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1	Introduction
This document is to kick off the following email discussion:
· [bookmark: _Ref178064866][AT111-e][209][DCCA] Corrections to early measurements reporting (Ericsson)
Scope: 
· Collect companies’ feedback for the contributions under 6.8.3.2 marked for this email discussion
· Proponents may provide updated versions (if needed) under this email discussion (Tdoc numbers can be requested for this purpose from the session chair or the RAN2 secretary) 
Intended outcome: 
· Discussion summary in R2-2008139 (by email rapporteur).
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Session chair proposes agreements after the summary report is available
Deadline for providing comments, for rapporteur inputs, conclusions and CR finalization:  
· Deadline for companies' feedback:  Thursday 2020-08-20 09:00 UTC 
· Deadline for rapporteur's summary (in R2-2008139):  Friday 2020-08-21 09:00 UTC 
· Deadline for CR finalization (for agreed CRs): Thursday 2020-08-27 07:00 UTC 
 2	Discussion
To make it easier to find the correct contact delegate in each company for potential follow-up questions, the rapporteur encourages the delegates who provide input to provide their contact information in this table:
	Company
	Delegate contact

	ZTE
	LiuJing (liu.jing30@zte.com.cn)

	Qualcomm
	Peng Cheng (chengp@qti.qualcomm.com)

	Huawei
	Davd Lecompte (david.lecompte@huawei.com)

	LG
	Oanyong Lee (aidoy.lee@lge.com)

	Google
	Eric Chen (ericdmchen@google.com)

	vivo
	Wenjuan Pu (wenjuan.pu@vivo.com)

	Ericsson
	Stefan Wager (stefan.wager@ericsson.com)

	OPPO
	Shukun Wang (wangshukun@oppo.com)

	CATT
	Chandrika Worrall (chandrika@catt.cn)

	Samsung
	Himke van der Velde (himke.vandervelde@samsung.com)

	Futurewei
	Jialin Zou (jialinzou88@yahoo.com)

	Apple
	Naveen Palle (naveen.palle@apple.com)

	MediaTek
	Chun-Fan (Felix) Tsai (Chun-Fan.Tsai@mediatek.com)



Companies are requested to add their comments for each of the treated CRs of this email discussion in the boxes below.

2.1	36.331 only corrections
R2-2007682	Correction on updating the measurement configuration and performing measurement in early measurement	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.1.1	4397	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
Rapporteur comment: The deletion of the remaining validity area parts in 5.6.20.1a is already included in rapporteur CR on miscellaneous corrections: R2-2007584.
	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes with comments
	It is fine to remove the paragraph, but instead, do we need to add one more sentence, for example:
“1> perform the actions as specified in 5.6.20.4“;
Otherwise, there is no place to call 5.6.20.4. 
In addition, we wonder whether it can be merged into Rapporteur CR R2-2007584?

	Nokia
	Yes (with comments)
	Principle looks good and desirable. Also ZTE comment makes sense.

	Qualcomm 
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE comment. We think since Rapporteur has provided CR with similar changes, it can be merged. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	Agree with the change and it can be merged into rapporteur’s CR.
Regarding ZTE’s comment, we think we do not have to call 5.6.20.4 at somewhere because a time point UE performs cell selection/reselection is not clear in 331 specification. So the similar case “5.3.13.12 Inter RAT cell reselection” is not called in anywhere in 38.331. If we really want to call 5.6.20.4 at somewhere, it could be 304 spec, but we think it is not good approach.

	Google
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE.

	vivo
	Yes
	1. Agree with the CR;
1. Besides, we need to further add the following sentence at the end of this procedure:

1>	perform measurements according to 5.6.20.2.

	Ericsson
	No
	We agree with the change, but since it is already included in rapporteur CR, there is no need for this CR. We don’t see a need for the second change in the CR, i.e. adding the line “1>	perform measurements according to 5.6.20.2.”, and there was no motivation for this change in the cover sheet.
Regarding ZTE comment to add “1> perform the actions as specified in 5.6.20.4”, we disagree. 5.6.20.4 will be called for UE performing cell reselection. If we add the line suggested by ZTE in 5.6.20.1a, there is a risk of circular reference, as 5.6.20.4 includes already a reference back to 5.6.20.1a. 

	OPPO
	Yes 
	 

	CATT
	Yes
	Agree with ZTE comment that the place where remove the validity area description need to add one more sentence to refer to 5.6.20.4.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree it can be merged. Not sure why there would be need to call 5.6.20.4 i.e. it would be triggered by (re-)selection, which would cover case following connection release UE selects cell not part of validity area.
(Note that 5.6.20.3 is not called either)

	Futurewei
	Yes but
	Agree to remove the duplication. But we also don’t see the need to add the sentence “1>	perform measurements according to 5.6.20.2” under the clause 5.6.20.1a which is the clause regarding to measurement configuration. For the same reason, we have similar view as Ericsson on ZTE proposal of calling 5.6.20.4 -- We don’t see a reason to call any further execution clauses under the configuration clause.

	Apple
	Depends 
	Same view as Ericsson, the first part is covered in rapporteur CR. And with that taken care of, there is no additional change needed?

	MediaTek
	First change Merge to Rapporteur’s CR
	Basically same view as Ericsson.
The first change is covered by Rapporteur CR and the second change is not really necessary in our view. Also the proposed by ZTE is not required, the UE shall just follow 5.6.20.4 upon “Cell re-selection or selection while T331 is running”.



Rapporteur summary: Majority of the companies agree with the change, but since the change is already included in the rapporteur CR, there is no need to have this separate CR. 5 companies suggested to add a line calling 5.6.20.4 instead of the deleted section. 6 companies regarded this as not needed, since 5.6.20.4 will anyway be called upon cell (re)selection. Rapporteur therefore suggests to go with majority, and not add the calling of 5.6.20.4. The CR also proposed to add a line “1> perform measurements according to 5.6.20.2” in 5.6.20.1a, but there was no motivation for this change. Based on companies input rapporteur regard it as not needed, since 5.6.20.1a is about configuration, whereas 5.6.20.2 is about performing the measurements and we don’t have such lines in similar parts of the specification. 
[bookmark: _Toc48898629]The CR R2-2007682 is not agreed.

R2-2007622	Correction information structure of early measurement results for additional EUTRA frequencies	Samsung Telecommunications	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.1.1	4394	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
(moved from 6.8.3)
Rapporteur comment: With the decision today to allow NBC decision for Rel-16 changes (see below), there is no need for dummifying fields, so the CR should to be updated accordingly.
R2 assumes that for Rel-16 at R2 111-e NBC changes for NR and LTE can be accepted if there is consensus.
There are also some probable typos in the CR that need to be fixed, e.g. measResultsCellListListIdle-r16. In general, it seems good if we can align the structure of measurement results with Rel-16.
	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	The original definition do include ARFCN (see yellow highlight), but it is per-cell level reported, so the signalling size may be larger. 
MeasResultIdleListEUTRA-r15 ::=	SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxCellMeasIdle-r15)) OF MeasResultIdleEUTRA-r15

MeasResultIdleEUTRA-r15 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	carrierFreq-r15						ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9,
	physCellId-r15						PhysCellId,
	measResult-r15						SEQUENCE {
		rsrpResult-r15						RSRP-Range,
		rsrqResult-r15						RSRQ-Range-r13
	},
	...
}
This CR extracts the ARFCN outside cell-list, which is more efficient, so we are fine to accept the change considering NBC is allowed now.
In addition, we share the comment from Rapporteur that the typos should be fixed: 1) Capitalize the yellow letter; 2) change green letter into MeasResultsCellListIdle-r16.
MeasResultIdleFreqEUTRA-r16 ::=		SEQUENCE {
	carrierFreq-r16						ARFCN-ValueEUTRA-r9,
	measResultsCellListListIdle-r16		SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxCellMeasIdle-r15)) OF measResultsCellListIdle-r16,
	...
}

MeasResultIdleEUTRA-r16 ::=	SEQUENCE {
	physCellId-r16						PhysCellId,
	measResult-r16						SEQUENCE {
		rsrpResult-r16						RSRP-Range,
		rsrqResult-r16						RSRQ-Range-r13
	},


	Nokia
	Yes
	Principle is good and naturally now could be done NBC way

	Qualcomm
	No strong view but it is acceptable
	Compared with previous IE, the benefit of new IE is to save some signaling overhead (i.e. ARFCN with multiple cells). Thus, we don’t see strong need for the change. However, it is acceptable to us since NBC was agreed to be allowed.
If it is agreed, we think it is necessary to fix the typos which ZTE highlighted above.

	Huawei
	Yes
	But we support BC way

	LG
	Yes
	We agree with the proposed change.

	vivo
	Yes
	Agree with the Rapporteur and ZTE.

	Ericsson
	Maybe
	We agree with the principle of the CR, but it is ultimately a signalling optimisation, and therefore should only be made if we can agree to make it NBC. There no point of making these changes if it involves dummifying fields. 
Regarding the typos listed by ZTE, for the second change we believe it should be the other way around, i.e. the “measResultsCellListIdle-r16” with yellow highlight should be changed into “MeasResultIdleEUTRA-r16”.

	OPPO
	Maybe yes/no
	I agree the intension, but the current signalling works. I do not think it is good idea to introduce the NBC change for signalling optimization.

	CATT
	No strong view
	

	Samsung
	No strong view
	We agree the CR improves the signalling and avoids the confusion as in earlier discussions. However, in general we are reluctant to use NBC for small signalling improvements like this.
Note that we brought the TDoc mainly from Rapporteur perspective i.e. to conclude the issue earlier raised during CR pre-implementation.

	Futurewei
	Yes
	We agree with the proposed changes with dummy field. 

	Apple
	No strong view
	Ok to accept if majority agree.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We agree the intention and prefer NBC change to avoid dummy some field. 


Rapporteur summary: 7 companies agree the intention of the CR, whereas 6 companies are uncertain. The uncertainty comes from the necessity of performing this change, which ultimately is a signalling optimisation. 5 companies supported to fix this in NBC way. 3 companies were reluctant to apply NBC change, as this is signalling optimisation.
Rapporteur thinks that since there is a window in this meeting to fix the signalling structure in an NBC manner, we should either fix it in NBC way, or we do nothing. Since there was no clear majority from the discussion so far, RAN2 is requested to discuss and decide either to 
1. agree the CR, but change the implementation to NBC and correct identified typos
2. not agree the CR
[bookmark: _Toc48898630]RAN2 is requested to select among the following two options: 
1. Agree to have a revised version of R2-2007622, implemented in NBC manner and with identified typos corrected.
2. Not agree the R2-2007622.

2.2	38.331 only corrections
R2-2007205	Correction on idle/inactive measurement after cell (re)selection	Google Inc.	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1797	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
Rapporteur comment: Agree to the principle of the CR, but impact analysis is missing!
	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes with comment
	Ok with the second change. For the first change, we prefer the version in R2-2008009. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	Principle is OK but also should be discussed together with 8009 paper.

	Qualcomm
	Yes with comments 
	For 1st change, it seems that it should be “intra-RAT cell reselection” because RAN2 agreed to stop measurement upon inter-RAT cell reselection.
===================
The UE initiates this procedure while T331 is running and one of the following conditions is met:
1>	upon selecting a cell when entering RRC_IDLE or RRC-INACTIVE from RRC_CONNECTED; or
1>	upon update of system information (SIB4, or SIB11); or
1> upon intra-RAT reselecting a cell in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE


	Huawei
	See comments
	If reselection does not result in update of SIB4/SIB11, there is no need to execute 5.7.8.1a, so maybe it is better to remove the trigger from 5.7.8.4 and not change 5.7.8.1.
Of course, what should be executed in case of inter-RAT cell reselection is .7.3, not 5.7.2a

	LG
	Partially yes with comments
	For the first change, as other companies commented, it should be “intra-RAT”. So we prefer the one in R2-2008009. The other changes are acceptable to us.

	Google
	Yes
	For the first change, we agree with QC’s comment.

	vivo
	Yes (Partially agree, see comment)
	The following change in CR is unnecessary, since the sentence “1>upon update of system information (SIB4, or SIB11)” can cover the intra-RAT cell reselection case.

Specify the intra-RAT cell reselection case in 5.7.8.1a. 

	Ericsson
	Partially yes
	We are fine with the changes in the CR, apart maybe from the first change, which we think may not be needed, since the UE is already instructed to perform the actions in 5.7.8.1a from 5.7.8.4. Thus, we think there is no need to add the triggering of 5.7.8.1a execution for intra-RAT cell re-selection in 5.7.8.1a, as it is already triggered from 5.7.8.4. If the triggering of 5.7.8.1a execution is added in both 5.7.8.1a and 5.7.8.4, it may be executed twice and it may not be clear in which order 5.7.8.1a and 5.7.8.4 are performed?

	OPPO
	Yes for the second and third changes
	For the first change, we agree with QC’s suggestion.


	CATT
	Yes with comment
	For the first change, we consider that the update of system information (SIB4, or SIB11) covers the case of cell selection or reselection when UE is in idle or inactive state. We wonder if the idle/inactive UE performs cell selection or reselection while the system information is not updated, will the UE update the measurement configuration?

	Samsung
	Yes
	We can somewhat agree that is already clear that 5.6.20.1a is triggered when UE in idle/ inactive UE receives the concerned SIBs (according to e.g. 5.2.2.12). We have a preference to fix 5.6.20.1a as reflected in our corresponding CR (alternative to just indicate procedure is triggered when UE receives concerned SIBs, covering initial acquisition and update may involve more changes)
We agree it’s good to avoid multiple CRs on same topic i.e. can merge changes from R2-2008009.

	Futurewei
	Yes
	Also agree with QC comment on the first change.

	Apple
	Yes for 2nd and 3rd change.
	First change is redundant.

	MediaTek
	Partially yes
	Change 1 is not necessary. The condition “update of system information” cover the case of reselection.
Change 2 and 3 are correct and could merger to Rapporteur’s CR.


Rapporteur summary: Companies agree 2nd and 3rd changes (which are also same as in R2-2007220 and R2-2008009). For the 1st change there was more discussion. 8 companies supported the first change, modified according to R2-2008009 to cover the Intra-RAT cell (re)selection) case: “- upon intra-RAT reselecting a cell in RRC_IDLE or RRC_INACTIVE”. 6 companies share the view that the first change is not needed. One company mentioned that “If reselection does not result in update of SIB4/SIB11, there is no need to execute 5.7.8.1a, so maybe it is better to remove the trigger from 5.7.8.4 and not change 5.7.8.1”. Another company mentioned that “the sentence “1>upon update of system information (SIB4, or SIB11)” can cover the intra-RAT cell reselection case.”. There seems thus to be no clear consensus as to how to address the 1st change of the CR. However, based on the points raised in the discussion, rapporteur would like to make following proposal, which hopefully should be acceptable to everyone: 
[bookmark: _Toc48898631]The 1st change in R2-2007205 is replaced with the following changes: 
1. Clarify in 5.7.8.1a that “upon update of system information (SIB4 or SIB11)” includes the case of intra-RAT cell (re)selection.
2. Remove the line “2>	perform the actions as specified in 5.7.8.1a;” from 5.7.8.4.
These changes can be merged into 38.331 rapporteur CR.
Regarding 2nd and 3rd changes, they are mainly editorial, and rapporteur suggests merging the changes into the rapporteur CR.
[bookmark: _Toc48898632]The 2nd and 3rd changes in R2-2007205 are merged into 38.331 rapporteur CR. 
R2-2007220	Correction on  early measurement configuration during inter-RAT cell reselection	vivo	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1802	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
Rapporteur comment: Duplicate. Changes in this CR are also included in R2-2007205, which also includes other corrections. Rapporteur therefore suggests we treat these changes in R2-2007205.
	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	
	Agree with rapporteur.  

	Nokia
	
	Rapporteur proposal sounds good

	Qualcomm
	
	Agree with rapporteur 

	Huawei
	
	Agree with rapporteur.

	LG
	
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Google
	
	Agree with rapporteur.

	OPPO
	
	Agree with rapporteur.

	CATT
	
	Agree with rapporteur

	Samsung
	
	Fine with rapporteur proposal

	Futurewei
	
	Agree with rapporteur.  

	Apple
	
	Ok with rapporteur.

	MediaTek
	
	Agree with the suggestion from rapporteur.


Rapporteur summary: The proposed changes in this CR were discussed together with R2-2007205, which covered the same changes. As such, there is no need for this CR. 
[bookmark: _Toc48898633]R2-2007220 is not agreed.

R2-2008009	Corrections on the behaviours with cell (re-)selection while T331 is running	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1971	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
Rapporteur comment: Duplicate. Changes in this CR are also included in R2-2007205, which also includes other corrections. Rapporteur therefore suggests we treat these changes in R2-2007205.
	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	
	As commented above, for the first change, we prefer the version in this CR. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	But naturally only one ralted CR is neded. We are ok with this or Google one.  

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We indicated some issue of R2-2007205	. For this one, we also think 1st change has some issue: it seems “cell selection is already covered by 1st condition. 
Anyway, we believe rapporteur has enough info for this correction.

The UE initiates this procedure while T331 is running and one of the following conditions is met:
1>	upon selecting a cell when entering RRC_IDLE or RRC-INACTIVE from RRC_CONNECTED; or
1>	upon update of system information (SIB4, or SIB11); or
1>	upon intra-RAT cell selection or reselection
==============================================

	Huawei
	No
	No, see comments 2 tables above

	LG
	
	We do not think the first change is needed because “update” includes “acquire”. The next changes are preferable to us than the one by Google.

	Google
	Yes
	Agree with QC.

	vivo
	
	We think the following change is not covered by R2-2007205, and the change can be accepted.

[bookmark: _Toc46439363][bookmark: _Toc46444200][bookmark: _Toc46486961]5.7.8.1a	Measurement configuration
The purpose of this procedure is to acquire or update the idle/inactive measurement configuration.

	OPPO
	Yes 
	

	CATT
	
	See our comment above

	Samsung
	Yes
	We agree it’s good to avoid multiple CRs on same topic

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	See comment
	We think the agreeable change in R2-2007205 and R2-2008009 should just merge to Rrapporteur’s CR. These are just small corrections. 
On the very first change of 5.7.8.1a, I don’t know whether it is really necessary to add the term “to acquire”. Assuming that original wording “to update” has cover the case. But fine to change it if majorities think ok. 
On the second change of 5.7.8.1a (i.e. to add the condition “upon intra-RAT cell selection or reselection”), I assume it is already covered by the condition “upon update of system information (SIB4, or SIB11)”. After intra-RAT cell reselection, the UE will update the system information so it seems not really necessary to have it.
The change in 5.7.8.4 is ok. It could merge with R2-2007205 and put in Rrapporteur’s CR.


Rapporteur summary: The proposed changes in this CR were discussed together with R2-2007205, which covered the same changes. As such, there is no need for this CR. 
[bookmark: _Toc48898634]R2-2008009 is not agreed.

R2-2008010	Corrections on the UE behavior upon PLMN reselection while T331 is running	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1972	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
Rapporteur comment: Not needed since UE will anyway go to connected during PLMN reselection for TAU, upon which the early measurements will be reset. Impact analysis seem anyway not correct: “This CR is the change only to UE behavior and thereby no inter-operability issues are foreseen”.
	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	No
	We see no problem of delivering the results to network side, even if PLMN has changed, the results may still be useful to network, e.g. RAN sharing scenario.

	Nokia
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	No
	Agree with Rapporteur. The behaviour on EMR after PLMN reselection was discussed in RAN2#108. And we recalled that its conclusion is what rapporteur mentioned. Thus, no need to capture it in spec.  

	Huawei
	No
	This is not critical if the UE reports some information that is not useful

	LG
	No
	As rapporteur commented, the UE will perform registration after PLMN selection so the measurement will be stopped. After the PLMN selection, it would be up to network implementation whether to request early measurement reporting.

	Google
	No
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Vivo
	No
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Ericsson
	No
	For reasons mentioned above

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with rapporteur.

	CATT
	No
	Share the similar view with ZTE

	Samsung
	Yes, but
	If companies think it is not critical to report the idle/inactive measurement results collected from different PLMNs, we are OK to follow the majority’s view

	Futurewei
	No
	Agree with rapporteur.

	Apple
	No
	Same view as rapporteur

	MediaTek
	No, but
	We think the understanding is correct. The UE will anyway clear the EMR configuration after PLMN selection. We however do not see the need to capture this. 


Rapporteur summary: Clear majority of companies agree the proposed change is not needed.
[bookmark: _Toc48898635]R2-2008010 is not agreed.

R2-2007685	Correction on the descriptions of the two idlemodeMeasurementReq fields	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1882	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
Rapporteur comment: Minor clarifications on idle mode measurement request. 
	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	No
	This could lead to odd discussions in RAN4 that it is optional to report measurements. Better to keep existing sentence

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We fail to understand Nokia’s comment on RAN4 discussion. We think this CR is reasonable. Maybe Nokia can elaborate..

	Huawei
	Yes
	Also fails to understand Nokia's comment

	LG
	No
	The intention of this CR is reasonable, but in the section 5.3.13.4 as below, UE checks whether measurement results of EUTRA/NR is available.
3>	if the idleModeMeasurementReq is included in the RRCResume message:
4>	set the measResultIdleEUTRA in the RRCResumeComplete message to the value of measReportIdleEUTRA in the VarMeasIdleReport, if available;
4>	set the measResultIdleNR in the RRCResumeComplete message to the value of measReportIdleNR in the VarMeasIdleReport, if available;
4>	discard the VarMeasIdleReport upon successful delivery of the RRCResumeComplete message is confirmed by lower layers;

For the second change, similarly, upon receiving the request indication via UEInformationRequest, UE checks whether measurement results of EUTRA/NR is available and report any available RAT.
Therefore, though it is reasonable, we think the change in this CR is not essential.

	Google
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes for the first change,
No for the second change
	For the UEInformationRequest/UEInformationResponse procedure used for reporting IDLE/INACTIVE measurement results, the network may not know whether the UE has available IDLE/INACTIVE measurement results. For example:
NW requests the UE to report IDLE/INACTIVE measurement results in RRCResume, however the UE may not include it in RRCResumeComplete, if not available. In this situation, NW will not know whether the UE has available IDLE/INACTIVE measurement results.

	Ericsson
	
	We think the proposed clarifications are not be necessary, but we are ok to add in order to align the field descriptions with the procedure. Since it is a rather small non-functional change, we propose to include it in the rapporteur CR. 

	OPPO
	Yes for the first change and no to the second change.
	

	CATT
	Yes with comment
	Considering that even if the UE indicates that UE has idle/inactive measurement report available, there may be no result when the network requests the measurement results, e.g. UE deleted the measurement results by mistake in some case. We suggest to use the “if available” for both of two idlemodeMeasurementReq fields description. 

	Samsung
	
	Seems sufficiently clear from procedural specification (and in general we should avoid duplication in field descriptions)

	Futurewei
	Yes
	Regarding to CATT comment, we should not compromise requirement based on erroneous behaviour. In our view, the second change is reasonable. 

	Apple
	Ok if majority agrees
	We also think the procedural text covers it.

	MediaTek
	Yes in Rapporteur’s CR
	Seems correct but minor. We think it should just merge to Rapporteur’s CR. 


Rapporteur summary: Majority of companies (10) agree to the clarifications, at least the first change. For the second change, 3 companies disagree. 2 companies point out that the change is not needed, as the availability aspect of early measurements is covered already in the procedural text. Rapporteur is not convinced the changes are needed, but is ready to follow majority decision. Since it is a small clarification, rapporteur suggests though to merge the changes into rapporteur CR, if RAN2 agrees the changes are needed. 
[bookmark: _Toc48898636]Changes in R2-2007685 are merged into 38.331 rapporteur CR.

R2-2008008	Corrections to the UE behavior upon reception of RRCSetup while T331 is running	Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1970	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
[bookmark: _Hlk48826497]Rapporteur comment: This CR corrects an erroneous chapter reference, caused by chapter renumbering during CR merging. Rapporteur suggests including the correction in the rapporteur CR on miscellaneous corrections.
	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	
	Agree to include in the Rapporteur CR.

	Nokia
	
	Agree to include in the rapporteur CR

	Qualcomm
	
	Agree rapporteur suggestion

	Huawei
	Yes
	But we prefer not to merge, this is a functional change

	LG
	
	We think it is editorial change rather than functional change, so agree to include in the rapporteur CR.

	Google
	Yes
	Agree with rapporteur.

	vivo
	
	Agree to include in the Rapporteur CR.

	Ericsson
	
	Editorial change to be included in rapporteur CR

	OPPO
	Yes 
	Agree to include in the Rapporteur CR.

	CATT
	
	Agree to include in the rapporteur CR

	Samsung
	
	Agree to include in rapporteur CR

	Futurewei
	Yes
	Agree to include in rapporteur CR

	Apple
	
	Rapporteur CR

	MediaTek
	
	Agree to include in rapporteur CR


Rapporteur summary: All but one company agrees to follow rapporteur suggestion to merge this correction into rapporteur CR. 
[bookmark: _Toc48898637]Changes in R2-2002008 are merged into 38.331 rapporteur CR.

2.3	36.331+38.331 corrections
R2-2007004	CR to 38.331 on involving all fields of early measurement report	CATT	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1767	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
Rapporteur comment: The CR consists of addition of more detailed text in the idle/inactive measurements procedure regarding the storing of measurement results. Rapporteur regard the additions as not strictly needed. If majority of companies think that they improve specification quality, rapporteur proposes to include the changes in the rapporteur CR on miscellaneous corrections, since there is no functional change involved.

	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	
	Same view with rapporteur

	Qualcomm
	
	Same view as rapporteur. We agree this CR is correct but don’t have strong view whether it is needed. Thus we think it is up to rapporteur decide whether to include in rapporteur CR

	Huawei
	Yes
	But we prefer not to merge to rapporteur CR (many changes)

	LG
	
	We do not have strong view, but if this CR is agreed, we also prefer not to merge into rapporteur CR as it has many changes.

	Google
	
	Same view as LG.

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	
	No strong view, but based on input so far companies seem in general supportive of the changes. Since there is no functional change involved, I’m leaning towards suggesting that these changes be included in rapporteur CR.

	OPPO
	
	No strong view.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	
	No strong view, but if agreed it seems best to include in rapporteur CR

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	We think LG’s view is resonable

	MediaTek
	
	The CR seems correct but we do not see strong need to have it. We actually prefer to have separate CR on this if the content is agreed.


Rapporteur summary: 6 companies agree with the CR. 8 companies have no strong view. 4 companies propose to add the changes to rapporteur CR, since there is no functional change involved. 5 companies think it is better to keep the changes in separate CR, since there are many changes. Since there is no clear majority for any direction, rapporteur suggest not to agree the CR. We generally do not cover the handling of all fields in procedural text, and what is added in this CR is not strictly needed. 
[bookmark: _Toc48898638]R2-2007004 is not agreed.

R2-2007005	CR to 36.331 on involving all fields of early measurement report	CATT	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.1.1	4365	-	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core
Rapporteur comment: Similar changes for 36.331 as the changes to 38.331 in R2-2007004 above. Rapporteur has same comments as above, except for a couple of detailed comments:
· The following addition implies that there are several entities within measResultNeighCells where only one of them should include the measurement results for all the cells on the frequency, but measResultNeighCells includes a single list (measResultIdleListEUTRA-r15).
“4>	store the derived measurement results as indicated by reportQuantities for cells applicable for idle/inactive measurement reporting within an entry in measResultNeighCells in the measReportIdle in the VarMeasIdleReport in decreasing order of the sorting quantity, i.e. the best cell is included first, as follows:”.
· The part “…an entry in…” should therefore be removed
· In the addition on beam level measurement results “8> include in an entry in ResultsPerSSB-IndexList…” the “ResultsPerSSB-IndexList”, which is the definition of the struct, should probably be changed to “resultRS-IndexList”, which is the name of the field.

	Company
	Agree CR?
(Yes or No)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Yes with comments
	The CR also needs update based on the decision of R2-2007622.

	Nokia
	
	Looks feasible but purely editorial in our view. Could be included to possible rapporteur CR

	Qualcomm
	
	Same view as rapporteur. We agree this CR is correct but don’t have strong view whether it is needed. Thus we think it is up to rapporteur decide whether to include in rapporteur CR

	Huawei
	Yes
	But we prefer not to merge to rapporteur CR (many changes)

	LG
	
	Same view with R2-2007004 case.

	Google
	
	Same view as LG.

	vivo
	Yes but
	The CR may need to be updated, since some IEs need correction, for example:
the yellow part should be MeasResultIdle instead of measResult.

5>	for each included cell:
6>	include in an entry in MeasResultIdleListEUTRA, the carrierFreq, the physCellId and, in rsrpResult and/or rsrqResult in measResult, the measurement quantities indicated by reportQuantitie;


	Ericsson
	
	No strong view, but based on input so far companies seem in general supportive of the changes. Since there is no functional change involved, I’m leaning towards suggesting that these changes be included in rapporteur CR.

	OPPO
	
	No strong view.

	CATT
	Yes
	Regarding the question from the Rapporteur.
1)	Agree remove “an entry in”
2)	Agree to change “ResultsPerSSB-IndexList”  to “resultRS-IndexList”

	Samsung
	
	Agree with the comments from rapporteur, ZTE and Nokia

	Futurewei
	Yes
	Rapporteur suggestion is fine.

	Apple
	Yes
	Same view as the earlier question on R2-2007004

	MediaTek
	
	Similar view as our comment in R2-2007004. In addition, we agree with ZTE that the content need to be updated according to the outcome of R2-2007622.


Rapporteur summary: 6 companies agree with the CR. 8 companies have no strong view. Most companies have the same comments as for the previous CR R2-2007004, except that in this CR there are some errors that would need to be corrected. However, since like for the previous CR there was no clear majority for any direction, rapporteur suggest not to agree this CR either. We generally do not cover the handling of all fields in procedural text, and what is added in this CR is not strictly needed.
[bookmark: _Toc48898639]R2-2007005 is not agreed.


Conclusion
Rapporteur would like to thank all companies contributing to this email discussion. Based on the discussions, rapporteur suggests the following proposals:

Proposal 1	The CR R2-2007682 is not agreed.
Proposal 2	RAN2 is requested to select among the following two options:  
1. Agree to have a revised version of R2-2007622, implemented in NBC manner and with identified typos corrected. 
2. Not agree the R2-2007622.
Proposal 3	The 1st change in R2-2007205 is replaced with the following changes:  
1. Clarify in 5.7.8.1a that “upon update of system information (SIB4 or SIB11)” includes the case of intra-RAT cell (re)selection. 
2. Remove the line “2> perform the actions as specified in 5.7.8.1a;” from 5.7.8.4. 
These changes can be merged into 38.331 rapporteur CR.
Proposal 4	The 2nd and 3rd changes in R2-2007205 are merged into 38.331 rapporteur CR.
Proposal 5	R2-2007220 is not agreed.
Proposal 6	R2-2008009 is not agreed.
Proposal 7	R2-2008010 is not agreed.
Proposal 8	Changes in R2-2007685 are merged into 38.331 rapporteur CR.
Proposal 9	Changes in R2-2002008 are merged into 38.331 rapporteur CR.
Proposal 10	R2-2007004 is not agreed.
Proposal 11	R2-2007005 is not agreed.
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