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1 Introduction
This report summarizes the email discussion below that took place during RAN2#117-e meeting:
· [AT117-e][202][LTE] Miscellaneous LTE CRs (Lenovo)


Scope: Discuss LTE CRs marked for this discussion (under AI 4.5 and 7.4).


Intended outcome: Discussion report in R2-2203631.
2 Reference

The following documents are treated in this email discussion:

[1]
R2-2202218    Dummify empty sequence in FlightPathInfoReport-r15 and other corrections           Lenovo, Motorola Mobility   CR        Rel-15   36.331  15.16.0 4753     -           F          LTE_Aerial-Core, TEI15
[2]
R2-2202219    Dummify empty sequence in FlightPathInfoReport-r15 and other corrections           Lenovo, Motorola Mobility   CR        Rel-16   36.331  16.7.0   4754     -           A          LTE_Aerial-Core, TEI16
[3]
R2-2203295    Clarification of RSRP measurement triggering for number of cells for UAVs Ericsson, Samsung           CR        Rel-15            36.331  15.16.0 4772     -           F          NR_UAV-Core
[4]
R2-2203297    Clarification of RSRP measurement triggering for number of cells for UAVs Ericsson, Samsung           CR        Rel-16            36.331  16.7.0   4773     -           A          NR_UAV-Core
[5]
R2-2203238    Discussion on handling QoE configuration in full configuration        Google Inc.       discussion        Rel-15            36.331  LTE_QMC_Streaming-Core        R2-2201532
[6]
R2-2202929    Minor changes collected by Rapporteur     Samsung          CR        Rel-16   36.331  16.7.0   4766     -   F          NB_IOTenh3-Core

3 Contact information

	Company
	Contact Name, Email

	Qualcomm
	Umesh Phuyal, uphuyal@qti.qualcomm.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Li Zhao, zhaoli8@huawei.com

	Samsung
	seungri.jin@samsung.com

	Google
	frankwu@google.com

	Ericsson
	stefan.wager@ericsson.com

	Lenovo
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	Docomo
	masato.taniguchi.mf@nttdocomo.com

	
	

	
	

	
	


4 Discussion
4.1 Dummify empty sequence in FlightPathInfoReport-r15 and other corrections
In the CRs [1], [2] the following changes to TS 36.331 for R15 and R16 are proposed:
1. For both R15 and R16:

· In the description of subcarrierSpacingSSB (in RRCConnectionRelease field descriptions) to replace the explicit frequency ranges "<6GHz" and ">6GHz" by "FR1" and "FR2" resp.

· In IE FlightPathInfoReport-r15 to dummify the empty sequence.

2. For R16 only: 
· To fix some editorial issues:
· In DLDedicatedMessageSegment message to remove redundant letter “s” in the name of lateNonCriticalExtensions.

· In SCPTMConfiguration-BR message to remove redundant comma after “Need OR” for field multiTB-Gap-r16.
· In UEInformationResponse message to correct line spacing for field rach-Report-v1610.
Question 1: Do companies agree on the proposed changes to TS 36.331 for R15 and R16?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	 Qualcomm
	Yes
	Definition of FR1 and FR2 could also be added to the spec.
[Lenovo] Do you mean the definition of the frequency ranges of FR1/FR2? In RAN2 specs there are no such definitions, but e.g. in 38.331 a reference to TS 38.101-1 for FR1 and TS 38.101-2 [39] for FR2 has been specified in some field descriptions.

[QC] No strong view, but something like following in “3.1 Definitions” section could be useful. (This is similar to the definition from 38.101-4. All 3 specs 38.101-1/2/3 seems to have same FR table in clause 5.1.)

FR1: Frequency range 1 as defined in clause 5.1 of TS 38.101-1 [85].
FR2: Frequency range 2 as defined in clause 5.1 of TS 38.101-2 [100].


	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Google
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Proponent

	Docomo
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Rapporteur’s summary: 

· All companies agree on the proposed changes in the CRs. Furthermore, one company suggests to add definitions of FR1 and FR2 in clause 3.1. Rapporteur thinks this is useful and supports the suggestion.

Proposal 1: The CRs in R2-2202218 and R2-2202219 will be revised and agreed with the following modification:
· Add definitions of FR1 and FR2 in clause 3.1 as follows:
FR1: Frequency range 1 as defined in clause 5.1 of TS 38.101-1 [85].
FR2: Frequency range 2 as defined in clause 5.1 of TS 38.101-2 [100].
4.2 Clarification of RSRP measurement triggering for number of cells for UAVs
In RAN2#116-e meeting the CR below was discussed wherein it was proposed to correct the measurement triggering for a configured number of cells for UAVs. However, following discussion it was clarified that the current specification in RRC is correct so the CR was not pursued. And in order to avoid same discussion in the future, companies were invited to think of adding a clarification on the correct understanding of multiple cell measurement triggering for UAVs.
	UAV: Procedural text of multiple-cell triggering condition doesn't work correctly?

R2-2111136
Correction on cellsTriggeredList 
Samsung R&D Institute UK
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.6.0
4745
-
F
LTE_Aerial-Core

(moved from 7.1.1)
· Can discuss in the next meeting if there should be some clarification text (e.g. in Stage-2) to avoid having the same discussion again.

· Not pursued


In this context the CRs [3], [4] now propose to add the following clarification in TS 36.300, subclause 23.17.4 for R15 and R16:
When subsequent cells fulfil the event, the list of triggered cells is updated but a new report is not sent. A new report is sent only if the list of triggered cells has less than a configured number of cells and then a new cell(s) is added to the list such that it again has the configured number of cells.
Rapporteur’s comment: There are some issues with the CRs [3], [4]:
1. In contrary to the Tdoc allocation the CRs are for TS 36.300 with WI code “LTE_Aerial-Core” and not for TS 36.331 with WI code “NR_UAV-Core”.

2. Cover page of R15 CR: the latest version of stage 2 is “15.12.0” and not “15.2.0”; CR#4772 is wrong; in “Other specs affected” the box “N” in the first row needs to be ticked.
3. Cover page of R16 CR: CR#4773 is wrong; in “Other specs affected” the box “N” in the first row needs to be ticked.
Question 2: Do companies agree on the proposed changes to TS 36.300 for R15 and R16?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	 Qualcomm
	See comments
	Intent is ok. Wording suggestion in actual changes: Instead of the currently proposed new sentences “When subsequent cells fulfil the event, the list of triggered cells is updated but a new report is not sent. A new report is sent only if the list of triggered cells has less than a configured number of cells and then a new cell(s) is added to the list such that it again has the configured number of cells.”, it would be better for readers to understand with one of the following (from highest to lowest preference):

Option 1: 

“Once such condition is met and a measurement report is sent, the list of triggered cells is updated when subsequent cell(s) fulfil the event, however further measurement reports are not sent while the list of triggered cells remains larger than the configured number of cells.”
Or Option 2:

“Once such condition is met, the list of triggered cells is updated when subsequent cell(s) fulfil the event, but a new report is not sent until the list of triggered cells has become smaller than the configured number of cells at least once.”

Or Option 3:

“Once such condition is met, the list of triggered cells is updated when subsequent cell(s) fulfil the event, but a new report is not sent until the list of triggered cells has become smaller than the configured number of cells at least once and again becomes equal or larger than the configured number of cells due to subsequent addition of triggered cell(s).”
For cover-page: agree with comments from rapporteur above.

In addition,
Impact analysis:

None

Could be something like

Impact analysis:

Impacted functionalities: RSRP reporting for UAV

Interoperatibity issues: None

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comments
	We think in stage 3 specification, when to initiate the measurement reporting seems clear with the definition of numberOfTriggeringCells, i.e., when the measure result for a configured number of cells fulfill the configured event. So seems not necessary to have stage 2 correction but if companies still think there is anything not clear, stage 3 spec instead of stage 2 spec should be fixed. In addition, if any change is needed, we think we should change from Rel-16 to avoid the non-essential "corrections" on legacy releases. 
We also agree with Qualcomm’s suggestion on the “impact analysis”.

	Samsung
	See comments
	Agree with rapporteur for the cover page corrections, and QC for the impact analysis. In our preference order, 1st is to pursue this CR, but we also ok with QC’s suggestion Option 1.

	Google
	See comments
	We prefer option 1 proposed by Qualcomm because it is clearer.

	Ericsson
	yes
	There has been several 36.331 CRs in the past to “correct” the procedure thus seems 36.300 CR would be needed.

We are ok with QC suggestions for wording and impact analysis. Slight preference on Option 1.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	To have stage 2 clarification from R15 looks ok to us since the stage 3 specification is indeed a bit difficult to understand. The stage 2 approach is much simpler than trying to further optimize stage 3.
We are fine with option 1 as proposed by Qualcomm.

Furthermore, on impact analysis: do we need impact analysis at all in stage 2 CRs?

[QC] We are also fine with Rel-15. Regarding impact analysis, I just checked RAN2 handbook and according to it, there is no differentiation of stage 2 vs 3, however new thing I noted is this should typically go into the “Consequences if not approved” section instead.

7.2.4.3
Isolated impact analysis statement

Isolated impact analysis statement should be provided for all CRs that are submitted towards frozen releases. Typically this analysis is provided in the CR coversheet, in section "Consequences if not approved". <<skip>> 

	Docomo
	Yes
	Slightly prefer QC’s Option 1.

	
	
	


Rapporteur’s summary: 

· Majority of companies agree on having stage 2 CRs for clarifying the correct understanding of multiple cell measurement triggering for UAVs. However, on the actual change one company addressed 3 options of which Option 1 was preferred by most companies. Furthermore, cover page issues need to be fixed. 

Proposal 2: The CRs in R2-2203295 and R2-2203297 will be revised and agreed with the following modifications:

· Cover page: 
· For the R15 CR correct spec version to “15.12.0”.

· Correct CR numbers.

· In “Other specs affected” tick the box “N” in the first row.

· Update Impact analysis by adding
Impacted functionalities: RSRP reporting for UAV

Interoperability issues: None
· In subclause 23.17.4 replace the proposed text by “Once such condition is met and a measurement report is sent, the list of triggered cells is updated when subsequent cell(s) fulfil the event, however further measurement reports are not sent while the list of triggered cells remains larger than the configured number of cells.”
4.3 Discussion on handling QoE configuration in full configuration
In RAN2#116-e meeting the CRs below were discussed wherein it was proposed to specify in subclause 5.3.5.8 (Radio Configuration involving full configuration option) that if the measConfigAppLayer is released as a result of the full configuration, the UE performs the actions as if the measConfigAppLayer is received and set to release as specified in 5.3.10.9, i.e.
· The RRC layer informs upper layers that the measConfigAppLayer is released, and

· discards received application layer measurement report information from the upper layers, and 

· considers itself not to be configured to send application layer measurement reports. 

However, following discussion there was no consensus on the proposed change and the CRs were not pursued.

	Indication to upper layers on QMC release when fullConfig is used:

R2-2111148
Correction to application layer measurement and reporting
Google Inc.
CR
Rel-15
36.331
15.15.0
4746
-
F
LTE_QMC_Streaming-Core

· Not pursued

R2-2111149
Correction to application layer measurement and reporting
Google Inc.
CR
Rel-16
36.331
16.6.0
4747
-
A
LTE_QMC_Streaming-Core

· Not pursued


In the contribution [5] the discussion on handling QoE configuration in case of full configuration is continued and the following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: RAN2 discusses the following options:

1) The QoE configuration is not released in case of full configuration

2) The QoE configuration is released in case of full configuration

Proposal 2: If the QoE configuration is released in case of full configuration, RRC should perform the following actions as specified in section 5.3.10.9:
· inform upper layers to clear the stored application layer measurement configuration;

· discard received application layer measurement report information from upper layers;

· consider itself not to be configured to send application layer measurement report.

Question 3: With regards to Proposal 1, companies are requested to provide their view on handling QoE configuration in case of full configuration, i.e. which option applies:
· Option 1: The QoE configuration is not released in case of full configuration.

· Option 2: The QoE configuration is released in case of full configuration.
	Company
	Option 1 / Option 2
	Additional comments

	 Qualcomm
	Option 2
	QoE configuration is released if no measConfigApplayer is indicated by network in fullconfig. 
It is clear from 5.3.5.8 the otherConfig would be released if absent in fullconfig. Which means measConfigApplayer would also be released. However, upper layers would not be notified. 

The UE should not be required to do the application layer measurement after the full configuration when fullconfig does not include the configuration. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1
	We discussed the issue at RAN2#116-e meeting (R2-2111305). At that time, lots of companies thought that if measConfigAppLayer needs to be released due to full configuration, it will be done via otherConfig IE. In other words, if the network indicates a full configuration and it does not indicate the release of QoE configuration via otherConfig IE, the UE will continue the stored QoE configuration.

	Samsung
	Option 2
	Based on 36.331, there may be misalignment between AS layer and application layer (i.e., AS layer releases QoE configuration in case of full configuration, but application layer may still measure QoE and send reports to RRC layer). We understand this can be solved by Proposal 2. However, at this moment, introducing new UE behaviour in LTE should be avoided as much as possible. Besides, without Proposal 2, no critical issue is expected anyhow (i.e., AS layer just ignores reports from application layer, after it releases corresponding configuration). Therefore, we don't prefer Proposal 2.  

	Google
	Option 2
	Proponent.
In accordance with section 5.3.5.8, it is clear that the UE releases the otherConfig in full configuration. This behaviour applies to the case that the RRCConnectionReconfiguration message does not include the otherConfig. Such a behaviour has been specified in 36.331 for a very long time. We don’t see why we need a different handling for QoE.
When RRC releases the QoE configuration, the application layer should be informed to stop measurement.  Otherwise, the application layer continues measurements, which wastes the UE’s power.

	Ericsson
	
	In existing specification, the QoE measurements are not released at fullConfig as they are not radio configurations, but higher layer configurations. We don’t think they should always be released at fullConfig as measurement continuation at handover with fullConfig will not work in such case. We could solve it like in NR though, that the measurements are released if no measConfigAppLayer is indicated by the network. I.e. a change like this:

“If no measConfigAppLayer is indicated:
inform upper layers to clear the stored application layer measurement configuration;

discard received application layer measurement report information from upper layers;

consider itself not to be configured to send application layer measurement report.”

As UE’s have already implemented according to existing specification, we assume the change is for rel-17, or a UE capability needs to be added also.

	Lenovo
	Option 1
	We have the same understanding as Ericsson that acc. to current specification the UE does not release QoE configuration in case of full configuration.
Another story is whether we should fix it or not. Due to the fact that we have already UE implementations in the field we wonder how critical it is not to change current specification. Here we share the same view as Samsung, i.e. it is not critical for the UE.

	
	
	

	
	
	


Question 4: If the answer to Question 3 is Option 2, do companies agree on Proposal 2?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	 Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	Please see our response in Q3.

	Google
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Revised change according to comment in question 3.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Rapporteur’s summary: 

· There was no consensus on whether the QoE configuration is released / not released in case of full configuration and otherConfig (incl. measConfigAppLayer set to release) is not present. And even for the case when QoE configuration is released there was no consensus on whether the UE shall perform the actions for releasing the application layer measurement configuration as specified in subclause 5.3.10.9, i.e. inform upper layers to clear the stored configuration, etc.
· Considering the outcome of discussion and the fact that we have different UE implementations in the field, rapporteur suggests to discuss this topic online for clarifying the following issues:
· Whether/how to address the different UE behaviours with regards to handling of QoE configuration in case of full configuration (i.e. release / not release) in TS 36.331?
· Whether/when to align the different UE behaviours with regards to handling of QoE configuration in case of full configuration (i.e. either release or not release) in TS 36.331?
Proposal 3: Discuss online the handling of QoE configuration in case of full configuration for clarifying the following issues:
· Whether/how to address the different UE behaviours with regards to handling of QoE configuration in case of full configuration (i.e. release / not release) in TS 36.331?
· Whether/when to align the different UE behaviours with regards to handling of QoE configuration in case of full configuration (i.e. either release or not release) in TS 36.331?
4.4 Minor changes collected by Rapporteur     
In the CR [6] the following changes to TS 36.331 R16 are proposed:
1. In subclause 5.3.16.2 to correct the style for some bullets with “4>”.
2. In IE PUR-Config-NB to change name of PUR-NRSRP-ChangeThreshold-r16 to PUR-NRSRP-ChangeThreshold-NB-r16.

Question 5: Do companies agree on the proposed changes to TS 36.331 R16?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Additional comments

	 Qualcomm
	Ok, and see comments
	Also suggest capturing the following in the Rapp CR in the same section:
Change:

pur-ResponseWindowTimer
Duration of the PUR response window in TS 36.321 [6]. Value in PDCCH periods. Value pp2 corresponds to 2 PDDCH periods, pp3 corresponds to 3 PDCCH periods, and so on.

The value considered by the UE is: pur-ResponseWindowTimer = Min (signaled value x PDCCH period, 10.24s).

Reason for change: There is no ASN.1 field called pur-ResponseWindowSize. The mention of this in NB-IoT in the field description of pur-ResponseWindowTimer was intended to mean the field pur-ResponseWindowTimer.



	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Google
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	The additional correction from Qualcomm looks ok to us as well.

	Docomo
	Yes
	Regarding QC’s suggestion, pur-ResponseWindowSize appears to be used as the initial value of pur-ResponseWindowTimer in 5.4.7.1 of 36.321.
[Qualcomm] There is separate MAC CR being discussed which will correct the MAC specification to remove use of pur-ResponseWindowSize as that was an error. See offline [312]. The change in RRC was so small we decided to not submit a separate RRC CR. If the change suggested here is not merged in the RRC rapp CR, that would require us to submit another CR unnecessarily which we would like to avoid.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	we support QC change for pur-ResponseWindowTimer

	
	
	


Rapporteur’s summary: 

· All companies agree on the proposed changes in the CR. Furthermore, one company suggests to correct pur-ResponseWindowSize to pur-ResponseWindowTimer in the description of pur-ResponseWindowTimer since similar change to TS 36.321 is being discussed in the offline [312]. Rapporteur thinks this is reasonable and supports the additional change.
Proposal 4: The CR in R2-2202929 will be revised and agreed with the following modification:

· Change pur-ResponseWindowSize to pur-ResponseWindowTimer in the description of pur-ResponseWindowTimer.
5 Conclusion

Based on company’s feedback the following proposals are made:
Proposal 1: The CRs in R2-2202218 and R2-2202219 will be revised and agreed with the following modification:
· Add definitions of FR1 and FR2 in clause 3.1 as follows:

FR1: Frequency range 1 as defined in clause 5.1 of TS 38.101-1 [85].
FR2: Frequency range 2 as defined in clause 5.1 of TS 38.101-2 [100].
Proposal 2: The CRs in R2-2203295 and R2-2203297 will be revised and agreed with the following modifications:

· Cover page: 

· For the R15 CR correct spec version to “15.12.0”.

· Correct CR numbers.

· In “Other specs affected” tick the box “N” in the first row.

· Update Impact analysis by adding

Impacted functionalities: RSRP reporting for UAV

Interoperability issues: None
· In subclause 23.17.4 replace the proposed text by “Once such condition is met and a measurement report is sent, the list of triggered cells is updated when subsequent cell(s) fulfil the event, however further measurement reports are not sent while the list of triggered cells remains larger than the configured number of cells.”
Proposal 3: Discuss online the handling of QoE configuration in case of full configuration for clarifying the following issues:
· Whether/how to address the different UE behaviours with regards to handling of QoE configuration in case of full configuration (i.e. release / not release) in TS 36.331?
· Whether/when to align the different UE behaviours with regards to handling of QoE configuration in case of full configuration (i.e. either release or not release) in TS 36.331?
Proposal 4: The CR in R2-2202929 will be revised and agreed with the following modification:

· Change pur-ResponseWindowSize to pur-ResponseWindowTimer in the description of pur-ResponseWindowTimer.
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