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1. Introduction
This is the report of following at meeting offline discussion:
[AT125bis][002][NCR] All NCR corrections tdocs (Apple)
	Scope: To discuss all the tdocs submitted to AI 7.1
	Deadline for comments: Wednesday 2024-04-17 1800
	Deadline for comments on the moderator’s proposals: Thursday 2024-04-18 1800
1. Contact Points
Respondents to the offline discussion are asked to fill in the following table:
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	ZTE
	LiuJing
	liu.jing30@zte.com.cn

	Intel
	Ziyi Li
	ziyi.li@intel.com

	Xiaomi
	Yujian Zhang
	zhangyujian@xiaomi.com

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

	Samsung
	Milos Tesanovic
	m.tesanovic@samsung.com

	NEC		
	Satoaki Hayashi
	Satoaki-hayashi@nec.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Xubin
	xubin10@huawei.com



1. Discussion
R2-2403316	Correction to BFR for NCR	Samsung	CR	Rel-18	38.321	18.1.0	1819	-	F	NR_netcon_repeater-Core

Views on the CR?

	Company
	View (agree/disagree/other)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Disagree
	It seems this has been discussed in RAN1 for several meetings and there is no consensus on limiting the “last configuration” to access link. 
In the CR cover page, we have different understanding on the below assumption:
[image: ]
It is already agreed that the beams can be different for C-link and backhaul link. Even if the last configuration maybe not suitable for backhaul link, after BFR the network is aware of it, so, the network can send another MAC CE to change the beam of backhaul link, if needed.
In addition, if we clarify that NCR only resumes access link according to last configuration but leave backhaul link as FFS, it means the NCR-Fwd can’t work at that time, this does not help and with no benefit.

	Intel
	Disagree
	agree with ZTE.

	Xiaomi
	Disagree
	Agree with ZTE’s comments.

	Ericsson
	See comment
	Given the discussion and positions, the change does not appear to be needed with the current specification not really limiting either understanding.  

	Samsung
	Agree (proponent)
	In 38.300 we currently have the following:

“The NCR-Fwd is the function performing amplifying-and-forwarding of signals between gNB and UE via the NCR-Fwd backhaul link and NCR-Fwd access link, respectively.”

This means that the forwarding function encompasses both BH and Access links. And therefore when we say (as we do currently) in the MAC spec “to resume forwarding using the last forwarding configuration received by NCR-MT as part of side control information before beam failure detection”, this means resume both BH and Access using the last forwarding configuration. And ZTE do not seem to dispute this.

However applicability of the last configuration to Access and BH links is different – for Access links it is still valid following BFR, while for the BH link this may not be the case. We should not wait for a new MAC CE to be sent to reconfigure the BH link, while continuing to forward using a link that may not be suitable.

	NEC		
	Disagree
	Agree with ZTE.

	Nokia
	Disagree
	Basically we have a similar understanding and concern as ZTE.
There are two cases that can be considered:
1. BH beam was same as the MT beam (i.e. it was not configured by MAC CE) prior to beam failure . Following BF recovery, BH will use the beam that MT recovered on and there would be no issue.
2. BH beam was different than MT beam (i.e. it was configured by MAC CE) prior to beam failure. In that case what is problematic about resuming on the same BH beam? This is not the beam where MT experienced BFD.
In either case, gNB can still send another MAC CE to update the beam if needed.
Like ZTE, we have concerns that the CR would introduce ambiguity about the forwarding behaviour upon BF recovery. What does it mean to resume forwarding on NCR-Fwd access without resuming forwarding on the backhaul, as implied by the CR?

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Disagree
	Similar view with ZTE. 




Proposed rapporteur’s conclusion: Proposal 1: R2-2403316	is noted.

R2-2403627	Clarification to Network-Controlled Repeaters Stage-2 description	Ericsson, Nokia	CR	Rel-18	38.300	18.1.0	0808	1	F	NR_netcon_repeater	R2-2401387

Views on the CR? 
Note: if you agree with some changes, but not the others, please be specific and indicate in the comments column which parts you agree to.

	Company
	View (agree/disagree/other)
	Comments

	ZTE
	See comment
	Same comment as last meeting, we think the below change is not need. RRM measurement is not supported no matter for which purpose, highlighting “mobility” causes misunderstandings.

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.

	Intel
	agree with 1st 2nd change
	agree with ZTE that RRM measurement is not supported for any purpose, not only for mobility, but also for CA, DC, which are also not supported by NCR-MT.

	Xiaomi
	Comments
	Agree with ZTE that RRM measurements in RRC_CONNECTED is not supported, therefore no need to add “for mobility”. Note that RAN4 CR R4-2320346 (as cited in the CR) is about RRM requirements for random access / UE timing / RRC reestablishment / RLM/BFD/BFR, not RRM measurements.

	Ericsson (proponent)
	See comment
	The CR has been updated considering companies’ views from the previous meeting.

Then to us, it is OK to update the CR considering a subset of the proposed modifications. 

	Samsung
	OK with 2nd and 3rd changes
1st change – defer / refer it to RAN1
4th change – not ok
	We would prefer to defer discussion on 1st change until ongoing discussions on BH link handling are completed (in RAN1, but see also discussion on R2-2403316 above).
On 4th change – same reasoning as ZTE.

	NEC	
	See comment
	On the 1st and 2nd changes, we are fine to follow majority. On the RRM measurements, we agree with ZTE and think it is no need to highlight “for mobility”.

	Nokia
	See comment
	As commented by Ericsson, we attempted to take feedback from the previous meeting into account in the revised CR, and we are fine to go with a subset of the changes as agreed by majority of the companies.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	For the last change, agree with others that it is not needed. For other changes, they are not essential but we are OK to follow majority.




Proposed rapporteur’s conclusion: Proposal 2: E/// to revise R2-2403627 taking into account the comments, in particular to remove “mobility”. The CR will be (hopefully) agreed in the CB session. 

R2-2403445	Correction to P-Max and NS value usage for NCR-MT	Nokia	CR	Rel-18	38.331	18.1.0	4475	1	F	NR_netcon_repeater-Core	R2-2313195
R2-2403446	Discussion on P-Max and NS value handling for NCR-MT	Nokia	discussion	Rel-18	NR_netcon_repeater-Core

Views on proposal 1 in 3446?


	Company
	View (agree/disagree/other)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Agree
	We think the proposal is aligned with RAN4 spec. the CR can be endorsed and merged into Rapp’s CR (to be provided to next meeting).

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Ericsson 
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	NEC	
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	




Views on proposal 2 in 3446?

	Company
	View (agree/disagree/other)
	Comments

	ZTE
	Agree
	We think the proposal is aligned with RAN4 spec. the CR can be endorsed and merged into Rapp’s CR (to be provided to next meeting).

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Xiaomi
	Agree
	

	Ericsson 
	Agree
	

	Samsung
	Agree
	

	NEC	
	Agree
	

	Nokia
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	




Views on LS to RAN4 as suggested in proposal 4 in 3446?

	Company
	View (agree/disagree/other)
	Comments

	ZTE
	
	Not needed since we agree with P1/P2.

	Intel
	No need
	No need to ask for RAN4

	Xiaomi
	
	The LS is not needed if the two proposals are agreed.

	Ericsson
	
	No need.

	Samsung
	No need
	

	NEC	
	
	No need.

	Nokia
	Comment
	Our view is that the LS is not needed; however, we proposed it as an option in case companies wanted to check with RAN4 before agreeing to the CR. Anyway, it seems all respondents so far believe the CR can be agreed in RAN2 without checking with RAN4.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not needed for now 
	I guess Nokia’s paper is very convincing. Anyway, CRs will only be agreed in principle in this meeting. Companies can check with RAN4 internally. If issues are found, we still have a chance to revisit this.



Proposed rapporteur’s conclusion: Proposal 3: R2-2403446	is noted, R2-2403445 is agreed. No need to send LS to RAN4.

3	Conclusion

Proposal 1: R2-2403316	is noted.
Proposal 2: R2-2403627 is revised in R2-2403970. R2-2403970 is agreed.
Proposal 3: R2-2403446 is noted. R2-2403445 is agreed. No need to send LS to RAN4.
1. 
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using the last configuration received prior to BFD, without differentiating
between Access and Backhaul Links. In reality, there is no BH-specific BFR|
procedure. When there is a BFD/BFR for the C-link, it is assumed that same
BFD/BFR applies to the BH-link as well. Following BFD, the new BFR beam
is the only known good beam for both the C-link and the BH-link.
Subsequently, the gNB/NCR-MT will start to run the normal operatios, such




