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1. Introduction
This is the report of following at meeting offline discussion:
· [AT123bis][751][NCR] Corrections (Apple)
	Scope: The NCR AI will be handled exclusively by email in this [751] discussion. 
	Intended outcome: Report in R2-2311480
	Deadline: Thursday 2023-10-12 2000 CST
The discussion will be conducted in two phases:
1) Phase 1 – discuss proposals, deadline Wednesday 2023-09-12 2000 CST
2) Phase 2 – if needed, check the revised CRs, deadline Thursday 2023-10-12 2000 CST
1. Contact Points
Respondents to the offline discussion are asked to fill in the following table:
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Ericsson
	Antonino Orsino
	antonino.orsino@ericsson.com

	Kyocera
	Masato Fujishiro
	masato.fujishiro.fj@kyocera.jp

	ZTE
	LiuJing
	liu.jing30@zte.com.cn

	Xiaomi
	Yujian Zhang
	zhangyujian@xiaomi.com

	vivo
	Boubacar Kimba D.A.
	kimba@vivo.com

	Samsung
	Milos Tesanovic
	m.tesanovic@samsung.com

	Nokia
	Andrew Lappalainen
	andrew.lappalainen@nokia.com

	Intel
	Ziyi Li
	ziyi.li@intel.com

	CATT
	Hao Xu
	xuhao@catt.cn

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Xubin
	xubin10@huawei.com

	Lenovo
	Jing HAN
	hanjing8@lenovo.com

	Sony
	Vivek
	Vivek.sharma@sony.com

	Fujitsu
	Takako Sanda
	Sanda.takako @ Fujitsu.com

	BT
	Salva Diaz
	salva.diazsendra@bt.com

	
	
	



1. Discussion
2. Phase 1
R2-2309404	Reply LS on applicability of UAC for Network Controlled Repeater (C1-236447; contact: Samsung)	CT1	LS in	Rel-18	5Gprotoc18	To:RAN2	Cc:SA2
Session chair suggestion: note the LS, no action in RAN2.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We agree that there is no action for RAN2.

	Kyocera
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Sony
	Yes
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	



Session chair summary: all the respondents agree to note the LS. 
Proposal 1: R2-2309404 is noted.
R2-2310717	Stage 2 corrections on NCR	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-18	38.300	17.6.0	0716	-	F	NR_netcon_repeater
Session chair comments: three changes proposed in the CR, companies are invited to provide their views on the proposed changes.1)	Change the “last side control information received from the gNB” to “last periodic beam indication received from the gNB”.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	We have a preference to keep current text as it more general and stage2 does not really need to be really detailed. One may say that “last periodic beam indication received from the gNB” is already part of “last side control information received from the gNB”. Therefore, no issue from functional point of view.

	Kyocera
	No
	We agree with Ericsson’s view. 

	ZTE
	No
	Same view as Ericsson, if proponent really see the need to highlight “periodic configuration”, we suggest to simply reword as below:
“in accordance with the last periodic side control information received from the gNB.”
But we also fine with the current specification. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with Ericsson that it is OK to keep stage-2 text general.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with the comments from Ericsson.

	Samsung
	No
	Same view as Ericsson. In our view, we should stick with the original text as this is stage-2 spec. Otherwise we would need to introduce details on all types of side control signalling and not just periodic beam indication (to us it feels inconsistent to single it out).

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with other companies that Stage-2 text is ok.

	Intel
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	Same view as Ericsson.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	Just because it is stage 2, it doesn’t mean we cannot be accurate about the description since we have such agreement and the stage 3 has implemented like that. 
We are OK with ZTE’s rewording if it is agreeable.

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Sony
	No
	

	Fujitsu
	No
	Agree with Ericsson



Session chair summary: 12 out of 13 respondents (i.e. all but the proponents) do not agree to the proposed change and prefer to keep the current text. 
3) Change the description related to beam degradation into a NOTE according to the agreement.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	We prefer to keep the text as normative rather than informative. The fact that UE should cease forwarding operation is a clear UE action and should not be captured in a note.

	Kyocera
	No
	We have the same view as Ericsson. 

	ZTE
	No
	Same view as Ericsson

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	vivo
	No
	Same view as Ericsson.

	Samsung
	No
	Same view as Ericsson (this text was already discussed at length).

	Nokia
	No
	Same view as Ericsson.

	Intel
	No
	agree with Ericsson.

	CATT
	No
	Same view as Ericsson.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes but
	We are fine to go with majority (although it is not aligned with agreement).

	Lenovo
	No
	Agree with Ericsson

	Sony
	No
	

	Fujitsu
	No
	Agree with Ericsson



Session chair summary: 12 out of 13 respondents (i.e. all but the proponents) do not agree to the proposed change and prefer to keep the current text. Furthermore, the proponents indicate they can accept the majority view.

4) Editorial corrections.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	Both existing and new text are correct. At the end is a matter of taste but we don’t think this changes are critical.

	Kyocera
	[No]
	We don’t have strong view on this, and we don’t think the proposed changes are essential.  

	ZTE
	No strong view
	

	Xiaomi
	No strong view
	

	vivo
	No strong view
	

	Samsung 
	No
	Not essential – ‘cease to do something’ appears correct.

	Nokia
	No
	These are non-essential editorial changes. The current Stage-2 text is clear already. 

	Intel
	No strong view
	it’s not essential.

	CATT
	No strong view
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes 
	It is better to align the wording in different places. 

	Lenovo
	No strong view
	

	Sony
	No strong view
	

	Fujitsu
	No strong view
	



Session chair summary: 10 out of 13 respondents don’t have a strong view, 2 respondents oppose the proposal and 1 (the proponents) support it. 
Proposal 2: R2-2310717 is noted.
R2-2310899	Clarification on number of beam index IDs for NCR	Ericsson	draftCR	Rel-18	38.321	17.6.0	F	NR_netcon_repeater
Session chair comments: companies are invited to provide their views on the proposed changes.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	Proponent.

	Kyocera
	Yes
	We think some clarification is needed. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	In our understanding, we have the following cases:
A/D=0, C=0: Regular case for deactivation (entire forwarding list is being deactivated)
A/D=0, C=1: Prohibited based on existing spec text
A/D=1, C=0: All existing beams (indicated via logical beam indices) from Resource set ID are being activated 
A/D=1, C=1: Specific sub-set of beam indices from Resource set ID is being updated & activated - from RRC spec:

NCR-SemiPersistentFwdResourceSet contains the following:

beamIndex
Indicates logical beam index for NCR-Fwd access link. NCR-Fwd is assumed to be ON over the indicated time domain resource if there is beam indication.

And then the MAC CE provides updated beam indices.
The proposed change clarifies that no partial update of the beam indices is allowed, which is indeed the original intention.
Side note: Presumably this will be merged into rapporteur CR, as we currently only have one running catB CR?

	Nokia
	Yes/neutral
	Most likely this is what someone would guess if they implemented it, but it is also not totally clear right now so clarifying this avoids any ambiguities.

	Intel
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	It can improve the clarity indeed.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes 
	Agree with Samsung that the change can be merged into the Rapp CR.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Sony
	Yes
	

	Fujitsu
	No strong view
	We see that the current description is clear. But it is also fine to add the clarification.



Session chair summary: 12 out of 13 support the proposal, one company has not strong view but are willing to accept it. 
Proposal 3: the changes proposed in R2-2310899 are agreed and will be merged into the running CR by the running CR rapporteur (in phase 2 of this discussion).
R2-2311173	Introducing support for Network Controlled Repeaters to 38.321	Samsung	CR	Rel-18	38.321	17.6.0	1554	8	B	NR_netcon_repeater-Core	R2-2309052
Session chair comments: the changes in rev8 appear to be editorial and correct, companies are invited to check and provide their views.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Kyocera
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	Proponent (NCR MAC rapporteur)

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes 
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	Sony
	Yes
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	



Session chair summary: all the respondents support the proposal. 
Proposal 4: the changes in R2-2311173 are agreed, but the tdoc is revised in R2-2311481 to implement additional changes agreed in this discussion.
R2-2311037	On RRC inactive and re-establishment mobility for NCR	Samsung, China Telecom, AT&T	discussion	Rel-18	NR_netcon_repeater
Proposal 1: Send LS to RAN3 to introduce e-establi to allow for inter-node RRC inactive mobility and re-establishment for NCR.
Session chair comments: companies are invited to provide their views on views on inter-node NCR mobility and whether to send an LS to RAN3.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	The agreement we took in RAN2 does not imply that source and target node during resume and re-establishment should perform UE context fetch procedure. The NCR will wait for new configurations from the new gNB but then if these don’t come the NCR will stop to operate. No intention to introduce any new RAN3 signalling.

	Kyocera
	Yes
	We think RAN3 should discuss and resolve this issue. 

	ZTE
	No
	From network perspective, we think usually the NCR device will be deployed to serve a given gNB, this is done by configuring the “allowed cell list ” to only include cells of a gNB, so inter-gNB cell reselection won’t happen because other cells will be treated as “barred”. 
If the NW intends to allow the NCR to serve multiple gNBs, we think there is no big problem even if UE context retrieve procedure is not supported, because the target gNB can send RRCSetup (instead of RRCResume) to re-establish the connection. 
We are afraid it is a bit too late to update RAN3 signalling, if needed, we suggest to consider this optimization in future release. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with ZTE. Our understanding is that there is no need to optimize mobility of NCR node, which is not well supported in Rel-18 anyway. 

	Vivo
	No
	Firstly, the raised issue is actually the inter-node mobility for NCR-MT, which is not in the scope of R18. Secondly, RAN3 has already closed the WI and this issue may need considerable work in RAN3. 
If the NCR-MT selects a different gNB, regular initial RRC connection setup procedure should be performed between the NCR-MT and the gNB or the gNB send new RRC configurations to NCR-MT after receiving resume request from the NCR-MT.

	Samsung
	Yes (proponent)
	In our understanding, inter-node mobility should be supported in NCR. And the reason why it was not introduced in RAN3 was because they had the misunderstanding that inter-node mobility is not supported. But it seems that we agree that inter-node mobility can be supported. 
Not allowing for context fetch procedure creates unnecessary delays and the point is that it is cleaner to introduce it. 

We do not buy the argument that it is too late to introduce a flag that has been introduced for other work items such as IAB for exactly the same problem. Especially considering as the reason for not introducing it in the beginning was based on an inter-WG misunderstanding and the release is still open… 

	Nokia
	Yes
	This indeed seems like a loose end that was not properly tied up in RAN3; and just because the WI is “closed” does not mean they cannot address this.

Without this, if NCR reselects/e-establishes on a new gNB the new gNB will not be able to get the NCR authorization info; this means that the NCR will be forced to go through RRC Setup with NAS Registration procedure, which could be quite problematic when NCR is providing coverage extension to Ues.

	Intel
	see comment
	Even though new configurations are needed from new gNB when INACTIVE UE goes to CONNECTED at a new gNB, we think we can use UE capability for that purpose, e.g. a NCR conditional mandatory UE capability. This can also save an extra bit over Xn interface without RAN3 involvement or changes over Xn interface.

	CATT
	No 
	It is not a critical issue that we must resolve in the current release. We propose not to send LS RAN3 to solve this issue and leave it to the further release.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree with Intel that the new gNB can tell from the NCR-MT’s capability. No additional information is needed.

	Lenovo
	No
	We think this is a kind of optimization and we can leave it to the future release

	Sony
	Yes for Resume and No for re-establishment
	We think resume should work on another cell from a different gNB. However, re-establishment might have an impact on UEs under NCR. gNB implementation may avoid RLF for UEs under NCR but difficult for inter gNB case in our view.

	Fujitsu
	No
	RAN2 does not have clear agreement that inter-node mobility is supported and it seems too late to make a new agreement. The issue can be avoided by NW implementation as ZTE proposed.

	BT
	Yes
	Agree with Samsung and Nokia.

As we clearly mention in RAN3, cell reselection could occur inter-gNB.

We do not agree with ZTE assumption. The main value of a NCR is to extend the coverage in an area and the NCR can be located in an area without a clear single serving cell dominance. The lack of dominance from a single serving cell implies that it could be more than one suitable donor node.

Also, if the serving donor goes down, it quite possible that there is another suitable donor available, therefore NCR could still be active.

For the best of our knowledge, Intel’s proposal about UE capabilities is not currently specified. It will require work in RAN2.  

In addition, RAN3 is capable manage their own time so RAN2 should not use that as an argument to preclude to send the LS.



Session chair summary: it is hard to draw a definitive conclusion on this issue offline, however the session chair makes the following observation:
1) While there is some support to send the LS to RAN3, the majority clearly prefers not to
2) Some companies think the issue can be resolved with the existing signalling
3) Some companies acknowledge the issue, but propose a different solution which can be specified in RAN2 without RAN3 involvement
4) Some companies question whether the scenario (inter-node mobility) should be supported in Rel-18
5) Having said that, there is non-negligible support for inter-node mobility and even some of the objecting companies do acknowledge the scenario
The session chair thinks it would be beneficial to discuss the scenario (inter-node mobility) online in a CB session.
Proposal 5: discuss online (in a CB session) whether the issue of inter-node RRC inactive mobility for NCR is supported from RAN2 point of view.

3.2 Phase 2
R2-2310898	Introducing support for Network-Controlled Repeaters to 38.300	Ericsson	CR	Rel-18	38.300	17.6.0	0685	3	B	NR_netcon_repeater	R2-2309053
Session chair suggestion: the CR appears to be identical to R2-2309053, if there are any stage-2 agreements made during phase 1 of the present discussions the CR will be revised and checked in phase 2 of the discussion. 
Session chair comments: no new stage-2 agreements, so the proposal is to note R2-2310898.
Comments?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Session chair summary: no comments have been received.
R2-2311481	Introducing support for Network Controlled Repeaters to 38.321	Samsung
Session chair comments: once the rapporteur implements the changes from R2-2310899 on top of R2-2311173 and provides the draft in the folder of this email discussion, companies are asked to check and comment if they spot any issues.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Session chair summary: no comments have been received.
3	Conclusion
Proposal 1: R2-2309404 is noted.
Proposal 2: R2-2310717 is noted.
Proposal 3: the changes proposed in R2-2310899 are agreed.
Proposal 4: the changes in R2-2311173 are agreed.
Proposal 5: Inter-node cell reselection for RRC_INACTIVE and inter-node RRC re-establishment is supported from RAN2 point of view (no additional/new inter-node signalling is needed).
Proposal 6: R2-2311481 is endorsed.
Proposal 7: R2-2310898 is noted. 
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