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Introduction
CB: # RedCap3_eDRX
- Continue the discussion on open issues from last meeting
- Capture agreements and provide TPs if agreeable
(E/// - moderator)
To the chair’s notes (Draft)
1) Turn the WA "the NR Paging eDRX Information IE is for NR and not only for RedCap UE "into an agreement
2) Remove the corresponding editor’s notes "Editor’s Note: confirm whether the new NR Paging eDRX Information is specific Redcap or generalized NR." from the BL CRs (Xn and NG). 
3) An “E-UTRA” prefix to be added the legacy Paging eDRX Information IE in NG and Xn specs. CRs to be submitted next meeting as corrections for rel-16.
4) Add a reference to TS 23.501 when the NR Paging eDRX Information IE is sent to NG-RAN over NG
5) Introduce a RedCap Indication IE in NGAP Handover Request Acknowledge and Path Switch Request messages.
6) Introduce a "NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE" IE in the RAN PAGING message
7) New WA: "Introduce one common IE for Paging eDRX Cycle over F1AP" and confirm this WA at next e-meeting after checking TS 38.304 BL CR. 
8) The barring signalling over F1 topic is not pursued in Rel-17
9) R3-220449 and R3-221125 are agreed

Discussion
Continuation of last e-meeting open issues
General open issues
As suggested by many companies, such as in [1], [3-7], [9], [11] and [13], it is proposed to:
· turn the WA "the NR Paging eDRX Information IE is for NR and not only RedCap UE" into an agreement,
· remove the corresponding notes "Editor’s Note: confirm whether the new NR Paging eDRX Information is specific Redcap or generalized NR." from the BL CRs (Xn and NG).
[bookmark: _Hlk93242634]
Q1: Can the WA assumption be turned into agreement and remove its corresponding notes from the BL CRs (NG and Xn)?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes 
	

	Samsung 
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	

	Radisys
	Yes
	

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	



Moderator’s conclusions: 
1) Turn the WA "the NR Paging eDRX Information IE is for NR and not only RedCap UE" into an agreement,
2) Remove the corresponding notes "Editor’s Note: confirm whether the new NR Paging eDRX Information is specific Redcap or generalized NR." from the BL CRs (Xn and NG). 
In [4-5], it is proposed to modify the name of the legacy eDRX IEs (at least the higher-level IE) to clarify that they apply to E-UTRA only, by adding an E-UTRA prefix to their names. This proposal applies for both NG and Xn specifications and may have ASN.1 impact.
Q2: Can the proposal in [4-5] affecting the naming of the legacy eDRX Ies in NG and Xn be agreed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	ASN.1 impact of this change should be BC (change of IE name)

	Nokia
	Yes
	No strong view.

	CATT
	Slight prefer no
	Based on the companies’ contributions, NR Paging eDRX Information IE appears to be approved. The current specification works well even if we don’t add E-UTRA to the legacy eDRX Ies.

	Samsung 
	Slight prefer  no
	Share the same view as CATT

	Huawei
	Yes
	Change the naming works clearer

	Radisys
	Yes
	Makes it clear

	CMCC
	Yes
	No strong view

	ZTE
	Slightly prefer no 
	Agree with CATT, there is “NR Paging eDRX Information IE”, so the E-UTRA prefix for legacy eDRX Ies seems not needed.  Or if necessary, we can add some clarification in the semantics description of the IE.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	As it should be BC, it is relatively painless and makes it clearer.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	Addition of E-UTRA prefix improves the comprehensibility of the specs. A BC change is assumed.



Moderator’s conclusions: 
Most companies approve the clarification brought by renaming the legacy IE as proposed by [4-5]. Since the change is BC it is proposed to agree to this proposition. However, one company raised that such change does not fit into the R17 RedCap work. 
It is proposed that R3-220281 and R3-220282 are revised as Rel-16 Cat F CRs and re-submitted for next meeting.
In [6-7], it is proposed to add a reference to TS 23.501 when the NR Paging eDRX Information is sent to NG-RAN over NG and Xn Paging messages, and to mention in the semantics of the NR Paging Time Window IE that the NR PTW is defined as in TS 38.304, so as to capture the new agreements from SA2 in S2-2109322.
Q3: Can the proposal in [6-7] adding the two references of TS 23.501 to the Xn/NG Paging messages and TS 38.304 to the NR PTW IE semantics be agreed?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	This change should apply also to F1 BL CR

	Nokia
	Partly
	OK for NGAP such as [6]. But for XnAP we don’t understand this change. Tdoc [7] is an XnAP CR for which the specification should describe receiver NG-RAN behaviour. We don’t see the need to add a reference to 23.501 to explain when AMF (as a sender) is to include the information in an XnAP CR. For the same reason we also don’t see the need for the F1AP BL CR. 

	CATT
	
	Agree with Nokia. In XnAP specification, we only consider how NG-RAN uses NR Paging eDRX Information IE according to 38.304.

	Samsung 
	
	Share the view with Nokia. The reference over XnAP is not needed since the receiving NG-RAN node does not know AMF operation when receiving RAN paging. 

	Huawei
	Partly
	Same view as Nokia

	Radisys
	
	Latest version of 38.304g70 does not have any information on eDRX. When will 38.304 be updated to include eDRX related information? Based on the 38.304 update, we can decide if reference to 23.501 is also needed.

	CMCC
	Partly
	Same view with Nokia. Target gNB using NR Paging eDRX Information IE for RAN paging is nothing to refer to TS 23.501.

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	There is quite a bit of background in 23.501 on connected mode eDRX, so this does not seem unreasonable even for XnAP, even from a receiver point of view.
@Radisys you have to look at running CRs, until after March. 

	Deutsche Telekom
	Partly 
	We share Nokia’s statement.



Moderator’s conclusions: 
All companies support the addition of references as proposed by [6] to the NG-AP BL CR, but most do not support the XnAP equivalent TP in [7].


NG-AP open issues
In [6], it is proposed to introduce the RedCap Indication IE in NGAP Handover Request Acknowledge and Path Switch Request messages – with corresponding procedure texts – to capture the change from SA2 in S2-2107256 on “NR RedCap Indication during IRAT handover procedure”. A factorization of the IE (i.e., defining a common IE appearing in all three messages in NG-AP) is also proposed.
Q4: Can the companies agree to this proposal? Are there any remarks or suggestions for the encoding or proposed procedural texts in [6]?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Samsung 
	Yes
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	It seems some papers submitted to 11.2 also mentioned this point (R3-220185 for example), and can be discussed together

	Radisys
	Yes
	Our contribution R3-220185 as pointed out by HW also discusses adding RedCap indication to HO Req Ack and Path Switch Req.
There are other issues like adding NR RedCap to mobility Restriction and adding a new Redcap cause for HO failure is also discussed in R3-220185. We may need a separate CB to discuss the other NG related aspects pointed out in R3-220185

	CMCC
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Should check whether to process this issue in this CB or in the CB: # RedCap2_UECapability.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	@Radisys and others: let’s work on this point in this CB. For the other points you mention, they are in my list of items to be treated later in CB2 as no overlap.
@moderator: there are indeed a couple of papers on the same topic under 11.2, i.e. R3-220185, and R3-220892. Functionally I think the proposals are equivalent, but should be taken into account.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Yes
	

	Moderator
	
	The proposal from R3-220892 and the proposal 2 from R3-220185 are aligned with the proposal 1 in [6]. Moderator will take them into account for the final TP, if revisions needed.



Moderator’s conclusions: 
Introduce a RedCap Indication IE in NGAP Handover Request Acknowledge and Path Switch Request messages
R3-220449 is agreed

Xn-AP open issues
As put forward by majority of companies, such as in [1], [3], [9] and [13-14], it is proposed to introduce in XnAP a new eDRX information dedicated for RRC INACTIVE, e.g., "Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE" IE in the RAN Paging Message. 
Looking at the proposed TPs in [9] and [14], the moderator suggests taking one of them as candidate TP for review to agreement.
Q5: Can one of the TPs in [9] or [14] be selected for review to agreement? Companies to provide their preference considering the differences: procedure text, IE encoding, references, etc.
	Company
	[9] or [14]
	Comment

	Ericsson
	both
	Both seem fine, thank you [9] for providing the appendix with RAN2 agreements. 
Slight preference for [14] however, since it has the correct reference to TS 38.304. Suggest merging both.

	Nokia
	both
	Either OK as starting point.

	CATT
	both
	Either OK as starting point. But wording in [14] may be more align with pervious style. 

	Samsung 
	Both
	Either OK. 

	Radisys
	14
	Slightly prefer 14, since wording is more clear.

	CMCC
	both
	Either contribution is OK.

	ZTE
	[14]
	We prefer IE naming "NR Paging eDRX Information for Idle ", and "NR Paging eDRX Information for Inactive" in [14].

	Qualcomm
	both
	No strong view, but slightly prefer procedural text of [9] and tabular of [14]. The consideration is that RAN configures inactive eDRX so it is a bit different from “When available”, or at least the background is different.

	Deutsche Telekom
	Both
	No clear preference for one of the proposals. The naming of the 2 IEs should be consistent, i.e., they should start with “NR Paging eDRX Information …”. Adding “for Idle” and “for RRC_Inactive” would make the spec more comprehensible.



Moderator’s conclusions: 
[bookmark: _Hlk93472491]Introduce a "NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE" IE in the RAN Paging Message
Moderator proposes to take the procedure text in [9], with revisions as below, and merge the TP with the tabular proposed in [14]
	If the NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE IE is included in the RAN PAGING message, the NG-RAN node2 shall, if supported, use it according to TS 38.304 [33].



Moderator suggests that for consistency with the renaming of the legacy IE as proposed in [5], to not add “for idle” at the end of  9.2.3.X NR  Paging eDRX Information IE
Huawei to provide a revision of [9] and merge with [14]
R3-221125 is agreed

F1-AP open issues
Regarding the open issue “Whether to introduce separate IEs or one common IE for Paging eDRX Cycle over F1AP”, we have the following situation:
· Four companies ([1], [3], [8], [11]) prefer to introduce one common “NR Paging eDRX information” IE over F1AP Paging for both Idle and Inactive paging.
· Three companies ([10], [13], [15]) propose to introduce two new separate NR Paging eDRX Information Ies for RRC_IDLE and for RRC_INACTIVE in F1AP paging.
There is slight majority for defining a common IE. At the same time, the argument provided for proposing separate Ies is based on replicating XnAP structure that considers the future extension of eDRX > 10.24s in Release-18. Moderator suggests discussing whether eDRX support in F1AP should follow the same logic in XnAP or not. 
It is also asked if the companies in the second camp have a strong view or can agree with the majority for a single IE definition in F1AP.
Q6: Whether to introduce separate Ies or one common IE for Paging eDRX Cycle over F1AP? Should it follow the same structure as in XnAP? Can companies live up with one single IE if no strong view?
	Company
	Separate vs common IE
	Comment

	Ericsson
	preference for common IE
	We prefer a common IE. For RAN paging, the logic is that the paging inactive eDRX cycle is decided by anchor gNB-CU RRC layer and signalled to other gNB-Cus in the paging area. 
In F1 however, the paging procedure is defined as generic because the DU does not need to differentiate between the RRC states when paging the UE (neither in stage 3 nor in stage 2 specs). We should keep the principle in the specs like this.

	Nokia
	preference for common IE
	DU remains agnostic of state.

	CATT
	preference for common IE
	Agree with both E/// and Nokia

	Samsung 
	Prefer to a common IE
	RRC status is transparent to DU. 

	Huawei
	Introduce two new separate Ies
	It is noticed that the companies who prefer to introduce one common IE is because they think F1 PAGING message does not discriminate between paging for idle nor paging for inactive. It’s true for legacy paging case. In the legacy RRC_INACTIVE case, the T is determined by the MIN {CN paging DRX, RAN paging DRX, default DRX}, and in legacy RRC_IDLE case, the T is determined by the MIN{CN paging DRX, default DRX}. Since default DRX is known by DU and we will anyway get the minimum of CN paging DRX and RAN paging DRX, in F1 PAGING Message, one common paging DRX is enough. 
However, this is not the case for RedCap and eDRX where we have PTW and we need to calculate T inside and outside PTW differently. Please note RAN2’s agreements: “For RRC_INACTIVE UE, when IDLE eDRX cycle is longer than 10.24s and Inactive eDRX cycle is no longer than 10.24s, outside CN PTW, T is determined by INACTIVE eDRX cycle”. If we don’t let DU know the Inactive eDRX cycle, then problem happens outside PTW.

	CMCC
	Prefer to separate Ies
	Following the XnAP structure, it is clear and future-proof to define two Ies for differentiating idle eDRX and inactive eDRX over F1

	ZTE
	Prefer separate Ies
	We prefer separate Ies aligned with Xn, but we can follow the majority.

	Qualcomm
	TBD
	In principle would prefer a common IE but seems ok to check Huawei’s argument above. Maybe we should check 38.304 running CR after the meeting?

	Deutsche Telekom
	TBD
	We share QC’s view.



Moderator’s conclusions: 
5 companies have preference for a common IE for Paging eDRX Cycle over F1AP.
3 companies prefer separate IEs over F1, one company among them can accept the majority’s view.
2 companies propose to come back to this next meeting after checking the latest additions to TS 38.304 BL CR by RAN2.
Since we still have one e-meeting left, moderator suggests taking a working assumption "Introduce one common IE for Paging eDRX Cycle over F1AP" and confirm this WA at next e-meeting after checking TS 38.304 BL CR. 

There is also another proposal by [10] to add a RAN UE Paging DRX IE in the PAGING message, and if present the gNB-DU may use it according to TS 38.304.
Q7: Do companies agree with this proposal and the justification provided in [10]?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comment

	Ericsson
	No
	As explained by CATT in [3], the DU determines the final paging cycle for UE based on existing paging DRX IE. 
Is this proposal related to the separate IE case?

	Nokia
	No
	

	CATT
	No
	It is not clear why introduce RAN UE paging DRX for RRC INACTIVE in Paging Message. The paging DRX sent by CU is the minimum between the RAN UE Paging DRX and CN UE Paging DRX, and DU determines the final paging cycle for UE based on paging DRX.

	Samsung 
	No 
	

	Huawei
	Yes
	As we propose this, I think it’s better to clarify that, the reason we believe a RAN UE Paging DRX is needed is for aligning with RAN2 agreements. Very similar to the response to Q6, please note that this is triggered due to the fact that, according to RAN2 agreements,  ‘T’ is determined differently inside and outside the PTW. Within PTW, if we don’t introduce this IE, no problem at all. But outside PTW, T is determined by RAN paging cycle. However, as also mentioned by CATT in [3], currently, the paging DRX sent by CU is the minimum between the RAN UE Paging DRX and CN UE Paging DRX. This paging DRX is all we have in the paging message via F1, and this is exactly the problem that we lack the RAN paging DRX IE which plays an essential role in determining T outside PTW. Hope this clarifies….

	CMCC
	No
	

	ZTE
	No
	

	Qualcomm
	TBD
	Similar to above – maybe this can be checked further

	Deutsche Telekom
	TBD
	Needs further evaluation.



Moderator’s conclusions: 
6 companies do not support the proposal vs 1 company
2 companies consider that this needs further evaluation
Moderator suggests to note this proposal and leave it contribution driven for next meeting

Finally, as highlighted by many companies, the barring information has not been agreed by SA1, nor by RAN2:
5.   Do not support the RedCap specific UAC parameters.
Therefore, moderator proposes to close the barring signalling over F1 topic in Rel-17. 
Q8: The barring signalling over F1 topic is not pursued in Rel-17
	Company
	OK/Not OK
	Comment

	Ericsson
	OK
	RAN3 has to respect other working groups decisions

	Nokia
	OK
	

	CATT
	OK
	

	Samsung 
	OK
	

	Huawei
	OK
	

	Radisys
	OK
	

	CMCC
	OK
	

	ZTE
	OK
	

	Qualcomm
	OK
	

	Deutsche Telekom
	OK
	




Moderator’s conclusions: 
The barring signalling over F1 topic is not pursued in Rel-17

Conclusion

1) Turn the WA "the NR Paging eDRX Information IE is for NR and not only RedCap UE" into an agreement,
2) Remove the corresponding notes "Editor’s Note: confirm whether the new NR Paging eDRX Information is specific Redcap or generalized NR." from the BL CRs (Xn and NG). 
3) Most companies approve the clarification brought by renaming the legacy IE as proposed by [4-5]. Since the change is BC it is proposed to agree to this proposition.  It is proposed that R3-220281 and R3-220282 are revised as Rel-16 Cat F CRs and re-submitted for next meeting.
4) All companies support the addition of references as proposed by [6] to the NG-AP BL CR, but most do not support the XnAP equivalent TP in [7].
5) Introduce a RedCap Indication IE in NGAP Handover Request Acknowledge and Path Switch Request messages. R3-220449 is agreed
6) Introduce a "NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE" IE in the RAN Paging Message.
Moderator proposes taking the procedure text in [9], with revisions as below, and merge the TP with the tabular proposed in [14]
	If the NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE IE is included in the RAN PAGING message, the NG-RAN node2 shall, if supported, use it according to TS 38.304 [33].



for consistency with the renaming of the legacy IE as proposed in [5], it is suggested to not add “for idle” at the end of  9.2.3.X NR  Paging eDRX Information IE.
Huawei to provide a revision of [9] and merge with [14]
R3-221125 is agreed
7) moderator suggests taking a working assumption "Introduce one common IE for Paging eDRX Cycle over F1AP" and confirm this WA at next e-meeting after checking TS 38.304 BL CR. 
8) The barring signalling over F1 topic is not pursued in Rel-17
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