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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 [701] discussion. 
	Intended outcome: Report in R2-2313831
	Deadline: Thursday 2023-11-16 2000 
The discussion will be conducted as follows:
· As per guidance from the chair, final CR checking will be done by email AFTER the meeting
· Therefore, in this email thread we focus only on corrections in AI 7.1.2
1. Contact Points
Respondents to the offline discussion are asked to fill in the following table:
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Intel
	Ziyi Li
	ziyi.li@intel.com

	Fujitsu
	Takako Sanda
	sanda.takako @ fujitsu.com

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

	Samsung
	Milos Tesanovic
	m.tesanovic@samsung.com

	ZTE
	LiuJing
	liu.jing30@zte.com.cn

	Nokia
	Andrew Lappalainen
	andrew.lappalainen@nokia.com

	CATT
	Hao Xu
	xuhao@catt.cn

	NEC
	Satoaki Hayashi
	Satoaki-hayashi@nec.com

	vivo
	Boubacar Kimba
	kimba@vivo.com

	Ericsson
	Felipe Arraño Scharager
	felipe.arrano.scharager@ericsson.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Xubin
	xubin10@huawei.com

	Qualcomm
	Georg Hampel
	ghampel@qti.qualcomm.com

	China Telecom
	Jincan Xin
	xinjc@chinatelecom.cn

	Xiaomi
	Yujian Zhang
	zhangyujian@xiaomi.com



1. Discussion

R2-2312012	Discussion on NCR’s behaviours upon TAT expiry	Fujitsu	discussion	Rel-18	NR_netcon_repeater

Companies are invited to provide their views whether a correction is needed and if so, which option they prefer.
	Company
	Yes (+which option)/No
	Comments 

	Intel
	No
	this can be done by network implementation by setting TAT as infinite.

	Fujitsu
(Proponent)
	Yes (Option 1 or 2)
	Without any further spec. change, it is possible that the network configures a finite value for TAT of NCR-MT and the TAT may expire e.g., when the TA commands cannot reach the NCR-MT due to bad quality of C-link. Then, Option 3 would be the NCR behaviour based on the current running CR. That is, the NCR-Fwd will continue forwarding in case of TAT expiry.
However, as we discussed in our paper, in this case, the NCR-Fwd may cause strong interference due to non-synchronization and outdated side control information.
To resolve the issue, Option 1 or 2 is preferred.

	Kyocera
	No
	We think it’s up to NW implementation, so we don’t think it should be specified. 

	Samsung
	Yes (Option 2)
	Agree with Fujitsu this should be fixed, prefer Option 2.

	ZTE
	No
	Same view as Intel and Kyocera, the network will ensure the TAT for NCR-MT won’t expire, there is no need to specify NCR behaviour upon TAT expiry. 

	Nokia 
	
	Neutral. If we specify anything we should go with Option 2; otherwise we can leave it to implementation. 

	CATT
	No
	Same view as intel.

	NEC
	No
	Considering the NCR is a stationary node, we think it is a corner case. Therefore, there is no need to define a specific behaviour for NCR-MT for this corner case. Either NW configures infinite TAT or NCR-MT follows legacy behaviour when the finite TAT expires is sufficient.
On the other hand, if we go with Option 2, seems there is no uplink transmission normally for NCR MT, we have concerns on how NW knows the NCR-Fwd ceasing.

	vivo
	No
	For static deployment, TAT timer is not so useful. It can be left for implementation either by network (i.e. to configure the infinite timer value) or by the NCR MT to ignore the TAT timer state. 

	Ericsson
	No
	We see no strong motivation to consider any option since this can (in principle) be handled by implementation. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Can be left to NW implementation.

	Qualcomm
	No (Option 1)
	For a UE, the TA needs to be periodically updated since the UE moves. In case the update fails, the UE may suffer UL synchronization loss.
 The NCR-MT is not expected to move. Therefore, the TA is not expected to change. The TA timer can therefore be set to infinity.

	China Telecom
	No
	 It can be left to NW implementation. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	Our understanding is that in Rel-18, NCR is assumed to be stationary. Therefore TAT timer can be set to infinity.



Rapporteur’s summary: the majority do not think the change is essential as the case can be handled by network implementation, therefore the proposal is to note the contribution.

Proposal 1: to note R2-2312012.
R2-2313105	Correction on Periodic and Semi-Persistent FwdResourceSets	Ericsson	draftCR	Rel-18	38.331	17.6.0	F	NR_netcon_repeater

Companies are invited to provide their views on the proposed correction.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments 

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Fujitsu
	Yes
	

	Kyocera
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	Some editorial aspects:
1. Text is using red colour for some reason (not visible until changes are accepted);
2. Space missing in ‘ resources.If present…’.
3. Wording improvement suggestion (for 38.331 rapporteur when capturing this):


priorityFlag
Indicates the priority for the list of periodic forwarding resources.If present, the list of periodic forwarding resources will have higher priority over aperiodic forwarding resources beam indication and a list of semi-persistent forwarding resources, if the list of semi-persistent forwarding resources has no priority flag.
... 
priorityFlag
Indicates the priority for the list of semi-persistent forwarding resources.If present, the list of semi-persistent forwarding resources will have higher priority over aperiodic forwarding resources beam indication and any list of periodic forwarding resources.


	ZTE
	No
	After checking the RAN1 endorsed CR, we found how to handle the “priority flag” is well defined in RAN1 spec (TS 38.213, clause 20), we’d better avoid duplicating them in RRC spec, and it is hard to maintain it if RAN1 further updates the logic in future. 
So, instead of Ericsson’s proposal, we suggest to update the field description by directly adding reference to RAN1 spec. 

	priorityFlag
Indicates the priority for the list of periodic forwarding resources, as specified in TS 38.213 [13], clause 20. if present, the list of periodic forwarding resources will have higher priority over aperiodic beam indication.





	Nokia
	No strong view
	As ZTE mentioned this is already captured in the RAN1 spec, so it may not be critical to capture in 38.331. However, we can support it if the majority of companies want it.

	CATT
	See comments
	 Agree with the intention. For the detailed wording, we prefer ZTE’s way.

	NEC
	No strong view
	In general, we agree that some clarifications are needed to make the priority order clear between semi-persistent forwarding resource and periodic ones, taking into account the respective priorityFlag. We are also fine with ZTE proposal to just add a reference to RAN1 spec. 

	vivo

	OK but refinement is required 
	According the RAN1 agreements, priorityFlag is used to indicate the beam indication priority between multiple beam indications for the same radio resource (e.g. certain slot) rather than the priority between different resources. But the existing description and the change R2-2313105 compare the priority between beam indication and resources, which causes ambiguity. 

Based on this understanding, we propose the further refinement below:

For priorityFlag in NCR-PeriodicFwdResourceSet
priorityFlag
Indicates the priority for the periodic beam indication,  if present, the beam indication in the list of periodic forwarding resources will have higher priority over aperiodic beam indication and the beam indication in the list of semi-persistent forwarding resources.

BTW, we should also refine the description for priorityFlag in NCR-SemiPersistentFwdResourceSet
priorityFlag
Indicates the priority for the semi-persistent beam indication, if present, the beam indication in the list of semi-persistent forwarding resources will have higher priority over aperiodic beam indication and the beam indication in the periodic forwarding resources.

	Ericsson
	Yes (proponent)
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comments
	Similar view as ZTE. 
For easier maintenance, as the details are specified in L1 spec, we can simply refer to it.

	China Telecom
	See comments
	In general, we agree with the intention. For the details, we prefer the ZTE’s proposal to add a reference to L1 spec. 

	Xiaomi
	See comments
	OK with ZTE’s suggestion for referring to RAN1 spec.



Rapporteur’s summary: the majority support the intention, but for the actual wording the majority seem to prefer the approach suggested by ZTE.

Proposal 2: revise the TS 38.331 CR as follows “priorityFlag Indicates the priority for the list of periodic forwarding resources, as specified in TS 38.213 [13], clause 20.”

R2-2313195	Correction to p-Max and NS value usage for NCR-MT	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-18	38.331	17.6.0	4475	-	F	NR_netcon_repeater

Companies are invited to provide their views on the proposed correction.
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments 

	Intel
	yes
	technically agree with this CR. 
On the other hand, though we see there’s also an impact on UE capability 306, we suggest to wait for RAN4 formal feature list then update in mega CR.

	Fujitsu
	Yes, but
	We are OK with the intention of the CR, but we share Intel’s view that this is a bit premature and should be handled after more RAN4 progress.

	Kyocera
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes but…
	The relevant RAN4 CRs that may clarify this are being discussed this RAN4 meeting but have not been agreed yet. We prefer to wait for RAN4 progress.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	Proponent of the CR. Our understanding is that RAN4 intends to clarify the applicability of TS 38.106 to NCR this meeting.

	CATT
	Yes
	

	NEC
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comments
	Agree with other companies that there are no concrete conclusions/CRs yet in RAN4. We don’t need to rush.

	Qualcomm
	See comments
	Wait for RAN4 to finish up.

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	See comments
	OK to wait for RAN4 progress.



Rapporteur’s summary: the majority seem to prefer to wait for RAN4 progress, therefore the proposal is:

Proposal 3: to postpone R2-2313195.

R2-2313371	Correction on the size of SRI field in the NCR related MAC CE	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-18	38.321	17.6.0	1723	-	F	NR_netcon_repeater
R2-2313508	Correction of SRI use for NCR	Samsung, ZTE	draftCR	Rel-17	38.321	17.6.0	F	NR_netcon_repeater-Core

Companies are invited to provide their views on which wording they prefer (the session chair believe they are equivalent, but we must select one somehow). It is also OK to suggest an alternative wording. In the end the session chair will select one.
	Company
	3371/3508/other
	Comments 

	Intel
	either one is fine
	

	Fujitsu
	3508
	No need to mention “SRI” in the CR.

	Kyocera
	3508
	We prefer 3508 since it’s simpler. 

	Samsung
	3508 (proponent)
	3371 proposes to keep SRI, which we feel there is no need for (anymore). The ‘SRI’ in current rapporteur CR and 3371 is not the SRI as defined by RAN1. We agreed in fact to refer to SRS Resource ID and not SRI, and therefore SRI is currently just an unnecessary ‘middle-man’ in our view.

	ZTE
	3508
	Proponent

	Nokia
	3508
	3508 also updates Fig. 6.1.3.y-1 to refer to SRS Resource ID, which is preferred.

	CATT
	3508
	Same view as Nokia.

	NEC
	3508
	It is more complete.

	vivo
	Either one
	

	Ericsson
	3508
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comments
	It crossed our mind that the “SRI” seems not needed when drafting the CR, but then we thought it is a bit strange to say “a MAC CE contains an RRC configured parameter (SRS-ResourceID)”. What is reported in the MAC CE shouldn’t be the RRC IE itself, but rather the ID value.
That is why we kept the SRI since there is no harm for this.

We are fine if companies want make it simple. In that case, we may consider something like this (based on 3508):

“Otherwise, 6 rightmost bits of this field refer to SRS-ResourceID configured in the active UL BWP which is used as the uplink beam indication for backhaul link transmission, with the 1 remaining bit set to zero;”


	Qualcomm
	3508
	Same as proponents of 3508 above.

	China Telecom
	3508
	

	Xiaomi
	3508
	For 3508, “SRI” in bullet “-	Uplink TCI state ID or SRI” should be also updated.



Rapporteur’s summary: the majority seem to prefer the wording in R2-2313508	.
Proposal 4: to agree R2-2313508.
3	Conclusion
Proposal 1: to note R2-2312012.

Proposal 2: revise the TS 38.331 CR as follows “priorityFlag Indicates the priority for the list of periodic forwarding resources, as specified in TS 38.213 [13], clause 20.”

Proposal 3: to postpone R2-2313195.

Proposal 4: to agree R2-2313508.
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