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Introduction

This contribution is to kick off the following discussion.

	CB: # RedCap_Corrections

- gNB-DU 'may' use the NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE IE but not 'shall' use the IE?

- Add halfDuplex support information into the RedCap Broadcast Information IE for XnAP/F1AP to align with 38.331?

- Correct the procedural text related description of "E-UTRA Paging eDRX Information" for NGAP?
- Capture agreements and approve the CRs if agreeable
(ZTE - moderator)
Summary of offline disc R3-223704


For the first round, we focus on the technical issues of the CRs and try to reach some agreements. The deadline is Friday, May 13th, 07:00am UTC. 
For the Chairman’s Notes

Agreement:

Add the HD-FDD support information into the RedCap Broadcast Information IE for XnAP/F1AP. 

R3-223269 revised in R3-223901 is agreed.
R3-223270 revised in R3-223902 is agreed.

NGAP Rapporteur to take the correction in R3-223267.
No consensus on R3-223239.
Discussion 

Correction on NR eDRX for RRC INACTIVE
[1] thinks that when gNB-DU receives the NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE IE, it only uses it for calculating T outside CN PTW in some specific scenarios where IDLE eDRX cycle is longer than 10.24s and Inactive eDRX cycle is no longer than 10.24s. In other word, gNB-DU 'may' use the IE but not 'shall' use the IE. the changes in F1AP provided in [1] is shown below:
The NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE IE may be included in the PAGING message, and if present the gNB-DU may use it according to TS 38.304 [24].

Question 1: Does Company agree with the CR R3-223239 in [1] of changing the word 'shall, if supported' to 'may' in current procedure text? if there is any comment on this CR, please provide your comments here or update the CR in the draft folder directly.
	Companies
	 Yes/No
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We think No
	While we understand the motivation of the proponent, we remember that there is a bit of background behind this: the consideration is that when NG-RAN configures inactive eDRX, then it “shall” be used for paging purpose. In the scenarios where eDRX is configured by HL, and eDRX < 1024 and TeDRX, CN  only is configured; or eDRX > 1024 and TeDRX, CN  only configured, the CU will then not signal the NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE IE to DU, because the IE is not be used in the calculation of T.


	Qualcomm
	Tend to no but ok to discuss
	It is the responsibility of the gNB-DU to use the eDRX for RRC Inactive based on conditions mentioned in the TS 38.304. In that sense the argument that sometimes “it would not need it” seems to lead to over-specification since the DU is free to work out that the value is not needed according to 38.304. Then whether the CU sends it or not is a moot point. 

However ok if other companies prefer to be more explicit following [1].

	Huawei
	Yes
	We prefer the change. Another argument is, the procedure text of this IE should follow the other newly introduced IEs in the WI of RedCap. Clearly, other cases all use ‘may’ rather than ‘shall, if supported’. Better to let this consistent. 

To Ericsson: if that is the case, where CU only send the inactive eDRX IE when the IE will be used, then the same principle should apply for RAN UE paging DRX as well, right? But now it uses ‘may’. We tend to think CU will send the related DRX/eDRX information to DU, and DU will makes its own decision based on the scenarios.  

	CATT
	Tend to Yes 
	We understand that if CU sends the eDRX to DU, the DU should use it (if support). But we better to align with Paging DRX IE. “May” would be more general. It will not force CU only send the DRX/eDRX which DU shall be used.

	Nokia
	NOK
	We disagree with this CR. The current text is good that if DU supports the feature it shall follow 38.304. 

	ZTE
	Tend to Yes 
	We share the same view with CATT, although this  "NR Paging eDRX Information for RRC INACTIVE IE" is optional, it will not force CU to only send such information which DU shall use. We also think it is better to align with other cases, which using 'may' rather than 'shall', e.g, "NR Paging eDRX Information IE".

	CMCC
	Tend to Yes
	We share the same view with CATT and ZTE. Aiming to align with Paging DRX IE, DU can decide whether to use such information sent by CU.

	Samsung 
	Tend to Yes 
	Same the same view as CATT and ZTE


Moderator’s summary:

(5/8) of companies support the CR[1], (3/8) of companies object, but one of them was not strongly opposed and could agree with the CR if other companies prefer to be more explicit following [1]. It seems that this CR can be agreeable to the majority.  Moderator thinks it is better to align with other cases, which using 'may' rather than 'shall' in paging texts, and assumes we can follow the majority of views.

For chairman notes:

R3-223239 is agreeable to the majority (changing the word 'shall, if supported' to 'may' in current F1 paging procedure text), check companies’ views online if this CR can be agreed.
 Correction on E-UTRA Paging eDRX Information
The "Paging eDRX Information " IE was renamed as "E-UTRA Paging eDRX Information" in paging message in Rel-17. [2] indicates the description of this IE in the paging procedure is incorrect and provides the correction as following for NGAP:

If the E-UTRA Paging eDRX Information IE is included in the PAGING message, the NG-RAN node shall, if supported, use it according to TS 36.304 [29]. If the E-UTRA Paging Time Window IE is included in the E-UTRA Paging eDRX Information IE, the NG-RAN node shall take this information into account to determine the UE’s paging occasion according to TS 36.304 [29]. The NG-RAN node should take into account the reception time of the PAGING message on the NGAP interface to determine when to page the UE.
Question 2: Does Company agree with the CR R3-223267 in [2] of correcting the procedural text related description of "E-UTRA Paging eDRX Information"? if there is any comment on this CR, please provide your comments here or update the CR in the draft folder directly.
	Companies
	 Yes/No
	Comments

	Ericsson
	No
	This is editorial and not essential technical correction. Suggest taking it as part of CB: # 6_RapporteurUpdates for NG-AP, if not already there.

	Qualcomm
	No
	This is certainly correct. But given the context, agree it can be seen as editorial unlike the initial changes (as the IE itself is now changed) and can be taken up in the Rapporteur updates

	Huawei
	Yes but..
	This is correct, but can be merged to rapporteur CRs as it is pure editorial.

	CATT
	Yes 
	Ok to capture it by spec. rapporteur

	Nokia
	No
	Same as Ericsson and Qualcomm.

	ZTE
	Yes but..
	If the majority think it is a rapporteur update, we are fine with it.

	CMCC
	No
	Same as Ericsson and Qualcomm.

	Samsung 
	Yes
	Companies seem to be fine to capture it. If a CR is needed in this meeting for other issues, this CR can be used to reflect this as well. 


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agree to capture it by NGAP rapporteur.
For chairman notes:

NGAP Rapporteur to take the correction in R3-223267

Correction on RedCap Broadcast Information
In current TS38.331-h00, the "halfDuplexRedCap-Allowed " field is added into SIB1 to indicate whether the cell supports half-duplex FDD RedCap UEs or not with the following FFS: 

-- FFS whether halfDuplexRedCapAllowed is kept, remove also from related procedure

According to the latest TS38.331, upon receiving the SIB1 the UE shall:

1>
store the acquired SIB1;

1>
if the UE is a RedCap UE and it is in RRC_IDLE or in RRC_INACTIVE, or if the RedCap UE is in RRC_CONNECTED while T311 is running:
2>
if intraFreqReselectionRedCap is not present in SIB1:

3>
consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 38.304 [20];

3>
perform barring as if intraFreqReselectionRedCap is set to allowed;

2> else:

3>
if the cellBarredRedCap1Rx is present in the acquired SIB1 and is set to barred and the UE is equipped with 1 Rx branch; or

3>
if the cellBarredRedCap2Rx is present in the acquired SIB1 and is set to barred and the UE is equipped with 2 Rx branches; or

3>
if the halfDuplexRedCapAllowed is not present in the acquires SIB1 and the UE supports only half-duplex FDD operation:

4>
consider the cell as barred in accordance with TS 38.304 [20];

4>
consider cell re-selection to other cells on the same frequency as the barred cell as specified in TS 38.304 [20];

The mentioned FFS is pending on whether full-duplex FDD is mandatory for RedCap UEs or not. According to RAN1 feature list in [6], [28-3] is used to indicate Half-duplex FDD operation for RedCap UE.  It means the  full-duplex FDD is not mandatory for RedCap UE, and the UE can support either full-duplex FDD or half-duplex FDD operation. Therefore, during the pre-RAN2#118 offline discussion, this FFS has been removed in the rapporteur's draft CR for 38.331 for RedCap. (www.3gpp.org / ftp / tsg_ran / WG2_RL2 / TSGR2_118-e / Inbox / Drafts / [Pre118-e][102][RedCap] 38331 CR and rapporteur resolutions).

Considering the impact on RAN3, The RedCap Broadcast Information IE is introduced in the Served Cell Information NR IE over XnAP/F1AP in Rel-17 to enable exchange of the redcap barring/support status in neighbour cells. Since RAN2 has already added the "halfDuplexRedCapAllowed" filed in SIB1 to indicate whether the cell supports HD-FDD RedCap UEs or not, the neighbour cells also need to know HD-FDD support of each other for mobility handling, then [4] and [5] think the similar HD-FDD support information of the cell shall be introduced in the RedCap Broadcast Information IE of RAN3's specs to align with redcap barring fields in SIB1 as defined in TS38.331, the changes for XnAP/F1AP  are shown as follows:

	RedCap Broadcast Information
	O
	
	BIT STRING (SIZE(8))
	The presence of this IE indicates that the intraFreqReselectionRedCap IE is broadcast in SIB1 of the corresponding cell, see TS 38.331 [10].

Each position in the bitmap indicates which RedCap UEs are allowed access, according to the setting of RedCap barring indicators in SIB1, see TS 38.331 [10].

First bit = 1Rx, 

second bit = 2Rx, 
third bit = halfDuplex,
other bits reserved for future use. Value '1' indicates 'access allowed'. Value '0' indicates 'access not allowed”.
	
	YES
	ignore


Question 3: Does Company agree with the CR R3-223269 and R3-223270 in  [4] and [5] for XnAP/F1AP of adding the HD-FDD support information into the RedCap Broadcast Information IE  in the Served Cell Information NR IE?  if there is any comment on this CR, please provide comments here or update the CR in the draft folder directly.

	Companies
	 Yes/No
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Yes
	It makes sense and proves that bitstring IE was a good way for encoding. But we should wait for RAN2

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with E/// on the bitstring IE, but better to wait for RAN2

	Huawei
	Yes with comments
	Share similar view with Ericsson and QC. We also believe such change is needed if RAN2 make the final decision. However, it seems the result is still not stable at the moment, we can wait for RAN2 first.

	CATT
	Yes 
	Agree with above companies. We can re-discuss it in phase 2 if RAN2 has conclusion.

	Nokia
	Yes 
	As explained in our tdoc R2-2205785, RAN1 has now concluded and we can proceed with this IE in RAN2, no need to wait. We also support exchanging it over Xn/F1 as we did for 1/2RX branch. On the CRs themselves, the cover page needs to be improved. With these changes (see CB folder) we would be happy to co-sign these CRs. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	As mentioned by Nokia, it seems to be no need to wait for RAN2, however, we are fine to wait RAN2's final decision if the majority insist.

To Nokia, thanks for providing the above info, and we are glad to add “Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell” as the co-source.

	CMCC
	Yes
	We are fine to add the HD-FDD support information into the RedCap Broadcast Information IE in the Served Cell Information NR IE. 

	Samsung 
	Yes
	We can wait for RAN2 for a moment. 


Moderator’s summary:

All companies agreed with the CRs, and the majority think it is better to wait RAN2's final decision. Moderator has checked the progress of RAN2 during the meeting, the related FFS has been already removed. The latest agreements of RAN2 are listed below: 
Proposal 6: Easy agreement (14/14): Full-duplex FDD is an optional feature for RedCap Ues.

  => Agreed

Proposal 7: Easy agreement (13/14): halfDuplexRedCapAllowed-r17 is kept in SIB1 and corresponding FFS “—FFS whether halfDuplexRedCapAllowed is kept, remove also from related procedure” is removed. FFS on whether further clarification is needed since HD-FDD is per band capability.

  => Agreed

Therefore, the CRs in [4][5] are agreeable. 

For chairman notes:

Add the HD-FDD support information into the RedCap Broadcast Information IE  in the Served Cell Information NR IE for XnAP/F1AP. 

R3-223269 revised in R3-22xxxx is agreed.
R3-223270 revised in R3-22xxxx is agreed.
Conclusion

If needed
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