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1	Introduction
This document is the report of the following email discussion:
[AT114-e][014][NR16] Stage-2 (Nokia)
	Scope: Treat R2-2105474, R2-2105859, R2-2105905, R2-2106389, R2-2106459, R2-2104714, R2-2105185, R2-2105187, R2-2105892, R2-2105955, R2-2105267, R2-2105356, R2-2106176, 
	Phase 1, For IPA CRs Confirm CRs or identify needed change. Other CRs determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for IPA CR modifications, and new agreeable parts Work on CRs.
	Intended outcome: Report and Agreed CRs. 
	Deadline: Schedule A

The rapporteur would like to remind companies that – as per the Chairman’s instruction – they are required to discuss the stage 2 CRs with the specification rapporteurs before submission.

2	Contact Points
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table.
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Nokia (Rapporteur)
	Benoist Sébire
	benoist.sebire@nokia.com

	Lenovo
	Hyung-Nam Choi
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	Apple
	Pavan Nuggehalli
	pnuggehalli@apple.com

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Masato Kitazoe
	mkitazoe@qti.qualcomm.com

	LG Electronics
	SeungJune Yi
	seungjune.yi@lge.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yang Zhao
	zhaoyang@huawei.com

	ZTE
	Eswar Vutukuri
	eswar.vutukuri@zte.com.cn

	OPPO
	ShiCong
	shicong@oppo.com

	ZTE
	Huang He
	Huang.he4@zte.com.cn

	CATT
	Pierre Bertrand
	pierrebertrand@catt.cn

	Intel
	Sudeep Palat
	Sudeep.k.palat@intel.com

	MediaTek
	Felix Tsai
	Chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	III
	Grace Liu
	graceliu@iii.org.tw

	
	
	




3	Discussion Phase 1
3.1	In-Principle Agreed CRs
The CRs already agreed in-principle at the last meeting are:
R2-2105474	Clarification on IP packet type in DedicatedInfoF1c	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-16	37.340	16.5.0	0258	1	F	NR_IAB-Core	R2-2103557
Moved here
R2-2105859	Miscellaneous corrections on DCCA, 2-step RACH, IIOT	ZTE, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	37.340	16.5.0	0261	2	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core, NR_2step_RACH-Core, NR_IIOT-Core	R2-2104611
R2-2105905	Addition of size limitation for SRVCC	Ericsson, Nokia	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0352	2	F	SRVCC_NR_to_UMTS	R2-2104617
R2-2106389	Updated Multi-TRP Stage-2 description	Nokia (rapporteur)	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0359	1	F	NR_feMIMO-Core	R2-2103640

Question 1: does any of these CRs require some updates?
	Answers to Question 1

	Company
	Yes/No
	Which CR and what changes

	Lenovo
	No
	

	Apple
	No
	

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	No
	

	LG
	No
	

	Samsung
	No
	

	Nokia
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	

	Ericsson
	No
	

	MediaTek
	No
	

	
	
	



Summary 1: All companies agreed that the IPA CRs from the last meeting can be agreed as such.
NOTE:	The IPA CR R2-2106459 was initially not listed but is also agreeable.
Proposal 1: The IPA CRs R2-2105474, R2-2105859, R2-2105905, R2-2106389 and R2-2106459 are agreed.

3.2	New CRs
A rapporteur CR gathering comments received offline as well as minor changes from the last meeting was provided by the Stage 2 rapporteur (Nokia):
R2-2105267	Miscellaneous Corrections	Nokia (Rapporteur), Apple, Ericsson, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0373	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core

A first question would be if it is agreeable to gather changes that do not justify separate CRs in one rapporteur CR?
Question 2: Do companies agree with gathering small corrections in a rapporteur CR for this meeting?
	Answers to Question 2

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Ericsson (Tony)
	Yes
	It makes sense to collect all the small changes under a single CR

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes 
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	
	
	



Summary 2: All companies agreed to gather small Stage 2 corrections in a rapporteur CR.
Proposal 2: Small Stage 2 corrections are gathered in a rapporteur CR.

Then we need to check whether the changes suggested in R2-2105267 are correct.
Question 3: Do companies agree with the suggested corrections or does the text need to be improved / corrected ?
	Answers to Question 3

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Ericsson (Tony)
	Yes
	Proponent

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	LG
	No
	The 3rd change, i.e. “RRC Connection Resume procedure Transition from RRC_INACTIVE;”, was discussed at the last meeting (002), but it was agreed not to pursue the CR. Even though it is proposed for Rel-16 this time, we still think this change is not needed.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with LG that the third change is not essential as discussed last meeting, so it can be removed from the CR. Other changes are okay with us.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Note that we are aware that the change was already discussed but since it did gather some support and was rejected as a standalone CR, we wanted to include it here.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes 
	

	ZTE
	Yes (with improvements)
	1) Section 7.2: UE AS Inactive context should be UE Inactive AS context (i.e. flip the AS and Inactive around to align with the language used in stage-3)
2) RRC Connection Resume procedure => RRC Resume procedure? You may also want to remove “Connection” in the RRC Connection Re-establishment procedure above. No strong view either way though… since there are some other places where RRC Connection xxx procedure is mentioned in stage-2 although we tried to avoid repetition of “Connection” after RRC in procedure names in stage-3 in NR (unlike in LTE). 




	OPPO
	No
	The 3rd change, “-	RRC Connection Resume procedure Transition from RRC_INACTIVE;” is not needed.

For the following editorial changes, since we have added abbreviation for SCS, why not just use SCS instead of subcarrier spacing, similar as CP: C Cyclic Prefix
-	The subcarrier spacingSCS of CSI-RS resources on the neighbour cell configured for measurement is the same as the SCS of CSI-RS resources on the serving cell indicated for measurement; and
-	For SCS = 60kHz subcarrier spacing, the CP type of CSI-RS resources on the neighbour cell configured for measurement is the same as the CP type of CSI-RS resources on the serving cell indicated for measurement; and




	CATT
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes, in general
	Agree with others that 3rd change is not essential.

	MediaTek
	No
	Same comment as LG and Samsung, the 3rd change is not needed.

	
	
	



Summary 3: All companies are happy with the CR in general and the discussion focused on the third change which is supported by 7 companies while 5 questioned the need. Since a majority supports that 3rd change, that that 3rd change is not incorrect and not considered as a standalone CR, it is proposed to keep it.
Proposal 3: R2-2105267 is considered as baseline, but “UE Inactive AS context” is used.

On NR-U, RAN1 has sent us an LS suggesting some changes [R2-2104714]. Two CRs echo these changes:
R2-2105185	Correction on descriptions of PDCCH features	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0371	-	F	NR_unlic-Core
R2-2105955	Description of PDCCH features introduced for NR-U	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Ericsson	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0378	-	F	NR_unlic-Core

Before discussing which CR to pursue, we need to discuss whether the text suggested by RAN1 is good.
Question 4: Do companies agree with the suggested text from RAN1 or does the text need to be improved ?
	Answers to Question 4

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Lenovo
	No
	We think that some minor changes to the suggestions from RAN1 are needed to be aligned with the terminology used in RAN2 specs. For instance, the term “operation with shared spectrum channel access” should be used instead of “for shared spectrum operation”.

	Apple
	Yes
	OK to make small editorial changes to align with R2 terminology as suggested by Lenovo

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Support Improvement
	We are fine with Lenovo’s modification.

	LG
	Yes
	We are fine with RAN1 endorsed text with some editorial changes.

	Samsung
	Yes
	We are fine with Lenovo’s modification.

	Nokia
	No
	We support Lenovo’s suggestion and were also wondering why the first bullet isn’t also limited to shared spectrum operation?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We are fine if companies want to have wording improvement. The question raised by Nokia, our check from RAN1 is that this applies to also licensed spectrum.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	In general is ok, some minor changes, e.g., suggestion on “shared spectrum operation” is acceptable.

	CATT
	No
	We agree with Lenovo’s suggestion on the minor changes.

	Ericsson
	No
	Proponent of the improved text together with Lenovo.

	Intel
	Support improvement
	Agree with Lenovo’s editorial update.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Also fine with Lenovo’s suggestion

	
	
	



Summary 4: Large support for using “operation with shared spectrum channel access” instead of the wording suggested by RAN1.
Proposal 4: use “operation with shared spectrum channel access”.

Then we need to decide whether to pursue one of the two CRs or incorporate the changes in the rapporteur CR.
Question 5: Should the changes suggested by RAN1 on PDCCH features be incorporated through R2-2105185, through R2-2105955 or via the rapporteur CR ?
	Answers to Question 5

	Company
	5185 / 5955 / 5267
	Technical Arguments

	Lenovo
	5955 or 5267
	If majority of companies are ok to merge all minor stage 2 changes into the rapporteur CR, then we are fine with it. Otherwise we prefer 5955.

	Apple
	Rapporteur CR
	Slightly prefer the text in 5955

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	5267
	Based on the text in 5955.

	LG
	5267
	Rapporteur CR is fine.

	Samsung
	5267
	Rapporteur CR is fine.

	Nokia
	5267
	Rapporteur CR

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Rapporteur CR is fine.

	ZTE
	Rapporteur CR
	

	OPPO
	
	Rapporteur CR

	CATT
	5267
	Based on changes in 5955

	Ericsson
	5955 or 5267
	

	MediaTek
	No strong view
	Slightly prefer to have this in Rapporteur CR

	
	
	



Summary 5: Amongst the companies having expressed an opinion, there is a majority in favour of using R2-2105955 as basis to incorporate the changes into the rapporteur CR.
Proposal 5: Incorporate the changes from R2-2105955 into the Rapporteur CR.

On IIOT, the following CR to 38.300 was contributed:
R2-2105187	Correction on PDCP duplication for a radio bearer	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0372	-	F	NR_IIOT-Core

Question 6: Do companies agree with the issue and if yes, are the suggested changes fine and should they be agreed as a separate CR or incorporated to the Rapporteur CR [R2-2105267].
	Answers to Question 6

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Apple
	Yes
	Can be merged with the Rapporteur CR

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	Merged in 5267

	LG
	Yes
	Rapporteur CR is fine.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Can be merged into 5267.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Should be merged with rapporteur CR (we disagree with the impact analysis as the Stage 2 does not define UE capabilities).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	proponent

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Merged in Rapporteur CR.

	CATT
	Yes
	We think it can be merged into 5267.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Incorporated to the Rapporteur CR. 

	Intel
	Yes
	Can be merged

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Should merge to Rapporteur CR.

	III
	Yes 
	Can be merged into rapporteur CR.

	
	
	



Summary 6: All companies having expressed an opinion are happy with the changes and a majority would like to have the changes incorporated into the Rapporteur CR.
Proposal 6: Incorporate the changes from R2-2105187 into the Rapporteur CR.

On IAB, the following CR to 38.300 was contributed:
R2-2105356	Corrections on stage-2 description for IAB	vivo	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0375	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

Question 7: Do companies agree with the issue and if yes, are the suggested changes fine and should they be agreed as a separate CR or incorporated to the Rapporteur CR [R2-2105267].
	Answers to Question 7

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Ericsson
	Yes, but
	Change 1: OK
Change 2: We agree with the intention, but we suggest sticking a bit more to the handling of the legacy UL BSR described one line above, e.g.:

-	For IAB, the uplink Pre-emptive buffer status reports are used to measure the data expected rather than data buffered to provide support for QoS-aware packet scheduling with reduced uplink scheduling latency reduction scheduling;

	Apple
	Yes
	We also think that the wording of the second change can be improved. Our preference is as follows: For IAB, the uplink Pre-emptive buffer status reports are used to report the data expected rather than data buffered to reduce uplink scheduling latency.

We think this CR can also be merged with the rapporteur CR.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	Prefer suggestion from Apple above for its simplicity. Should be merged in 5267.

	vivo (Wen-Ming)
	Proponent
	Ok to adopt the wording suggestions from companies.

	LG
	No
	The 1st change is ok.
The 2nd change is not needed. The section 10.1 is for Basic Scheduler Operation, and we think Pre-emptive BSR does not need to be listed in the basic scheduler operation.


	Samsung
	Yes
	We agree with Apple that the second change can be improved, and all the changes can be merged into the rapporteur CR.

	Nokia
	Yes but
	1st change is ok and should be merged to rapporteur CR.
2nd change is not needed: those details are already given in 4.7.3.3 and Basic Scheduler Operation should remain agnostic to such details.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We think change 1 is OK, and can be merged to rapporteur’s CR.
Change 2 has already been reflected in 38300 4.7.3.3 and seems no need to repeat.

	ZTE
	No 
	Agree with the first change and it could be merged to rapporteur CR. 
However, we think the second change is not needed. In our understanding, it is already captured in section 10.4 in TS 38.300 as below:
For IAB, the Pre-emptive BSR can be configured on the backhaul links. The Pre-emptive BSR is sent based on expected data rather than buffered data, as described in clause 4.7.3.3.

	CATT
	Yes
	We agree with the first change. For the second change, we think it is not needed.

	Intel
	Partly
	Agree with others that second change is not needed – the original sentence seems better to us for stage 2.

	
	
	



Summary 7: All companies having expressed an opinion are happy with the first change, but concerns were expressed regarding the 2nd change. It was also pointed out that the 2nd change echoes statements already captured elsewhere in the Stage 2.
Proposal 7: Incorporate the 1st change from R2-2105356 into the Rapporteur CR.

On SRVCC, the following CR to 36.300 was contributed:
SRVCC
R2-2105892	Removing incorrect SRVCC limitation	Ericsson, Nokia	CR	Rel-16	36.300	16.5.0	1344	-	F	SRVCC_NR_to_UMTS

Question 8: Do companies agree with the issue and if yes, are the suggested changes fine (including target releases) or does the text need to be improved / corrected ?
	Answers to Question 8

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Lenovo
	No
	We agree that the SA1 requirement in 22.261, 5.1.2.2 is generic and covers both NR/5GC and E-UTRA/5GC by saying that “Voice service continuity from NG-RAN to UTRAN CS should be supported”.
However, the R16 WI focused on SRVCC from NR to UTRAN due to special request from one operator. Therefore, SRVCC from LTE/5GC to UTRAN is not supported. 

	Apple
	Maybe
	We would like to understand the consequences of not approving this CR a bit better. The current text in the cover sheet does not appear to be correct.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	Should be merged in 5267.

	LG
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	-

	Nokia
	Yes
	Note that it cannot be merged with 5267 as this is a 36.300 CR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We agree with Lenovo, within the SRVCC_NR_to_UMTS-Core work item, we only focused on handover from NR to UTRAN-FDD, and there was no discussion on SRVCC handover from LTE/5GC to UTRAN. So this CR is not in line with the WI outcome, thus not correct.

	ZTE
	No
	We share the view with Lenovo that the SRVCC from LTE/5GC to UTRAN is not in the scope of the WI.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Proponent. The consequence of not approving the CR is that the description of the feature will remain incorrect.

	Intel
	Yes but
	While we agree that the work for SRVCC from NR to UMTS, and we don’t see this as a correction, we think we can also support SRVCC from LTE/5GC to UMTS.  


	
	
	



Summary 8: While 6 companies supported the change, 4 did not see this as a correction.
Proposal 8: In Phase 2, clarify the scope of the work and whether this can be considered as simple Rel-16 correction.

Finally, on overheating, the following CR to 37.340 was contributed:
R2-2106176	Overheating assistance configuration for SCG in EN-DC	Qualcomm Incorporated	CR	Rel-16	37.340	16.5.0	0268	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core, TEI16

Question 9: Do companies agree with the issue and if yes, are the suggested changes fine (including target releases) or does the text need to be improved / corrected ?
	Answers to Question 9

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	Note that this CR propose to allow “MCG specific” and “SCG specific” overheating reporting in NR-DC. Corresponding stage-3 is provided in 6177.

*Sorry we missed NR-DC in “Impacted 5G architecture options” in the CR coversheet.

	LG
	No
	Even if it is true that RAN2 agreed that only MN can initiate the configuration of the overheating assistance configuration for SCG, it does not have to be reflected in stage-2 specification. The current text does not say anything about overheating, and it is ok to leave it as it is.

	Samsung
	No
	We tend to agree with LG.

	Ericsson (Lian)
	No
	We agree with LG. The current description focus mostly on power saving actually.

	Nokia
	No
	Stage 2 text can remain generic as the details are already covered in 36.331 and 38.331 (for that reason, we also disagree with the impact analysis).

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	The removed part is for power saving instead of overheating. So should not be removed. We agree with LG in general.

	OPPO
	No
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Agree the intention of the CR.

	CATT
	No
	We agree with this is not issues of power saving and changes should not impact power saving.

	MediaTek
	No
	It seems not necessary to specific every details in stage 2.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	
	Just wanted to clarify that our CR is not about capturing stage-3 detail. The problem is that stage-3 allows more flexibility for the network configuration of overheating UAI than what RAN2 has agreed to support. So the intention was to add the restriction as agreed by RAN2.
Since we sense it will require more comprehensive explanation, we are ready to submit a discussion paper to the next meeting.
We take this comment back. It was clarified in other email discussion that it is clear in stage-3, namely 38.331, which we agree.

	
	
	



Summary 9: Since a clear majority of companies did not support the change, it is suggested not to pursue this CR.
Proposal 9: R2-2106176 is not agreed.

4	Discussion Phase 2
An update of the Rapporteur CR has been uploaded for comments.
Question 10: Do companies agree that the updated CR correctly reflects the proposals above? 
	Answers to Question 10

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Nokia
	Yes
	COT should be defined though (Channel Occupancy Time).

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 10: No one disagreed and thus the updated CR can be agreed.
Proposal 10: Use “Channel Occupancy Time” and agree the CR R2-2106655.

The scope of the original work was questioned when discussing the CR related to SRVCC [R2-2105892].
 Question 11: Do companies think that R2-2105892 can be considered as simple Rel-16 correction or that it is new feature, in which case it cannot be agreed in Rel-16?
	Answers to Question 10

	Company
	Correction / New Feature
	Technical Arguments

	Lenovo
	New Feature and no need to support
	It is questionable whether there is a real use-case for that feature. Reason: When SA2 specified the stage 2 to support SRVCC from NG-RAN to 3G, the addressed scenarios were (see WID SP-180897, SA#81):
Scenario #1 – Operators with both VoNR and VoLTE enabled
· In the initial stage of 5G deployment, the voice service continuity may not be guaranteed if the VoLTE coverage provided by the operators is not (ideal) complete, i.e., there are some “holes” of VoLTE coverage. 
Scenario #2 – Operators with both VoNR and LTE enabled, but no VoLTE
· Some operators deploys VoNR and LTE, but do not launch VoLTE in their 4G network, which means VoNR will be dropped if the UE moves from 5G coverage to 4G coverage.
Scenario #3 – Operators with no LTE (nor VoLTE)
· In some countries, the operators only have 2/3G deployment currently. Deploying 5G system and VoNR directly would be infeasible for them since the voice continuity cannot be guaranteed. Thus the voice service continuity from 5G to UTRAN shall be supported for MNOs that are in one of the above scenarios, in order to enable such an MNO to offer a good service to its subscribers.

So, proponents of the CR need to clarify the practical use-case of SRVCC from LTE/5GC to 3G.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not a correction and shall not be agreed
	Similar comment as Lenovo, in addition the WI in RAN also indicates the impacted work is only for NR side. We did not see reasons to add this as a correction.

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	New feature
	(Note that we changed our position, because I had misunderstood the intention of the CR originally).

	Apple
	New Feature
	We do not support this change.

	Ericsson
	Correction
	Proponent. If stage 2 is not corrected, stage 3 needs to be corrected as the case is currently supported in 36.331. We uploaded a draft CR on 36.331 in the same folder showing what would need to be corrected in 36.331 if the stage 2 CR is not agreed. The stage 2 CR would need to be slightly updated, if a stage 2 correction is preferred. 

	Intel
	New feature
	

	
	
	



Summary 11: Majority of companies having expressed an opinion believe this is not just a simple correction. Although a CR against 36.331 was also proposed as an alternative, it was not agreed either.
Proposal 11: R2-2105892 is not agreed.

5	Conclusion
The proposals from this email discussion are:
Proposal 1: The IPA CRs R2-2105474, R2-2105859, R2-2105905, R2-2106389 and R2-2106459 are agreed.
Proposal 2: Small Stage 2 corrections are gathered in a rapporteur CR.
Proposal 3: R2-2105267 is considered as baseline, but “UE Inactive AS context” is used.
Proposal 4: use “operation with shared spectrum channel access”.
Proposal 5: Incorporate the changes from R2-2105955 into the Rapporteur CR.
Proposal 6: Incorporate the changes from R2-2105187 into the Rapporteur CR.
Proposal 7: Incorporate the 1st change from R2-2105356 into the Rapporteur CR.
Proposal 8: In Phase 2, clarify the scope of the work and whether this can be considered as simple Rel-16 correction.
Proposal 9: R2-2106176 is not agreed.
Proposal 10: Use “Channel Occupancy Time” and agree the CR R2-2106655.
Proposal 11: R2-2105892 is not agreed.

Suggested corresponding meeting minutes:

6.1.2	Stage 2 corrections
You should discuss your stage 2 CRs with the specification rapporteurs before submission.

[AT114-e][014][NR16] Stage-2 (Nokia)
	Scope: Treat R2-2105474, R2-2105859, R2-2105905, R2-2106389, R2-2106459, R2-2104714, R2-2105185, R2-2105187, R2-2105892, R2-2105955, R2-2105267, R2-2105356, R2-2106176, 
	Phase 1, For IPA CRs Confirm CRs or identify needed change. Other CRs determine agreeable parts, Phase 2, for IPA CR modifications, and new agreeable parts Work on CRs.
	Intended outcome: Report and Agreed CRs. 
	Deadline: Schedule A

6.1.2.0	In-principle agreed CRs
R2-2105474	Clarification on IP packet type in DedicatedInfoF1c	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-16	37.340	16.5.0	0258	1	F	NR_IAB-Core	R2-2103557
Moved here
[014] Agreed

R2-2105859	Miscellaneous corrections on DCCA, 2-step RACH, IIOT	ZTE, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	37.340	16.5.0	0261	2	F	LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh-Core, NR_2step_RACH-Core, NR_IIOT-Core	R2-2104611
[014] Agreed

R2-2105905	Addition of size limitation for SRVCC	Ericsson, Nokia	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0352	2	F	SRVCC_NR_to_UMTS	R2-2104617
[014] Agreed

R2-2106389	Updated Multi-TRP Stage-2 description	Nokia (rapporteur)	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0359	1	F	NR_feMIMO-Core	R2-2103640
[014] Agreed

R2-2106459	Missing IAB SA mode for QoS description	Samsung	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0386	2	F	NR_IAB-Core	R2-2104647
Chair: was erroneously captured as “agreed” last meeting
[014] Agreed

Withdrawn
R2-2105891	Addition of size limitation for SRVCC	Ericsson	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0377	-	F	SRVCC_NR_to_UMTS	Withdrawn
6.1.2.1	TS 3x.300
NR-U
R2-2104714	LS on maximum size change of switchTriggerToAddModList-r16 and switchTriggerToReleaseList-r16, and update to TS 38.300 (R1-2104094; contact: Lenovo)	RAN1	LS in	Rel-16	NR_unlic-Core	To:RAN2
[014] Noted

R2-2105185	Correction on descriptions of PDCCH features	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0371	-	F	NR_unlic-Core
[014] Not pursued

R2-2105955	Description of PDCCH features introduced for NR-U	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility, Ericsson	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0378	-	F	NR_unlic-Core
[014] Incorporate into Rapporteur CR R2-2106655

IIOT
R2-2105187	Correction on PDCP duplication for a radio bearer	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0372	-	F	NR_IIOT-Core
[014] Incorporate into Rapporteur CR R2-2106655
SRVCC
R2-2105892	Removing incorrect SRVCC limitation	Ericsson, Nokia	CR	Rel-16	36.300	16.5.0	1344	-	F	SRVCC_NR_to_UMTS
[014] Not pursued.

IAB
R2-2105356	Corrections on stage-2 description for IAB	vivo	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0375	-	F	NR_IAB-Core
[014] Incorporate 1st change only into Rapporteur CR R2-2106655
Misc
R2-2105267	Miscellaneous Corrections	Nokia (Rapporteur), Apple, Ericsson, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0373	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
[014] agreed as baseline
Update provided in R2-2106655

R2-2106655	Miscellaneous Corrections	Nokia (Rapporteur), Apple, Ericsson, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-16	38.300	16.5.0	0373	1	F	NR_newRAT-Core
[014] agreed

6.1.2.2	TS 37.340
R2-2106176	Overheating assistance configuration for SCG in EN-DC	Qualcomm Incorporated	CR	Rel-16	37.340	16.5.0	0268	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core, TEI16
[014] Not pursued


