HW that if one PLMN wants to configure access barring for delay tolerant services, others have to configure it as well, we do not think it can be up to a network vendor or a UE vendor to decide whether such consequence is acceptable or not because this is a per PLMN configuration and the consequence is that some operators will be forced to have extra configuration to satisfy the need of another operator, which is obviously not the intention of a per PLMN configuration. And one operator, as co-author of this contribution has already raised concern for this issue.


	Lenovo
	None
	Firstly, it is quite disappointing to realize that the Lenovo/Motorola Mobility contribution in R2-2006878 was omitted here by the rapporteur. That means, as part of this offline discussion no opportunity is given for other companies to discuss the arguments given in the contribution and to verify whether they are valid or not. 

Secondly, referring to the discussion at last meeting we tend to agree that there is some lack of flexibility with regards to the signalling of network-specific access barring for delay tolerant service. However, as addressed in our contribution we wonder whether there is any practical problem for UE and network with the current ASN.1 signalling. And if there is no practical problem that needs to be solved then we wonder what the value of any of the proposed R15/16 solutions is. 

Thirdly, on the proposed solutions:

· R15 solution: nothing is broken in R15 so any non-backwards-compatible change should be avoided.

· R16 solution: although the ASN.1 changes are minor, it is questionable whether they are really worth it. Reason is that in the end it is unclear how many Rel-16 UEs configured for delay tolerant service would actually make use of it. In order not to change implementation such UEs may decide to still follow Rel-15 behaviour.

As result of above, we have the following proposal:

Proposal: RAN2 to agree not to introduce further flexibility in network-specific access barring for delay tolerant service.



	Qcom
	Not Rel.15
	It’s too late to introduce any changes to Rel.15.

	MediaTek (Felix)
	Not Rel.15
	First, it is too late to have change on R15 so if something need to done, we prefer do this in R16.

We are open to the solution in R16. We tend to agree that there is indeed some lack of flexibility in current ASN.1 define and are fine to solve it. We may need more time to check whether the solution proposed by Ericsson works. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell (malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com)
	Rel-16
	We support Rel-16 solution for the problem, as we discovered the current design is very limiting for the case when PLMNs share the same cell, and some of the PLMN do not wish to configure barring for delay tolerant service.

	Samsung
	None
	The issue is valid, but it can be handled by NW implementation. For instance, the other PLMNs could also have any AC1 barring configuration in that case. This approach can obviously result in less flexibility, but the critical changes introduced above can be avoided. It is assumed that very exquisite control is less important in access control, and less flexibility for AC1 only in the specific case would be acceptable.

	CATT(Jayson)
	Not Rel.15
	Too late for R15 as the legacy UEs are already there, no much gain will be get for R15 UEs. For R16, we’re fine to discuss how to fix it by an easy way.

	Intel
	Not Rel 15
	As others also mention, it is too late for a Rel-15 change.  We can consider a Rel-16 solution but as there are deployment solutions possible for Rel-16 to overcome the limitation mentioned above, these should be studied further first.

	OPPO
	None 
	I wonder if delay tolerant service is supported in NR?

It can rely on network implementation if there is requirement.

	vivo
	Not Rel.15;
R16 solution is acceptable
	It’s a very late phase to correct the R15 specification since the 5G products have already been put in commercial use extensively. However, we can change R16 specification to allow PLMN specific access control flexibility to UEs configured for Delay Tolerant Service in Network Sharing scenario.

	CMCC
	R16 Solution
	We prefer to fix the broken part to allow per PLMN configuration for the UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo.

	LG
	None
	For the concerned case, we think network can provide loose barring factor, e.g., p95 for AC1. In case network does not want to configure AC1 for access barring, another AC can be indicated by upper layers if override is allowed as specified in TS 24.368.




Summary: 

14 companies answer Q3.1 and all the companies agree that the problem is valid. 

4 companies support R16 solution (ZTE, Nokia/NSB, vivo, CMCC)

2 companies are open to a R16 solution (MediaTek, CATT)

5 companies are against any R15/16 solution (Huawei, Lenovo, Samsung, Oppo)

3 companies are undecided about a R16 solution (Ericsson, QC, Intel)

Based on the majority’s understanding (6 vs 5), the rapporteur suggest to go for R16 solution:
Lenovo further commented that such R16 enhancement should be optional w/o capability signaling for the UE and with this pointed added the proposal would be acceptable, which the rapporteur considers to be reasonable and update the proposal 3.1 as follows to cover this point:
Proposal 3.1: Go for R16 solution to allow the flexibility for a certain PLMN not to configure the uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo field for RAN sharing case. The R16 enhancement for this issue should be optional w/o capability signaling for the UE.
Considering that the R15 solution will change the category selection behavior in NAS layer, an LS should be sent to CT1 to request changes in TS24.501 if R15 solution is selected.

Q3.2) If R15 solution is preferred in Q3.1, do companies agree that an LS should be sent to CT1 to request changes in their specs?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Q3.3) If R16 solution is preferred in Q3.1, which detailed option do companies prefer?

· Option 1: Introduce UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo-v16xy with value {a, b, c, notConfigured} to replace the UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo. 

· Option 2: Introduce UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfoExt-v16xy with value “notConfigured” as an additional candidate value for Access Category1 selection assistance information.

· Option 3: Introduce individualPLMNList-v16xy containing a list of network index and the associated UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo. The network index is included only when the corresponding UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo with value a/b/c needs to be configured.

· Option 4: Introduce uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo-PresenceBitmap-r16 to indicate whether the value (e.g. a, b or c) configured via plmnCommon or individualPLMN for each PLMN is valid or not.

	Company
	Option 1/2/3/4
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	All the options are acceptable
	We think all the options listed above are acceptable and we can follow the majority’s preference.

	MediaTek (Felix)
	Option 1
	We think is more straightforward. On the CR, please do not use late-non critical extension, it is used for late R15 CRs. For R16 CR, normal NCE should be used.

Also, we don’t understand why the field is “Need S”? What should UE do in case of absence?

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell (malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com)
	Option 1
	

	CATT
	Option 1
	Op1 is more straightforward.

	vivo
	Option 1
	Option 1 and 2 are better in terms of compromise between specification complexity and signaling overhead. Moreover, option 1 is preferred because it is more straightforward with explicit enumerate values of ‘a, b, c, notConfigured’. While in option 2 additional UE behavior needs to be specified i.e., ignore the legacy values ‘a, b, c’ provided by UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo if the new value ‘notConfigured’ is present for individual PLMN. 

	CMCC
	Option 1
	We can follow the majority’s view to go for option 1.

	
	
	


Summary: 

6 companies showed preference for the candidate R16 solutions and 5 companies prefer option 1.

Based on the majority’s understanding, the rapporteur suggest to go for option 1.
Proposal 3.2: Introduce UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo-v16xy with value {a, b, c, notConfigured} which dummifies the existing UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo when configured. 
The same problem exists in uac-AC1-SelectAssistInfo configuration in SIB25 for EUTRA connected to 5GC in 36.331 as the same structure is applied. The same solution (R15 solution or R16 solution), concluded for NR after down selection, should also be applied in Access Category 1 handling for EUTRA connected to 5GC.

Q3.4) Do companies agree that the same solution should be applied for Access Category 1 handling for NR and EUTRA connected to 5GC?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (if any)

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	
	In the 36.331 CR R2-2007944, ASN.1 changes to SIB14 on EAB-config are proposed. However, there is no signalling issue for EAB.

	MediaTek (Felix)
	
	Yes if we agree to do something in NR.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell (malgorzata.tomala@nokia.com)
	Yes
	eLTE has been following SA UAC framework, thus, it could be done for specification consistency.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	According to SA1 requirement in TS 22.011, when a UE configured for EAB is located in 5G system, the UE is considered as configured for delay tolerant service, and EAB mechanism is defined similarly to that in NR, 

	CMCC
	Yes
	


Summary: 

7 companies answer to Q3.4.

1 company mentioned that there is no signaling issue for EAB, which the rapporteur also agree. The problematic part is the SIB25 for the UAC in EUTRA connected to 5GC.

6 companies agree that the same solution should be applied for Access Category 1 handling for NR and EUTRA connected to 5GC.
Based on the majority’s understanding, the rapporteur suggest to have the following proposal:
Proposal 3.3: The same solution should be applied for Access Category 1 handling for NR and EUTRA connected to 5GC
3 Conclusion: Part 1

Based on the above, RAN2 is request to agree the following proposals:

Clarification of measCycleSCell
Proposal 1：To discuss online whether the updated wording as follows is agreeable or not:
“For CA, gNB configures the parameter whenever an SCell is configured on the frequency indicated by the measObjectNR, but the field may also be signalled when an SCell is not configured. For EN-DC, gNB need not configure this parameter if only PSCell is configured”

Clarification on channel BW
Proposal 2: Continue the discussion in phase 2 on whether to agree the CR in R2-2008042.

UAC delay tolerant in shared NW

Proposal 3.1: Go for R16 solution to allow the flexibility for a certain PLMN not to configure the uac-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo field for RAN sharing case. The R16 enhancement for this issue should be optional w/o capability signaling for the UE.
Proposal 3.2: Introduce UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo-v16xy with value {a, b, c, notConfigured} which dummifies the existing UAC-AccessCategory1-SelectionAssistanceInfo when configured. 
Proposal 3.3: The same solution should be applied for Access Category 1 handling for NR and EUTRA connected to 5GC
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