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1. Introduction
This is the report of following at meeting offline discussion:
· [AT125][651][NCR] Corrections (Apple) 
	Scope: NCR tdocs. 
	Intended outcome: Report in R2-2401671
	Deadline: Wednesday 2024-02-28 2000 
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

	Xiaomi
	Yujian Zhang
	zhangyujian@xiaomi.com

	Nokia
	Andrew Lappalainen
	andrew.lappalainen@nokia.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Xubin
	xubin10@huawei.com

	Qualcomm
	Georg Hampel
	ghampel@qti.qualcomm.com

	Samsung
	Jonas Sedin
	j.sedin@samsung.com

	ZTE
	LiuJing
	liu.jing30@zte.com.cn

	CATT
	HaoXu
	xuhao@catt.cn

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

	Intel
	Ziyi Li
	ziyi.li@intel.com



1. Discussion
R2-2401437	RILs conclusion for NCR	ZTE Corporation	discussion	Rel-18	NR_netcon_repeater 	Late

Question: any objections to the RILs resolutions proposed by the rapporteur?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments (which RIL resolution you object to and why)

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Nokia
	No
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	On RIL N081:

2>	for NCR-MT, if ncr-FwdConfig is configured:
3>	if the ncr-FwdConfig includes periodic forwarding resource configuration:
4>	indicate to NCR-Fwd to cease forwarding in accordance with the semi-persistent forwarding resource set(s), if configured;	Comment by ZTE-LiuJing: N081
4>	indicate to NCR-Fwd to cease forwarding in accordance with the aperiodic forwarding resources, if configured;
4>	indicate to NCR-Fwd to continue forwarding in accordance with the configured periodic forwarding resource set(s);
Somehow we find it strange to say “cease forwarding in accordance to” the  semi-persistent/aperiodic forwarding resource set(s), because these  forwarding resource set(s) are meant to configure the NCR-Fwd to forward rather than not to forward.

We have sympathy with the original wording. It is clear when we say “ continue forwarding only in accordance with the configured periodic forwarding resource set(s)”

But if companies insist on the change, maybe it should be as follows:

2>	for NCR-MT, if ncr-FwdConfig is configured:
3>	if the ncr-FwdConfig includes periodic forwarding resource configuration:
4>	indicate to NCR-Fwd to cease forwarding on the semi-persistent forwarding resource set(s), if configured;	Comment by ZTE-LiuJing: N081
4>	indicate to NCR-Fwd to cease forwarding on the aperiodic forwarding resources, if configured;
4>	indicate to NCR-Fwd to continue forwarding in accordance with the configured periodic forwarding resource set(s);



	Qualcomm
	No
	

	Samsung
	Minor comments
	We agree with Huawei that the wording is awkward and that the original wording was reasonably clear. 
The suggested change by Huawei is better, but prefer the original wording. 

	ZTE
	
	We are fine with HW’s proposal (using “on”), we are also fine with original wording if majority think there is no ambiguity issue. 

	CATT
	No
	

	Kyocera
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	




Session chair comments: it appears there is no consensus with regards to N081. Furthermore, this is probably not essential as the original wording indeed is rather clear. It is hard to do such wordsmithing offline.
Suggested resolution: we revert to the original text and N081 becomes PropReject. 

R2-2401436	Miscellaneous RRC corrections for NCR	ZTE Corporation	CR	Rel-18	38.331	18.0.0	4617	-	F	NR_netcon_repeater 	Late

Question: any issues with the rapporteur’s CR?

	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments 

	Lenovo
	Yes
	· Coversheet: in “Other specs affected” the “N” column should be ticked to “X”.
· 5.3.5.5, 5.3.7.2, 5.3.8.2: formatting needs to be fixed since wrong styles (“Nomal”) have been used.
· 6.3.2: formatting needs to be fixed for the ASN.1 part since wrong styles (“Nomal”) have been used, should be “PL”.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	Agree with the format issues identified by Lenovo.

	Nokia
	No
	No further issues identified 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	See the comment to the above question.

	Samsung
	See comment
	See comment above. 

	ZTE
	 
	Thanks Lenovo for spotting the issues, will be fixed then.

	CATT
	No
	No further issues found.

	Kyocera
	No
	But we think the format issues should be fixed, as Lenovo pointed out. 

	Intel
	No
	



Suggested resolution: fix the issues spotted by Lenovo, revert the N081 change, revise the CR in R2-2401677. 

R2-2401387	Clarification to Network-Controlled Repeaters Stage-2 description	Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-18	38.300	18.0.0	0808	-	F	NR_netcon_repeater


Question: comments on the proposed CR?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree/Partially Agree
	Comments 

	Lenovo
	
	Coversheet: Impact analysis not needed.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	Also aree with Lenovo that impact analysis is not needed.

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	1) The first change of the following is not essential, it already says “NCR-Fwd towards the UE” which clearly refers to access link. The 2nd change of the following is not correct, control link is for NCR-MT instead of NCR-Fwd.

The NCR-Fwd can support multiple beams towards the UE in the access link. The NCR-Fwd can support different beams in the backhaul link, and control link. The behaviour of the NCR-Fwd is controlled according to the side control information received from the gNB. The NCR-node is modelled as depicted in Figure 4.9.1-1.

2) The following change is not essential. It is clear since there is no control information telling how to amplify.

NR RRC signalling is utilized to configure the NCR-MT to receive side control information from a gNB, which is used by the NCR-Fwd to determine whether and how to amplify-and-forward RF signals (amplification is based on the NCR-Fwd implementation). If the side control configuration is removed, the NCR-Fwd ceases its amplifying-and-forwarding function.
3) For the following change, why only backhaul is mentioned? Is it needed in stage 2?
NR MAC CE indications can be used to configure the backhaul link of the NCR-Fwd as specified in TS 38.321 [6].


	Qualcomm
	See comment
	Agree with Huawei that the changes 1) to 3) are not needed.

	Samsung
	See comment
	Section 4.9.1:
· ‘The NCR-Fwd can support multiple beams towards the UE in the access link’  - not sure if this is needed since from the Figure it is clear that: towards the UE = access link. Also, the link the proposed change refers to is presumably the NCR-Fwd Access Link rather than UE Access link, so the addition may not be fully accurate/unambiguous, and also it’s already clear from the Figure.
· ‘The NCR-Fwd can support different beams in the backhaul link, and control link’ – ok to add for completeness.

Section 4.9.3:
· ‘NR RRC signalling is utilized to configure the NCR-MT to receive side control information from a gNB, which is used by the NCR-Fwd to determine whether and how to amplify-and-forward RF signals (amplification is based on the NCR-Fwd implementation).’ – this is unclear and possibly incorrect since aspects of amplification (when to operate and on which beams) are in fact configured by the network. But we understand the intention, although do not have a better wording suggestion right now and not sure any such addition is needed unless crystal-clear.
·  ‘NR MAC CE indications can be used to configure the backhaul link of the NCR-Fwd as specified in TS 38.321 [6].’ – we presume Nokia say NR MAC CE since previously we have ‘NR RRC signalling’. Both of these are uncommon; the only other such use is in IAB – ‘the F1-C messages are carried over NR RRC between the IAB-node and the gNB, and via XnAP between the gNB and the IAB-donor.’ – but for IAB there was a need to highlight the NR aspect to contrast with LTE/NSA case.
· ‘The NCR-MT does not support RRM measurements for mobility in RRC_CONNECTED.’ – we think this is ok.


	ZTE
	See comment
	  We think the below change is not needed. 
RRM measurement in RRC_CONNECTED is not supported, no matter for which purpose, e.g. handover, load balance.
 When the NCR-MT is in RRC_CONNECTED state, the NCR-Fwd may amplify-and-forward RF signals based on the side control information received from the gNB. The NCR-MT does not support RRM measurements for mobility in RRC_CONNECTED.

	Kyocera
	Partially agree
	We agree the CR in general; but at the same time, we share Huawei’s comments. 
Regarding Huawei’s comment 1), we think some wording update is needed, e.g., “The NCR-Fwd can support different beams in the backhaul link, and those may be different from the beams in the control link.”
Regarding Huawei’s comment 2), we agree that the change is not essential. 
Regarding Huawei’s comment 3), we think the sentence should be completed, i.e., it can add the words for the access link. 



Session chair comments: it appears there are disagreements for most changes in the CR. It is hard to do such wordsmithing offline.

Suggested resolution: we note the CR for now, Ericsson to coordinate offline before the next meeting with the companies who provided comments and resubmit a revised CR if there is consensus. 

R2-2400322	Restriction of cell list for NCR-MT cell reselection	Samsung	CR	Rel-18	38.304	18.0.0	0372	-	F	NR_netcon_repeater


Question: comments on the proposed CR?

	Company
	Agree/Disagree/Partially Agree
	Comments 

	Lenovo
	
	· Coversheet: wrong meeting end date (“2nd March”).
· Isn’t the proposal too extreme? Otherwise, RAN has no control of NCR-MT that are camped on the serving cell. For instance, can’t it happen that the allowed and/or forbidden cell list (configured by OAM) contain cells that are not part of the allow- and/or exclude-listed cells in SIB3/4?

	Ericsson
	No
	We think that this change is not really justified. It should be the network in this case to create consistency in what is configured.

	Xiaomi
	
	If it can be assumed that OAM configuration is always consistent with SIB configuration, then no need to clarify NCR-MT behaviour.

	Nokia
	Partially agree
	We agree with the intention of the CR. NCR-MT is not a normal type of UE, so it could make sense for an NCR to ignore the excluded/allowed cell configurations in SIB3/SIB4 (similar to how the NCR-MT ignores cell-barring and access restrictions in SIB1) by taking an OAM-configured excluded/allowed cell list into configuration. 
Possibly the CR is a bit too extreme though. Perhaps it would be sufficient to say the following: in case of conflict between OAM-configured and SIB3/SIB4 excluded/allowed-cell lists, then the OAM configuration shall be used.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	We think UE should follow the configurations in both OAM and SIB. When either configuration tells the NCR not to camp, the NCR should not camp. Also we think it can be left to implementation to coordinate between these configurations. 
So there is no need to change the spec.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
See comment
	The NCR is an infrastructure node and should primarily follow OAM configuration. Further, the NCR’s OAM-configured list of excluded/allowed cells can be matched up with the SIB broadcasted list of exclude/allowed cells. In case there is a mismatch, it is either due to erroneous configuration, or it is the operator’s intention. The spec should not try to correct for erroneous configurations. The spec should further not preclude that an operator intends to have a different excluded/allowed cell list for the NCR than for conventional UEs.    

	Samsung
	Proponent
	We think that there is a misunderstanding on the use of the OAM-configured list. The cell list of OAM configuration is solely for NCR-MT and this is subject to the capability of handling NCR in those cells, whereas cell list in SIB is only for UE access, and there is no restriction regarding NCR in these cells (if OAM configured cell info is also in SIB, then this is waste of air resource). So, it will likely be a conflict between these two lists (ex. One cell in OAM configuration is forbidden while the same is allowed in SIB). For resolving this conflict, there should be a guide line on how to handle this case. We are ok with Nokia’s rephrasing. 

Also, for instance in RAN2/RAN3 when NCR mobility was discussed, it was mentioned that the network may rely on the OAM-configured list in order for the NCR-MT to not perform any mobility at all. 

	ZTE
	See comment
	We think it worth clarifying how the lists will be used. 
Firstly, we think it is possible to provide different list for NCR-MT because NCR-MT is not deployed as normal UE. 
We try to summarize our views in below table:
	Cases
	NCR-OAM configured forbidden cell list
	NCR-OAM configured allowed cell list
	Expected NCR-MT behaviour

	1
	not configured
	not configured
	NCR-MT follows the “excluded cell list” and “allowed cell list” broadcasted in SIB. 

	2
	configured
	not configured
	NCT-MT cannot access the cell that belongs to both “OAM configured forbidden cell list” and “excluded cell list” broadcasted in SIB.
If “allowed cell list” is broadcasted in SIB, the NCR-MT can only access those cells.  

	3
	not configured
	configured
	NCR-MT can only access the cell that belong to the OAM configured allowed cell list. 

	4
	configured
	configured
	NCR-MT can only access the cell that belong to the OAM configured allowed cell list. 



In summary, if NCR-OAM provides “allowed cell list”, the NCR-MT should ignore both “excluded cell list” and “allowed cell list” broadcast in SIB; 
But if NCR-OAM only provides “forbidden cell list”, then the “excluded cell list” broadcasted in SIB should still be applicable. 

If we want to capture this in spec, then our suggestion is:
NCT-MT can be configured with additional allowed cell list and/or forbidden cell list, see TS 38.300 [2]. The NCR-MT shall consider only the allowed listed cells, if configured by OAM as candidates for cell reselection (ignore above exclude-listed cells and/or allowed-listed cells). 


	CATT
	See comments
	Share the same view as ZTE.

	Kyocera
	Partially agree
	We agree the intention of this CR, and we think Nokia’s wording is better. 

	Intel
	
	ok with ZTE’s wording.



Session chair comments: it appears there is sympathy with the proposal from ZTE.

Suggested resolution: Samsung to provide a revised CR in R2-2401678 fixing the coversheet as suggested by Lenovo and using the wording suggested by ZTE. If there are no comments by 11:00am on Friday the CR would be agreed. 

3	Conclusion

Proposal 1: The following RILs are agreed: E079, E106, E106, E106, E106, E114, S651, E114, E114, N082. The following RIL is rejected: N081. 
Proposal 2: 38.331 CR R2-2401436 is revised in R2-2401677. R2-2401677 will go for post meeting email approval.
Proposal 3: R2-2401387 is noted. Can come back next meeting.
Proposal 3: 38.304 CR R2-2400322 is revised in R2-2401678. R2-2401678 is further revised in R2-2401680. R2-2401680 will go for post meeting email approval. 

1. 





