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1	Introduction
This is to report the result of the following email discussion in RAN2#111-e Meeting [1].
[AT111-e][002][NR15] NR MAC corrections (Samsung)
	Scope: Treat R2-2006680, R2-2006681, R2-2007135, R2-2006657, R2-2007725, R2-2007726, R2-2007727, R2-2007897, R2-2007899, R2-2007861 (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. 
	Deadline: Aug 26, 0900 UTC.

[bookmark: _Toc497230266][bookmark: _Toc497230267]2	Discussion
2.1	Operations in a bundle of UL grants
R2-2006657	Clarification on operations in a bundle of UL grants	Samsung	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.9.0	0767	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core

	Company
	Agree as is;
Agree with changes;
Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	Samsung
	Agree as is
	The TP merely tries to give clarity without any functional change. Also note that Rel-16 CR was submitted under NR-U AI with Cat. F in R2-2006658, as Rel-16 has some more cases for the retransmissios which may need to be captured.

	LG
	Agree as is
	

	HW(Chong)
	Agree as is
	Text enhancement, which makes the MAC spec clearer to cover more cases for e.g. retx for a bundle. Regarding the CR for NRU, we prefer the text should be consistent with each other for the same changes.

	Qualcomm
	Agree as is
	

	ASUSTeK
	Agree as is
	

	MediaTek
	Agree as is
	

	Nokia
	Agree with changes
	We do not see much room for misunderstanding. It seems to be too much changes for the small clarification. The conclusion for the Rel-16 CR from the NR-U session was “=>	can add a small clarification if needed and after seeing the rel-15 CR. ”
If “initial transmission” is the misleading part, can simply just change it to “first transmission of the bundle”.


	ZTE	
	Agree as is
	

	OPPO
	Agree as is
	

	Lenovo
	Agree in principle
	Same view as Nokia that only small clarification is necessary as discussed yesterday

	[bookmark: _Hlk48647497]Ericsson (mats.folke@ericsson.com)
	Agree with changes
	The background for this confusion is the interpretation of the term "initial transmission". Further down in the section we see that the HARQ entity can be instructed to perform a "new transmission" or a "retransmission". The interpretation of these two terms should be known and we think the "initial transmission" is simply the first transmission in the bundle. It can thus be either a "new transmission" or a "retransmission", which is sorted out further down in the text.

In fact, in the following condition the added condition "if no MAC PDU has been obtained" is added in order to distinguish between initial transmissions with new data (in which the condition is true) resulting in a new transmission or initial transmissions with old data (in which the condition is false) resulting in a retransmission.

2>	if the uplink grant is part of a bundle of the configured uplink grant, and may be used for initial transmission according to clause 6.1.2.3 of TS 38.214 [7], and if no MAC PDU has been obtained for this bundle:
If there is a need for clarification, the following modification could be possible:

When the MAC entity is configured with pusch-AggregationFactor > 1, the parameter pusch-AggregationFactor provides the number of transmissions of a TB within a bundle of the dynamic grant. After the initial transmission in a bundle, pusch-AggregationFactor – 1 HARQ retransmissions follow within a bundle. 
When the MAC entity is configured with repK > 1, the parameter repK provides the number of transmissions of a TB within a bundle of the configured uplink grant. After the initial transmission in a bundle, HARQ retransmissions follow within a bundle.

The added text at the end of the paragraph is fine.

	CATT
(pierrebertrand@catt.cn)
	Agree as is
	

	vivo
(yitao.mo@vivo.com)
	Agree with changes
	We are generally okay with the proposed text. 
Just one editorial comment for rapporteur to consider. That is the terminology ‘entire bundle” seems a bit obscure. We would like to use “all the dynamic UL grants within the bundle” instead for simplicity. Thus, we propose the following modification: 
Change “the entire bundle is used for HARQ retransmissions (i.e. a bundle of dynamic UL grants for retransmission)” 
to
“all the dynamic UL grants within the bundle are used for HARQ retransmissions”.

	Apple (Fangli)
	Agree as it
	

	Intel (Yujian Zhang; yujian.zhang@intel.com)
	Agree as is
	


	
Conclusion:
Among 15 companies, 12 companies are fine to agree the TP as it is (with a few more clarification), and 3 companies agree the issue in principle but prefer to have minimum changes. Rapporteur indeed has sympathy on the comment from Ericsson, but wonders the alternative TP would make the text clear enough. In addition, the last sentence in the paragraph indeed looks incomplete. Regarding vivo's comment, Rapportuer thinks the term 'entire bundle' used in the TP seems clear enough, and is not sure whether additional text would be needed. Since the TP has no functional changes at all, and vast majority supports the TP, rapporteur proposes to agree the TP as it is.
Proposal 1:	The CR R2-2006657 is agreed.

2.2	SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM Resource Set Activation/Deactivation MAC CE handling
R2-2006680	Correction to SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM Resource Set Activation/Deactivation MAC CE handling	Samsung	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.9.0	0770	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2006681	Correction to SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM Resource Set Activation/Deactivation MAC CE handling	Samsung	CR	Rel-16	38.321	16.1.0	0771	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

	Company
	Agree as is;
Agree with changes;
Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	Samsung
	Agree as is
	The TP merely tries to give clarity without any functional change.

	HW(Chong)
	
	We think the issue/motivation should be clarified first.
According to our understandings, for each CSI resource (set), it can be either CSI-RS or CSI-IM (by a CHOICE structure). However, NW may configure more than one CSI resources (sets) (by a ToAddModeList structure) and it is possible that both CSI-RS and CSI-IM can be configured and activated. In this sense, we are not sure if this CR correctly reflect the configurations of SP CSI resource set.

	Qualcomm
	Agree as is
	

	MediaTek
	
	We share same view with HW.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	We think both the CSI-RS and CSI-IM can be configured simultaneously by configuring multiple CSI resources (as pointed out by Huawei above).

	OPPO
	
	We also doubt that the modification may rule out the case where both the CSI-RS and CSI-IM can be configured or activated/deactivated simultaneously.

	Lenovo
	
	Same opinion as HW

	[bookmark: _Hlk48647533]Ericsson
	Disagree
	We have similar views as Huawei. The original intention is to activate a SP CSI-RS resource set and that set can optionally be provided with a CSI-IM resource. 
In an incoming LS to RAN2 from RAN1 (R2-1801272) RAN1 clarified that the presence of the CSI-IM field is optional. 
We do not think RAN2 can make this change without consulting RAN1.

	CATT
	Disagree
	We have the same understanding as Huawei that network can configure multiple instances of CSI-ResourceConfig, so that the UE could have one CSI resource setting (CSI-ResourceConfig) configured with nzp-CSI-RS-SSB (including nzp-CSI-RS-ResourceSetList) and another one configured with csi-IM-ResourceSetList. So in the end both could co-exist altogether in a UE.

	vivo
	Disagree
	We share the same view with Huawei and CATT.

	Apple
	Disagree
	We share same view as Huawei. The current format can work well with one or more CSI resource sets.  

	Samsung
	
	We double-check with our RAN1 colleagues, and realize that the CRs are incorrect. So, the CRs would not be pursued, and no further inputs on the CRs are needed.



Conclusion:
As indicated to the email reflector, it turns out that the CRs are incorrect: in SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM Resource Set Activation/Deactivation MAC CE, the field 'SP CSI-RS resource set ID' should always be present, and optionally the field 'SP CSI-IM resource set ID' can be present. Hence,
Proposal 2:	The CRs R2-2006680 and R2-2006681 are not pursued.

2.3	HARQ process ID determination for SPS
R2-2007135	Clarification on HARQ process ID determination for SPS	OPPO, Samsung	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.9.0	0803	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core

	Company
	Agree as is;
Agree with changes;
Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	Samsung
	Agree as is
	The TP merely tries to align the text with configured UL grants (which was missing when we have a text for uplink in v15.0.0).

	LG
	Agree as is
	

	HW(Chong)
	Patially agree
	Regarding the first change, it is fine to have the first note.
Regarding the second change, not sure if we need it. We understand this note for UL CG is to clarify the HARQ process ID overriding and to control the CG timer. However, it is not applicable to the DL SPS. 

	Qualcomm
	Partially agree
	We share the same view as Huawei. The 2nd change is not necessary.

	ASUSTeK
	Partially agree
	Agreed with Huawei. Only the first note is needed.

	MediaTek
	Agree as is
	

	Nokia
	Agree as is
	

	ZTE
	Agree as is
	

	OPPO
	Agree as is
	As mentioned, the TP is just to align the text with UL CG. 
Regarding on the second change, we think that even if there is no CG timer issue for DL SPS, UE also needs to know the range of HARQ process ID can be used for this DL SPS to avoid misinterpreting, thus it is better to add a note.
Also please note that Rel-16 CR was submitted under IIOT AI with Cat. F in R2-2007136, to cover more cases, e.g. configuring harq-ProcID-Offset.

	Lenovo
	Agree as is
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk48647560]Ericsson
	Disagree
	Similar to HW and QC we think the 2nd note is not useful. The intention of the note is to clarify the term "configured with a configured grant/DL assignment" means. But the term is not used for the DL and therefore note is not necessary.

The first note is also not required. It is clear from the text before the equation that it applies to the initial transmission of the bundle. Furthermore, the text in the note "that takes place" is confusing. The UE does not know whether a transmission has taken place or not. It is possible to interpret the note in a way that would result in the UE computing a different HARQ process ID for the bundle depending on whether it receives the initial transmission made by the network.


	CATT
	Patially agree
	We agree with Huawei.

	vivo
	Agree as is
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Apple
	Partially agree
	Agree with Huawei. We are fine with the first change, and the second change is not needed.  

	Intel
	Partially agree
	We share the same view as Huawei. Only the 1st change is needed.



Conclusion:
Among 15 companies, 8 companies are fine to agree the TP as it is, while 6 companies are okay with NOTE 1 only, and 1 company thinks the TPs are not needed at all. Rapportuer tends to agree with Huawei's comment that NOTE 2 does not provide any useful information to DL SPS.
From the Part 2 discussion, it was suggested that NOTE 1 can be concised by removing (unnecessary) 'that takes place'. Hence,
Proposal 3:	Only NOTE 1 in R2-2007135 is agreed, and removes 'that takes place' from NOTE 1. OPPO provides the revision of R2-2007135.

2.4	DRX with bundle transmission of configured uplink grant
R2-2007725	DRX with bundle transmission of configured uplink grant	ASUSTeK	discussion	Rel-16	38.321	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2007726	Correction on DRX with bundle transmission of configured uplink grant	ASUSTeK	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.9.0	0834	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2007727	Correction on DRX with bundle transmission of configured uplink grant	ASUSTeK	CR	Rel-16	38.321	16.1.0	0835	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

	Company
	Agree as is;
Agree with changes;
Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	Samsung
	Agree with changes
	Agree that the text can be misinterpreted, and some clarification can be made. From our understanding, the original intended behaviour is to do the action (i.e. to start HARQ RTT timer and to stop retransmission timer) only once at the end of the first repetition, as implied in the condition for the start of HARQ RTT timer, within a bundle. So in that sense, the TP for the Rel-15 may be okay.

However, the same TP is not applicable to Rel-16. That is, with the TP, if the first tranmisssion cannot be performed (due to LBT), the following two actions would never be executed, which is more problematic.

Hence, for both Rel-15 and Rel-16, we could have the following text:

1>	if a MAC PDU is transmitted in a configured uplink grant, and the MAC PDU transmission is the first transmission within a bundle:
2>	start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL for the corresponding HARQ process in the first symbol after the end of the first repetition of the corresponding PUSCH transmission;
2>	stop the drx-RetransmissionTimerUL for the corresponding HARQ process.


	LG
	Disagree
	We are reluctant to change the behaviour from Rel-15. For Rel-15, retransmission could rely on drx-InactivityTimer, next on duration, or the network may use only the parameters that wouldn’t bring such problem.
For Rel-16, we could consider how to support the large bundle transmission, e.g., values are added for drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL that can support large bundle transmission.

	HW (Chong)
	Agree with the intention
	The same UE behaviour should be applied for both CG and DG. In this sense, we understand that the TP is the intended behaviour and aligned with that for the DG case. However, normally we don't specify when to stop a timer as accurate as when to start/restart a timer in the MAC spec, and this paragraph was inherited from LTE without much discussions in NR, so maybe there is no risk of mis-interpretation. It seems sufficient to clarify it in the Chairman notes.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	We don’t think the changes are necessary.

	ASUSTeK
	Agree as is
(Agree with Samsung)
	1. It seems that most companies agree that each uplink grant (1st, 2nd, 3rd,…) in the bundle is a configured uplink grant. According to the current spec, it’s clear that the UL retransmission timer is wrongly stopped at the 2nd, 3rd, … transmission of the bundle. Therefore, we are fine with the text from Samsung.

2. For the large bundle transmission in Rel-16, since the problem occurs in MAC, it seems earlier to fix it here instead of introducing new values of drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL in RRC CR which may also add NW restriction. 

	MediaTek
	Agree with the intention
	We are fine to clarify UE behaviour. Whether the clarification should be in spec or just in Chairman note can follow the majority view.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	Disagree witht the proposal from Rapporteur as well. RTT timer is started at the same time, and upon expiry of the RTT timer, retx timer is then started again. Thus nothing is needed.

[ASUSTeK comments]
According to the spec, the RTT timer is started “in the first symbol after the end of the first repetition of the corresponding PUSCH transmission”, thus  it would be started only at the first transmission within a bundle. However, the retx timer is stopped at each transmission within a bundle.


	ZTE
	Disagree
	From our point of view, it seems a NBC change. The configuration of k-rep is the intention from NW to save the DCI consumption.  In addition, not only the retransmissionTimer, UE still need to be awake when ondurationTImer is started anyway.  The concern of large delay from ASUS is not serious.  We can see nothing is needed.

	OPPO
	Agree with the intention
	Agree some misinterpretation may exist and some clarification is better.
Considering the first transmission unable to be performed, due to e.g. CG overlapping DG, or LBT failure, we prefer the following text for both R15 and R16:

1>	if a MAC PDU is transmitted in a configured uplink grant:
2>	start the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL for the corresponding HARQ process in the first symbol after the end of the first repetition of the corresponding PUSCH transmission;
2>	stop the drx-RetransmissionTimerUL for the corresponding HARQ process in the first symbol after the end of the first repetition transmission of the corresponding PUSCH transmission.


	Lenovo
	
	No strong opinion. However we don’t think anything is needed. Nothing is really broken with current spec.

	[bookmark: _Hlk48647613]Ericsson
	Disagree
	This is not a critical problem, but maybe it could be clarified that the actions are only performed for the initial transmission of the bundle of the configured grant and it can be done in chairman notes (see our reply in clause 2.1 regarding "initial transmission").

	CATT
	Agree as is
	We are also OK with Samsung’s wording. 

	vivo
	Disagree
	For the issue raised by ASUSTek, we think the NW configuration can handle it. For example, the NW can configure a large value for the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL to avoid unnecessary timer stopping.

	Apple
	Disagree 
	We can agree with the intention. According to Samsung’s comment, it could resolve by NW implementation/configuration in r15, but may be needed for clarification in R16 for NR-U LBT issue. Therefore, we are fine to clarify it in R16. 

	Intel
	-
	No strong view. We don’t think this is a critical issue to resolve.



Conclusion:
From Part 1 discussion, among 15 companies, 9 companies disagree the TP and some of them indicate that the TP changes UE behaviour which may cause NBC issue.
From Part 2 discussion, the opinions from companies were split: some companies think the drx-RetransmissionTimerUL would be stopped whenever UE performs transmission (by interpreting it strictly), while other companies think that the drx-RetransmissionTimerUL would be stopped only at the beginning of the bundle (considering the principle of UE behaviors). In any case, RAN2 decided to not agree the CR for Rel-15, and did not agree to capture any additional restriction/agreement/understanding either. For Rel-16, companies are open to discuss it under TEI16 next meeting. Hence,
Proposal 4-1:	The CR for Rel-15 (R2-2007726) is not pursued.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 4-2:	The CR for Rel-16 (R2-2007727) is postponed, and can be discussed under TEI16 next meeting.

2.5	Collision between uplink grant for MSG3 retransmission and DG
R2-2007861	Clarification on collision between uplink grant for MSG3 retransmission and DG	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.9.0	0843	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

	Company
	Agree as is;
Agree with changes;
Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	Samsung
	-
	From our recollection, we discussed this before, and agreed to not update the text but to capture it in the meeting minutes. But we are okay to have it if majority wants, as the TP is the intended behavior.

	LG
	Disagree
	The UE anyway needs to choose one UL grant and a UE would choose an UL grant with Temporary C-RNTI by implementation.

	HW(Chong)
	Agree as is
	Aligned with RAN2 common understandings in R16 IIOT. No functionality change.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	We think the proposed change is a minor clarification and not critically needed.  

	ASUSTeK
	Agree as is
	Some clarification in the spec can be made.

	MediaTek
	Agree as is
	The clarification is the intended UE behaviour.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	If the UE receives UL grant addressed to C-RNTI indicating new transmission, contention resolution is considered successful, according to the procedure part, RA is considered successful. It is not up to UE.
In case of CS-RNTI, the decision could be up to UE. In any case, this has been discussed number of times and no changes have been made,.

	ZTE
	-
	We have the similar understanding with Samsung.

	OPPO
	-
	In R16 IIOT, the issue is discussed and only captured in the meeting minutes/summary, i.e. not captured in the spec. we have no strong view, and okay to follow majority view.

	Lenovo
	-
	No strong view. TP reflects in our understanding the intended behaviour

	[bookmark: _Hlk48647642]Ericsson
	Disagree
	We do not think this is a critical problem and if RAN2 already clarified this, then there is not much more to do.

	CATT
	Agree as is
	This was indeed missing from the current specification.

	vivo
	Disagree
	In our understanding, the current UE implementation is to continue with either the grant for its TC-RNTI or the grant for its C-RNTI/CS-RNTI. We don’t see the need to explicitly capture it in the MAC spec. 

	Apple
	Disagree
	Same view as LG. Anyway, according to the intention of Note 3, it’s up to UE implementation to select one grant for transmission. 

	Intel
	-
	We agree this is the intended behaviour, but no strong view on whether to capture in spec or not.



Conclusion:
Among 15 companies, 6 companies disagree, 4 companies agree as it, while 5 companies have no strong view and following the majority's view. As a few companies think that it should be left to UE implementation, it is difficult to capture the proposed UE behaviour in the meeting minutes either. Hence,
Proposal 5:	The CR R2-2007861 is not pursued.

2.6	To not (re)starting drx-InactivityTimer when dynamic grant is skipped
R2-2007897	Correction to not (re)starting drx-InactivityTimer when dynamic grant is skipped	MediaTek Inc.	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.9.0	0848	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
R2-2007899	Correction to not (re)starting drx-InactivityTimer when dynamic grant is skipped	MediaTek Inc.	CR	Rel-16	38.321	16.1.0	0849	-	A	NR_newRAT-Core

	Company
	Agree as is;
Agree with changes;
Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	Samsung
	Disagree
	There exists interoperatibiltiy issues, as stated in the coversheet: the legacy network may provide a new scheduling considering drx-InactivityTimer is running, while UE perfoms UL skipping and does not start drx-InactivityTimer. Since nothing is broken in the current MAC specification, we do not have to have these changes.

	LG
	Disagree
	It seems bad network implementation to provide UL grant aggressively even when there is no data given that BSR is working fine.

	HW(Chong)
	Disagree
	NBC change, considered as optimization.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with changes
	At first glance this change may seem an optimization, but it is a real issue that has impact on UE power consumption. The issue was identified in our IOT with infra vendors as well as in the field, which caused unnecessary extension of DRX active time and hence extra power consumption. The issue is not only limited to network aggressively giving out extra UL grants. It can happen often because BSR may not always provide the latest buffer status and network thus over schedules UL grant even when UE has emptied its buffer. 

The TP proposed in the CR covers only the case where dynamic UL skipping is configured. In case UL skipping is not configured, we think UE should not be required to reset DRX inactivity timer either if only MAC CEs or padding is sent. Therefere, we suggest to change “MAC PDU” in the TP to “MAC SDU”.

We understand that this change is an NBC. But there are ways to ensure legacy UEs/gNBs are not impacted. For example, gNB that implements this change can signal whether this change is supported or not, and UE that implements this change can indicate its support in UE capability.

	MediaTek
	Agree with changes
	We share same view with Qualcomm that this is a real issue during our IoT testing. Excessive uplink grants scheduling, as Qualcomm mentioned, is not only because of bad NW implementation (e.g. to ensure short latency) but may be because of out-of-date buffer status information in the NW side.  

It would be good if infra vendors avoid bad NW implementation, e.g. cautious in providing aggressive dynamic grant. But notice that, even with good NW implementation, over-scheduling may still happen due to unsynced buffer status between NW and UE. That’s why we intend to solve this problem by linking UL skipping with not (re)starting drx-inactivity timer – NW can be aware of UE’s empty buffer when UL skipping is performed.

We understand that NBC change is strongly not preferred, and thus we are pretty fine to implement this feature with UE capability, if companies support. 

	Nokia
	Disagree
	NBC and nothing is broken.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	NBC change, from NW point of view, the UL grant scheduling without any reception of BSR or SR, NW will never to schedule the UL transmission especially the DRX is configured.

	OPPO
	Disagree 
	NBC change, we can rely on smart network implementation to resolve it. 

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	Agree with Samsung

	[bookmark: _Hlk48647668]Ericsson
	Disagree
	To begin with, this is not a correction, this is a new feature. This change, if agreed would mean that the DRX handling in gNB would be more complex and more unreliable, because the gNB would have to check for the reception of an UL TB before knowing whether the drx-InactivityTimer should be started or not. An UL TB is not always received (given 10% BLER the gNB will not receive any for 10% of the cases), and hence it would not start this timer (according to the CR) in this case. This may cause inconsistency in the DRX state between the UE and the network.

	CATT
	Disagree
	We think this is an optimization:
1) this would only occur when the MAC entity is configured with skipUplinkTxDynamic with value true (which, from our perspective is not considered as typical)
2) generally dynamic grants are in response to BSR, SR etc so UL traffic is expected.
Given the NBC issue mentioned by Samsung, we would prefer to not have this CR. 

	vivo
	Disagree
	If we remember rightly, this issue had been discussed at the Rel-15 stage. The main reason why we don’t consider the proposed solution is that the network might send a new UL transmission (even though the UE doesn’t have available UP data to transmit) to (re)start the drx-InactivityTimer, keeping the UE awake for the subsequent scheduling soon.

	Apple
	Agree
	We acknowledge the interoperability issue. But since it’s beter for UE power consumption, we support it, and the capability can be introduced to resolve the NBC issue. 


	Intel
	Disagree
	This seems to be an optimization and nothing is broken in current specification. 



Conclusion:
Among 15 companies, 12 companies disagree the TP and pointed out the NBC issues. Three companies supporting the TP consider introducing a separate capability bit, but then rapporteur thinks that it is not Rel-15 correction, but should be part of TEI. Hence, at the agenda item,
Proposal 6:	The CRs R2-2007897 and R2-2007899 are not pursued.

3	Conclusion
Proposal 1:	The CR R2-2006657 is agreed.
Proposal 2:	The CRs R2-2006680 and R2-2006681 are not pursued.
Proposal 3:	Only NOTE 1 in R2-2007135 is agreed, and removes 'that takes place' from NOTE 1. OPPO provides the revision of R2-2007135.
Proposal 4-1:	The CR for Rel-15 (R2-2007726) is not pursued.
Proposal 4-2:	The CR for Rel-16 (R2-2007727) is postponed, and can be discussed under TEI16 next meeting.
Proposal 5:	The CR R2-2007861 is not pursued.
Proposal 6:	The CRs R2-2007897 and R2-2007899 are not pursued.
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5	Contact Information
	Company
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	Intel
	Yujian Zhang (yujian.zhang@intel.com)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	



