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3GPP TSG RAN WG2 Meeting #112-e      
                           R2-2011042
E-Conference, 2nd – 13th Nov. 2020                             
Agenda item:
5.4.1.1
Source:
Qualcomm Incorporated
Title:
Email discussion summary of [005][NR15] RRC Conn Control I
WID/SID:
NR_newRAT-Core – Release 15
Document for:
Discussion and Decision

1 Introduction
It is summary for below email discussion:

· [AT112-e][005][NR15] RRC Conn Control I (Qualcomm)


Treat R2-2008715, R2-2009183, R2-2009184, R2-2009185, R2-2010563, R2-2010665, R2-2010666, R2-2009355, R2-2009356, R2-2009844, R2-2009845, R2-2010530, R2-2010531, R2-2010557, R2-2010558


Intended outcome: Intermediate: Determine agreeable parts. Final: For agreeable parts, agreed CRs. 


Deadline: Intermediate deadline(s) by Rapporteur, Final: Discussion stop at Wed Nov 11, 1200 UTC

As indicated in its scoping, it includes the following topics and their related CR(s):

1) SRS carrier switching
·  Treat CRs: R2-2008715, R2-2009183, R2-2009184, R2-2009185
2) Handing of SRS Resource Set upon PUCCH Release
·  Treat CRs: R2-2010563
3) Configuration of first active BWPs
·  Treat CRs: R2-2010665, R2-2010666
4) HARQ-ACK spatial bundling and CBG
·  Treat CRs: R2-2009355, R2-2009356
5) FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH
·  Treat CRs: R2-2009844, R2-2009845
6) Clarification on p-Max in FR2
·  Treat CRs: R2-2010530, R2-2010531
7) Deactivation of SCells for Overheating Mitigation
·  Treat CRs: R2-2010557, R2-2010558
According Chair’s indication, rapporteur would like to have the following two phases:

· Phase 1: collect companies’ view, by Friday 2020-11-06 12:00 UTC
· Phase 2: rapporteur will share summary report and TP based on input of phase 1 for review, by Monday 2020-11-11 12:00 UTC
2 Discussion  
2.1 SRS carrier switching
The related CRs are:
R2-2008715
LS reply on NR SRS carrier switching (R1-2007395; contact: Qualcomm)
RAN1
LS in
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
To:RAN2

Moved from 5.1

R2-2009183
Discussion on SRS carrier switching based on RAN1 reply LS (R1-2007395)
Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE Corporation, Sanechips, Ericsson, MediaTek Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2009184
Correction for configuration of SRS Carrier Switching
Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE Corporation, Sanechips, Ericsson, MediaTek Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.11.0
2039
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2009185
Correction for configuration of SRS Carrier Switching
Qualcomm Incorporated, ZTE Corporation, Sanechips, Ericsson, MediaTek Inc.
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.2.0
2040
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

These CRs are based on RAN1 LS (R2-2008715) with key part copied below:

[image: image1]
Note that RAN1 discussion on RAN2 LS was summarized in R1-2007044 [1].
So basically, there are two issues:

1) Carrier switching to SUL (highlighted part)
Since RAN1 had concluded this issue, R2-2009183 proposed to implement RRC spec change for both Rel-15/Rel-16:

Related part of R2-2009183
Observation 1: RAN1 had concluded that type A SRS carrier switching to SUL is not supported in Case 1 and Case 2 because it is conflicted with the objective of SRS carrier switching (i.e. support reciprocity-based beamforming in TDD bands for DL CA). Transmitting SRS in SUL without PUSCH/PUCCH transmission has no benefit or use case. 
Proposal 1: In Rel-15/Rel-16 TS 38.331 CR, capture RAN1 conclusion that type A SRS carrier switching to SUL is not supported in Case 1 and Case 2.
And it is corresponding to 2nd change in R2-2009184/R2-2009185:
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Rapporteur think this change is straight forward.
Q1: Do you agree the 2nd change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2009184/R2-2009185 (i.e. , capture RAN1 conclusion that type A SRS carrier switching to SUL is not supported)?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	As indicated in RAN1 LS, it was concluded in RAN1 that type A SRS carrier switching to SUL is not supported. Thus, it just implemented RAN1 conclusion in RRC spec.

	Apple
	Yes
	Based on RAN1 LS

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	NTTDOCOMO
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	


2) Whether SUL can be configured without PUSCH/PUCCH (highlighted part)

As R2-2009183 clarified, for the issue RAN1 can’t conclude in Case 2, the only ambiguity is whether it is a valid configuration that SUL is not configured with PUCCH/PUSCH. Based on analysis of R2-2009183, the use case is not clear why Network configures and maintains a SUL not configured with PUCCH/PUSCH. So, it proposed that the network does not configure SUL carrier without PUSCH/PUCCH:
Related part of R2-2009183
Observation 4: The use case is not clear why Network configures and maintains a SUL not configured with PUCCH/PUSCH. Furthermore, according to TS 38.300, Network is required to avoid overlapping PUSCH transmission through scheduling instead of through configuration.  
Proposal 2: In Rel-15/Rel-16 TS 38.331 CR, capture the clarification that the network does not configure SUL carrier without PUSCH/PUCCH.
 And it is corresponding to 1st change in R2-2009184/R2-2009185:
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Q2: Do you agree the 1st change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2009184/R2-2009185 (i.e. , capture the clarification that the network does not configure SUL carrier without PUSCH/PUCCH)?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm 
	Yes
	We think it is an invalid configuration that Network configures a SUL carrier without PUSCH/PUCCH. As we know, the purpose of SUL is for adding one more carrier for uplink transmission to improve UL coverage of high frequency scenarios. The use case is not clear to us why Network configures and maintains a SUL not configured with PUCCH/PUSCH. If it is allowed, why doesn’t NW release such serving cell’s SUL instead? 
Furthermore, according to section 6.9 of TS 38.300, Network is required to avoid overlapping PUSCH transmission through scheduling instead of through configuration, which implies that at least PUSCH should be configured in SUL.

	Apple
	Yes
	Agree with this change.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	RAN1 has concluded long time ago that SRS can be configured independently as below in R1-1719112:

· SRS related RRC parameters are independently configured for SRS on the SUL carrier and SRS on the non-SUL UL carrier

· SRS can be configured on the SUL carrier and non-SUL UL carrier, irrespective of the carrier configuration for PUSCH and PUCCH

The RAN1 LS was discussing SRS carrier switching case 2, which is not relevant on whether SRS can be configured on SUL even without PUCCH/PUSCH. The stage 2 38300 description is to avoid overlapping PUSCH transmission, which means if two UL are configured the schedule needs to avoid this. There is nothing implicating SRS cannot be configured on SUL. SRS configuration on SUL without PUCCH/PUSCH is used to measure the UL signal. We believe the proposal is NBC and are not able to accept it.

	Nokia
	Yes, fine with intention
	Instead of PUCCH/PUSCH we could say PUCCH or PUSCH (SUL may have either and not necessarily have both). Then it would be good to also clarify that different BWP’s may have different configuration.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Same view as Qualcomm. 
Regarding the RAN1 agreement quoted by Huawei, we’ve checked RAN1 discussion, and found the complete RAN1 agreements are:

Agreement: 
-   UE specific RRC signalling (re-)configures the location of the PUCCH, either on the SUL carrier or on a non-SUL UL carrier in a SUL band combination

o    The default location of the PUSCH is the same carrier as used by PUCCH

-   UE specific RRC signalling may (de-)configure that PUSCH may be dynamically scheduled on the other (i.e. non-PUCCH) carrier in the same cell as the SUL

o    In this case, a carrier indicator field in the UL grant is used to indicate dynamically whether the PUSCH is transmitted on the PUCCH carrier or on the other carrier

§  Note: Simultaneous PUSCH transmission on the SUL carrier and non-SUL UL carrier is not supported according to existing RAN2 agreement

§  FFS in DCI discussion whether the SUL CIF is always present

o    There is one active BWP on the SUL carrier and one active BWP on the non-SUL UL carrier

-   SRS related RRC parameters are independently configured for SRS on the SUL carrier and SRS on the non-SUL UL carrier in the SUL band combination

o    SRS can be configured on the SUL carrier and non-SUL UL carrier, irrespective of the carrier configuration for PUSCH and PUCCH

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Except the last two bullets, the agreements also include other aspects related to PUSCH and PUCCH configuration. So the way we interprete the last sentence is that, SRS can be configured in both SUL carrier and non-SUL UL carrier regardless how PUSCH and PUCCH are configured. It does not mean "regardless of whether PUSCH and PUCCH are configured". It is just saying SRS configuration is independent on how PUSCH and PUSCH are configured. But not mean all the combinations of PUSCH and PUCCH configurations are allowed. Otherwise, there should be an explicit agreement like what R1-1719112 originally proposed.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We understand RAN1 LS does not conclude this but we do not see the use case of having SUL without PUCCH and PUSCH configuration.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We also see no use case that NW configures SUL without PUSCH/PUCCH, so it is fine to clarify the restriction as CR suggested.

	CATT
	No
	We don’t see why such restriction should be specified. The R1 previous discussions (as has been pointed out by Huawei) as well as the LS do not motivate that. 

From R2 point of view, we do not see any usefulness or benefit to have such configuration restriction. So we disagree with this change. 

	CMCC
	No
	The LS didn’t mention about the SUL configuration without PUCCH/PUSCH, we should not change R15/R16 spec especially when there is NBC risk.

The use case is to measure SUL carrier quality via SRS, before the SUL is configured with PUCCH/PUSCH. 

	NEC
	Yes
	with modification suggested by Nokia, i.e. “PUSCH or PUCCH” instead of “PUSCH/PUCCH”.

	LG
	Yes
	We do not see the use case of SUL without PUSCH/PUCCH.


In addition, R2-2009185 raised the issue that the clarification “The network does not configure this field to 3 in this release of specification” was mistakenly put in field description of cc-IndexInOneCC-Set. Instead, it should be put in field description of cc-SetIndex. Note that there is no issue in Rel-15 RRC spec.
Rapporteur think this change is straight forward.

Q3: Do you agree the 3rd change in Rel-16 CR (R2-2009185) (i.e., Move the clarification “The network does not configure this field to 3 in this release of specification” from cc-IndexInOneCC-Set to cc-SetIndex)?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm 
	Yes
	It was a typo in Rel-16 CR

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	NTTDOCOMO
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	


Summary for SRS carrier switching

· For 2nd change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR and 3rd change in Rel-16 CR, all companies agree. Hence, rapporteur recommend pursuing them

· For 1st change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR, 7 companies support the intention (i.e. the network does not configure SUL carrier without PUSCH or PUCCH), 3 companies (Huawei, CATT and CMCC) disagree and think this change may have NBC risk. Although majority support, since 3 companies (especially one operator) think it may have NBC risk, Rapporteur would suggest to discuss online. 
Proposal 1: Pursue 2nd change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR and 3rd change in Rel-16 CR. And no wording change is required.

Proposal 2: Considering 3 companies think there is NBC risk, RAN2 is suggested to online discuss whether to clarify the network does not configure SUL carrier without PUSCH or PUCCH. 

2.2 Handing of SRS Resource Set upon PUCCH Release
The related CRs are:

R2-2010563
SRS Resource Set upon PUCCH Release
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.2.0
2245
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

According to R2-2010563, the reason for the change is:
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And corresponding spec change is:
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Q4: Do you agree that if “SRS Resource Set” is configured but no SRS Resources were assigned, is a violation to the spec?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	According to RRC spec, at least 1 SRS resource is included in one SRS resource set:
SRS-Config ::=                          SEQUENCE {

    srs-ResourceSetToReleaseList            SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..maxNrofSRS-ResourceSets)) OF SRS-ResourceSetId    OPTIONAL,   -- Need N

    srs-ResourceSetToAddModList             SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..maxNrofSRS-ResourceSets)) OF SRS-ResourceSet      OPTIONAL,   -- Need N

    srs-ResourceToReleaseList               SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..maxNrofSRS-Resources)) OF SRS-ResourceId          OPTIONAL,   -- Need N

    srs-ResourceToAddModList                SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..maxNrofSRS-Resources)) OF SRS-Resource            OPTIONAL,   -- Need N

…
SRS-ResourceSet ::=                     SEQUENCE {

    srs-ResourceSetId                       SRS-ResourceSetId,

    srs-ResourceIdList                      SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..maxNrofSRS-ResourcesPerSet)) OF SRS-ResourceId    OPTIONAL, -- Cond Setup



	Apple
	Not sure if we can say it’s a violation
	The ASN.1 forces the NW to always have atleast 1 resource in a set at configuration time.

	Huawei
	Not sure
	It is better to clarify what specification text that the configuration is against for better checking. But it is correct that the configuration should not be an intended configuration.

	Nokia
	Network behavior
	As the proposed change does not seem compatible with Rel-15 UE implementation, we would consider that the network must ensure that such a scenario does not occur. So we propose not to do anything.

	ZTE
	Not sure
	Tend to agree with Apple, the ASN.1 does not allow network to configure SRS resource set with no SRS resource ID. 

	MediaTek
	Yes with clarification
	I think the intention is to say that if SRS Resource set is configured, it should refer to a correct SRS resource ID. I believe that this is already current NW behavior.

	Samsung
	Not sure
	We believe that network configuration can solve to do not happen this issue.

	CATT
	Not sure
	Regarding whether any change is needed, we tend to agree with Nokia comments that this can be left to implementation. 

	Ericsson
	Not sure
	Similar view as Huawei, i.e. it could be good to further clarify what would be the affected specification text.

	NEC
	Not sure
	as at least 1 SRS resource has to be configure for each SRS resource set, there could be no way to happen concerned case at the time of SRS configuration

	LG
	Yes
	But the problem of such hanging configuration is not clear. If there is any problem, we want to rely on network implementation to resolve this and to avoid NBC changes. 


Q5: Do you agree that the current spec doesn’t mandate on network to ensure when reconfiguring the SRS Resource Sets to have SRS Resources associated to each Set?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Current RRC spec only mandates Network to release SRS-Resource instances upon reception of an SRS release request from lower layers:
Upon receiving an SRS release request from lower layers, for all bandwidth parts of an indicated serving cell the UE shall:

1>
release SRS-Resource instances configured in SRS-Config.
Then, it may leave some of the SRS-ResourceSets with no associated SRS-resources upon HO, as explained in the example of cover sheet of R2-2010563. In this case, it’s not clear how UE should handle this situation.

	Apple
	No (But)
	Per ASN.1, the NW has to associate atleast a resource to a set. In this sense the NW is mandated. But the current UE action (based on UE procedures) can leave the set to be empty.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes, but
	Not sure if there is any problem identified if there is any SRS resource set associating an empty SRS resource ID. 

	Nokia
	No
	This should be network responsibility to ensure a resource is mapped to a set. Then agree with Huawei what is the exact issue in leaving the set to be empty?

	ZTE
	Yes, but
	Same question as Huawei, maybe it is good to first clarify the problem when SRS reource set is associated with an empty SRS resource ID. 

	MediaTek
	Unclear
	The current SPEC request “UE” to release SRS resource upon receiving the low layer indication. There is nothing about the mandating of NW behavior. 

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Huawei and Nokia. It can be solved by network configuration and no big problem is expected in case SRS resource set has empty SRS resource ID.

	CATT
	Yes, but
	See as Huawei and ZTE comments.

	Ericsson
	Yes, but
	As mentioned already before, maybe good to clarify the consequences related to the empty SRS resource ID. 

	NEC
	Yes
	there is no exact text mandating the network to do so..

	LG
	No
	The problem of such hanging configuration is not clear. If there is any problem, we want to rely on network implementation to resolve this and to avoid NBC changes


We suggest having one of the changes to be included in the spec in order to handle this case (open to other suggestion): 
· Option#1: UE to implicitly release the SRS Resource Sets upon PUCCH release request (this CR).

· Option#2: Network to ensure that all configured SRS Resource Sets shall have SRS Resources re-associated to it at all time.  

· Option#3: Network to explicitly release the SRS Resource Sets in the reconfiguration message (e.g. RRC Reconfiguration that contains RRCReconfigurationWithSync) that have no SRS Resources associated to.
Q6: Which one of the above 3 options do you prefer? In addition, please indicate from which release (Rel-15 or Rel-16) the CR has to be introduced if you support the CR or any change
	Company
	Option 1/2/3?
	Comments

	Qualcomm 
	Prefer Option#2/3 (from Rel-15)
Option#1 is also acceptable (from Rel-16)
	All of them can resolve the issue. We are open for discussion solution, as long as this issue this addressed in the spec.

We prefer either Option#2 or 3 which rely on Network configuration. It should be simpler than changing UE Rel-15 behavior. So, if majority prefer Option#2/3, we think CR should be introduced from Rel-15. 
Option#1 is also acceptable to us. But it will introduce different UE behavior from Rel-15 (i.e. not release SRS resource set). Thus, if majority prefer Option#1, we think CR should be introduced from Rel-16. 



	Apple
	Prefer opt #3
	We are not sure how NW can ensure opt#2. Opt#1 needs changes for Rel-15 UE, so might be better to just go with option #3.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Up to network implementation
	Option 1 is obviously an NBC change. Option 2 and 3 are basically the same solution, which is up to network implementation.

	Nokia
	
	Agree with Huawei here that the proposed change is NBC.

	ZTE
	Up to network implementation
	Same view as Huawei and Nokia. 

	MediaTek
	FFS
	We prefer to have same solution for both R15 and R16. It is actually unclear to us what is the SPEC change for option 2 and option 3. Our preference is that NW should do proper reconfiguration (i.e. release the useless SRS resource set) in both R15 and R16.   

	Samsung
	Up to network implementation
	Agree with Huawei.

	CATT
	Up to network implementation. 
	

	Ericsson
	Up to network implementation
	Agree with Huawei.

	NEC
	Up to network implementation
	probably this can be captured in the minutes if no objections

	LG
	Up to network implementation
	We want to avoid NBC changes whenever possible. 


Summary for SRS Resource Set upon PUCCH release
Most companies don’t agree to introduce NBC UE behaviour change in original CR. However, Rapporteur also see most companies agree that the Network should be able to ensure that the Qualcomm concerned scenario does not occur (i.e. upon releasing SRS resource, the Network explicitly releases the SRS Resource Sets without any SRS resource associated). There are also supporting to capture it in Chair Notes. Hence, Rapporteur recommend the compromised way:

Proposal 3: Capture a RAN2 understanding in Chair minutes: “Upon releasing SRS resource, the Network explicitly releases the SRS Resource Sets without any SRS resource associated”.
2.3 Configuration of first active BWPs
The related CRs are:

R2-2010665
Corrections on configuration of first active BWPs
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.11.0
2269
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2010666
Corrections on configuration of first active BWPs
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.2.0
2270
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

According to R2-2010665/R2-2010666, the reason for the change is:
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And corresponding spec change is:
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Q7: Do you agree the intention and the spec change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2010665/R2-2010666 on configuration of first active BWPs?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We echo the issue raised by Huawei. Unlike the SpCell that is used as one-shot configuration, first active BWP should be stored by the UE and maintained for SCell upon SCell deactivation. 

	Apple
	Ok, but
	If we are making corrections, then the field is only mandatory of an SCell with Uplink, i.e., for DL-only SCells, there will be on firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id (which also uses the tag SyncAndCellAdd). Maybe that can be clarified as well?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes as proponents
	Ok to further clarify as Apple suggested.

	Nokia
	Yes, is CR NBC?
	We are supportive of this CR but afraid it is NBC based on following interpretation. Once UE is configured with the first active BWP, that is taken into use even if SCell is deactivated. So from that perspective, this may not be needed. That said, we think this interpretation is easier than the Need N.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We support the CR, regarding the comment from Apple, for DL-only SCell, seems the description of parent “uplinkConfig” field can already avoid misinterpretation (the parent field is not included, so the Condition of child field won’t work). 

uplinkConfig

Network may configure this field only when uplinkConfigCommon is configured in ServingCellConfigCommon or ServingCellConfigCommonSIB. Addition or release of this field can only be done upon SCell addition or release (respectively).

	MediaTek
	Yes
	And we agree with ZTE that the suggestion from Apple is not necessary.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We support this CR.

	CATT
	Yes, but
	We are ok with the intention of this CR. 
Regarding the exact changes, the added part says “in other cases, Need M”, but then in the end of this FD, there is now “in all other cases”. We feel it could be a bit unclear the coverage of the two “other cases”. Maybe we can add for SpCell for the 2nd other cases.
This field is mandatory present for a SpCell upon PCell change and PSCell addition/change and upon RRCSetup/RRCResume.
The field is mandatory present for an SCell upon addition, and absent for SCell in other cases, Need M.
For SpCell, the field is optionally present, Need N, upon reconfiguration without reconfigurationWithSync, and upon reconfiguration with reconfigurationWithSync to the same SpCell.

In all other cases for SpCell the field is absent.

	NTTDOCOMO
	Yes
	We are fine with this CR.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We are fine if majority of companies want to have the change. However, we should state in the CR coversheet that this is a NBC change (new “minor” requirement on UE)

	NEC
	Yes
	the information of first active BWP should be stored for SCell (but unfortunately this is missing..)

	LG
	Yes
	


Summary for Configuration of first active BWPs
Most companies agree to pursue this CR. There are some comments:

· Nokia and Ericsson think it should indicate this is NBC change in cover sheet. Rapporteur think it is reasonable 

· Apple’s comment should be addressed by ZTE. Rapporteur intend to agree with ZTE

· No one response to CATT’s comment. Rapporteur think CATT can further discuss in phase 2 discussion 
Proposal 3: Pursue Rel-15/Rel-16 CR (R2-2010665/R2-2010666) on configuration of first active BWP with indicating that this is NBC change in cover sheet.
2.4 HARQ-ACK spatial bundling and CBG
The related CRs are:

R2-2009355
Corrections on the configurations of HARQ-ACK spatial bundling and CBG in 38.331
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.11.0
2058
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2009356
Corrections on the configurations of HARQ-ACK spatial bundling and CBG in 38.331
CATT
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.2.0
2059
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core
According to R2-2009355/R2-2009356, the reason for the change and spec changes are:
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As we see, there are two kinds of spec changes:

（1）Modify the filed description of the following parameters to restrict that the spatial bundling of HARQ-ACKs and the CBG transmission for any PDSCH serving cell within the corresponding cell group can’t be configured simultaneously in 6.3.2:
	PhysicalCellGroupConfig field descriptions

	harq-ACK-SpatialBundlingPUCCH
Enables spatial bundling of HARQ ACKs. It is configured per cell group (i.e. for all the cells within the cell group) for PUCCH reporting of HARQ-ACK. It is only applicable when more than 4 layers are possible to schedule. When the field is absent, the spatial bundling is disabled (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 9.1.2.1). If the field is configured, the codeBlockGroupTransmission cannot be configured for any PDSCH serving cells within the corresponding cell group.

	harq-ACK-SpatialBundlingPUSCH
Enables spatial bundling of HARQ ACKs. It is configured per cell group (i.e. for all the cells within the cell group) for PUSCH reporting of HARQ-ACK. It is only applicable when more than 4 layers are possible to schedule. When the field is absent, the spatial bundling is disabled (see TS 38.213 [13], clauses 9.1.2.2 and 9.1.3.2). If the field is configured, the codeBlockGroupTransmission cannot be configured for any PDSCH serving cells within the corresponding cell group.


	PDSCH-ServingCellConfig field descriptions

	codeBlockGroupTransmission
Enables and configures code-block-group (CBG) based transmission (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 9.1.1). The filed cannot be configured if the spatial bundling of HARQ-ACKs on PUCCH or PUSCH is configured for the corresponding PUCCH group. 


Q8: Do you agree the intention and the 1st spec change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2009355/R2-2009356 on HARQ-ACK spatial bundling and CBG (i.e. clarify the spatial bundling of HARQ-ACKs and the CBG transmission for any PDSCH serving cell within the corresponding cell group can’t be configured simultaneously) ?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	See comments (agree the intention for Rel-15 only, but the change is not correct)
	We agree with the intention: per RAN1 conclusion, spatial bundling for HARQ can't be configured with CBG is configured (on UL).
However, the CR failed to capture that not to support spatial domain HARQ-ACK bundling when a UE is configured with CBG. It only captured not to support CBG if spatial bundling is configured.  
In addition, the RAN1 decision was for Rel.15 only. We are not sure why the CR is for Rel.16 as well.
Based on our understanding, we recommend to change the correction for Rel-15 as: "UE cannot be configured with both spatial bundling and codeBlockGroupTransmission within the same PUCCH group"



	Apple
	Yes, but
	Should the change be “"UE cannot be configured with both spatial bundling and codeBlockGroupTransmission within the same cell group"

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	CR is not needed
	Based on our RAN1 delegate’s view the limitation is true, but the two functionalities don't work together anyway as one is designed to bundle HARQ-ACKs of two TBs into a single bit, when the other is designed to split the HARQ-ACK of one TB to multiple sub-HARQ-ACKs. The 38.213 defines that if both are configured, then you UE follows the spatial bundling branch.

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree with Apple. 

	MediaTek
	TBD
	We understand there is limitation but will need more time to check with RAN1 colleague on the following aspects. Do we have this limitation in R16 ? and the comment from Nokia on “The 38.213 defines that if both are configured, then you UE follows the spatial bundling branch”
 

	Samsung
	No
	We share the view with Nokia.

	CATT
	Yes as proponent
	To QC and MTK: As far as we understood this limitation if for both R15 and R16. It is of course fine that companies do some x-checking with their R1 experts. 

On Nokia comments: We disagree. According to the description of TS 38.213, there is no such description that handling the case when these two are configured together. We cannot solve this by simply referring to R1 spec.

On the other comments from companies: We are open to discuss what is the best way to reflect this restriction in R15/R16 specs. But our understanding are the following. 

- Spatial bundling is configured per cell group, while the CBG transmission is configured per PDSCH serving cell. So we think the proposed changes are reasonable. Actually from network point of view, we feel the original changes and the proposed rewording result in similar restrictions. 

- Besides, the restriction only applies to the case that CBG transmission is configured for DL transmission case, but not UL transmission. We think this needs to be clear in the spec.

	Ericsson
	Yes, but
	We are not yet convinced RAN1 text covers this. So we prefer CR with text as proposed by Apple.

	NEC
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes but
	We think the proposed change may imply some conditions between two configurations, which is not RAN1 intention. Hence, we prefer simpler changes:
This field and the codeBlockGroupTransmission cannot be configured simultaneously.


（2）Delete ”in an SRS resource set”from the definitions of maxNrofSRS-ResourceSets-1 in 6.4.
maxNrofSRS-Resources-1                  INTEGER ::= 63      -- Maximum number of SRS resources minus 1.
Q9: Do you agree the intention and the 2nd spec change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2009355/R2-2009356 on HARQ-ACK spatial bundling and CBG (i.e. delete ”in an SRS resource set” from the definitions of maxNrofSRS-ResourceSets-1 in 6.4) ?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	It looks like a typo 

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Could be included in Rapporteur’s CR

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	As proponent

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	


Summary for HARQ-ACK spatial bundling and CBG
For 1st change: 
· 8 companies support (with Apple’s suggestion) while 3 companies disagree (Nokia, Samsung and MediaTek) because they think TS 38.231 has covered it. 
· Qualcomm and MediaTek are not sure whether the agreement is applied to Rel-16 UE

· Considering the controversial part is only whether 38.213 has covered it, Rapporteur suggest to agree the Apple’s suggestion as baseline to continue discuss in phase 2. Opponent can show the RAN1 spec part in phase 2 to revert the agreement in Phase 1
For 2nd change, it is typo. Rapporteur would suggest to include in Rapporteur CR if 1st change is not agreed in phase 2.
Proposal 5: Continue to discuss whether to purse the spec change “UE cannot be configured with both spatial bundling and codeBlockGroupTransmission within the same cell group” in phase 2. Opponent can show the specific RAN1 spec to revert it. 
2.5 FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH
The related CRs are:

R2-2009844
FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.11.0
2137
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2009845
FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH
Ericsson
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.2.0
2138
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core, TEI16

According to R2-2009844/R2-2009845, the reason for the change are:

	Reason for change:
	At #109e,RAN2 agreed after email discussion [AT109e][068][NR15] (R2-2002324) to capture the following in the meeting notes:

To avoid future inter-operability issues, this purely signalling related requirement should be captured in the RRC specification.




And corresponding spec change is:

	PUCCH-Resource field descriptions

	intraSlotFrequencyHopping

Enabling intra-slot frequency hopping, applicable for all types of PUCCH formats. For long PUCCH over multiple slots, the intra and inter slot frequency hopping cannot be enabled at the same time for a UE. The UE shall ignore this field if 1-symbol PUCCH is configured (nrofSymbols is set to 1). See TS 38.213 [13], clause 9.2.1.

	pucch-ResourceId
Identifier of the PUCCH resource.

	secondHopPRB

Index of first PRB after frequency hopping of PUCCH. This value is applicable for intra-slot frequency hopping (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 9.2.1) or inter-slot frequency hopping (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 9.2.6).The UE shall ignore this field if 1-symbol PUCCH is configured (nrofSymbols is set to 1).


Q10: Do you agree the intention and the spec change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2009844/R2-2009845 on FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We think it should be the common RAN1 understanding from previous discussions, and should be captured in RRC spec.

	Apple
	Yes
	Ok with the change

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree with the intention but the change is not needed. 

There is no point for the network to configure intraSlotFrequencyHopping in the case of 1-symbol PUCCH. Even in case intraSlotFrequencyHopping is configured for 1-symbol PUCCH (mis-configuration), the only way the UE can do is to ignore the intraSlotFrequencyHopping configuration. Cannot see a need to specify anything in specifications.

	Nokia
	No
	This was agreed to be captured in chairman’s notes based on Nokia TDOC and CR. At that time companies said no need to capture this officially to CR, now why we want to capture this?

	ZTE
	
	If this has already been agreed to be captured in Chairman notes (as Nokia mentioned), we are fine to not capture anything in spec.

	MediaTek
	No
	It is already agreed no need to have CR in both RAN1 and RAN2. We don’t see the need to re-discuss this.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree with the changes.

	CATT
	No
	This has been discussed and we agree with Nokia’s point above.

	Ericsson
	Proponent
	As said on draft CR cover page, signaling related requirements on UE should be captured in the RRC spec and not in Chairman’s notes. So earlier agreement should be reverted. This is why we propose the CR.

	NEC
	No
	we also remember this point was discussed before (but forget when it was..). Since situation would not be changed, no need to change

	LG
	No
	We see no benefit of capturing “ignoring”, since there is no other option than ignoring in that case.


Summary for FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH
Most companies agree the intention, but Nokia pointed out it has been captured in Chair Notes in previous discussion and so the spec change is not required. Rapporteur noticed that previous RAN2 agreement clearly indicated “no need to update TS”. Thus, we tend to agree that we should stick to the agreement. Proponent seems to intend to capture all signaling related requirements on UE in spec. Rapporteur is not aware RAN2 had such general agreement. So, Proponent can consider proposing it as general RRC issue instead. 
Proposal 6: Not pursue R2-2009844/R2-2009845 on FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH, considering it has been captured in Chair Notes.
2.6 Clarification on p-Max in FR2
The related CRs are:

R2-2010530
clarification on p-Max in FR2 rel-15
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.11.0
2236
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2010531
Clarification on p-Max in FR2
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.2.0
2237
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

According to R2-2010530/R2-2010531, the reason for the change are:

Reason for change:

As Pmax was not specified for a cell on FR2 carrier frequency in rel-15 RAN4 spec (R4-1910262), if the Pmax in FrequencyInfoUL is absent, UE shall apply maximum transmit power according to TS 38.101-2 in case of an FR2 cell. Also, if p-Max is present on a carrier frequency in FR2, the UE shall ignore the field and applies the maximum power according to TS 38.101-2.
And corresponding spec change is:

	FrequencyInfoUL field descriptions

	p-Max
Maximum transmit power allowed in this serving cell. The maximum transmit power that the UE may use on this serving cell may be additionally limited by p-NR-FR1 (configured for the cell group) and by p-UE-FR1 (configured total for all serving cells operating on FR1). If absent, the UE applies the maximum power according to TS 38.101-1 [15] in case of an FR1 cell or TS 38.101-2 [39] in case of an FR2 cell. In this release of the specification, if p-Max is present on a carrier frequency in FR2, the UE shall ignore the field and applies the maximum power according to TS 38.101-2 [39]. Value in dBm.


Q11: Do you agree the intention and the spec change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2010530/R2-2010531 on clarification on p-Max in FR2?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We have the same understanding. 

	Apple
	Yes but
	We prefer the wording “ the network does not configure p-Max for a carrier frequency in FR2”. Since there are no RAN4 requirements, we wonder on why NW would configure p-Max for FR2.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes but
	We also understand the network would not configure P-max for FR2 as it was not defined in RAN4. Thus we think the wording can be improved.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Reference correction is good and seems needed, but the latter sentence should not be added as the signaling is dedicated and for that NW does not configure this field if not necessary. So we would be okay with this after the wording change.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes but
	Similar comment as Apple. For the part UE shall ignore, we prefer to say that the network does not configure this useless field.

	Samsung
	Yes, but
	Intention seems fine but the second sentence seems not really needed i.e. it can be controlled by NW.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	NTTDOCOMO
	Yes
	We are fine to remove the second sentence.

	Ericsson
	Yes but
	For system information it is specified that the UE shall ignore the IE in this release when configured: 

“If absent the UE applies the maximum power according to TS 38.101-1 [15] in case of an FR1 cell or TS 38.101-2 [39] in case of an FR2 cell. In this release of the specification, if p-Max is present on a carrier frequency in FR2, the UE shall ignore the field and applies the maximum power according to TS 38.101-2 [39]”.

We assume this is with the intention that p-Max for FR2 may be specified in later releases. We have preference the UE ignores the field when configured. Otherwise the NW would be required to take the release of the UE into account when p-max for FR2 is added in a later release. Not sure if p-max may be configured already in MSG4, and whether the release of the UE can be assumed available. 

	NEC
	Yes
	agree with intention to clarify and fine to discuss wording further 

	LG
	Yes
	We are fine with relying on network configuration by avoiding configuring p-Max on FR2 carrier, unless p-Pax on FR2 carrier is needed in the future. 


Summary for p-Max in FR2
Most companies (Apple, Huawei, Nokia, MediaTek, Samsung and LG) agree to pursue this CR with wording change to “the Network does not configure p-Max for a carrier frequency in FR2” as suggested by Apple. However, Ericsson and DCM requested to reconsider the clarification from UE side. Thus, Rapporteur suggest having a quick down-selection in phase 2:  
Proposal 7: Pursue Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2010530/R2-2010531 with down-selection between the following two ways in phase 2: 

· Alt-1: “The Network does not configure p-Max for a carrier frequency in FR2”

· Alt-2: “if p-Max is present on a carrier frequency in FR2, the UE shall ignore the field and applies the maximum power according to TS 38.101-2 [39]”.

2.7 Deactivation of SCells for Overheating Mitigation
The related CRs are:

R2-2010557
Allowing Deactivation of SCells for Overheating Mitigation
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.11.0
2242
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-2010558
Allowing Deactivation of SCells for Overheating Mitigation
Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
Rel-16
38.331
16.2.0
2243
-
A
NR_newRAT-Core

According to R2-2010557/R2-2010558, the reason for the change are:

[image: image9]
And corresponding spec change is:

	UEAssistanceInformation field descriptions

	reducedCCsDL

Indicates the UE's preference on reduction of the maximum number of active downlink SCells indicated by the field, to address overheating. This maximum number includes both SCells of the MCG and PSCell/SCells of the SCG.

	reducedCCsUL
Indicates the UE's preference on reduction of the maximum number of active uplink SCells indicated by the field, to address overheating. This maximum number includes both SCells of the MCG and PSCell/SCells of the SCG.


Q12: Do you agree that the term “reduction configuration” carries both meaning, de-configuring or deactivating an SCell?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We think both de-configuring and deactivating an SCell should be allowed by the network to reduce the number of active CCs. 

	Apple
	Yes 
	Agree with the changes in the CR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	It has been discussed in Rel-15 and Rel-16 power saving topic but not agreed. The change impacts the UE interpretation, it is too late for Rel-15. Besides, although the IE indicates the reduced number of configured CCs, it does not prevent the NW from deactivating the SCells to alleviate the overheating.

	Nokia
	No
	Not needed. It is still just UE 'suggestion'. NW may or may not use that (this is stated in stage 2).

	ZTE
	No
	Same view as Huawei and Nokia.

	MediaTek
	Maybe
	We have some sympathy on the intention and are fine with the change. But Also understand that nothing prevent the NW from deactivating the SCells to alleviate the overheating. (as commented by Huawei)

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree with changes.

	CATT
	No
	Same view as Huawei and Nokia.

	NTTDOCOMO
	Maybe
	Similar view with MediaTek.

	Ericsson
	(No)
	We agree with HW that this was discussed in REL-15 already, and then not agreed. And that the NW already is allowed to deactivate SCell(s), i.e. the NW actions is up to NW implementation. That is why we wrote (No). 

The proposed wording is also NBC, i.e. the value signaled by legacy and new UE has a different meaning (in the former the configured deactivated SCells are included). 

In our understanding the proposed wording indicates that the NW should deactivate, i.e. it is not so clear that the NW can de-activate or de-configure. 

	NEC
	No
	same view as above comments about network aspects 

	LG
	No
	With the CR, we think the meaning of reducedCCsXX happens to change, and the changed meaning may confuse network, possibly leading to ineffective reconfiguration in case the deactivation and de-configuration would yield different gain from UE side. For instance, 4 configured CCs with two activated CCs and 2 configured CCs with two activated CCs may yield different heating effect. . 


Q13: Do you agree the intention and the spec change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2010557/R2-2010558 on deactivation of SCells for Overheating Mitigation?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	The intention is just to clarify both de-configuring and deactivating an SCell can work. And network has flexibility to choose either deconfigure or deactivate the concerned active SCells.



	Apple
	Yes
	We want to emphasize that operation is only on the active SCells.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Please see comments for Q12.

	Nokia
	No
	Not needed. It is still just UE 'suggestion'. NW may or may not use that (this is stated in stage 2).

	ZTE
	No
	

	MediaTek
	Maybe
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	For power saving, it's important to reduce the number of "active" CCs.

	CATT
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	See Q12.

	NEC
	No
	the current spec does not cause any restrictions for network reaction

	LG
	No
	Plese see comments for Q12


Summary for SCells for overheating Mitigation
7 companies disagree the change while 3 companies (Qualcomm, Apple and Samsung) support it. However, after reviewing company input, Rapporteur think it seems to be common understanding that upon reception of UAI, the Network may deactivate the active downlink / uplink SCells to alleviate the overheating, besides deconfiguration. It seems the confusion results from the CR drafted in NBC manner but it is not Proponent’s intention. Thus, Rapporteur suggest to continue to discuss whether and how to clarify it in phase 2.
Proposal 8: Continue to discuss whether and how to clarify that the Network may also deactivate the active downlink / uplink SCells to alleviate the overheating upon reception of UAI. 
3 Conclusion
For Rel-15/Rel-16 CRs on SRS carrier switching:
Proposal 1: Pursue 2nd change in Rel-15/Rel-16 CR and 3rd change in Rel-16 CR. And no wording change is required.

Proposal 2: Considering 3 companies think there is NBC risk, RAN2 is suggested to online discuss whether to clarify the network does not configure SUL carrier without PUSCH or PUCCH. 
For Rel-15/Rel-16 CRs on SRS Resource Set upon PUCCH release

Proposal 3: Capture a RAN2 understanding in Chair minutes: “Upon releasing SRS resource, the Network explicitly releases the SRS Resource Sets without any SRS resource associated”.

For Rel-15/Rel-16 CRs on Configuration of first active BWPs

Proposal 4: Pursue Rel-15/Rel-16 CR (R2-2010665/R2-2010666) on configuration of first active BWP with indicating that this is NBC change in cover sheet.

For Rel-15/Rel-16 CRs on HARQ-ACK spatial bundling and CBG

Proposal 5: Continue to discuss whether to pursue the spec change “UE cannot be configured with both spatial bundling and codeBlockGroupTransmission within the same cell group” in phase 2. Opponent can show the specific RAN1 spec to revert it. 
For Rel-15/Rel-16 CRs on FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH

Proposal 6: Not pursue R2-2009844/R2-2009845 on FH configuration for 1-symbol PUCCH, considering it has been captured in Chair Notes.
For Rel-15/Rel-16 CRs on p-Max in FR2

Proposal 7: Pursue Rel-15/Rel-16 CR R2-2010530/R2-2010531 with down-selection between the following two ways in phase 2: 

· Alt-1: “The Network does not configure p-Max for a carrier frequency in FR2”

· Alt-2: “if p-Max is present on a carrier frequency in FR2, the UE shall ignore the field and applies the maximum power according to TS 38.101-2 [39]”.

For Rel-15/Rel-16 CRs on SCells for overheating Mitigation
Proposal 8: Continue to discuss whether and how to clarify that the Network may also deactivate the active downlink / uplink SCells to alleviate the overheating upon reception of UAI. 
4 References
[1] R1-2007044, [102-e-LS-AI5-04] Discussion on NR SRS carrier switching
5 Contact Information

	Company
	Email

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

	Apple (Naveen Palle)
	naveen_palle@apple.com

	Huawei (Zhenzhen Cao)
	caozhenzhen@huawei.com

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

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

	Samsung (Seungri Jin)
	seungri.jin@samsung.com

	CATT (Erlin Zeng)
	erlin.zeng@catt.cn

	Ericsson
	hakan.l.palm@ericsson.com


RAN1 concluded that, for type A, carrier switching to SUL is not supported in Case 1 and Case 2.


For the case of type A carrier switching to NUL in Case 2: while in RAN1 there are multiple companies that understand that this case is not allowed from RAN1 specification point of view, there are two companies which have a different view. Consequently, RAN1 can’t reach a conclusion on this issue.








Corresponding spec change (2nd change) of �HYPERLINK "../../../../Documents/3GPP/tsg_ran/WG2/TSGR2_112-e/Docs/R2-2009184.zip" \o "D:Documents3GPPtsg_ranWG2TSGR2_112-eDocsR2-2009184.zip"��R2-2009184�/�HYPERLINK "../../../../Documents/3GPP/tsg_ran/WG2/TSGR2_112-e/Docs/R2-2009185.zip" \o "D:Documents3GPPtsg_ranWG2TSGR2_112-eDocsR2-2009185.zip"��R2-2009185�


typeA


Type A trigger configuration for SRS transmission on a PUSCH-less SCell (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 11.4). In this release, the network configures at most one entry (the first entry) of typeA, and the first entry corresponds to the uplink carrierserving cell in which the SRS-CarrierSwitching field is configured. SRS carrier switching to SUL carrier is not supported in this version of the specification.








Corresponding spec change (1st change) of �HYPERLINK "../../../../Documents/3GPP/tsg_ran/WG2/TSGR2_112-e/Docs/R2-2009184.zip" \o "D:Documents3GPPtsg_ranWG2TSGR2_112-eDocsR2-2009184.zip"��R2-2009184�/�HYPERLINK "../../../../Documents/3GPP/tsg_ran/WG2/TSGR2_112-e/Docs/R2-2009185.zip" \o "D:Documents3GPPtsg_ranWG2TSGR2_112-eDocsR2-2009185.zip"��R2-2009185�


supplementaryUplink


Network may configure this field only when supplementaryUplinkConfig is configured in ServingCellConfigCommon or ServingCellConfigCommonSIB. The network does not configure SUL carrier without PUSCH/PUCCH.





Reason for change:


Upon PUCCH Release (e.g. due HO), the SRS resources are implicitly released by the UE. the SRS Resource sets are not released, and if subsequent reconfiguration message doesn't associate existing SRS resources sets with SRS Resource, the configuration is considered invalid and call will be dropped.


Current spec doesn't specify the UE behavior on how to handle such scenario, i.e. dangling SRS Resource Sets with no SRS Resources associated to, nor mandate on the network to configure the SRS Resource sets appropriately (reassociate SRS Resoures or release the SRS Resource Sets).


Example: 


UE In NR (SA/ENDC) connected with SRS-Resources / SRS-ResourceSets are configured 


UE receives RRC ReconfigurationWithSync (HO)–


As per spec UE implicitly releases SRS-resources / PUCCH CSI / SR config 


Network reconfigures the UE with new SRS Resources (not the same SRS Resource instances are reconfigured)


this will leave some of the SRS-ResourceSets with no associated SRS-resources which is against the spec. 








5.3.12	UE actions upon PUCCH/SRS release request


Upon receiving a PUCCH release request from lower layers, for all bandwidth parts of an indicated serving cell the UE shall:


1>	release PUCCH-CSI-Resources configured in CSI-ReportConfig;


1>	release SchedulingRequestResourceConfig instances configured in PUCCH-Config.


Upon receiving an SRS release request from lower layers, for all bandwidth parts of an indicated serving cell the UE shall:


1>	release SRS-Resource instances and SRS-ResourceSets configured in SRS-Config.








Reason for change:


The condition for firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id and firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id is SyncAndCellAdd which is describe as:


This field is mandatory present for a SpCell upon PCell change and PSCell addition/change and upon RRCSetup/RRCResume.


The field is mandatory present for an SCell upon addition.


For SpCell, the field is optionally present, Need N, upon reconfiguration without reconfigurationWithSync, and upon reconfiguration with reconfigurationWithSync to the same SpCell.


In all other cases the field is absent.


For SpCell, the downlink/uplink first active BWP can be seen as one-shot configuration, as they are only used immediately upon the RRC reconfiguration. The need code can be Need N.


However, for SCell, the downlink/uplink first active BWPs are used for each SCell activation using MAC CE. After the SCell addition, the SCell configuration may be reconfigured, so it should be clarified that the configured firstActiveUplinkBWP-Id/firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id should be maintained.





ServingCellConfig ::=               SEQUENCE {


    tdd-UL-DL-ConfigurationDedicated    TDD-UL-DL-ConfigDedicated                                   OPTIONAL,   -- Cond TDD


    initialDownlinkBWP                  BWP-DownlinkDedicated                                       OPTIONAL,   -- Need M


    downlinkBWP-ToReleaseList           SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofBWPs)) OF BWP-Id                  OPTIONAL,   -- Need N


    downlinkBWP-ToAddModList            SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofBWPs)) OF BWP-Downlink            OPTIONAL,   -- Need N


    firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id           BWP-Id                                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Cond SyncAndCellAdd





Conditional Presence�
Explanation�
�
MeasObject�
This field is mandatory present for the SpCell if the UE has a measConfig, and it is optionally present, Need M, for SCells.�
�
SCellOnly�
This field is optionally present, Need R, for SCells. It is absent otherwise. �
�
ServingCellWithoutPUCCH�
This field is optionally present, Need S, for SCells except PUCCH SCells. It is absent otherwise.�
�
SyncAndCellAdd�
This field is mandatory present for a SpCell upon PCell change and PSCell addition/change and upon RRCSetup/RRCResume.


The field is mandatory present for an SCell upon addition, and absent for SCell in other cases, Need M.


For SpCell, the field is optionally present, Need N, upon reconfiguration without reconfigurationWithSync, and upon reconfiguration with reconfigurationWithSync to the same SpCell..


In all other cases the field is absent.�
�
TDD�
This field is optionally present, Need R, for TDD cells. It is absent otherwise.�
�






Reason for change:�
（1）According to RAN1#91, the following conclusion has been made:


Conclusion:


In Rel-15, there is no consensus to support spatial domain HARQ-ACK bundling when a UE is configured with CBG 


It makes a restriction that the spatial bundling of HARQ-ACKs and the CBG transmission for any PDSCH serving cell within the corresponding cell group can’t be configured simultaneously. Therefore, once configures spatial bundling of HARQ-ACKs, the CBG transmissions for any PDSCH serving cell within the corresponding cell group can’t be configured. 


（2）maxNrofSRS-ResourceSets-1 is the maximum number of SRS resource minus 1, but not the maximum number of SRS resource in an SRS resource set minus-1.�
�
�
�
�
Summary of change:�
（1）Modify the filed description of the following parameters to restrict that the spatial bundling of HARQ-ACKs and the CBG transmission for any PDSCH serving cell within the corresponding cell group can’t be configured simultaneously in 6.3.2.


harq-ACK-SpatialBundlingPUCCH 


harq-ACK-SpatialBundlingPUSCH 


codeBlockGroupTransmission


（2）Delete ”in an SRS resource set”from the definitions of maxNrofSRS-ResourceSets-1 in 6.4.�
�






RAN2 Understanding [AT109e][068][NR15], (no need to update TS):


- 	From RAN2 perspective, It is understood from RAN1 discussions that the presence or absence of the intra-slot frequency hopping configuration (a.k.a intraSlotFrequencyHopping and secondHopPRB) does not have any impact on how the 1-symbol PUCCH is transmitted.


a) 	For UEs supporting PUCCH format 0/2 without intra-slot frequency hopping, intra-slot frequency hopping configuration can be provided but will be ignored for 1-symbol PUCCH.


b) 	For UEs NOT supporting PUCCH format 0/2 without intra-slot frequency hopping, to avoid possible different interpretations by the UE, 1-symbol PUCCH can still be configured no matter intra-slot frequency hopping configuration is provided or not.





Reason for change:


When overheating is detected, the UE can use reducedCCsDL and reducedCCsUL to indicate to the network the desired number of SCCs to keep after reduction of SCells in DL and UL respectively. In the current field description of the two IEs, the wording seems to imply that the SCC reduction will only be done via SCell deconfiguration (and not by SCell deactivation). 


reducedCCsDL


Indicates the UE's preference on reduced configuration corresponding to the maximum number of downlink SCells indicated by the field, to address overheating. This maximum number includes both SCells of the MCG and PSCell/SCells of the SCG.�
�
reducedCCsUL


Indicates the UE's preference on reduced configuration corresponding to the maximum number of uplink SCells indicated by the field, to address overheating. This maximum number includes both SCells of the MCG and PSCell/SCells of the SCG.�
�



Comparing to activation of SCells, (re)configuration of SCells can take longer time. In order for the network and the UE to have flexible choices, the above wording should be updated to reflect that the network may choose to either deconfigure or deactivate the concerned SCells.








