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1	Introduction
This document is the report of the following email discussion:
[AT121bis-e][009][NR17] RRC Misc Corrections (ZTE)
	Scope: Treat R2-2303021, R2-2303346, R2-2302457, R2-2303679, R2-2303814, R2-2304087
Ph1: Determine agreeable parts. Ph2: For agreeable parts, if any, reflect these in agreeable CRs. 
	Intended outcome: Report, If applicable: In-Principle-Agreed CRs
	Deadline: Schedule 1

A first round with Deadline for comments W1 Friday August 19th 1900 UTC to settle scope what is agreeable etc
2	Contact Points
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table.
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Xiaomi
	Yumin Wu
	wuyumin@xiaomi.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Dawid Koziol
	dawid.koziol@huawei.com

	Lenovo
	Hyung-Nam Choi
	hchoi5@lenovo.com

	OPPO
	Zonda Du
	duzhongda@oppo.com

	Ericsson
	Ritesh Shreevastav
	Ritesh.shreevastav@ericsson.com

	Apple
	Ping-Heng Wallace Kuo
	pingheng_kuo@apple.com

	ZTE
	Yu Liu
	liu.yu3@zte.com.cn

	vivo
	Yuan Li
	yuanli@vivo.com

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Tero Henttonen
	tero.henttonen@nokia.com

	CATT
	Haocheng Wang
	wanghaocheng@catt.cn

	Samsung
	Seungri Jin
	seungri.jin@samsung.com

	LGE
	SungHoon Jung
	Sunghoon.jung@lge.com

	ZTE(2)
	Fei Dong
	Dong.fei@zte.com.cn

	ZTE3
	Zhihong QIU
	qiu.zhihong@zte.com.cn



3	Discussion
3.1	Enhanced BFR MAC CE
R2-2303021	Clarification to TS 38.331 on Enhanced BFR MAC CE for feMIMO	CATT	CR	Rel-17	38.331	17.4.0	3977	-	F	NR_FeMIMO-Core

	Issue 1:
According to TS 38.321, if CBRA is triggered for SpCell beam failure recovery and spCell-BFR-CBRA with value true is configured, UE will send the Enhanced BFR MAC CE to the gNB provided that at least one Serving Cell of the MAC entity is configured with two BFD-RS sets, i.e. the spCell-BFR-CBRA is also used to control whether the Enhanced BFR MAC CE can be sent to the gNB in the CBRA procedure. While the field description of spCell-BFR-CBRA in TS 38.331 only covers the control of sending the BFR MAC CE for SpCell BFR by this field, which does not aligns with TS 38.321.
Issue 2:
According to TS 38.321, the decision of the Candidate RS ID in the Enhanced BFR MAC CE is also based on the RRC parameter rsrp-ThresholdBFR configured by BeamFailureRecoveryRSConfig. But in the field description of rsrp-ThresholdBFR, it only mentions that the rsrp-ThresholdBFR is used to determine the candidate beam included in the BFR MAC CE, which does not align with TS 38.321.



Question 1: Do companies think the issue mentioned in R2-2303021 is valid?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	The CR is OK, but this is nearly an editorial correction, it could be merged to any other CR.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes 
	editorial

	Apple
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	The MAC CE from Rel-17 is just an extension of the earlier MAC CE, with additions. If we start adding all the names to RRC, this will make the text overly verbose.  We already refer to MAC, so that should handle this case. So we don’t think this is an essential correction.

	CATT
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK23][bookmark: OLE_LINK24]Yes (proponent)
	The field description of TS 38.331 should align with the use of the Enhanced BFR MAC CE in TS 38.321.

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Nokia

	LG
	Yes
	BFR MAC CE and Enhanced BFR MAC CE are different MAC CEs. Thus, we agree that current text does not cover Enhanced BFR MAC CE.

	ZTE
	Yes
	We are fine to have this editorial correction in order to make sepcification clearer.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	





If the issue is valid, companies are invited to provide the comments on the change:
1. For issue 1:
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]spCell-BFR-CBRA
Indicates that UE is configured to send BFR MAC CE or Enhanced BFR MAC CE for SpCell BFR as specified in TS38.321 [3].



2. For issue 2:
rsrp-ThresholdBFR
L1-RSRP threshold used for determining whether a candidate beam may be included by the UE in BFR MAC CE or Enhanced BFR MAC CE (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 6). The network always configures this parameter in every instance of this IE.
Question 2: If companies think the issue is valid, do companies agree with above change suggested in R2-2303021?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	See above

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes 
	editorial

	Apple
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	If something is needed, it would be simplest to just refer to 38.321 as it’s anyway clear which MAC CE UE is allowed to send according to its configuration. 
Alternatively, if companies really think this is a problem, let’s generalize it instead as has been done for most other cases of MAC CEs: We could say
“included by the UE in MAC CE for BFR (see TS 38.321 [3] and TS 38.213 [13], clause 6”, which then abstracts away the MAC CE name and adds the reference.

	CATT
	Yes (proponent)
	

	Samsung
	No
	Agree with Nokia

	LG
	Yes
	Nokia’s text also works, but we think the CR text is much clear.

	ZTE
	Yes
	editorial

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



There are 11 companies joined in the discussion of Q1, 9 of them think the intention of the  CR is valid while 2 of the companies think the CR is not needed. Considering there is a super majorities support the CR intention, rapporteur think intention of the CR is valid.
There are 11 companies joined in the discussion of Q2, there are 2 companies can, who thought the intention of the CR was invalid in the Q1 , accept the modification on the top of the current wording of the CR. And 9 companies think the current wording is okay. By considering the situation,  rapporteur think the CR can be modified by considering the suggestion from NOKIA in Q2 to make everybody happy.
Proposal 1: R2-2303021 is agreed in principle by considering the following modifiation in both changes:
· “included by the UE in MAC CE for BFR (see TS 38.321 [3] and TS 38.213 [13], clause 6”



3.2	R17 TCI-State 
R2-2303346	Corrections on the unified TCI-state configuration for 38.331	Xiaomi	CR	Rel-17	38.331	17.4.0	4008	-	F	NR_FeMIMO-Core


	Description of the issue:
The current RRC specification has the following issues while configuring the Rel-17 unified TCI-state:
Issue: SCellActivationRS-Config cannot be configured together with dl-OrJointTCI-StateList.




Question 3: Do companies agree with the above issue observed in above?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We are the proponent. This issue was discussed in the last RAN2 meeting of RAN2#121, and it seems that companies did not find any problem with this correction. However, some companies raised concerns that they may need more time to double check with their RAN1 colleagues.
After some internal double-checking with our RAN1 colleagues, the correction has no extra RAN1 specification impacts, and is just to remove unnecessary restriction from the RRC specification.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We have already discussed this and rejected it because RAN1 never discussed this, so we have no clue whether it would actually work.

	OPPO
	
	Our RAN1 colleague also confirm this has not been discussed in RAN1. But since both features are introduced in Rel17, maybe RAN2 can send a LS to confirm with RAN1.

	Ericsson
	No
	This is not a correction. This feature has not been agreed to be supported in Rel-17 and that was concluded in last meeting already from RAN2 pov. 

	Apple
	
	We can follow the majority view

	vivo
	
	RAN1 has not discussed about the unified TCI state applied to SCell activation; ho; wever this can be a rational change with no RAN1’s specification impact.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	We think this will mean UE supporting unified TCI states and SCell activation RS will now have to support both features together, which could easily create additional issue later on (even if we don’t identify anything then). It’s better to not allow it now and define it later if it can be shown nothing additional is needed.

	CATT
	With comment
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK26][bookmark: OLE_LINK25]Same view as Huawei, this issue should firstly be confirmed by RAN1.

	Samsung
	
	Require RAN1 request to introduce this feature. We are fine to send LS to RAN1.

	LGE
	No
	RAN1 confirmation is needed. 

	ZTE
	
	We also think RAN2 cannot decide this.

	
	
	

	
	
	



If companies think the issue is valid, please provide the comments on the change:
	SCellActivationRS-Config information element
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-SCELLACTIVATIONRS-CONFIG-START

SCellActivationRS-Config-r17 ::= SEQUENCE {
    scellActivationRS-Id-r17         SCellActivationRS-ConfigId-r17,
    resourceSet-r17                  NZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSetId,
    gapBetweenBursts-r17             INTEGER (2..31)                                                            OPTIONAL, -- Need R
    qcl-Info-r17                     TCI-StateId,
    ...
}

-- TAG-SCELLACTIVATIONRS-CONFIG-STOP
-- ASN1STOP

qcl-Info
Reference to TCI-State for providing the QCL source and QCL type for each NZP-CSI-RS-Resource listed in nzp-CSI-RS-Resources of the NZP-CSI-RS-ResourceSet indicated by resourceSet (see TS 38.214 [19], clause 5.1.6.1.1.1). TCI-StateId refers to the TCI-State which has this value for tci-StateId and is defined in tci-StatesToAddModList or dl-OrJointTCI-StateList in the PDSCH-Config included in the BWP-Downlink of this serving cell indicated by firstActiveDownlinkBWP-Id in the ServingCellConfig in which this IE is included.



Question 4: If companies think the issue is valid, do companies agree with above change suggested in R2-2303346?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We are the proponent.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



There are 11 companies join in the discussion of the Q3, only one company (i.e. proponent) support the intention of the CR, all the others have some concerns about the CR intention, e.g. RAN1 never discuss whether such simultaneous configuration is allowed or not.
From rapporteur perspective, the CR cannot be agreed at the current stage. By considering there are four companies think an LS need be sent an LS to ask for the clarification from RAN1, and the issue has been postponed from the RAN2#121 meeting, Rapportuer think it is good to ask RAN1 with an LS for the confirmation and then revisit this issue in the future if needed.
Proposal 2: R2-2303346 is not pursued.
Proposal 3: To discuss whether an LS is needed to ask RAN1:
· Whether the Reference Signal used for fast scell activation is allowed to be configured with the qcl-info that is indicated by TCI-state from the dl-OrJointTCI-stateList.

3.3	QoE 
In QoE part, one LS in from RAN3 (i.e. R2-2302457) have been received in which R3 answered the question about the RVQoE raised by RAN2, the contents in the LS is shown as below:
	RAN3 has further discussed the following question raised by RAN2, and would like to provide the answers as shown below:

Question 3: What is the motivation for specifying that RAN visible QoE reports should be sent together with the legacy QoE reports? Is the requirement that RAN visible QoE reports should be sent together with the legacy QoE reports intended for the application layer or AS layer? If for AS layer, could the reporting periodicity for RAN visible QoE reports be considered mandatory because AS layer is not aware of when the legacy QoE reports will be triggered?

Answer to Question 3:
· The motivation for specifying that RAN visible QoE reports should be sent together with the legacy QoE reports is to achieve a simple and straightforward legacy QoE and RAN visible QoE reporting mechanism.
· When the RAN visible QoE reporting periodicity is not explicitly configured, the requirement that RAN visible QoE reports should be sent together with the legacy QoE reports is intended for the application layer. 
· When the RAN visible QoE reporting periodicity is not explicitly configured, RAN visible QoE reports are sent together with the legacy QoE reports over the air interface, except in the case of RAN overload (when legacy QoE reports are stored but RVQoE reports continue to be reported with the reporting periodicity configured for legacy QoE reporting).



Regrading the above LS, companies are invited to provide opinions on this LS :
Question 5: In this meeting, what we should do for this LS,  just “noted” or an online discussion is needed to visit it?
	Company
	Noted/Online
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Noted
	This LS has already been discussed last meeting and all the necessary changes were done.

	Lenovo
	No action
	Was already treated in RAN2#121 and noted, see R2-2300030. Due to this the reply LS was marked as “withdrawn” in the RAN2#121bis-e skeleton report v4.

	Ericsson
	Noted
	 No action needed now.

	Apple
	Noted
	

	vivo
	Noted
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Noted
	As Lenovo notes, RAN2 already agreed to a Stage-2 correction during RAN2#121.

	CATT
	Noted
	

	Samsung
	Noted
	

	LGE
	Noted
	

	ZTE3
	Noted
	Already been discussed in RAN2.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



There are 10 companies joined in the discussion of Q5, all companies think the LS can be directly noted without any further actions in RAN2.

Proposal 4: LS R2-2302457 is noted.

R2-2303679	Correction CR for QoE measurements in NR	Ericsson	CR	Rel-17	38.331	17.4.0	4022	-	F	NR_QoE-Core

	Issue:
The naming of MeasurementReportAppLayer and “application layer measurement report containers” in the reporting suspend procedure is inconsistent, which may lead to confusion that MeasurementReportAppLayer messages are not sent when pauseReporting is set to true. However, the MeasurementReportAppLayer messages can still be sent, but contain only RVQoE measurement results and session start/stop indications, as only the transmission of QoE report container is stopped when the reporting is paused. Similarly, for the reporting resume procedure, it reads as if the QoE container is to be sent to the lower layers without generating a MeasurementReportAppLayer message first.



Question 6: Do companies think the issue raised by R2-2303679 is valid?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	No
	We see no need for the changes in 5.3.5.13d since from the reporting procedure in 5.7.16.2 it is clear that MeasurementReportAppLayer messages can still be sent during pause phase.

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	

	Apple
	
	We don’t see a strong need to change but okay to follow the majority.

	vivo
	No
	The current wording is clear that “pauseReporting” is only applied for application layer measurement report containers. Besides, “application layer measurement report containers” is referred several times that there is no need to substitute it with measReportAppLayerContainer.
Apart from that, Section 5.3.5.13d specifies the configuration of Application layer measurement, which clarifies how each configuration functionalizes. While as stated by Lenovo, Section 5.7.16.2 describes the UE behaviour which includes that RVQoE can be sent via MeasurementReportAppLayer in the pause reporting phase. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	The correction is not needed since the current description is hard to be mis-understood. The field description for IE pauseReporting is quite clear.

	CATT
	No
	It seems already clear now.

	Samsung
	No
	We understand the intent, but think this is not essential correction. 

	LGE
	No
	There is no possibility of misunderstanding. It is clear that ‘application layer measurement report containers’ in current spec means measReportAppLayerContainer.

	ZTE3
	No
	Current text is clear

	
	
	

	
	
	



If above issue is confirmed, companies are invited to provide the comments on the suggested solution in R2-2303679:
	5.3.5.13d	Application layer measurement configuration
/*Omit for short*/
3>	if pauseReporting is set to true:
4>	if at least one segment, but not all segments, of a segmented MeasurementReportAppLayer message containing an application layer measurement report associated with the measConfigAppLayerId has been submitted to lower layers for transmission:
5>	submit the remaining segments of the MeasurementReportAppLayer message to lower layers for transmission;
4>	suspend submitting application layer measurement report containers to lower layers for the application layer measurement configuration associated with the measConfigAppLayerId;
4> for the application layer measurement configuration associated with the measConfigAppLayerId suspend setting the measReportAppLayerContainer in the MeasurementReportAppLayer messages that are submitted to lower layers for transmission;
4>	store any previously or subsequently received application layer measurement report containers associated with the measConfigAppLayerId for which no segment, or full message, has been submitted to lower layers for transmission;
3>	else if pauseReporting is set to false and if transmission of application layer measurement report containers has previously been suspended for the application layer measurement configuration associated with the measConfigAppLayerId:
4>	submit stored application layer measurement report containers to lower layers, if any, for the application layer measurements configuration associated with the measConfigAppLayerId;
4>	resume submitting application layer measurement report containers to lower layers for the application layer measurement configuration associated with the measConfigAppLayerId;
4> for the application layer measurement configuration associated with the measConfigAppLayerId, resume setting the measReportAppLayerContainer in the MeasurementReportAppLayer messages that are submitted to lower layers for transmission;
/*Omit for short*/




Question 7: If the issue is confirmed, do companies agree with above change provided in R2-2303679?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes, but
	There is some text in the CR which does not use revision marks (at least one “,”). This needs to be corrected.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Editorials could be corrected.

	Apple
	OK but
	The wording can be improved a bit. The container is set in the application layer measurement report message before submitting to lower layer, but the proposed wording reads like we suspend/resume setting on the messages that are already submitted to the lower layer. We think “to be” can be added to the sentence to make it more clear.

4> for the application layer measurement configuration associated with the measConfigAppLayerId suspend setting the measReportAppLayerContainer in the MeasurementReportAppLayer messages that are to be submitted to lower layers for transmission;
4> for the application layer measurement configuration associated with the measConfigAppLayerId, resume setting the measReportAppLayerContainer in the MeasurementReportAppLayer messages that are to be submitted to lower layers for transmission;


	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



There are 10 companies joined in the discussion of this issue, and only 2 companies think the CR is needed, others think this is a not essential CR. By considering there is a majorities do not think the intention of the CR is valid, rapporteur propose:
Proposal 5: R2-2303679 is not pursued.

R2-2303814	Correction on application layer measurement configuration resume	Google	CR	Rel-17	38.331	17.4.0	4028	-	F	NR_QoE-Core



	Issue:
After receiving an RRCResume message, a UE should restore the application layer measurement configuration from the UE Inactive AS context before it discards the UE Inactive AS context.



Question 8: Do companies think the issue raised by R2-2303814 is valid?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We already have the following in section 5.3.13.3:
1>	restore the RRC configuration, RoHC state, the EHC context(s), the UDC state, the stored QoS flow to DRB mapping rules and the KgNB and KRRCint keys from the stored UE Inactive AS context except for the following:
-	masterCellGroup;
-	mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup, if stored; and
-	pdcp-Config;
[Lenovo] The way we specified the storing of the application layer measurement configuration in clause 5.3.8.3 (“Reception of the RRCRelease by the UE”) it can be interpreted that the application layer measurement configuration is not part of the RRC configuration.

[bookmark: _Hlk95515016]3>	store in the UE Inactive AS Context the nextHopChainingCount received in the RRCRelease message, the current KgNB and KRRCint keys, the ROHC state, the EHC context(s), the UDC state, the stored QoS flow to DRB mapping rules, the application layer measurement configuration, the C-RNTI used in the source PCell, the cellIdentity and the physical cell identity of the source PCell, the spCellConfigCommon within ReconfigurationWithSync of the NR PSCell (if configured) and all other parameters configured except for:

	Lenovo
	Yes but
	To be aligned with legacy behaviour the UE should restore the application layer measurement configuration from the UE Inactive AS context after the transmission of RRCResumeRequest or RRCResumeRequest1 message.

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Huawei’s comment.

	Apple
	No but
	We have the same understanding of Huawei but we are also okay with Lenovo’s suggestion.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with Huawei’s comment.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Maybe
	Stage-2 only defined “If the UE enters RRC_INACTIVE, the UE AS configuration for the QoE is stored in the UE Inactive AS context.”. But there is no restore action in RRC Resume. It seems something is missing in stage-3 on how to restore the QoE configuration. 

	CATT
	No
	Agree with Huawei. 

	Samsung
	No
	As Huawei commented, it is already specified when UE transmits RRCResumeRequest.

	LGE
	No
	Agree with Huawei’s comment.

	ZTE3
	No
	Same view as Huawei

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



If above issue is confirmed, companies are invited to provide the comments on the suggested solution in R2-2303814:
	[bookmark: _Toc60776835][bookmark: _Toc124712697]5.3.13.4	Reception of the RRCResume by the UE
The UE shall:
1>	stop timer T319, if running;
1>	stop timer T319a, if running and consider SDT procedure is not ongoing;
1>	stop timer T380, if running;
1>	if T331 is running:
2>	stop timer T331;
2>	perform the actions as specified in 5.7.8.3;
1>	if the RRCResume includes the fullConfig:
2>	perform the full configuration procedure as specified in 5.3.5.11;
1>	else:
2>	if the RRCResume does not include the restoreMCG-SCells:
3>	release the MCG SCell(s) from the UE Inactive AS context, if stored;
2>	if the RRCResume does not include the restoreSCG:
3>	release the MR-DC related configurations (i.e., as specified in 5.3.5.10) from the UE Inactive AS context, if stored;
2>	restore the masterCellGroup, mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup, if stored, and pdcp-Config from the UE Inactive AS context;
2>	configure lower layers to consider the restored MCG and SCG SCell(s) (if any) to be in deactivated state;
1> restore the application layer measurement configuration from the UE Inactive AS context, if stored;
/*omit for short*/




Question 9: If the issue is confirmed, do companies agree with above change in R2-2303814
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Lenovo
	
	To be aligned with legacy behaviour as specified in 5.3.13.3 (“Actions related to transmission of RRCResumeRequest or RRCResumeRequest1 message”) we suggest to add “the application layer measurement configuration” in the action below:

1>	restore the RRC configuration, RoHC state, the EHC context(s), the UDC state, the stored QoS flow to DRB mapping rules, the application layer measurement configuration, and the KgNB and KRRCint keys from the stored UE Inactive AS context except for the following:
-	masterCellGroup;
-	mrdc-SecondaryCellGroup, if stored; and
-	pdcp-Config;


	Apple
	
	We prefer Lenovo’s suggestion, if it is to be agreed.

	Samsung
	
	Can go with Lenovo’s suggestion, if majority are fine with it.

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



There are 10 companies joined in the discussion of this issue, and only 2 companies think the CR is needed, others think the issue raised by CR is not valid. Since there is no sufficient companies to support the CR, rapporteur propose:
Proposal 6: R2-2303814 is not pursued.
3.4	SI Request 
R2-2304087	Corrections to on-demand SI request	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips	CR	Rel-17	38.331	17.4.0	4050	-	F	TEI17
	Issue:
In spec 38.331, the fields presence condition of posSI-RequestConfig-r16, posSI-RequestConfigSUL-r16 and posSI-RequestConfigRedCap-r17 are incomplete, since it doesn’t consider the new SI-message containing type2 SIB configured in schedulingInfoList2-r17. Specifically, for the field posSI-RequestConfig-r16, if si-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message containing type2 SIB included in SchedulingInfo2, this field is also optionally present, Need R. 
Similarly, the fields presence condition of si-RequestConfig, si-RequestConfigSUL and si-RequestConfigRedCap-r17 are incomplete, since it doesn’t consider the new SI-message containing type1 SIB configured in schedulingInfoList2-r17.



Question 10: Do companies agree with the above issue observed in above?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Yes but
	Issue seems correct but we have comments on the proposed text (see Q11). 

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	
	
	



If above issue is valid, companies are invited to provide the comments on the suggested change in R2-2304087:
	[bookmark: _Toc131064879][bookmark: _Toc60777154]6.3.1a	Positioning System information blocks
<Text omitted>
[bookmark: _Toc60777156][bookmark: _Toc131064881]–	PosSI-SchedulingInfo
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-POSSI-SCHEDULINGINFO-START

PosSI-SchedulingInfo-r16 ::=               SEQUENCE {
    posSchedulingInfoList-r16                  SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSI-Message)) OF PosSchedulingInfo-r16,
    posSI-RequestConfig-r16                        SI-RequestConfig                                 OPTIONAL,  -- Cond MSG-1
    posSI-RequestConfigSUL-r16                     SI-RequestConfig                                 OPTIONAL,  -- Cond SUL-MSG-1
    ...,
    [[
    posSI-RequestConfigRedCap-r17                  SI-RequestConfig                                 OPTIONAL   -- Cond REDCAP-MSG-1
    ]]
}

PosSchedulingInfo-r16 ::= SEQUENCE {
    offsetToSI-Used-r16          ENUMERATED {true}                                              OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    posSI-Periodicity-r16        ENUMERATED {rf8, rf16, rf32, rf64, rf128, rf256, rf512},
    posSI-BroadcastStatus-r16    ENUMERATED {broadcasting, notBroadcasting},
    posSIB-MappingInfo-r16       PosSIB-MappingInfo-r16,
    ...
}

PosSIB-MappingInfo-r16 ::=   SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSIB)) OF PosSIB-Type-r16

PosSIB-Type-r16 ::=          SEQUENCE {
    encrypted-r16                ENUMERATED { true }                                            OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    gnss-id-r16                  GNSS-ID-r16                                                    OPTIONAL,  -- Need R
    sbas-id-r16                  SBAS-ID-r16                                                    OPTIONAL,  -- Cond GNSS-ID-SBAS
    posSibType-r16               ENUMERATED { posSibType1-1, posSibType1-2, posSibType1-3, posSibType1-4, posSibType1-5, posSibType1-6,
                                              posSibType1-7, posSibType1-8, posSibType2-1, posSibType2-2, posSibType2-3, posSibType2-4,
                                              posSibType2-5, posSibType2-6, posSibType2-7, posSibType2-8, posSibType2-9, posSibType2-10,
                                              posSibType2-11, posSibType2-12, posSibType2-13, posSibType2-14, posSibType2-15,
                                              posSibType2-16, posSibType2-17, posSibType2-18, posSibType2-19, posSibType2-20,
                                              posSibType2-21, posSibType2-22, posSibType2-23, posSibType3-1, posSibType4-1,
                                              posSibType5-1,posSibType6-1, posSibType6-2, posSibType6-3,... },
    areaScope-r16                ENUMERATED {true}                                              OPTIONAL -- Need S
}

GNSS-ID-r16 ::= SEQUENCE {
    gnss-id-r16              ENUMERATED{gps, sbas, qzss, galileo, glonass, bds, ...},
    ...
}

SBAS-ID-r16 ::= SEQUENCE {
    sbas-id-r16              ENUMERATED { waas, egnos, msas, gagan, ...},
    ...
}

-- TAG-POSSI-SCHEDULINGINFO-STOP
-- ASN1STOP



	Conditional presence
	Explanation

	GNSS-ID-SBAS
	The field is mandatory present if gnss-id is set to sbas. It is absent otherwise.

	MSG-1
	The field is optionally present, Need R, if posSI-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message included in PosSchedulingInfo or if si-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message containing type2 SIB included in SchedulingInfo2. It is absent otherwise.

	SUL-MSG-1
	The field is optionally present, Need R, if supplementaryUplink is configured in ServingCellConfigCommonSIB, and if posSI-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message included in PosSchedulingInfo or if si-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message containing type2 SIB included in SchedulingInfo2. It is absent otherwise.

	REDCAP-MSG-1
	The field is optionally present, Need R, if initialUplinkBWP-RedCap is configured in UplinkConfigCommonSIB, and if posSI-BroadcastStatu is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message included in PosSchedulingInfo or if si-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message containing type2 SIB included in SchedulingInfo2. It is absent otherwise.



Question 11: If the issue is valid, do companies agree with above changes in R2-2304087
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	The changes look OK. We could consider merging them into the rapporteur CR as these are rather editorial corrections.

	Lenovo
	
	On the changes for the conditions in both PosSI-SchedulingInfo and SI-SchedulingInfo:

The “or” should be replaced by “and” and “if configured” should be added to “SchedulingInfo2”, see below. Otherwise, it may imply that SI request resources can be configured only for the new SIBs which are scheduled via “SchedulingInfo2” what is not a valid scenario.

The field is optionally present, Need R, if posSI-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message included in PosSchedulingInfo and if si-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message containing type2 SIB included in SchedulingInfo2 (if configured). It is absent otherwise.

The field is optionally present, Need R, if si-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for any SI-message included in SchedulingInfo and any SI-message containing type1 SIB included in SchedulingInfo2 (if configured). It is absent otherwise.

// ZTE: The modifications above are not correct, since the field is optionally present if any SI-message included in the old or new list is not broadcasted. So, here is ‘or’, not ‘and’.


	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	We propose to generalize the conditional presence text as follows and leave it at that:
“if posSI-BroadcastStatus is set to notBroadcasting for an SI-message”
This is because the SI request config applies only to on-demand SI messages, but it does not matter whether it is scheduled by SchedulingInfo or SchedulingInfo2. Please also note that SI-message is included in posSchedulingInfoList and NOT in PosSchedulingInfo. So, saying “for any SI-message included in PosSchedulingInfo” is wrong.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	
	
	



There are 12 companies join in the discussion, and all companies think the issue raised by R2-2304087 is valid according to the comments from companies from 10. According to the comments for the wording in Q11, 10 companies think the current wording is okay, and rapporteur observe the comments from nokia about the PosSchedulingInfo  does make sense, so:
Proposal 7: R2-2304087 is agreed in principle with the following modification:
· To correct the PosSChedulingInfo to the posSchedulingInfoList  on top of the current change.


4	Conclusion
TBD.According to the discussion of the phase 1, the following proposals are achieved:
Proposal 1: R2-2303021 is agreed in principle by considering the following modifiation in both changes:
· “included by the UE in MAC CE for BFR (see TS 38.321 [3] and TS 38.213 [13], clause 6”
Proposal 2: R2-2303346 is not pursued.
Proposal 3: [online]To discuss whether an LS is needed to ask RAN1:
· Whether the Reference Signal used for fast scell activation is allowed to be configured with the qcl-info that is indicated by TCI-state from the dl-OrJointTCI-stateList.
Proposal 4: LS R2-2302457 is noted.
Proposal 5: R2-2303679 is not pursued.
Proposal 6: R2-2303814 is not pursued.
Proposal 7: R2-2304087 is agreed in principle with the following modification:
· To correct the PosSChedulingInfo to the posSchedulingInfoList  on top of the current change.

