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Introduction
This contribution provides the summary of Rel-15 NR RRM core maintenance in Agenda 4.9. It will be used to capture the comments in the 1st round and 2nd round. The tentative agreements will be provided based on the proposals and comments.
Topic #1: UE measurement capability
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2007713
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Discussion on reporting criteria for EN-DC
Proposal 1:
The equation in TS 38.133 for EN-DC NR reporting criteria shall be modified as follows to reflect the total number including NR inter-RAT configured by PCell.

  is the total number of NR reporting criteria configured by PSCell and E-UTRA PCell applicable for UE configured with EN-DC according to Table 9.1.4.2-1, and  is the number of configured NR serving frequencies, including PSCell and SCells carrier frequencies

	R4-2007710
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on NR reporting criteria for EN-DC (CR)
Based on the endored CR R4-2005429, the total number NR reporting criteria is refer to TS 38.133. However, the NR inter-RAT configured by PCell is missing in the equation in TS 38.133.
Add the NR inter-RAT in the 

	R4-2007709
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on NR reporting criteria for EN-DC (CR, Cat A)

	R4-2007638
	ZTE
	CR to 36.133 on NR reporting criteria (CR)
Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2005429
For EN-DC, reporting criteria has not been specified when E-UTRA SCell carrier frequencies are configured.
For NE-DC, reporting criteria has not been finalized and reporting criteria has not been specified when E-UTRA SCell carrier frequencies are configured.
The structure of the reporting criteria requirements should be aligned with agreed WF R4-2005266
· Specified reporting criteria requirements for EN-DC when E-UTRA SCell carrier frequencies are configured.
· Specified reporting criteria requirements for NE-DC when E-UTRA SCell carrier frequencies are configured.
· Structure of the reporting criteria requirements are re-organzied.
· Change the property of Table 8.2.2-1 so it can be on the same page with the title.
· Editorial changes

	R4-2007639
	ZTE
	CR to 36.133 on NR reporting criteria (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007961
	Ericsson
	NR reporting criteria (CR)
The draft CR endorsed in RAN4#94-e-Bis has some issues. It was not fully based on 38.133 either, which is not aligned with the dsicussion and agreement.
Reporting criteria for EN-DC and NE-DC are further clarified.
Square brackets are removed too.

	R4-2007962
	Ericsson
	NR reporting criteria (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006880
	Mediatek Inc., Huawei, Hisilicon, Apple, Intel
	CR on TS38.133 for modification on number of cells and number of SSB to be measured for FR2 intra-frequency measurement (CR)
Current spec mandates UE to monitor 6 cells and 24 SSBs for each intra-frequency layer in FR2:For each intra-frequency layer, during each layer 1 measurement period, the UE shall be capable of performing SS-RSRP, SS-RSRQ, and SS-SINR measurements for at least:
-	6 identified cells, and
-	24 SSBs with different SSB index and/or PCI,


However, the agreement in RAN4 #87 meeting is “UE is required to measure 6 cells and 24 SSBs on only 1 serving carrier in a FR2 band”:Finalize the UE measurement capability of the cell number and SSB number:
FR2 
Intra-Frequency 
#cells
#SSBs
6 only for one CC in each band (for Pcell or PSCell , or if PCell or PSCell is not on FR2 then it is for  any Scell within the band)
24 only for one CC and [1 to 4] for each of the other CCs and all of these beams are from Scell.


Clarify that UE is only required to measure 6 cells and 24 SSBs on 1 serving carrier in a FR2 band.

	R4-2006881
	Mediatek Inc., Huawei, Hisilicon, Apple, Intel
	CR on TS38.133 for modification on number of cells and number of SSB to be measured for FR2 intra-frequency measurement (CR Cat A)



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1
Based on the endorsed CR R4-2005429, the total number NR reporting criteria is refer to TS 38.133. However, the NR inter-RAT configured by PCell is missing in the equation in TS 38.133
Issue 1-1: Update EN-DC NR reporting criteria to reflect the total number including NR inter-RAT configured by PCell
· Proposals
· The equation in TS 38.133 for EN-DC NR reporting criteria shall be modified as follows to reflect the total number including NR inter-RAT configured by PCell.
· E_(cat,EN-DC,NR)=10+10+9×n is the total number of NR reporting criteria configured by PSCell and E-UTRA PCell applicable for UE configured with EN-DC according to Table 9.1.4.2-1, and   is the number of configured NR serving frequencies, including PSCell and SCells carrier frequencies,
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 1-2
Please provide the comments on CRs directly in Section 1.3.2.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 1-1: Ok, but for the CR needs to be clarified that these are E-UTRA-NR inter-RAT specified in 36.133, otherwise one may confuse with NR-E-UTRA inter-RAT which are in 38.133 but not NR carriers and there is no HO to E-UTRA so these are not applicable for EN-DC (also obvious from notes in 38.133).
….
Others:

	Huawei
	Sub-topic 1-1: To Ericsson comments, we can revise the CR to clarify these are E-UTRA-NR inter-RAT specified in 36.133, as the way inter-RAT E-UTRA reporting criteria configured by PCell in NE-DC is defined in 36.133.

	ZTE
	The reporting criteria for inter-RAT NR measurements configured by E-UTRA PCell has been included in .
 is the total number of E-UTRA reporting criteria configured by PCell, except NR PSCell and NR SCells carrier frequencies:
If it is added in    , the inter-RAT NR measurements reporting criteria on will be calculated twice.
If it is necessary, changing the wording for  , or add a note to say that reporting criteria for inter-RAT NR measurement configured by E-UTRA PCell is not included in 


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
The following CRs will be discussed in this section.
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2007710
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on NR reporting criteria for EN-DC (CR)

	R4-2007709
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on NR reporting criteria for EN-DC (CR, Cat A)

	R4-2007638
	ZTE
	CR to 36.133 on NR reporting criteria (CR)

	R4-2007639
	ZTE
	CR to 36.133 on NR reporting criteria (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007961
	Ericsson
	NR reporting criteria (CR)

	R4-2007962
	Ericsson
	NR reporting criteria (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006880
	Mediatek Inc., Huawei, Hisilicon, Apple, Intel
	CR on TS38.133 for modification on number of cells and number of SSB to be measured for FR2 intra-frequency measurement (CR)

	R4-2006881
	Mediatek Inc., Huawei, Hisilicon, Apple, Intel
	CR on TS38.133 for modification on number of cells and number of SSB to be measured for FR2 intra-frequency measurement (CR Cat A)



Please provide comments in the table below.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2007710
R4-2007709 (Cat A)
	Ericsson : Ok, but needs to be clarified that these are E-UTRA-NR inter-RAT specified in 36.133, otherwise one may confuse with NR-E-UTRA inter-RAT which are in 38.133 but not NR carriers and there is no HO to E-UTRA so these are not applicable for EN-DC (also obvious from notes in 38.133).

	
	Huawei: We can revise the CR to clarify these are E-UTRA-NR inter-RAT specified in 36.133, as the way inter-RAT E-UTRA reporting criteria configured by PCell in NE-DC is defined in 36.133.

	
	ZTE : If it is necessary, changing the wording for  , or adding a note to say that reporting criteria for inter-RAT NR measurement configured by E-UTRA PCell is not included in 

	
	Nokia: More discussion is needed among companies on the similar topic (R4-2007961, R4-2007638, R4-2007710), We had discussion paper and CR in last meeting as well and views from there are still valid.

	R4-2007638
R4-2007639
(Cat A)
	Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2005429

	
	Ericsson : Need to discuss whether the additional changes in R4-2007961 are OK as well.

	
	Company B

	R4-2007961
R4-2007962
(Cat A)
	ZTE: 
1. Adding ‘, where for UE configured with PCell and NR PSCell:’ and , ‘where for UE configured with PSCell and NR PCell:’ is not necessary. The context already indicates this.
2. The following changes are not fine since in 38.133 description are added for both NR and E-UTRA. These changes don’t help improve clarity of the requirements. 
 is defined in section 9.1.4.2 in TS 38.133 [50], and
 is defined in section 9.1.4.2 in TS 38.133 [50], and
 is defined in section 9.1.4.2 in TS 38.133 [50],
3. It is not necessary to change ‘n’ to ‘k’. We see no point to do so.
4. We are okay to all the other changes.
5. In addition, changes as highlighted follows are necessary by taking the changes in the CR.
The UE, which is capable of supporting and configured with EN-DC operation with PCell and NR PSCell and one or more NR carrier frequencies in total shall be able to support in parallel per category up to Ecat reporting criteria according to table 8.2.2-1 in the current section and table 9.1.4.2-1 in TS 38.133 [50].
The UE, which is capable of supporting and configured with NE-DC operation with PSCell and NR PCell and one or more NR carrier frequencies in total shall be able to support in parallel per category up to Ecat reporting criteria according to table 8.2.2-1 in the current section and table 9.1.4.2-1 in TS 38.133 [50].


	
	Ericsson : We have the following comments to ZTE’s feedback, which we copy and provide our further comments in-line.
1. Adding ‘, where for UE configured with PCell and NR PSCell:’ and , ‘where for UE configured with PSCell and NR PCell:’ is not necessary. The context already indicates this.
[Ericsson] it is helpful for clarity in the counting, to avoid mentioning these cells in the reporting criteria description
2. The following changes are not fine since in 38.133 description are added for both NR and E-UTRA. These changes don’t help improve clarity of the requirements. 
 is defined in section 9.1.4.2 in TS 38.133 [50], and
[Ericsson] we do not agree to duplicate the text, we only need to refer to it. Furthermore, there are already mistakes in ZTEs in the attempt to duplicate the text. is defined in section 9.1.4.2 in TS 38.133 [50], and
[Ericsson] same comment as above.
 is defined in section 9.1.4.2 in TS 38.133 [50],
[Ericsson] same comment as above.
3. It is not necessary to change ‘n’ to ‘k’. We see no point to do so.
[Ericsson] more convenient, to use different letter for NR and LTE reporting criteria.
4. We are okay to all the other changes.
5. In addition, changes as highlighted follows are necessary by taking the changes in the CR.
The UE, which is capable of supporting and configured with EN-DC operation with PCell and NR PSCell and one or more NR carrier frequencies in total shall be able to support in parallel per category up to Ecat reporting criteria according to table 8.2.2-1 in the current section and table 9.1.4.2-1 in TS 38.133 [50].
The UE, which is capable of supporting and configured with NE-DC operation with PSCell and NR PCell and one or more NR carrier frequencies in total shall be able to support in parallel per category up to Ecat reporting criteria according to table 8.2.2-1 in the current section and table 9.1.4.2-1 in TS 38.133 [50].
[Ericsson] do not understand the comment, what is the issue?

	
	Nokia: More discussion is needed among companies on the similar topic (R4-2007961, R4-2007638, R4-2007710), We had discussion paper and CR in last meeting as well and views from there are still valid.

	R4-2006880
R4-2006881
(Cat A)
	Ericsson : OK

	
	MTK: These are also the resubmission of endorsed CR R4-2005411

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1-1
	4 companies participates in the discussion. 3 companies are OK to add the clarification that the related reporting criteria are for E-UTRA-NR inter-RAT measurement. 1 company suggested to have further discussion together with ZTE CRs. The issue is related to ZTE CR. From moderator perspective, it is suggested to close the topic given that ZTE CR were endorsed in last meeting.
Tentative agreements:
Revise the CR to clarify these are E-UTRA inter-RAT NR measurement and capture the other concrete comments if any.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Revise R4-2007710 to capture the comment from companies.



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2007710
	Revised

	R4-2007709
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2007710.

	R4-2007638
	Return to. 
Ericsson commented to see if the additional changes are acceptable. Nokia proposed to have further discussion. If no further consensus was reached on the additional changes, it is proposed to formally agree on this CR. The additional changes will be discussed in future meeting based on companies’ contributions.

	R4-2007639
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2007638

	R4-2007961
	Return to.
If the additional changes are accepted, then the status of CR will be marked as “Merged”

	R4-2007962
	Withdrawn. Cat A CR to R4-2007961.

	R4-2006880
	Agreed.

	R4-2006881
	Agreed.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the second round the CRs R4-2007710, R4-2007638/9, and R4-2007961 will be further discussed in an email thread. Please ZTE trigger the email discussion.
[Comments and responses will be captured by moderator here]
	Email
	T-doc status summary

	R4-2007710, R4-2007638/9, R4-2007961
	The email discussion was triggered.
[ZTE]
The following two issues will be discussed in the 2nd round.
Issue 1. Changes in 36.133 (CR 7638)
Based on discussion in the first round, ZTE have made futher revisions on CR 7638. The file can be found in folder https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG4_Radio/TSGR4_95_e/Inbox/Drafts/201/Topic_1
The revisions are based on specific comments on specific changes in the 1st round and seems acceptable to the involved companies based on ZTE's understanding. The comments, which are no obvious concensus, are not captured.
The 2nd round discussion are based on the revision of 7638. If additional changes are agreeable, then formal revision of 7638 is needed. If no additional changes are agreeable, then no revision will be made on 7638.
It is noted that brackets are removed from the revision of 7638 in accordance to ITU submission request.
Issue 2. Changes in 38.133 (CR 7710)
Q1: Whether to further clarify in 38.133 that reporting criteria for inter-RAT NR measurements configured by E-UTRAN PCell, not include NR PSCell and NR SCell serving carrier frequencies, is not included in   [image: cid:image008.png@01D638BE.73DEEEE0].
Q2: If answer to Q1 is yes, then how to clarify in 38.133?
[Huawei]
For Issue 2. Changes in 38.133 (CR 7710)
Q1: Whether to further clarify in 38.133 that reporting criteria for inter-RAT NR measurements configured by E-UTRAN PCell, not include NR PSCell and NR SCell serving carrier frequencies, is not included   [image: cid:image008.png@01D638BE.73DEEEE0] .
HW: We prefer to align the way that E-UTRA reporting criteria is define for NE-DC in 36.133. It could be observed in the endorsed CR R4-2005429 that the E-UTRA reporting criteria is divided into inter-RAT E-UTRA reporting criteria and intra-RAT E-UTRA reporting criteria
Ecat,NE-DC,E-UTRA=Ecat,NE-DC,E-UTRA,inter-RAT+Ecat,NE-DC,E-UTRA,intra-RAT, where
Ecat,NE-DC,E-UTRA,inter-RAT is the total number of inter-RAT E-UTRA reporting criteria configured by NR PCell, except PSCell and SCells carrier frequencies, as specified in TS 38.133 [50] for UE configured with NE-DC operation.
Ecat,NE-DC,E-UTRA,intra-RAT is the total number of E-UTRA reporting criteria configured by PSCell, including PSCell and SCells carrier frequencies:
It could be observed that inter-RAT E-UTRA reporting criteria configured by NR PCell is considered as E-UTRA reporting criteria, so we think the inter-RAT NR reporting criteria configured by E-UTRA PCell should also be considered as NR reporting criteria.
Q2: If answer to Q1 is yes, then how to clarify in 38.133?
HW: Based on the observation to Q1, we think it is better to clarify in TS 38.133 as follows:
Ecat,EN-DC,NR=Ecat,EN-DC,NR,inter-RAT+10+9×n is the total number of NR reporting criteria configured by PSCell and E-UTRA PCell applicable for UE configured with EN-DC according to Table 9.1.4.2-1, and [image: cid:image013.png@01D638BE.73DEEEE0] is the number of configured NR serving frequencies, including PSCell and SCells carrier frequencies, and Ecat,EN-DC,NR,inter-RAT is the inter-RAT NR reporting criteria configured by E-UTRA PCell defined in TS 36.133.
Please find the revised version of 7710 in:
Draft_R4-2008525.docx
The changes are shown here:
Ecat,EN-DC,NR=Ecat,EN-DC,NR,inter-RAT+10+9×n is the total number of NR reporting criteria configured by PSCell and E-UTRA PCell applicable for UE configured with EN-DC according to Table 9.1.4.2-1, and [image: cid:image005.png@01D638BE.73DEEEE0] is the number of configured NR serving frequencies, including PSCell and SCells carrier frequencies, and Ecat,EN-DC,NR,inter-RAT is the inter-RAT NR reporting criteria configured by E-UTRA PCell defined in TS 36.133 [15].
[Ericsson]
Thank you for the draft CRs. Ericsson has the following comments
CR 7638 (ZTE): Please find attached a slightly updated ZTE’s CR (see in yellow in the attached. We still strongly prefer to refer to 38.133 for NR reporting criteria. Without this approach, there are already some misalignments being introduced, and it will be more difficult to keep the text aligned in future
Issue 2: CR 7710
Do not agree.
Inter-RAT E-UTRAN-NR measurements are in 36.133 originally were meant to be a part of Ecat,EN-DC,E-UTRA . But then later clarifications to Ecat,EN-DC,E-UTRA created the problem.
It should be (needs to be clarified in both 36.133 and 38.133):
Ecat,EN-DC,E-UTRA is the total number of E-UTRA reporting criteria configured by E-UTRA PCell except PSCell and SCells carrier frequencies, as specified in TS 36.133 [15] for UE configured with EN-DC.
Similarly, for NE-DC, it should be:
Ecat,NE-DC,E-UTRA,intra-RAT is the total number of E-UTRA reporting criteria including E-UTRA PSCell and E-UTRA SCells carrier frequencies, as specified in TS 36.133 [15] for UE configured with NE-DC.
But no need to touch [image: cid:image008.png@01D638BE.73DEEEE0] since it is clear already that only reporting criteria from the table in 38.133 are counted.
[ZTE]
Thank you for the discussion.
CR 7638: 
We accepted Ericsson comments as in v3 which has been uploaded to draft folder.
Besides we removed E-UTRA from the clarification [image: cid:image003.png@01D638BF.551B9BB0] as Ericsson's suggested.
CR 7710：
Change 
[image: cid:00100001322dd18e1b6b82b100012] is the total number of E-UTRA reporting criteria configured by E-UTRA PCell except PSCell and SCells carrier frequencies, as specified in TS 36.133 [15] for UE configured with EN-DC.
to
[image: cid:00100001322dd18e1b6b82b100013] is specified in TS 36.133 [15].
Change 
[image: cid:00100001322dd18e1b6b82b100014] is the total number of E-UTRA reporting criteria including E-UTRA PSCell and E-UTRA SCells carrier frequencies as specified in TS 36.133 [15] for UE configured with NE-DC.
to
[image: cid:00100001322dd18e1b6b82b100015] is specified in TS 36.133 [15].
This is the approach to be used in 36.133 as in CR 7638 v3. For alignment the same approach should be used 38.133 either. 
With this only one place needs to be maintained.
With the above changes it is not necessary to clarify   [image: cid:00100001322dd18e1b6b82b100016] anymore.
[Huawei]
According to the comments and the current version of the CR, there are some definitions which are very confusing to us, and we think we should clarify and align them first.
Take EN-DC as an example:
1.  which reporting criteria will be counted in  and which will be counted in .
 = NR reporting criteria?
1. What is the clear definition of NR reporting criteria and E-UTRA reporting criteria. 
NR reporting criteria
1. On NR frequency , OR
1. Defined in the table in 38.133
[Huawei]
Based on the discussion,  ZTE’s suggestion make sense to us though we think it is still not very clear what is the definition of   by just saying  “ is specified in section 9.1.4.2 in TS 38.133”
R4-2008525 (revised 7710) could be noted.



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	 R4-2008525
	Not pursued
Revised from R4-2007710. The revised version is available. But Ericsson still had concern. ZTE had suggestions.

	R4-2007709
	Withdrawn
Cat A CR to R4-2007710.

	R4-2007638
	Agreed
Need revised Tdoc number. There seemed a deal.

	R4-2007639
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2007638

	R4-2007961
	Merged 
Merged into revised R4-2007638.



Topic #2: RRM measurement and measuremnet gap
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006878
	Mediatek Inc., Huawei, Hisilicon, Apple
	CR on TS38.133 for modification of the layer 3 and layer 1 measurement sharing factor when both SSB and RSSI symbol to be measured are considered (CR)
Revise the conditions for Klayer1_measurement =1, 
· if all of the reference signals configured for RLM, BFD, CBD or L1-RSRP for beam reporting on any FR2 serving frequency outside measurement gap are not fully overlapped by intra-frequency SMTC occasions, or 
· if all of the reference signal configured for RLM, BFD, CBD or L1-RSRP for beam reporting on any FR2 serving frequency outside measurement gap and fully-overlapped by intra-frequency SMTC occasions are not overlapped by with any of the SSB symbols and the RSSI symbols, indicated by SSB-ToMeasure and 1 symbol before each consecutive SSB symbols and RSSI symbols indicated by SSB-ToMeasure and 1 symbol after each consecutive SSB symbols and RSSI symbols indicated by SSB-ToMeasure, given that SSB-ToMeasure and SS-RSSI-Measurement isare configured, where SSB symbols are indicated by SSB-ToMeasure and RSSI symbols are indicated by SS-RSSI-Measurement;

	R4-2006879
	Mediatek Inc., Huawei, Hisilicon, Apple
	CR on TS38.133 for modification of the layer 3 and layer 1 measurement sharing factor when both SSB and RSSI symbol to be measured are considered (CR, Cat A)

	R4-2006185
	Apple
	CR on CSSF correction for R15 TS38.133 (CR)
1. The CSSF outside MG in current spec does not consider the following cases: 1. In EN-DC with FR1 +FR2 CA (FR1 PSCell) only one SCell is configured only one NR Scell is configured
2. in FR1 +FR2 CA (FR1 PCell) only one SCell is configured only one NR Scell is configured
3. in FR1 + FR2 NR-DC (FR1 PCell and FR2 PScell) no SCell is configured
4. in NE-DC with FR1 +FR2 CA (FR1 PCell) only one SCell is configured only one NR Scell is configured
Add the note in the CSSF table for the above cases

	R4-2006186
	Apple
	CR on CSSF correction for R16 TS38.133 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007757
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on gap pattern applicability in TS 36.133 R15 (CR)
[R4-2005412] was endorsed at RAN4#94bis-e.
The common understanding is that for UE supporting ENDC, NEDC and LTE standalone, all gap patterns #0~11 can be configured for measurement of NR carrier only, and gap pattern#0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10 can be configured for measurement of E-UTRA carrier  and inter-RAT NR carrier.
However in existing specification, only NE-DC operation had explicit description. This would lead misunderstanding that the above restriction in gap applicability table specified in Table 8.1.2.1-1 can only for apply for NEDC.
Clarify that the appliability restriction of gap pattern #0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 10 apply for ENDC, NEDC and LTE standalone operation.

	R4-2007758
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on gap pattern applicability in TS 36.133 R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007805
	Huawei, HiSilicon, MediaTek, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR on FR2 measurement requirements outside gaps R15 (CR)
DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005267 in RAN4#94-e-bis
UE Rx beam scheduling will be quite complex to account for all combinations of SMTC periods and offsets in different CCs. To reduce the implementation complexity, the applicability for FR2 intra-frequency measurement requirements should be defined.
Define applicability for FR2 intra-freqeuncy measurement requirements.

	R4-2007806
	Huawei, HiSilicon, MediaTek, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR on FR2 measurement requirements outside gaps R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006602
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Correction of CFRA RSRP threshold (CR)
CR implementing endorsed draftCR R4-2003395. 
Parameter for RSRP CFRA threshold was changed on clause 6.3.2 of 38.331 after version 15.1.0.
Replacing cfra-csirs-DedicatedRACH-Threshold by rsrp-ThresholdCSI-RS.

	R4-2006603
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Correction of CFRA RSRP threshold (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007807
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR to remove RSTD requirements for NE-DC in 36.133 R15 (CR)
DratfCR endorsed in R4-2004334 in RAN4#94-e-bis
In section 8.19.4 of 36.133, intra-frequency RSTD measurement requirements are specified for NE-DC. However, in NE-DC LPP message can only be transmitted from NR PCell, so LTE PSCell cannot configure RSTD measurement. Therefore, the corresponding requirements should be removed from 36.133.
During RAN4#94-e, there were different views about whether the RSTD measuremnet configured by LPP via NR PCell on LTE serving frequency can be considered as LTE intra-frequency. In our view, this measurement should be same as other RRM measurement configured by NR PCell on the LTE serving frequency, which are considered as inter-RAT measurement  but the LTE intra-frequency requirements apply. This is already captrued in section 9.4.1 in 38.133.
Remove intra-frequency RSTD measurement requirements for NE-DC from 36.133. Note that a companion CR R4-20xxxx to 38.133 is submitted to update inter-RAT RSTD measurement requirements in 38.133.

	R4-2007808
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR to remove RSTD requirements for NE-DC in 36.133 R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007809
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on inter-RAT RSTD requirements for NE-DC in 38.133 R15 (CR)
DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005268 in RAN4#94-e-bis
In section 8.19.4 of 36.133, intra-frequency RSTD measurement requirements are specified for NE-DC. However, in NE-DC LPP message can only be transmitted from NR PCell, so LTE PSCell cannot configure RSTD measurement. Therefore, the corresponding requirements should be removed from 36.133.
In 38.133 it is specified that for NE-DC the inter-RAT RSTD measurement configured by NR PCell on LTE serving frequency apply the measurement requirements in section 8.19 in 36.133. Since there is no LTE intra-freqeuncy RSTD measurement in NE-DC, it should refer to the LTE SA intra-freqeuncy RSTD measurement requirements.

	R4-2007810
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on inter-RAT RSTD requirements for NE-DC in 38.133 R16 (CR Cat A)



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1
Please provide the comments on CRs directly in Section 2.3.1.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
The following CRs will be discussed in this section.
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006185
	Apple
	CR on CSSF correction for R15 TS38.133 (CR)

	R4-2006186
	Apple
	CR on CSSF correction for R16 TS38.133 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007757
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on gap pattern applicability in TS 36.133 R15 (CR)
[R4-2005412] was endorsed at RAN4#94bis-e.

	R4-2007758
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on gap pattern applicability in TS 36.133 R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007805
	Huawei, HiSilicon, MediaTek, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR on FR2 measurement requirements outside gaps R15 (CR)
DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005267 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	R4-2007806
	Huawei, HiSilicon, MediaTek, Ericsson, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR on FR2 measurement requirements outside gaps R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006602
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Correction of CFRA RSRP threshold (CR)
CR implementing endorsed draftCR R4-2003395. 

	R4-2006603
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Correction of CFRA RSRP threshold (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007807
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR to remove RSTD requirements for NE-DC in 36.133 R15 (CR)
DratfCR endorsed in R4-2004334 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	R4-2007808
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR to remove RSTD requirements for NE-DC in 36.133 R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007809
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on inter-RAT RSTD requirements for NE-DC in 38.133 R15 (CR)
DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005268 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	R4-2007810
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on inter-RAT RSTD requirements for NE-DC in 38.133 R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006878
	Mediatek Inc., Huawei, Hisilicon, Apple
	CR on TS38.133 for modification of the layer 3 and layer 1 measurement sharing factor when both SSB and RSSI symbol to be measured are considered (CR, Cat A)
Draft CR endorsed in R4-2005419 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	R4-2006879
	Mediatek Inc., Huawei, Hisilicon, Apple
	CR on TS38.133 for modification of the layer 3 and layer 1 measurement sharing factor when both SSB and RSSI symbol to be measured are considered (CR, Cat A) 
Draft CR endorsed in R4-2005419 in RAN4#94-e-bis



Please provide comments in the table below.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2006185
R4-2006186
(Cat A)
	Ericsson : Idea is OK, but I don’t understand the 2nd part of the sentence : “… and neighbour cell measurement is required on this Scell.” I think if a measurement object is configured, UE is supposed to measure it? If only one Scell is configured with an FR1 PSCell (using table 9.1.5.1.1-1 as an example) the UE will always be required to measure that Scell with CSSF=1

	
	Apple: To answer Ericsson question, because in FR2 UE is only required to measurement neighbor cell on one CC and measurement serving cell 2 SSBs on other CCs, so here since only one FR2 Scell is assumed, we think the most possible case is that this Scell is configured with intra-freq MO in that column, and CSSF is always as 1. If Ericsson thinks it’s better to only capture as “CSSFoutside_gap,i =1 if  only one SCell is configured”  to be more generic, we are also fine.

	
	MTK: OK

	
	NEC: In general OK with change. We prefer Apple’s modified text.

	
	Ericsson: Thanks to Apple for clarification. Since the column heading already captures that this is the requirement for cells where Ncell measurement is required (“CSSFoutside_gap,i for FR2 SCC where neighbour cell measurement is required”) that is where the confusion arose and we prefer Apple’s proposal to capture this as “CSSFoutside_gap,i =1 if  only one SCell is configured”. We fully agree that this change is needed.

	R4-2007757
R4-2007758
(Cat A)
	[R4-2005412] was endorsed at RAN4#94bis-e

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	R4-2007805
R4-2007806
(Cat A)
	DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005267 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	R4-2006602
R4-2006603
(Cat A)
	CR implementing endorsed draftCR R4-2003395.

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	R4-2007807
R4-2007808
(Cat A)
	DratfCR endorsed in R4-2004334 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	R4-2007809
R4-2007810
(Cat A)
	DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005268 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	R4-2006878
R4-2006879
(Cat A)
	Draft CR endorsed in R4-2005268 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	
	Company A

	
	Company B



Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2006185
	Revised.
Capture Ericsson’ comment “CSSFoutside_gap,i =1 if  only one SCell is configured”

	R4-2006186
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006185.

	R4-2007757
	Agreed.

	R4-2007758
	Agreed.

	R4-2007805
	Agreed.

	R4-2007806
	Agreed.

	R4-2006602
	Agreed.

	R4-2006603
	Agreed.

	R4-2007807
	Agreed.

	R4-2007808
	Agreed.

	R4-2007809
	Agreed.

	R4-2007810
	Agreed.

	R4-2006878
	Agreed.

	R4-2006879
	Agreed.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the second round, the revised CR of R4-2006185 will be provided for review. Please Apple trigger the email discussion.
[Comments and responses will be collected by moderator here]
	Email
	T-doc status summary

	R4-2006185 R4-2006186
	The email discussion was triggered. R4-2006185 is revised to R4-2008526.
[Apple]
Apple CR R4-2006185 "CR on CSSF correction for R15 TS38.133” has been revised to draft R4-2008526. Please find the draft in: revised R4-2008526 CR on CSSF correction for R15 TS38.133.docx
The revision is change the note to “CSSFoutside_gap,i =1 if  only one SCell is configured” to capture Ericsson comment.
[Ericsson]
Thanks for the draft, it seems to correctly capture Ericsson comments.



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2008526
	Agreed.
Revised from R4-2006185.

	R4-2006186
	Agreed.
Cat A CR to R4-2006185



Topic #3: Connected state mobility
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006005
	ZTE Corporation
	Discussion on RRC procedure delay in RRC release with redirection
Proposal 1: TRRC_procedure_delay = 20  ms.
Proposal 2: Specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 20 ms in core requirements and test cases.
Observation 1: For redirection to NR there is no test case.
Proposal 3: Specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR. Agree CR [4].

	R4-2006002
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] RRC release with redirection 38.133 R16 (CR)
As agreed in WF R4-2002206, references to 38.331 in test cases shall be removed. What’s more, we propose to modify the delay from 110 ms, which is too long in our view, to 20 ms.
Remove references to 38.331 as agreed in WF R4-2002206 and modify the value of the delay from 100 ms to 20 ms. Specify the delay in both core requirements and test cases.

	R4-2006003
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] RRC release with redirection 36.133 R15 (CR)
TRRC_procedure_delay is unspecified in redirection to NR.
Specify the value of TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms.

	R4-2006004
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] RRC release with redirection 36.133 R16 Cat A

	R4-2007981
	Ericsson
	Correction to RRC release with redirection requirements in 36.133 Rel-15 (CR)
The definition of the parameter, TPRACH, in RRC release with redirection to NR requirement is aligned with that used in the core NR specification (clause 6.2.3.2.1: RRC connection release with redirection to NR) in TS 38.133.
A typo is also corrected.

	R4-2007982
	Ericsson
	Correction to RRC release with redirection requirements in 36.133 Rel-16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006006
	ZTE Corporation
	Discussion on RRC re-establishment requirement
Observation 1: The UE is not aware of whether the network contains UE context before sending RRCReestablishmentRequest. Thus, the UE has to fulfill the delay requirement defined in clause 6.2.1.2.1 in TS 38.133 always.
Observation 2: Having a line saying “There is no requirement if the target cell does not contain the UE context” in the specification gives impression to readers that under some cases, the UE is certain that the network doesn’t have UE context, which can be misleading.
Proposal 1: The UE shall meet the delay requirement always since it can’t be sure whether the network has UE context or not.
Proposal 2: Agree on the CRs [3][4] (Cat F and Cat A) to remove the statement “There is no requirement if the target cell does not contain the UE context” in the specification.

	R4-2006007
	ZTE Corporation
	CR on RRC re-establishment requirements R15 (CR)
Remove the statement “There is no requirement if the target cell does not contain the UE context”.

	R4-2006008
	ZTE Corporation
	CR on RRC re-establishment requirements R16 (CR Cat A)



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1
As to the value of TRRC_procedure_delay, 110  ms inherited from LTE specification seems unreasonably long, compared to other RRC procedures. It is proposed to change the value of to be aligned with 38.331 other RRC procedure delay.
Issue 3-1: RRC procedure delay in RRC release with redirection
· Proposals (ZTE, R4-2006005, R4-2006002, R4-2006003, R4-2006004)
· For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 20 ms in core requirements and test cases.
· For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 3-2
The definition of the parameter, TPRACH, in RRC release with redirection to NR requirement is aligned with that used in the core NR specification (clause 6.2.3.2.1: RRC connection release with redirection to NR) in TS 38.133.
Issue 3-2: The definition of the parameter, TPRACH, in RRC release with redirection to NR requirement
· Proposal (Ericsson, R4-2007981, R4-2007982)
· The change on TRACH is proposed as below:
[image: ]
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 3-3
In TS 38.133 [1], the delay requirement of RRC re-establishment procedure is defined. It’s stated that there is no requirement if the target cell does not contain the UE context. In the paper R4-2006006, it was proposed that this statement is not necessary since the UE is not aware whether the target cell contains UE context or not before sending the RRCReestablishmentRequest message.
Issue 3-3: UE context for RRC re-establishment requirement
· Proposal (ZTE, R4-2006006, R4-2006007, R4-2006008)
· Proposal 1: The UE shall meet the delay requirement always since it can’t be sure whether the network has UE context or not.
· Proposal 2: Remove the statement “There is no requirement if the target cell does not contain the UE context” in the specification.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 3-4
Please provide the additional comments on the CRs in Section 3.3.2.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 3-1: ZTE proposals and CR are OK for Ericsson
Sub topic 3-2:
Sub topic 3-3 : ZTE proposals and CR are OK for Ericsson
….
Others:

	Qualcomm
	Sub topic 3-1: For 38.133, 20ms does not seem to be aligned with 38.331. From 38.331, we have:
The UE shall:
1> delay the following actions defined in this sub-clause 60 ms from the moment the RRCRelease message was received or optionally when lower layers indicate that the receipt of the RRCRelease message has been successfully acknowledged, whichever is earlier;
So 60ms seems more reasonable. 

	MTK
	Sub topic 3-1: 
We don’t agree to update spec. in current stage. We don’t see the technical analysis from ZTE’s paper on how to deduce this value. In ZTE’s paper, it only compare with some typical RRC procedure time. Actually, this is depends on UE’s processing. Based on chair’s guideline, we suggest don’t discuss this issue any more and keep the spec. unchanged.

Sub topic 3-2:
We agree to update this definition to align with Handover.

Sub topc 3-3:
This is the 3rd time discussing this issue. We don’t believe this is a critical issue in R15. Based on chair’s guideline, we suggest don’t discuss this issue any more and keep the spec. unchanged.

	ZTE
	Sub topic 3-1: 
· There are two proposals under this sub-topic:
· For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 20 ms in core requirements and test cases.
· For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.
For the first bullet, considering feedback from other companies, we’re willing to discuss the value. Now we propose 20 ms, Qualcomm prefers 60 ms and there might still be options from other companies. We’re open to discuss this. 60 ms seems also fine for us.
For the second bullet, this is just to update 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR. Can companies check if this is agreeable?

Sub topic 3-3 : In our view we think this is critical because it gives people a false impression that the UE is aware of if gNB has UE context. This is our concern. Can @MediaTek agree that removing the statement won’t affect UE implementation? If yes then for the clarity of the spec we prefer to remove it. Again, we’re not trying to tighten or losen any requirements since we believe the UE has to meet the requirements anyways even with this statement in the spec.

	Huawei
	Sub topic 3-1: 
We share the similar views as MTK. We don’t see the need to improve the RRC processing delay for RRC release redirection requirement at current stage. From our understanding, the issue is resulted from the wrong reference to TS 38.133 in the test cases. And there is also no need to specify the delay value in the core requirements. It shall be specified in the test cases (i.e. TSI-NR)

	Mediatek
	Sub topic 3-1: 
We don’t suggest to discuss this RRC redirection enhancement in R15 and R16. We’re open to discuss this issue in R17.
Sub topic 3-3:
To ZTE, we suggest to keep current sentence to align with legacy LTE spec. Otherwise, it may give the developer a misunderstanding that some procedures are different in NR now. 

	NEC
	Sub topic 3-2: 
Agree with the proposal

	ZTE
	Sub topic 3-1: 
· There are two proposals under this sub-topic (perhaps we should not group them together):
· For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 20 ms in core requirements and test cases.
· For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.
For the first bullet, considering feedback from other companies, we’re willing to discuss the value either in R16 maintenance or R17. We understand that time is very limited to conclude during this meeting so we’re open to either discuss a new value in R17 or update the value through maintenance for R16. 
For the second bullet, since there is no test case for redirection to NR, the value needs to be specified in core requirements.
Sub topic 3-3:
Well we still believe that this statement is unnecessary. However if other companies have strong view not to remove this statement due to non-technical reasons we’re willing to compromise. We can use some guidance from the moderator / chairman or collect companies view during second round. 


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
The following CRs will be discussed in this section.
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006002
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] RRC release with redirection 38.133 R16 (CR)

	R4-2006003
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] RRC release with redirection 36.133 R15 (CR)

	R4-2006004
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] RRC release with redirection 36.133 R16 Cat A

	R4-2007981
	Ericsson
	Correction to RRC release with redirection requirements in 36.133 Rel-15 (CR)

	R4-2007982
	Ericsson
	Correction to RRC release with redirection requirements in 36.133 Rel-16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006007
	ZTE Corporation
	CR on RRC re-establishment requirements R15 (CR)

	R4-2006008
	ZTE Corporation
	CR on RRC re-establishment requirements R16 (CR Cat A)



Please provide comments in the table below.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2006002
	MTK: We don’t agree on this CR as mentioned in the open issue discussion

	
	ZTE: We can discuss the exact value. Now we propose 20 ms and QC proposes 60 ms. We can capture the outcome of this discussion using this CR. Right now 60 ms seems also fine to us.

	
	Huawei: Wo don’t agree on changing the value as mentioned in our comments to 3-1. It should also be noted that we have also provided a Cat A CR R4-2007716 to the thread [202], in which the reference to TS 38.133 is removed without changing the value.

	R4-2006003
R4-2006004
(Cat A)
	MTK: We don’t agree on this CR. If there is no test case, do not need to specify the value

	
	ZTE: We think it’s still necessary to specify the value. There’s requirement on the overall delay Tconnection_release_redirect_NR which is expressed as
Tconnection_release_redirect_NR = TRRC_procedure_delay + Tidentify-NR + TSI-NR + TRACH
If a part of this delay is not specified then the requirement for the overall delay is also useless. 110 ms is used in 36.133 already and our intention here is not to tighten any requirement.

	
	Huawei: We can’t agree with the CR.

	
	ZTE: Can companies clarify on the technical concerns? This CR doesn’t change the value of 110 ms, the intention is to specify that TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms since it’s not specified in the test case. If we don’t specify it in core requirements then there is a hole in the spec.

	R4-2007981
R4-2007982
(Cat A)
	MTK: We agree on this CR

	
	NEC: Agreeable to us

	
	

	R4-2006007
R4-2006008
(Cat A)
	MTK: We don’t agree on this CR as mentioned in the open issue discussion

	
	ZTE: Thanks for the comments. Can @MediaTek agree that removing the statement won’t affect UE implementation? If yes then for the clarity of the spec we prefer to remove it.

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic #3-1
	5 companies participated in the discussion. 2 companies prefer to no change. 3 companies proposed the changes, where 1 company proposed the additional option. In last meeting, Mr. Chair’s guidance is “Aim to conclude in RAN4#94ebis”. 
Tentative agreements:
No.
Candidate options:
· Option 1 (ZTE, Ericsson):
· For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 20 ms in core requirements and test cases.
· For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.
· Option 2 (Qualcomm, ZTE): 
· For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 60 ms in core requirements and test cases.
· Option 3 (Mediatek, Huawei, HiSilicon): No change.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Given the guidance of Chair in last meeting, the target is to close the topic as soon as possible. From moderator perspective, the following is suggested as a compromise
· Keep Rel-15 and Rel-16 specifications unchanged and make changes in Rel-17 specifications
· For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 60 ms in test cases.
· For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.
· The change will be captured in Rel-17 when Rel-17 specification is available.
Companies are encouraged to provide the compromised solution. If no consensus is reached in this meeting, it is suggested to close this topic in Rel-16.
There are two sub-bullets. These two sub-bullets are not related to each other. In the 2nd discussion companies are welcome to comment both two sub-bullets below Issue 3-1 separately. 
· Issue 3-1-1: For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 20 ms in core requirements and test cases.
· Issue 3-1-2: For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.

	Sub-topic #3-2
	2 companies supported the proposal.
Tentative agreements:
Ericsson proposal is agreeable.
Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic #3-3
	3 companies participated in discussion. 1 company objected the change. Except for the proponent, 1 company supported the change. In last meeting, Chair’s guidance is to “aim to conclude in RAN4#94ebis”. 
Tentative agreements:
No
Candidate options:
Either remove the sentence or keep the specification unchanged.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
No possible compromise was foreseen. Given the guidance from Chair and considering this proposal for Rel-15 was discussed long time, it is suggested to close the topic, if the proponent cannot find a way forward to convince the company who is against the removal in this meeting. 



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2006002
	Return to.

	R4-2006003
	Return to.

	R4-2006004
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006003.

	R4-2007981
	Agreed.

	R4-2007982
	Agreed.

	R4-2006007
	Return to.

	R4-2006008
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006007.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the second round, two email threads are suggested. 
· Email thread for CR R4-2006002 and R4-2006003, which will be triggered and led by ZTE.
· Email thread for CR R4-2006007 and R4-2006008, which will be triggered and led by ZTE.
If no consensus were reached, it is suggested to close those two topics and no further discussion in future meetings.

Please notice that 
There are two sub-bullets. These two sub-bullets are not related to each other. In the 2nd discussion companies are welcome to comment both two sub-bullets below Issue 3-1 separately. 
· Issue 3-1-1: For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 20 ms in core requirements and test cases.
· Issue 3-1-2: For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.
[Comments and responses are collected by moderator here]
	Email
	T-doc status summary

	R4-2006002 R4-2006003 R4-2006004
	[ZTE]
Please note that under this thread, two separated topics are being discussed. 
For CR R4-2006002, the suggested WF is copied below with yellow highlight:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Given the guidance of Chair in last meeting, the target is to close the topic as soon as possible. From moderator perspective, the following is suggested as a compromise
· Keep Rel-15 and Rel-16 specifications unchanged and make changes in Rel-17 specifications
Ÿ For 38.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 60 ms in test cases.
Ÿ For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.
The change will be captured in Rel-17 when Rel-17 specification is available.
For us we can accept to discuss and specify a new value in R17. However, we also wish to explore the possibility if the value can be updated in R16 maintenance. Thus, we suggest to revise the WF to:
· Keep Rel-15 specifications unchanged
further discuss TRRC_procedure_delay = X ms to be captured in R17 specification
FFS to update this value in R16 spec through TEI
For CR R4-2006003, the suggested WF is copied below:
For 36.133, specify TRRC_procedure_delay = 110 ms in clause 6.3.2.4 in 36.133 since there is no test case for redirection to NR.
We support this WF because here, the CR only intends to fill a hole in the spec. There shouldn't be technical concerns towards this CR in our view.
From the perspective of the proponent of these two CRs, we can mark CR R4-2006002 as postponed and discuss it further in the next meeting on the value ofTRRC_procedure_delay and where to capture it. For R4-2006003, it seems agreeable.
[Huawei]
Thanks for handling the discussion.
For the WF, we are fine the further investigate the value in R17, and we prefer not to change the value in R15 and R16, since it an enhancement not for maintenance. As for the value, we think it is too early to determine the exact value for R17 now (i.e. 20 or 60,. etc).  We can investigate  the value under R17 WI.
For the CR 6002, if it is agreed not to change the value for R15 and R16, we will not further discuss the value in the next meeting.
For the CR 6003, we are ok with the change.
[Mediatek]
For CR 6002, we have the same view as Huawei.
For CR 6003, we have a slightly different view.
If we only capture the RRCrelease value in one section, it seems still strange to other readers and engineers. Whether this section is special or other explanation?
Our view is either not capture the value in any Redirection section or capture the same values in at least all the NR sections. It’s better to align the description between each other.
[ZTE]
For CR 6002 it's fine for us to capture in WF or chairman notes that "the value of TRRC_procedure_delay will be discussed in R17" and close the discussion for R15 / R16.
For CR 6003, addressing to MediaTek's concern, this is a CR for 36.133 aiming to complete the requirements by specifying the value of TRRC_procedure_delay which is currently missing. Would you prefer another way other than the modification suggested in our CR?
[Mediatek]
After further discussion, we’re fine for the CR6003. 
For C6002, we still stay our position. It suggests not to discuss this value in R15 or R16.

	R4-2006007 R4-2006008
	[ZTE]
R4-2006007 aims to remove a line 
“There is no requirement if the target cell does not contain the UE context”
 in the current spec.
As per guidance of the moderator, this email is to trigger the discussion among companies and to collect opinions from them. If you have technical concerns, please share them using this thread.
[Mediatek]
Thanks for handling the discussion.
We still suggest to keep the wording there aligning with LTE because there is no technical changes in NR.



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2006002
	Not pursued
There seemed no consensus on the change. 
The agreement for the topic, which should be captured in Chairman minutes, is: the value of TRRC_procedure_delay will be discussed in R17 and close the discussion for R15/R16.

	R4-2006003
	Agreed

	R4-2006004
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2006003.

	R4-2006007
	Not pursued

	R4-2006008
	Withdrawn
Cat A CR to R4-2006007.



Topic #4: Timing
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2007712
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on UE transmit timing (CR)
Resubmission of Endorsed Draft CR R4-2004284
The one shot timing adjustment shall be removed.

	R4-2007711
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on UE transmit timing (CR Cat A)



Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2007712
R4-2007711
(Cat A)
	Resubmission of Endorsed Draft CR R4-2004284

	
	Company A

	
	Company B



Summary for 1st round 
CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2007712
	Agreed.

	R4-2007711
	Agreed.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #5: Signaling characteristics
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2007811
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Discussion on SCell activation requirements
Proposal: For FR2 SCell activation where there is active serving cell in the band, the requirements apply provided that the SSB pattern is same for the active serving cell and the SCell being activated.

	R4-2007659
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on LTE SCell activation and deactivation delay (CR)
1. The starting/ending point of interuption window on the NR serving cell caused by LTE SCell activation/deactivation is clarified.
1. Missing section number is added.

	R4-2007660
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on LTE SCell activation and deactivation delay_r16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007661
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on SCell activation and deactivation delay (CR)
1. Brackets on requirements are removed.
2. Missing agreements is captured.
3. Agreements reached in R4-2005426 is generalized to cover interruption window on LTE/NR serving cell in the same/different CG with Scell being activated.

	R4-2007662
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on SCell activation and deactivation delay_r16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007783
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133 (8.3.2) Corrections to SCell Activation delay requirements
At earlier meetings, corrections to SCell activation timelines by introducing usage of TFirstSSB or TFirstSSB_MAX have been made. However, corresponding corrections are missing for the definition of interruption windows. 
Introducing the following corrections:
· Modifying activation timeline for activation of first known SCell in FR2 when SP CSI-RS is used, by merging the two cases into a single one and where the value of Tuncertainty_MAC is specified to 0 for one of the cases
· Modifying the expression for the interruption window to now define the starting point of the interruption, which is related to whichever of TFirstSSB, TFirstSSB_MAX, and TFineTiming that applies for the activation delay requirement. Referring to clause 8.2 for the length of the interruption, which depends on whether the impacted cell is intra- or inter-band to the SCell being activated.

	R4-2007784
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133 (8.3.2) Corrections to SCell Activation delay requirements

	R4-2007812
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SCell activation requirements R15 (CR)
DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005834 in RAN4#94-e-bis
Summary of changes:
1. Add condition for FR2 SCell activation where there is active serving cell in the band that the SSB pattern is same for the active serving cell and the SCell being activated.
1. Update the definition of TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX such that it includes the complete SSB burst.
1. Add a statement that UE is not expected to meet the requirements for RRM measurement and in case of FR2 L1 measurement requirements during cell detection time for unknown SCell activation.

	R4-2007813
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SCell activation requirements R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007280
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	CR to T parameters in 8.3.2 of 38.133
Current version 38.133 spec ambiguosly defines TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX in terms of whether or not SSB duration is accommodated and in terms of which SSB within SSB burst is indicated. The parameters should be similarly defined as TFineTiming such that SSB duration is included and the SSB corresponds to the activated TCI state.
Clarified the definitions of TFirstSSB, TFirstSSB_MAX, and TFineTiming to explicitly include SSB duration and TCI state.

	R4-2006847
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for SCell activation delay in FR2
Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2005270 in RAN4#94-e-Bis. It is proposed to capture the agreement in RAN4#93:
Agreement
Fine time tracking will not depend on the SP CSI-RS activation used for CSI reporting
Currently, when semi-persistant CSI-RS is configured for CSI report, Tuncertainty_MAC will include the waiting time of MAC-CE for SP CSI-RS. However, performing fine timing tracking (TFineTiming  ) is not necessarily to wait for the SP CSI-RS.
Remove the waiting time of MAC-CE for SP CSI-RS from Tuncertainty_MAC, and make fine timing tracking not depeding on the SP CSI-RS.

	R4-2006848
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for SCell activation delay in FR2 (CR, Cat A)

	R4-2007706
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on CSI-RS based RLM requirement (CR)
The minimum BW of CSI-RS is 24 PRBs, so there is no need to state the condition that the CSI-RS resource is configured over 24 PRBs.
Remove the condition “over the bandwidth ≥ 24 PRBs”

	R4-2007705
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on CSI-RS based RLM requirement (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007963
	Ericsson
	Clarification on RLM (CR)
RAN4 received LS (R1-2002992) from RAN1 requesting to remove the term “candidate” in RLM requirements in 38.133, since in unlicensed operation the term “candidate” has a specific meaning which is in conflict with the current wording in TS 38.133.
The term “candidate” is removed.

	R4-2007964
	Ericsson
	Clarification on RLM (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007663
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on Psharingfactor (CR)
Following changes are made:
1. For SSB based RLM/BFD/CBD/L1-RSRP, the first condition of Psharingfactor=1 is removed;
1. For SSB based RLM/BFD/CBD/L1-RSRP, the second condition of Psharingfactor=1 is changed. RSSI is considered.
1. Same rules apply to CSI-RS based RLM/BFD/CBD/L1-RSRP.
1. Editorial corrections.

	R4-2007664
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on Psharingfactor_r16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006174
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Corrections to R15 MAC-CE based TCI state switching requirements
Observation 1. Guaranteeing PDCCH performance on the new TCI state is independent of receive on the old TCI state. 
Observation 2. In case target TCI state is not in the active TCI state list for PDSCH (TOk = 1), there will only be at most ~2ms (TSSB-proc) when PDCCH performance cannot be guaranteed if NW schedules MAC-CE based TCI state switch exactly 3ms before an SSB. 
Observation 3. Many R15 gNB and R15 UE products already deployed with commercial quality are compliant with RAN1 specification rather than RAN4. They cannot be recalled or modified with OTA changes. Hence, they will remain non-compliant with RAN4 if the specification is not modified. 
Proposal 1. Modify MAC-CE based TCI state switch delay requirements as: “The UE shall be able to receive on the old TCI state until slot n+ THARQ +3 ms +TOk*(Tfirst-SSB).”

	R4-2006177
	Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek
	CR for correction to MAC-CE based TCI State switch timeline (Clause 8.10.3) (CR)
MAC-CE based TCI state switch timelines in RAN4 are in conflict with RAN1 agreements. 
This CR is based on endorsed draftCR from RAN4#94-e-Bis (R4-2005430). 
Additional corrections in RAN4#95-e are marked separately.
UE to switch to new beam 3ms after HARQ. Demodulation performance guranteed after reception of SSB

	R4-2006178
	Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek
	CR for correction to MAC-CE based TCI State switch timeline (Clause 8.10.3) (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006209
	Apple
	CR on Active TCI State Switching requirements - Rel15 (CR)
1. Changes from R4-2005430. [Endorsed in RAN4#94e-Bis]
1. For MAC CE based TCI state switch for both known and unknown case : The UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with the old TCI state until slot n+ THARQ +  . The UE is not required to receive with old or target TCI state from slot n+ THARQ +  until the end of the switching delay.
1. For RRC based switch, PDCCH/PDSCH/CSI-RS or transmit PUCCH/PUSCH from slot n + THARQ + 1 until the end of switching period.

	R4-2006210
	Apple
	CR on Active TCI State Switching requirements - Rel16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006465
	MediaTek inc.
	CR on TCI state switch (CR)
The following columns were agreed in RAN4 #94-e meeting but not implemented in the TCI state switch requirements
1. The basic UE timing requirements needs to be aligned with the RAN1 requirements.
1. If the target TCI state is unknown, the UE shall execute L1-RSRP measurement with CSI-RS which shall be set with Repition ON
1. There is a mismatch between RAN1 spec and RAN4 spec on this TCI change delay.
The CR capturing the following new update TCI state switch requirements
1. PUSCH QCL relation is based on spatial relation and will be defined in active spatial relation switching delay.
1. Scheduling restriction shall be also applied to CSI-RS for CQI. 
1. Scheduling restriction for transmission shall be defined in active spatial relation switching based on the configuration of spatial relation.

	R4-2006466
	MediaTek inc.
	CR on TCI state switch (CR)

	R4-2007780
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133 (8.10.5) Corrections to RRC-based TCI state change (CR)
Introducing the following correction:
· Changing “slot n+ TRRC_processing +TOk*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc) / NR slot length” to “slot n+ (TRRC_processing +TOk*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc)) / NR slot length”
· Changing “slot n+ TRRC_processing  +TL1-RSRP +TOuk*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc) / NR slot length” to “slot n+ (TRRC_processing  +TL1-RSRP +TOuk*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc)) / NR slot length”
· Correcting some punctuation.

	R4-2007781
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133 (8.10.5) Corrections to RRC-based TCI state change (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006891
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] TCI state switch delay 38.133 R15
In TCI state switching delay requirement, TOuk depends on whether the UE has already conducted SSB based measurement for Rx beam refinement. In this case, when the TCI state switching involves QCL-TypeD and other types, TOuk should equal to 0.
To make this clear, we propose to clarify that “TOuk = 1 when TCI state switching involves other QCL types only”.

	R4-2006892
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] TCI state switch delay 38.133 R16 Cat A

	R4-2007751
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on TCI state switching R15 (CR)
[R4-2004287] was endorsed at RAN4# 94bis-e.
Since it is difficult for UE to implement the existing one-shot timing adjustment requirements, the one-shot timing adjustment requirement is removed in RAN4#94e.
The content related with one-shot timing adjustment is removed accordingly.

	R4-2007752
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on TCI state switching R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006189
	Apple
	On issues of R15 BWP switching delay requirement
Propose 1: Revise the UE behaviour in current RRC based BWP switching requirement as:
The UE is not required to transmit UL signals or receive DL signals until the first DL or UL slot occurs right after a time duration of (TRRCprocessingDelay+TBWPswitchDelayRRC -THARQ) which is right after UE transmitting HARQ feedback for associated RRC reconfiguration signalling involving active BWP switching or parameter change of its active BWP.
where,
THARQ (in ms) is the timing between DL data transmission and acknowledgement as specified in TS 38.213 [3].
Proposal 2: RAN4 to define the duration within which UE is not required to transmit or receive signals for UE specific CBW change in R16.

	R4-2006190
	Apple
	CR on BWP switching delay requirement for R15 (CR)
The current BWP switching requirements have some issues, as discussed in R4-2006189
Revise the RRC based BWP switching to avoid potential issues on UE behavior.

	R4-2006191
	Apple
	CR on BWP switching delay requirement for R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007707
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on interruption due to Acitve BWP switch (CR Cat A)
Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2004277
The interruption length shall be defined based on the SCS of victim CC as other interruption requirement (i.e. SCell activation). Therefore, the note in Table 8.2.1.2.7-1 and Table 8.2.2.2.5-1 shall be removed, because the note refers to the SCS of aggressor CC.
Remove the note in table Table 8.2.1.2.7-1 and Table 8.2.2.2.5-1.

	R4-2007708
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on interruption due to Acitve BWP switch (CR)


Open issues summary
Sub-topic 5-1
Issue 5-1: The assumptions on SSB pattern for FR2 intra-band CA
· Proposals (Huawei, HiSilicon, R4-2007811)
· For FR2 SCell activation where there is active serving cell in the band, the requirements apply provided that the SSB pattern is same for the active serving cell and the SCell being activated.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 5-2
In RAN4#94-e meeting, it (R4-2002052) is proposed to correct the R15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements in order to align it with the specifications in TS 38.214.
Issue 5-2-1: Remove the extra term TOk*(Tfirst-SSB) for receiving on the old state
· Option 1 (Qualcomm R4-2006174, R4-2006177)
[image: ]
· Option 2 (Apple R4-2006209, R4-2006210)
[image: ]
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 5-2-2:UE Tx and RX restriction during RRC based TCI state switch 
· Option 1 (Apple R4-2006209, R4-2006210): 
· the proposed changes are as follows
[image: ]
Sub-topic 5-3
In R15 BWP switching requirement, the clarification on the duration where UE is not required to perform Rx and Tx has some potential issues and uncertainties. Extending to R16 UE specific CBW switching, we also observed the similar risk.
Issue 5-3: UE behaviour for transmission or reception for BWP switching requirements
· Proposals (Apple R4-2006189, R4-2006190, R4-2006191)
· Propose 1: Revise the UE behaviour in current RRC based BWP switching requirement as:
The UE is not required to transmit UL signals or receive DL signals until the first DL or UL slot occurs right after a time duration of (TRRCprocessingDelay+TBWPswitchDelayRRC -THARQ) which is right after UE transmitting HARQ feedback for associated RRC reconfiguration signalling involving active BWP switching or parameter change of its active BWP.
where,
THARQ (in ms) is the timing between DL data transmission and acknowledgement as specified in TS 38.213 [3].
· Proposal 2: RAN4 to define the duration within which UE is not required to transmit or receive signals for UE specific CBW change in R16.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 5-4
Please provide the additional comments on the CRs in Section 5.3.2.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 5-1: We do not agree with the need for this restriction. When scheduled on multiple carriers simultaneously, those have to be transmitted to the UE using the same spatial transmission filter. This does however not mean that SSBs on different CCs need to be transmitted simultaneously using a common beam. Different SSB indexes for the same spatial transmission filter can still be used on different CCs.
Sub topic 53: UE would not know it is a BWP change before processing the RRC message. The RRC processing will be finished after HARQ ACK has been sent. Hence this change seems unnecessary. 
….
Others:

	Apple
	Sub topic 5-1: 
Propose to slightly revise the proposal as:
For FR2 SCell activation where there is active serving cell(s) in the band, the requirements apply provided that the SSB pattern is same for the active serving cell(s) and the SCell being activated
Since the active serving cell might be more than 1, and we agree that the serving CCs share the same ssb-PositionsInBurst in FR2 intra-band.


Sub topic 5-2:
Issue 5-2-1: Remove the extra term TOk*(Tfirst-SSB) for receiving on the old state
Prefer option 2. In order to align RAN1 and RAN4 spec on until when the UE is supposed to receive with the old TCI state, the changes are proposed. We also provide clarification that - The UE is not required to receive with old or target TCI state from slot n+ THARQ +  until the end of the switching delay.
Issue 5-2-2:UE Tx and RX restriction during RRC based TCI state switch 
Currently during RRC based TCI state switch UE is not required to transmit or receive during entire switching delay. The switching delay starts from the slot PDSCH is received. The UE needs to transmit ACK/NACK at a minimum for the received PDSCH. The restriction should start after THARQ rather than the slot when PDSCH is received.
--Update 05/26 6AM UTC--
To Qualcomm : We prefer to add the additional clarification, otherwise UE behavior is ambiguous during the time. For scenarios where TOk = 0, the additional time in the delay is not there anyway, the delay is same as RAN1 requirement.

Sub-topic 5-3:
We proposed it since we believe the HARQ procedure shall still be there for RRC based BWP switching and UE specific CBW change case.
To Ericsson: the HARQ feedback is nothing to do with the RRC message content, it’s a legacy ACK/NACK to the PDSCH carrying this RRC signaling. In the current requirement, UE is not required to transmit anything after it received PDSCH of RRC signaling, so that means UE may not feedback HARQ to network for this PDSCH and it’s not a correct behavior. 
[Ericsson response 2020-05-27 11AM UTC]: Right, but the UE would not know that the received PDSCH transport block carries a RRC reconfiguration message for BWP switching until having parsed the RRC message itself. So UE would anyways transmit until the RRC message has been parsed and the UE finds that it carries a BWP switch

	Qualcomm
	Subtopic 5-2: we support option 1. We realize that option 2 is also saying the same but the last sentence seems redundant for scenarios when TO_k = 0 anyways. We think option 1 has sufficient wording. 

	MTK
	Sub topic 5-1: 
We agree on this proposal. As mentioned in Huawei’s paper, if the SSB pattern is different, UE still cannot leverage the info from known FR2 cell.

Sub topic 5-2-1:
As mentioned in QC’s paper, the reason on updating RAN4 spec is the gNB have been deployed in the field that are compliant with RAN1. If RAN4 spec keeps unchanged, it means UE shall maintain two ways to both supporting the real field and RAN4 test case.

Sub topic 5-2-2:
We’re fine with this proposal.

Sub topic 5-3:
We’re fine with proposal 1. Proposal 2 is also fine to us, but it is better to discuss in Rel-16 RRM enhancement WI.

	Huawei
	Sub topic 5-1: 
We think the condition is needed for UE to meet the following requirements.
	If the SCell being activated belongs to FR2 and if there is at least one active serving cell on that FR2 band, then Tactivation_time is TFirstSSB+ 5ms provided:
-	The UE is provided with SMTC for the target SCell, and  
-	The SSBs in the serving cell(s) and the SSBs in the SCell fulfil the condition defined in clause 3.6.3.


To Ericsson comments: 
For SCell activation, UE only performs fine time tracking based on one SSB of the to-be-activated SCell, and if the two cells are using different SSB patterns, UE would not know which one to use. There is no time in the above requirement for TCI indication. 
Moreover, we agree that different SSB indexes for the same spatial transmission filter can be used on different CCs, e.g. SSB1 on cell 1 can be transmitted with same Tx beam as SSB2 on cell2, but this information is not known to the UE because SSB cannot be configured with a TCI state. So even a TCI state to SSB2 is provided for cell2, UE still does not know which Rx beam it should use for receiving.
[Ericsson response 2020-05-27 11AM UTC]: Separate time is not included for TCI state configuration, but if TCI state configuration is provided in the same MAC PDU as the activation command, this may not be needed. The UE knows how to map a TCI state to a SSB index. Hence it could be a split requirement depending on whether TCI state is provided or not.
Response to Ericsson 2020-05-27 15PM UTC: We understand even the TCI state is provided, e.g. an SSB on the to-be-activated SCell with index #m, is pointed by this TCI state, UE may not know which Rx beam it should use to receive SSB#m because UE does not know in which Tx beam the SSB is transmitted. Even SSB#m on the to-be-activated SCell and SSB#n on the active serving cell are transmitted in the same Tx beam, this is not known to the UE, unless they are on the same OFDM symbol, and that’s why we propose to add the condition of same SSB pattern for the requirements.

To Apple, we think the proposed change is reasonable.

Sub topic 5-2-1: 
option 1 and option 2 is similar. Either one is ok.

Sub topic 5-2-2: 
We disagree with option 1. This change is also proposed in BWP switching (issue 5-3), we have the same view that no need to change the current requirements. 

Sub topic 5-3:
We do not agree with the changes. From our understanding, the indicated value of k1 could be up to 16 slot. In this case, does it mean UE shall be able to receive and transmit for the entire BWP switching delay (16ms)? Also, THARQ is not considered in the other RRC reconfiguration cases, where there is ambiguity between network and UE when the new configuration becomes effective.
Apple response: the longest HARQ time is a candidate range of dl-DataToUL-ACK in RRC signaling, but in this particular case we don’t believe network will indicate UE to use such long HARQ feedback delay for this BWP switching. On physical layer HARQ is the most fundamental mechanism for network PDSCH transmission regardless of the RRC/MAC message purpose, we think delay-wise HARQ delay can be merged into the specified delay equation, but UE behavior-wise we need to make sure this HARQ feedback will not be interrupted or dropped, this is like that we guaranteed HARQ not interrupted in SCell activation. 

	NEC
	Sub topic 5-1:
We agree that there is an issue when ssb-PositionInBurst are not overlapping. Additional condition may be required. 

Sub topic 5-2-1: 
We prefer option 1. 

Sub topic 5-2-2 and 5-3-3:
If the main motivation for this change is that UE may not transmit HARQ after receiving RRC message, we can clarify in the current spec that UE is allowed to transmit HARQ during total switching delay time. 
As Ericsson pointed, UE may not know the contents of RRC message and purpose of it till it completes RRC processing. So UE shall be still able to transmit HARQ with current behaviour. However, we can clarify if companies find that it is not clear.

	Nokia
	Issue 5-1:
This needs more discussion. Question for clarification: Isn’t the assumption is that the UE use same Rx beam as used with the other serving cell in same the band?
Issue 5-2-1:
In general we see the reasoning behind the correction. However, it will leave a potential gap in the scheduling. In general we will see a gap of up to an SSB period and on average half an SSB period. Before agreeing to the change we would like to have some clarification related to the condition: TOk = 1 if target TCI state is not in the active TCI state list for PDSCH, 0 otherwise. Use of active TCI state is not always necessary e.g. if refined beams are not in use. If active TCI state is not used this condition will lead to scheduling the scheduling gaps mentioned and scheduling inefficiency. Timing beam management among all devices in the field to specific time occasions (just prior to the SSB) complicates BM on network side significantly. Our question is whether the UE would, when SSB based beams are used, have accurate enough time/frequency tracking on the target SSB to ensure DL scheduling prior to receiving SSB on the target beam?
Issue 5-2-2:
Issue 5-3:
The proposal is fine. The wording in CR need to rework to make it clear.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
The following CRs will be discussed in this section.
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2007659
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on LTE SCell activation and deactivation delay (CR)

	R4-2007660
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on LTE SCell activation and deactivation delay_r16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007661
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on SCell activation and deactivation delay (CR)

	R4-2007662
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on SCell activation and deactivation delay_r16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007783
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133 (8.3.2) Corrections to SCell Activation delay requirements

	R4-2007784
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133 (8.3.2) Corrections to SCell Activation delay requirements

	R4-2007812
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SCell activation requirements R15 (CR)
DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005834 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	R4-2007813
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SCell activation requirements R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007280
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	CR to T parameters in 8.3.2 of 38.133

	R4-2006847
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for SCell activation delay in FR2
Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2005270 in RAN4#94-e-Bis. It is proposed to capture the agreement in RAN4#93:

	R4-2006848
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for SCell activation delay in FR2 (CR, Cat A)

	R4-2007706
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on CSI-RS based RLM requirement (CR)

	R4-2007705
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on CSI-RS based RLM requirement (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007963
	Ericsson
	Clarification on RLM (CR)

	R4-2007964
	Ericsson
	Clarification on RLM (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007663
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on Psharingfactor (CR)

	R4-2007664
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on Psharingfactor_r16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006177
	Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek
	CR for correction to MAC-CE based TCI State switch timeline (Clause 8.10.3) (CR)

	R4-2006178
	Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek
	CR for correction to MAC-CE based TCI State switch timeline (Clause 8.10.3) (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006209
	Apple
	CR on Active TCI State Switching requirements - Rel15 (CR)

	R4-2006210
	Apple
	CR on Active TCI State Switching requirements - Rel16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006465
	MediaTek inc.
	CR on TCI state switch (CR)

	R4-2006466
	MediaTek inc.
	CR on TCI state switch (CR)

	R4-2007780
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133 (8.10.5) Corrections to RRC-based TCI state change (CR)

	R4-2007781
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133 (8.10.5) Corrections to RRC-based TCI state change (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006891
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] TCI state switch delay 38.133 R15

	R4-2006892
	ZTE Corporation
	[CR] TCI state switch delay 38.133 R16 Cat A

	R4-2007751
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on TCI state switching R15 (CR)
[R4-2004287] was endorsed at RAN4# 94bis-e.

	R4-2007752
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Correction on TCI state switching R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006190
	Apple
	CR on BWP switching delay requirement for R15 (CR)

	R4-2006191
	Apple
	CR on BWP switching delay requirement for R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007707
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on interruption due to Acitve BWP switch (CR Cat A)
Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2004277

	R4-2007708
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR on interruption due to Acitve BWP switch (CR)



Please provide comments in the table below.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2007659
R4-2007660
(Cat A)
	Ericsson WI should not be “NR_newRAT-Perf since this is core.

	
	Apple: Not sure if this revision is necessary. We think the interruption window range could be defined based on the aggressor cell, but the interruption length already considered the async case for EN-DC on victim cell.
Apple2: To Huawei,
From LTE, the interruption range is defined only on the time-line of aggressor cell rather than victim CCs. And we don’t see the strong necessity to have such new definition for NR. 

	
	Huawei: We agree that the interruption length has already considered the async case, but in our understanding, the interruption is on the victim cell, so the interruption window should be defined based on the timing of the victim cell. 

	
	Nokia: These exceptions should be moved to the corresponding section which captures the rules (clause 7.32.2.5 and NR PSCell and NR SCell interruptions specified in clause 8.2.1.4.2 of TS 38.133)

	R4-2007661
R4-2007662
(Cat A)
	Ericsson: We have also provided a CR (R4-2007783)  based on the already endorsed CR and the agreements in the late GTW session and we will further update it as needed based on comments received in this meeting.

	
	Apple: Similar comment as to 7659. We think the current interruption window range is based on the aggressor cell timeline, while the interruption length requirement already considered the impact to the victim cell in other CG or RAT.

	
	Qualcomm: m1 is the index of the first slot of interrupted serving cell or the last subframe of interrupted E-UTRA serving cell in the different cell group with SCell being activated which overlaps with slot n.
This should be first; not last.
---- new comments on 5/26 -----
We have following comments:
1) “3 ms + max(Tuncertainty_MAC +TFineTiming + 25ms, Tuncertainty_SP), where Tuncertainty_MAC=0 if UE receives the SCell activation command, semi-persistent CSI-RS activation command and TCI state activation command at the same time.”
When Tuncertainty_SP is larger than the other factor (Tuncertainty_MAC +TFineTiming + 25ms), there seems to be a certain amount of duplicated time period because TCSI_reporting also includes uncertainty in acquiring the first available downlink CSI reference resource
2) TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX
Why should it be SSB burst irrespective of side condition on to-be-activated SCell? It seems that the update with SSB burst relaxes the current requirements to some extent. Though it was endorsed in the previous meeting, could you explain why this should always include all SSBs in the SSB burst rather than a particular SSB?
3) For   in interruption window
In case aggressor and victim cells have different numerologies, which numerology should be assumed for “”?
4) For E-UTRA interruption requirement, shouldn’t that appear in TS 36.133, not in TS38.133?

	
	MTK:
One suggested further correction: m1 is the index of the first slot of interrupted serving cell or the lastfirst subframe of interrupted E-UTRA serving cell in the different cell group with SCell being activated which overlaps with slot n.
In high-level, we prefer to use some general description other than the detail equation to specify this async cases to make the spec more readable, e.g., the timing reference is still based on NR, and interruption is allowed for LTE subframes fully or partially overlapped with those NR slots which may have interruption.

	
	Huawei: 
To Ericsson, yes, we can work on 7783 to capture the outcomes of the discussions on interruption window for 38.133.
To Apple, similar as for 7659, we think the interruption is on the victim cell, so the interruption window should be defined based on the timing of the victim cell.
To Qualcomm and MTK, yes, this is a typo and should be corrected.
To MTK, we are also fine to use some general description as you mentioned, and we can provide some wording suggestion to Ericson when revising 7783. 
---- new comments in response to Qualcomm -----
1) This change was brought by MTK and endorsed in last meeting in R4-2005270. We can explain with our understanding here, but MTK can provide more comments if needed. Tuncertainty_SP is the time between the SCell activation command and the SP-CSI-RS activation command, while TCSI_reporting is the time between the end of Tactivation_time and the first available SP-CSI-RS resource, so they are different. Maybe the confusion comes from the current description of Tuncertainty_SP, and I guess MTK can update their CR R4-2006847. We also added comments to R4-2006847.
2) We have provided our views for 7280. Basically, the problem is that we cannot define the particular SSB in the contexts where TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX are used.
When TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX are used for FR1, there is no TCI indication assumed in the activation process, so we cannot include "activated TCI state" in the definition.
When TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX are used for FR2, they are needed only for the unknown case, which means there is no TCI indication to the UE before the first SSB, so again we cannot include "activated TCI state" in the definition.
3) We understand it should be the numerology of the aggressor. Then it causes the problem on the description of the end point, because Ninterruption is defined based on victim cell numerology. We will provide wording suggestion in the second round.
4) So far the interruption window is defined together with activation delay, and that’s why we put it in 38.133 (NR SCell activation delay is only defined in 38.133), but we have no strong view. We would like to hear views from Ericsson, because it needs to be coordinated between 7659 and 7783.

	
	Nokia: requirements related to the interruptions on PCell, and MCG SCell in EN-DC are captured in 36.133. The new changes also relate to E-UTRAN interruptions – should they be captured in 36.133 instead?

	R4-2007783
R4-2007784
(Cat A)
	Huawei: We have submitted CR 7661 on interruption window, where the interruption window for serving cells in a different CG (in case of EN-DC, NE-DC and NR-DC) are further clarified. We can work on 7783 if the new changes in 7661 can be captured.

	
	Company B

	
	Qualcomm: For   in interruption window, in case aggressor and victim cells have different numerologies, which numerology should be assumed for “”?
[Ericsson response 2020-05-27 11AM UTC]: We can clarify that the timeline for interruptions is set by the aggressor, i.e., NR slot length would be with respect to the aggressor.

	R4-2007812
R4-2007813
(Cat A)
	DratfCR endorsed in R4-2005834 in RAN4#94-e-bis

	
	Huawei: we suggest return to this CR in the first round. If we can reach agreement on sub-topic 5-1, we can revise this CR to capture it, otherwise we can agree the CR as it is in the second round.

	
	Company B

	R4-2007280
	MTK: TFirstSSB_MAX is related to both FR1 and FR2 for AGC retuning. Then there is a chicken-and-egg problem. In this stage, in FR2, the network has no knowledge which TCI state to be indicated. The TCI state info. shall be indicated later after L1-RSRP reporting. But here, the CR assumes that TCI-state is already indicated. 
For FR1, why do we need to configure TCI state info.? If no TCI state is configured, how to handle this for UE in FR1?
For this TCI issue, we suggest to use Huawei’s version in R4-2007661.

	
	Huawei: We have draftCR endorsed in R4-2005834 in RAN4#94-e-bis to address the same issue. The changes are similar, but one difference is that in our CR the duration of the complete SSB burst is included in the definition. 
When TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX are used for FR1, there is no TCI indication assumed in the activation process, so we cannot include "activated TCI state" in the definition.
When TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX are used for FR2, they are needed only for the unknown case, which means there is no TCI indication to the UE before the first SSB, so again we cannot include "activated TCI state" in the definition.
Basically, we have same comment as MTK above.

	
	Qualcomm: It’s okay to have further discussion under R4-2007661. We added comments to R4-2007661.

	R4-2006847
R4-2006848
(Cat A)
	endorsed Draft CR R4-2005270 in RAN4#94-e-Bis.

	
	 Huawei: the description of Tuncertainty_SP is incorrect, it should be 
the time period between reception of the activation command for semi-persistent CSI-RS for CQI reporting relative to …

	
	Company B

	R4-2007706
R4-2007705
(Cat A)
	Ericsson : 

	
	MTK: No. The BWP BW can still be less than 24 PRBs, and UE is only expected to perform RLM within active BWP. Therefore the condition of BW is still needed.

	
	Huawei: we will further check MTK comments, and CR can be postponed.

	R4-2007963
R4-2007664
(Cat A)
	 Qualcomm: Not needed in R15. Confusion for the word candidate is only applicable to R16.

	
	MTK: Ok. This is to avoid the confusion between R15 terminology and R16 terminology. Note that a CR R4-2007263 from Nokia was submitted to NR-U agenda (6.1.5.10). If this CR is agreed here. Then R4-2007263 in thread [205] can be ‘not pursued’

	
	Huawei: We share the similar view as MTK. The terminology shall be aligned between R15 and R16 though the issues is raised in R16 NR-U. We have also provided 2 CR (R15 and R16) R4-2007698 and R4-2007699 in thread [205].

	
	Nokia: OK, we have the same CR R4-2007263 in NR-U AI.

	R4-2006177
R4-2006178
(Cat A)
	Apple: 
This CR addresses similar issue as in R4-2006209. In the change, the term “/ NR slot length” is no longer needed as the units are already in slots. We propose to merge with R4-2006209 as it covers the additional clarification on UE behavior from slot n+ THARQ +  until the end of the switching delay.

	
	Qualcomm: we are ok to have one CR but please see our comments regarding Apple’s CR.

	
	

	R4-2006209
R4-2006210
(Cat A)
	Ericsson: ”Consequence if not approved” section is incorrect (copy-paste from a different CR)

	
	Huawei: Pending on issue 5-2-2. We have concern on the changes on the RRC based switching. No need to change the current requirements.

	
	

	R4-2006465
R4-2006466
(Cat A)
	Company Aendorsed Draft CR R4-2005430 in RAN4#94-e-Bis

	
	Company  Nokia: the additional change in 8.10.5 which was not in the endorsed R4-2005430 need to be discussed.

	
	Company B

	R4-2007780
R4-2007781
(Cat A)
	MTK: ok

	
	 NEC: OK

	
	Ericsson: Resubmission of draft CR R4-2004417 which was endorsed at RAN4#94-e-Bis

	R4-2006891
R4-2006892
(Cat A)
	MTK: We don’t agree on this change.  For QCL-TypeD, the reason on TOuk=0 is it can leverage the SSB to track the timing when it’s a SSB based L1-RSRP meas, but TOuk=1 when it’s a CSI-RS based L1-RSRP measurement

	
	ZTE: To MediaTek: I totally agree with your point. The change is intended to address to a different issue. Suppose the TCI switch involves Type D and Type A, then according to the definition now it’s unclear what value TOuk is since the switch falls into both categories. By adding “only”, any switch can only fall into one category, not two and thus, it’s clear for the reader to determine the value of TOuk.

	
	MTK: We’re fine with ZTE’s clarification, but we think ZTE needs to update the cover sheet in the CR. The change reason in the CR is misunderstanding.

	
	ZTE: Thank MediaTek for the discussion. We will revise the cover sheet and state more clearly the intended reason for the proposed change.

	R4-2007751
R4-2007752
(Cat A)
	Huawei: DraftCR R4-2004287 endorsed at RAN4# 94bis-e.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2006190
R4-2006191
(Cat A)
	Ericsson: Unnecessary to include HARQ delay  since UE should not wait for HARQ transmission to start BWP switching. This is similar to HO where UE starts HO after receiving the RRC message

	
	To Ericsson: We have different views on this. Here, the point is UE still needs to do the HARQ transmission. In HO, the interruption time starts from the end of  Trrc-processing, and the HARQ transmission can be done within Trrc-processing (as defined in HO requirement that “The interruption time is the time between end of the last TTI containing the RRC command on the old PDSCH and the time the UE starts transmission of the new PRACH, excluding the RRC procedure delay.”), and we didn’t preclude UE to transmit HARQ for PDSCH of HO command. However, in current RRC based BWP switching, if without this revision, that means UE will not transmit HARQ to network for the PDSCH carrying RRC signaling of BWP switching.

	
	MTK: We are ok with Apple’s proposal to permit the HARQ feedback in RRC-based BWP switch, but the wording here needs to be update.

	
	Huawei: Pending on issue 5-3. 

	
	Nokia: proposal is fine. Wording need rework to make it more clear and more readable.

	R4-2007707
R4-2007708
(Cat A)
	Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2004277

	
	Company A

	
	Company B


Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#5-1
	6 companies participated in the discussion. 3 companies supported the proposal. 1 company disagreed. 2 companies would like to have more discussion.
Tentative agreements:
No
Candidate options:
· Option 1: Agree on the proposed change below (with changes from Apple)
· For FR2 SCell activation where there is active serving cell(s) in the band, the requirements apply provided that the SSB pattern is same for the active serving cell(s) and the SCell being activated
· Option 2: Consider having the split requirements with the same SSB pattern and without the same SSB pattern
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the recommended options, further discussion is needed.

	Sub-topic#5-2-1
	6 companies participated in the discussion. 4 companies supported Option 1. 2 companies supported Option 2 1 company had concern on this topic.
Tentative agreements:
No
Candidate options:
· Option 1 (Qualcomm, Mediatek, Huawei, HiSilicon, NEC)
[image: ]
· Option 2 (Apple, Huawei, HiSilicon)
[image: ]
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the recommended options, further discussion is needed. The response to Nokia comment and questions are needed.

	Sub-topic#5-2-2
	4 companies participated in the discussion. 2 companies supported the proposal. 1 company seems OK but proposed additional clarifications. 1 company disagreed with the change.
Tentative agreements:
No
Candidate options:
· Option 1 (Apple, Mediatek): 
· the proposed changes are as follows
[image: ]
· Option 1a (NEC): we can clarify in the current spec that UE is allowed to transmit HARQ during total switching delay time.
· Option 2 (Huawei, HiSilicon): no change
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the recommended options, further discussion is needed. 

	Sub-topic#5-3
	6 companies participated in the discussion. 3 companies supported the proposal. 3 company disagreed with the change.
Tentative agreements:
No
Candidate options:
· Option 1 (Apple, Nokia): Agree on proposal 1 and proposal 2. 
· CR needs modification (Nokia).
· Option 1a (Mediatek): Agree on proposal 1. Agree on proposal 2 for Rel-16.
· Option 2 (Ericsson, Huawei, NEC): No change needed.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Based on the recommended options, further discussion is needed. 



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	WF on maintenance topics for signaling characteristics for issue 5-1~5-3
	Apple




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2007659
	Revised.
Capture the comments from Ericsson and Nokia. To agree CR, try to convince Apple.

	R4-2007660
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2007659.

	R4-2007661
	Merged into revised version of R4-2007783
Capture the comments from Qualcomm, Mediatek, Huawei, and Nokia. To agree CR, try to convince Apple.

	R4-2007662
	Withdrawn.

	R4-2007783
	Revised.
Try to capture the new changes in R4-2007661 and comments from Qualcomm.

	R4-2007784
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2007783

	R4-2007812
	Return to
To capture the tentative agreement for sub-topic 5-1 if agreed. If no agreement for sub-topic 5-1 was reached, then this endorsed CR can be formally agreed.

	R4-2007813
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2007812.

	R4-2007280
	Merged into revised version of R4-2007783.

	R4-2006847
	Revised.
Have further discussion and try to capture comment from Huawei if agreed.

	R4-2006848
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006847.

	R4-2007706
	Postponed.

	R4-2007705
	Withdrawn.

	R4-2007963
	Return to.
This one is related to CR R4-2007263 from Nokia and CR R4-2007698 and R4-2007699 from Huawei under NR-U RRM agenda. So R4-2007963 is expected to discuss with those Tdocs. Ericsson should provide the responses to companies’ comments on how to treat the CRs.

	R4-2007964
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2007963

	R4-2007663
	Return to. Formal CR of R4-2005835 (endosed in RAN4 #94-ebis)
This document is missing in the first round discussion. We have to go directly to 2nd round to collect comments.

	R4-2007664
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2007663.

	R4-2006177
	Merged into the revised CR R4-2006209.

	R4-2006178
	Withdrawn.

	R4-2006209
	Revised.
Try to capture the comments from Qualcomm, Ericsson. To agree CR, need convince Huawei.

	R4-2006210
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006209.

	R4-2006465
	Return to
More discussion on the additional change compared to the endorsed one.

	R4-2006466
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006465.

	R4-2007780
	Agreed.

	R4-2007781
	Agreed

	R4-2006891
	Revised
Change on the cover page for the change reason.

	R4-2006892
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006891.

	R4-2007751
	Agreed.

	R4-2007752
	Agreed. Cat A CR to R4-2007751.

	R4-2006190
	Return to
Pending on the discussion for issue 5-3

	R4-2006191
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006190.

	R4-2007707
	Agreed.

	R4-2007708
	Agreed. Cat A CR to R4-2007707



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the second round the following email threads are suggested to organize the discussions:
· Email thread for Issue 5-1, 5-2-1, 5-2-2, 5-3, including new WF, R4-2007812, R4-2007813, R4-2006209, R4-2006210, R4-2006190, R4-2006191, which will be triggered and led by Apple.
· Email thread for R4-2007659 and R4-2007660, which will be triggered and led by Huawei
· Email thread for R4-2007783 and R4-2007784, which will be triggered and led by Ericsson
· Email thread for R4-2006847 and R4-2006848, which will be triggered and led by Mediatek
· Email thread for R4-2007963 and R4-2007964, which will be triggered and led by Ericsson
· Email thread for R4-2007663 and R4-2007664, which will be triggered and led by Huawei
· Email thread for R4-2006465 and R4-2006466, which will be triggered and led by Mediatek
· Email thread for R4-2006891 and R4-2006892, which will be triggered and led by ZTE

[Comments and responses will be collected by moderator here]
	Email
	Status summary

	Email thread for Issue 5-1, 5-2-1, 5-2-2, 5-3
new WF, R4-2007812, R4-2007813, R4-2006209, R4-2006210, R4-2006190, R4-2006191
	R4-2008527 WF on maintenance topics for signaling characteristics.
The email discussion was triggered. The draft WF was provided.
R4-2006209 is revised to R4-2008531. R4-2006190 is revised to R4-2008537. R4-2007812 is revised toxxx.
[Apple]
As recommend by the Moderator, we would like to kick off discussion on the following:
— Email thread for Issue 5-1, 5-2-1, 5-2-2, 5-3, including new WF, R4-2007812, R4-2007813, R4-2006209, R4-2006210, R4-2006190, R4-2006191, which will be triggered and led by Apple
Please find the following uploaded: Way forward: Draft R4-2008527_WF_Rel15_SignallingChar.pptx
CR for TCI state switching : Draft-R4-2008531 CR on TCI State switching -Rel15.docx This is a merged CR for R4-2007812 (endorsed in RAN4#95e-bis) and R4-2006209 (Issue 5-2-1 and Issue 5-2-2) and update to cover page to capture Consequences if not approved correctly.
CR for Active BWP Switching: Draft-R4-2008537 CR on BWP switching delay requirement for R15.docx This is revised version of R4-2006190, capturing comments in first round and updates to fix cover sheet errors.
Please comment in the email inline to the issues captured in the WF.
Issue 5-1: Assumptions on SSB pattern for FR2 Intra-band CA
Proposal: For FR2 SCell activation where there is active serving cell in the band, the requirements apply provided that the SSB pattern is same for the active serving cell and the SCell being activated.
Option 1: Agree on the proposed change below (with changes from Apple)
For FR2 SCell activation where there is active serving cell(s) in the band, the requirements apply provided that the SSB pattern is same for the active serving cell(s) and the SCell being activated
Option 2: Consider having the split requirements with the same SSB pattern and without the same SSB pattern
Option 3: No change required
[Huawei] We support option 1. The issue with option 2 is that even a TCI is provided, UE still does not know which Rx beam it should use to receive the SSB. We cannot agree to option 3 either, as it is clear that UE cannot meet the current requirements without the additional condition. There was one question from Nokia in the 1st round
	Issue 5-1:
This needs more discussion. Question for clarification: Isn’t the assumption is that the UE use same Rx beam as used with the other serving cell in same the band?


To response: Yes, UE is assumed to use same Rx beam for all serving cells in the FR2 band in one OFDM symbol. This is why when we have same SSB pattern, UE would know which Rx beam to use for receiving the SSB on the to-be-activated SCell (just use the Rx beam as used for receiving the SSB on the active serving cell). The problem with different SSB pattern is that there may be nothing transmitted on the active serving cell in the OFDM symbols corresponding to SSB on the to-be-activated SCell (e.g. as in the figure below), and in this case UE does not know which Rx beam it should use.
[image: cid:image003.png@01D639B9.F8E94B20]
Issue 5-2-1: Remove the extra term TOk*(Tfirst-SSB) for receiving on the old state
Option 1 (Qualcomm, Mediatek, Huawei, HiSilicon, NEC): The UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with the old TCI state until slot n+ THARQ + 3*Nslotsubframe,u.
Option 2 (Apple, Huawei, HiSilicon) : The UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with the old TCI state until slot n + THARQ + 3*Nslotsubframe,u. The UE is not required to receive with old or target TCI state from slot n+ + THARQ + 3*Nslotsubframe,u  +1 until the end of the switching delay.
Issue 5-2-2: UE Tx and RX restriction during RRC based TCI state switch 
Option 1 (Apple, Mediatek) : UE is not required to receive PDCCH/PDSCH/CSI-RS or transmit PUCCH/PUSCH from slot n + THARQ + 1 until the end of switching period.
Option 1a (NEC): we can clarify in the current spec that UE is allowed to transmit HARQ during total switching delay time.
Option 2 (Huawei, HiSilicon): no change
[Huawei]: We support option2. Similar views as 5-3.
[Apple] : Comments below.
[NEC]: We can support option 2 for the reason mentioned below in 5-3.Issue 5-3: UE behaviour for transmission or reception for BWP switching requirements
Proposal 1: Revise the UE behaviour in current RRC based BWP switching requirement as:
The UE is not required to transmit UL signals or receive DL signals until the first DL or UL slot occurs right after a time duration of (TRRCprocessingDelay+TBWPswitchDelayRRC -THARQ) which is right after UE transmitting HARQ feedback for associated RRC reconfiguration signalling involving active BWP switching or parameter change of its active BWP. where,
THARQ (in ms) is the timing between DL data transmission and acknowledgement as specified in TS 38.213 [3].
The UE is not required to transmit UL signals or receive DL signals from slot n+THARQ+1 until the end of switching delay. Where THARQ is the timing between DL data transmission and acknowledgement as specified in TS 38.213 [3].
Proposal 2: RAN4 to define the duration within which UE is not required to transmit or receive signals for UE specific CBW change in R16.
Option 1 (Apple, Nokia): Agree on proposal 1 and proposal 2.
CR needs modification (Nokia).
Option 1a (Mediatek): Agree on proposal 1. Agree on proposal 2 for Rel-16.
Option 2 (Ericsson, Huawei, NEC): No change needed.
[Huawei]: We support option 2. As explained by Apple in the first round discussion, usually NW will not configured a large value of k1, thus we think UE could transmit the HARQ feedback before the RRC message is processed when the BWP has not been triggered, and at that time UE could not know it is a RRC command for BWP switching. So for this case, the current spec is fine. However, we can not guarantee  that larger value of k1 will never be configured by network. Under this case, the changes proposed in the CR will cause unclear behavior to UE. Based on the above observation, we think no changes are needed. 
[Apple] Currently the way it is captured is that UE is not expected to transmit or receive during the BWP switch delay period which starts in the slot PDSCH carrying RRC command is received. Until RRC command is decoded, UE doesn’t know that it BWP switch, but with the current wording, it gives an impression that UE is not required to transmit ACK/NACK for the received PDSCH and this would be contradicting UE behavior as defined in RAN1. And the gNB is also expecting ACK/NACK feedback for the PDSCH. Hence we propose to change it.
[NEC]: we agree with Huawei. Apart from that we want to add following. If we change the current wording, it may cause misinterpretation that till THARQ network may schedule for UE DL/UL. If we change the wording, in case of larger k1, DL and UL transmissions may be scheduled while UE process RRC message of BWP switch. 
[Huawei2]: Thanks for the clarification, but our concerns are still not fully addressed. First, the current wording does not prohibit UE from transmitting ACK/NACK feedback, and UE will also do so because UE is not aware of the RRC processing command before the RRC command is processed. In other words, how could UE stop transmission and reception before the RRC message is processed under current wording? Also our another concern is not addressed, with the proposed change, if a large K1 is configured, what is the expected UE behavior?  It could be no time left for UE to perform BWP switch. 
Issue 5-4 – Further discussion on CR R4-2007661
FFS: Whether and how RAN4 would specify the starting point and ending point of interruption range for SCell deactivation.
Please provide comments inline for CRs.
[Huawei]: We are OK to have further study on this.
CR for TCI state switching - Draft-R4-2008531 CR on TCI State switching -Rel15.docx
[Huawei]: We are fine with change in the MAC-CE based TCI switch, but we are not OK with the changes in RRC-based BWP switch related to issue 5-2-2.
CR for Active BWP Switching -  Draft-R4-2008537 CR on BWP switching delay requirement for R15.docx 
[Huawei]: same comments to the issue 5-3.
[Huawei]
Thanks for the reply. We still have concerns on topic 5-2-2 and 5-3. We cannot agree to the related two CRs, and we suggest keep these issues FFS in the WF.
[Apple]
Thanks for your comments. Given that we cannot agree on the RRC based switch changes for Issues 5-2-2 and 5-3, we update the WF to keep it open and also the TCI State switch CR to only have changes for MAC CE related update.
Draft R4-2008527_WF_Rel15_SignallingChar_v3.pptx
Draft-R4-2008531 CR on TCI State switching -Rel15 v2.docx
I hope these are agreeable and please let me know if there are further comments.
[Huawei]
Thanks Manasa for the updates. The WF and CR are fine for us.
In addition, please find revised CR on SCell activation, where the revision captures the agreement on issue 5-1. The file can be found in revised_R4-2007812 CR on SCell activation.docx. 
Please let me know if you have comments
[Apple]
Thanks for the confirmation and revised CR. The CR is agreeable to us.
[Mediatek]
Sorry for a late comments on the CR of TCI state.
Currently, we have different views on the wording below.
	The UE is not required to receive with old or target TCI state from slot n+ THARQ + until the end of the switching delay.


I guess the explanation is clear in QC’s tdoc. One of the important reason is the network was already deployed to ask UE in the new TCI after n+THARQ+3 in the real field based on RAN1 spec. 
So we suggest to delete the wording here which is a mismatch on current UE’s behavior in the real field.
We also suggest to update the WF on the mismatch issue about TCI state switch.
[Apple]
Thanks for the email. This sentence clarifies UE behavior further. The network can send with old or new TCI State after n +T_HARQ+3ms until end of switching delay, but UE is not mandated to receive anything. It's an extension of what is already agreed. But UE is not required to receive with new TCI State until after n+ THARQ +[image: cid:clip_image002.jpg]+ TOk*(Tfirst-SSB + TSSB-proc)) / NR slot length, based on RAN4 requirement. I hope it is clear why we have the additional sentence.
[Mediatek]
We still have concern on the sentence. 
Our suggestion is to capture 
Demodulation performance degradation is expected from n+T_HARQ+3ms to the end of switching delay.
other than 
UE is not required to receive with old or target TCI state from slot n+ THARQ +<image001.png> until the end of the switching delay.
Hope you’re also fine with this sentence.
[Apple]
We are not ok to say demodulation performance degradation is expected as we have clearly stated that UE  shall receive with target TCI State after the delay. We uploaded the documents on Sunday, its really not okay that you provide comments and block it in the last minute. We don’t understand the concern as we have a delay requirement already.
[Mediatek]
I think the key issue here is the time duration from THARQ+3 to UE finishing the TCI state switch. Not the time after TCI state switch finished.
Currently, the network was already scheduled the data after THARQ+3, it’s not reasonable to say UE is not required to receive the data.
We already give the comments in the issue 5-2-1 in the 1st round. 
The reason why we don’t give comments in the beginning of 2nd round is we just wait to trigger the discussion on this issue by QC’s CR(We co-sourced the CR with QC which captured the same issue).
[Apple]
Zhixun, we deleted the sentence we added that wasn’t acceptable to you in the CRs and put the additional line as FFS in the WF.
[Mediatek]
I’m very sorry to this late comment and Thank you for considering it.
We’re fine to continue to discuss this uncertainty issue in next meeting.
Hope your understanding.

	R4-2008528 (R4-2007659) R4-2007660
	The email discussion was triggered. R4-2007659 is revised to R4-2008528.
[Huawei]
There are two issues to be discussed:
1. Whether it is needed to clarify the start and end point of the interruption window based on the victim cell timing.
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
In our view this is needed because the interruption is on the victim cell and the interruption length is also defined based on the numerology of victim cell.
[Apple]: 
We support option 2. We don’t think this clarification is necessary for every victim cell. In LTE, we have the completely same situation, and we only have interruption time-line definition on aggressor cell (considering both normal TTI and s-TTI cases both) but define the interruption length of victim cell to the section of interruption requirement. In this NR activation delay requirement section, we think the requirement shall also focus on the target Scell only, including activation delay and interruption range on target SCell, and the interruption to other serving cells shall be specified as interruption length in the interruption requirement.
2. If the clarification is needed, should it be defined in the same section as activation delay requirements (defined for the aggressor), or the same section as interruption requirements (defined for the victim)
· Option 1: same section as activation delay requirements 
· Option 2: same section as interruption requirements
The current CR is following option 1, but we do not have strong view.
Your comments on the above two issues are welcomed.

	R4-2008529 (R4-2007783) R4-2007784
	The email discussion was triggered. R4-2007783 is revised to R4-2008529.
[Ericsson]
This is to kick off discussions on the CR on interruption windows for SCell activation for deactivated SCell. The outcome of the first round is that a revised R4-2007783 shall capture a merge of R4-2007783 and R4-2007661.
Please be invited to comment on and revise the CR further. So far I have tried to provide a high level description as requested by MTK and acknowledged by Huawei in discussions about R4-2007661.
[Mediatek]
Thank you for providing this CR. 
We notice that this CR is overlapped with the R4-2008530 (revised from 6847), where  the only change is to capture HW’s command in the 1st round for 6847, 
“Tuncertainty_SP is the time period between reception of the activation command for semi-persistent CSI-RS for CQI reporting relative to ….”
You could merge 8530 into your CR, or we could prepare different CR separately.  Either way is fine to us.
[Ericsson]
Thank you for the careful checking. Seems MediaTek’s endorsed CR was coming in via 7661. I checked the conflicts and it seems it is a bit tricky to handle the following part, where the MediaTek CR is modifying the last bullet whereas the Ericsson CR is removing the same and instead modifying the first bullet. Both draft CRs were endorsed previous meeting…
[image: cid:image008.png@01D638D9.B0A37790]
I too am open to any of the solutions you propose. Easiest is probably if we merge it into one co-sourced CR. Let me know if you are fine with this and I can add MediaTek as sourcing company. 
Meanwhile I have made some further revision to capture the change you indicated, and also some other fixes (highlighted in yellow): 
[Mediatek]
We are fine with this version (v2) and are willing to co-source it.
[Qualcomm]
We have a few couple of questions for clarification. I already received some answers from Huawei during 1st round discussion, but just wanted to make it clearer for better understanding. As this is Rel-15 maintenance, maybe our questions can be a common understanding in the group though.
1. Do parameters below include all SSBs in a SSB burst or indicate one particular SSB?
TFirstSSB: is the time to first SSB indicated by the SMTC after slot n +  
TFirstSSB_MAX: Is the time to first SSB indicated by the SMTC after slot n + , further fulfilling:
· Based on the answer from HW “When TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX are used for FR1, there is no TCI indication assumed in the activation process, so we cannot include "activated TCI state" in the definition.”, it seems all SSBs are included. If that is the case, then wouldn’t it be better to explicitly say “SSB burst”? 
[Huawei] Yes, it should be explicitly clarified to be “SSB burst”, and this has been captured in our CR 7812, which is a resubmission of 5834 endorsed in last meeting.
· A follow-up question: No-TCI-indication in the activation process means there won’t be any TCI activation procedure during the whole activation procedure? Or does this only mean it will be activated after activation delay? If TCI is not really provided, how does UE can properly decode MPDCCH and measure CSI?
[Huawei] I understand it means ther activation does not rely on or is not impacted by TCI activation. TCI activation can be done during the activation process or after the activation process, depending on network. For FR1, UE is assumed to have omni-directional Rx, so it can still receive PDCCH and measure CSI without explicit TCI indication.
1. What will be activated by this is SP CSI-RS resource set or SP-CSI reporting set? I think it should be the former. Is my understanding correct?
Tuncertainty_SP is the time period between reception of the activation command for semi-persistent CSI-RS for CQI reporting relative to
- SCell activation command for known case;
- First valid L1-RSRP reporting for unknown case.
[Huawei] I also understand it is the former, because the TCI activation is part of resource activation, and the TCI activation here is what UE needs for the activation process.
1. Does this indicate “any activated SCell” or aggressor cell (to-be-activated SCell)? Shouldn’t it be written from victim cell perspective? I assume a time scale difference between MAC-CE cell and PUCCH cell due to different numerologies is accounted for in T_HARQ, though it is still unclear if the slot index ‘n’ should be from MAC-CE cell numerology based or victim cell numerology based.
The starting point of an interruption window on spCell or any activated SCell shall not occur before slot n+1+ with respect to the NR slot length in the SCell.
[Huawei] It is a good question. We were of the understanding that “NR slot length” is referring to the numerology of the to-be activated SCell, but we forgot that the fact that MAC CE is coming from another cell. Now we understand the whole n+1+T_HARQ/(NR slot length)  are with respect to the MAC-CE cell numerology, but we are open to hear other views
[Huawei]
Thanks for the discussion. 
@Joakim, some comments on the revision:
· the addition of below sentence has been included in 7812, which is a resubmission of 5834 endorsed in last meeting, so could you please remove this addition in 7783 to avoid conflict between the two CRs?
	Longer delays for RRM measurement requirements, and in case of FR2 also SSB based RLM/BFD/CBD/L1-RSRP measurement requirements, can be expected during the cell detection time for unknown SCell activation


· On the interruption window, we agree with Qualcomm comment that it should be the “NR slot length in the SCell being activated”. The clarification is needed because the aggressor (SCell being activated) and the victim (other active serving cell) may have different SCS. 
· In addition, the formula n+1+  + Ninterruption is problematic because Ninterruption is defined in SCS of victim while the other parts are defined based on SCS of the MAC CE cell (please refer to last question from CH Park below). This is also related to the other discussion on “Whether it is needed to clarify the start and end point of the interruption window based on the victim cell timing” which we triggered in another email thread, and your comments are welcomed. 
@ CH Park, please find some feedback to your question below inline.
[Ericsson]
@Li:
· Regarding “Longer delays for RRM measurement requirements…” I have now removed it from the latest draft.
· Regarding NR slot length, it has been specified in the latest draft that NR slot length is with respect to the numerology used in the SCell being activated.
· Regarding Ninterruption I have changed the description back to the original one (reverted the GTW agreement) and now mention earliest and latest starting point for an interruption window. There is no need to explicitly use Ninterruption, and by reverting to the original proposal we can keep the specification more concise. I suggest something like this instead:
The starting point of an interruption window on spCell or any activated SCell, as specified in clause 8.2, shall not occur before slot n+1+  and not occur after slot n+1+, where NR slot length is with respect to the numerology used in the SCell being activated, and TX is:
-     TFirstSSB, for any scenario where Tactivation_time  includes TFirstSSB;
-     TFirstSSB_MAX, for any scenario where Tactivation_time  includes TFirstSSB_MAX;
-     Tuncertainty_MAC +TFineTiming, for any scenario where Tactivation_time  includes TFineTiming.
The length of the interruption window may be different for different victim cells, and depends on the applicable scenario and on the frequency band relation between the aggressor cell and the victim cell.
[Qualcomm]
Would you please add this to the following statements if you don’t have a different understanding from us and Huawei. If those are not explicated written in the spec, we’ll receive questions from developers several times and be asked to clarify them again.
Tuncertainty_SP is the time period between reception of the activation command for semi-persistent CSI-RS resource set for CQI reporting relative to
…
TFirstSSB: is the time to first SSB burst indicated by the SMTC after slot n +  
TFirstSSB_MAX: Is the time to first SSB burst indicated by the SMTC after slot n + , further fulfilling:
Please allow me to make a follow up question to our Q1 and Huawei’s answer. I don’t mean to impede the progress here, but as this is sooner or later going to be extended to multi-SCell activation scenario, we think it should be clear for single cell case before getting there.
	(copied from the email below for your convenience)
1. Do parameters below include all SSBs in a SSB burst or indicate one particular SSB?
TFirstSSB: is the time to first SSB indicated by the SMTC after slot n +  
TFirstSSB_MAX: Is the time to first SSB indicated by the SMTC after slot n + , further fulfilling:
· Based on the answer from HW “When TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX are used for FR1, there is no TCI indication assumed in the activation process, so we cannot include "activated TCI state" in the definition.”, it seems all SSBs are included. If that is the case, then wouldn’t it be better to explicitly say “SSB burst”? 
[Huawei] Yes, it should be explicitly clarified to be “SSB burst”, and this has been captured in our CR 7812, which is a resubmission of 5834 endorsed in last meeting.
· A follow-up question: No-TCI-indication in the activation process means there won’t be any TCI activation procedure during the whole activation procedure? Or does this only mean it will be activated after activation delay? If TCI is not really provided, how does UE can properly decode MPDCCH and measure CSI?
[Huawei] I understand it means ther activation does not rely on or is not impacted by TCI activation. TCI activation can be done during the activation process or after the activation process, depending on network. For FR1, UE is assumed to have omni-directional Rx, so it can still receive PDCCH and measure CSI without explicit TCI indication. 


I am with you on this, but disagree on this (at least not sure if it is a correct understanding) because network still can apply different transmission beams to different SSBs/PDCCHs/CSI-RS resources, etc. If a source reference signal associated with the CSI-RS resource, UE CSI measurement, time tracking accuracy, and channel estimation will be impacted. How come we can expect the first CSI report after SCell activation can be valid without TCI activation? This is really a question from UE implementation perspective.
[Ericsson]
Regarding resource set, I have updated it in the following revision:
Regarding SSB burst in the definitions, my understanding is that Huawei has covered it already in CR R4-2007812:
[image: cid:image001.png@01D639DF.047DC590]
[Qualcomm]
Many thanks Joakim for the update.
I just wanted to check if my understanding is correct. Given that “CR R4-2007812” updating SSB to SSB burst has not been agreed and yours doesn’t touch this part, so even if your CR gets agreed, it has nothing to do with SSB in T_FirstSSB and T_FristSSB_MAX. Is my understanding correct? If yes, I’m okay with the updated one.
For SSB vs. SSB burst in T_FirstSSB and T_FristSSB_MAX, we cannot agree to “SSB burst” unless our question posed below is addressed and confirmed that it is compliant with RAN1 design.
[Ericsson]
The only change in the revised R4-2007783 that touches upon TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX is a correction of units:
[image: cid:image002.png@01D639F5.51CDF070]
[Huawei]
Thanks Joakim for the updates. The CR looks fine for us, but I guess we may need similar change for direct SCell activation?
@CH Park, maybe other colleagues can correct, but I understand TCI activation is not a must for FR1 SCell activation. Please note that in FR1 the TCI can only indicate reference signal for QCLType-A/B/C, which is for T/F tracking. We agree it would help UE in activation if TCI is indicated, but on the other hand, since UE has searched all SSBs before or during activation, UE can use e.g. the best SSB for T/F tracking. 
I guess another concern from your side is which Tx beam network would use on the SCell. We agree this is an issue, but we do not think it can or should be addressed by TCI indication considering the applicable QCLTypes and the fact that UE should be able to receive any Tx beam from network with omni-directional Rx (and this is the difference compared to FR2). In real deployment, the network is likely to have some information about the Tx beam based on RRM measurement reports, or network may use wide beam on the SCell before it gets Tx beam information from UE reports. In any case, for UE the SCell activation requirements are only applicable with side condition Ês/Iot ≥ -2dB, and it is up to network to ensure the condition is met. 
In short, I agree TCI indication can be helpful for SCell activation in FR1 but it is not absolutely necessary. The Tx beam issue can be addressed by the side condition, and it is also not necessarily based on TCI. In addition, we do not think RAN4 can agree on inclusion of TCI indication in FR1 SCell activation at this stage for Rel-15. 
Not sure if above addresses your questions, but please let me know if you have further comments. 
[Qualcomm]
Thanks a lot Zhang for the very details explanation.
I’ve double checked it with my RAN1 folks internally, and concluded that we seem to have different understanding on TCI in FR1 because of the following reasons.
1. Even in FR1, qclType-D can be configured when network employs analog beams. Spec only says that qclType-D is mandatory in FR2.
1. a source of CSI-RS for CQI acquisition is always TRS in terms of qclType-A/B and a source of the TRS in terms of qclType-C is always SSB. So if there’s no qcl information (TCI activation), UE will have insufficient information for fine time acquisition and channel estimation, which leads to accuracy degradation.
With the above reasoning, we suggest removing the following updates from the revised CR(R4-2009125) and revisit this in next meeting.
TFirstSSB: is the time to the end of the first complete SSB burst indicated by the SMTC after slot n + THARQ+3ms 
TFirstSSB_MAX: Is the time to the end of the first complete SSB burst indicated by the SMTC after slot n + THARQ+3ms, further fulfilling:
Our concern on the TCI issue here is not just about whether UE can meet requirements at a given side condition, but more about UE design and behavior.
 [Huawei]
Thanks for your further comments.
We will further check on the points you mentioned, however, we understand the change related to SSB burst in 9125 should be agreeable because
· The current definition of TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX are incorrect, as it only counts the time until the start of the SSB burst, no SSB burst duration is included.
· In current requirements, TCI indication is not part of FR1 SCell activation, so we cannot specify a particular SSB in the burst for defining TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX.
· The change has been endorsed in last meeting
To address you concern, we understand the definition of TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX is not the key point, instead we need to update the activation delay requirements to include TCI indication and possibly L1-RSRP reporting. We are not sure if we can make this change for Rel-15, but we are open to discuss. If this can done, we agree that definition of TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX can be updated based on the indicated SSB in the burst, but before that we need to fix the issue of definition of TFirstSSB and TFirstSSB_MAX based on the current activation delay requirements.
[Qualcomm]
Thanks Zhang for your kind consideration on our technical concern.
As you said this change was endorsed in the last meeting, we’re okay with the CR. And yes, let’s discuss this in the next meeting, and hopefully we can reach a consensus on this.

	R4-2008530 (R4-2006847) R4-2006848
	R4-2006847 is revised to R4-2008530. The email discussion was triggered.
[Mediatek]
The only change is to capture HW’s command in the 1st round, 
· “Tuncertainty_SP is the time period between reception of the activation command for semi-persistent CSI-RS for CQI reporting relative to ….”

	R4-2007963 R4-2007964
	The email discussion was triggered. The revised CR was uploaded into inbox. The reason for change is the cover page error. No comment was received until now.
The email discussion is triggered.
[Ericsson]
Firstly, checking the status of the documents under NR-U agenda item, from chairman’s notes both documents are not perused, so any clarification of release 15 needs to be made in this maintenance agenda item:
	R4-2007263
	Not pursued

	R4-2007698
	Not pursued

	R4-2007699
	Not pursued


Then to address Qualcomm’s comment from the first round
Qualcomm: Not needed in R15. Confusion for the word candidate is only applicable to R16.”
We agree that the issue arises because of the new terminology being introduced in Rel-16, but at the same time Rel-15 and Rel-16 have to be also aligned, otherwise there will be ambiguity between the releases. Meaning here that it is confusing if the non NR-U RLM requirements have a different wording between R15 and R16, and it seems that Qualcomm agree that the word “candidate” needs to be removed from the non NR-U RLM requirements in rel16 spec.
So then our view is that a CR is needed in R15 for alignment purposes, which would then automatically take care of the R16 non NR-U requirements in the cat A CR.

	R4-2008541 (R4-2007663) R4-2007664
	The revised CR was uploaded. 
[Huawei]
The CR is resubmission of R4-2005835 endorsed in RAN4#94-ebis. The reason to discuss it in the 2nd round is that it was missed in the 1st round. The CR is revised due to cover sheet issue as pointed out by Kai-Erik, and the revision is uploaded.
No comment was received.

	R4-2008535 (R4-2006465) R4-2008536 (R4-2006466)
	R4-2006465 was revised to R4-2008535. And R4-2006466 is revised to R4-2008536. The draft revised CR was uploaded into inbox/draft. No comment was received.
[Mediatek]
Thank you for Nokia’s carefully check. 
The reason on this misalignment is due to our copy-paste error. We don’t want to introduce any new changes.
We already update the CR based on the endorsed version.
Please further check it, thanks.
[Nokia]
Thank you for update, this version is fine. The only thing is that it seems you used wrong revised tdoc number. From chairman’s notes, your CR is revised to R4-2008535. Thanks.
[Mediatek]
It’s very appreciate to indicate this error, otherwise I had to revise the CR again.

	R4-2008532 (R4-2006891) R4-2006892
	R4-2006891 is revised to R4-2008532
[ZTE]
We'd like to thank MediaTek especially for checking carefully and pointing out an error in the cover sheet in the first round. The CR is revised based on MediaTek's feedback and is available



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2008527
	Approved
WF on maintenance topics for signaling characteristics

	R4-2009125
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2007812

	R4-2007813
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2007812 (R4-2009125)

	R4-2008531
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2006209.

	R4-2006210
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2006209

	R4-2008537
	Not pursued.
Revised from R4-2006190

	R4-2006191
	Withdrawn. 
Cat A CR to R4-2006190

	R4-2008528
	Not pursued
Revised from R4-2007659

	R4-2007660
	Withdrawn
Cat A CR to R4-2007659

	R4-2008529 
	Agreed. 
Revised from R4-2007783. Do we need capture some agreement in Chairman note?

	R4-2007784
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2007783

	R4-2008530
	Merged
Merged in to R4-2008529. Revised from R4-2006847

	R4-2006848
	Withdrawn.
Cat A CR to R4-2006847

	R4-2007963
	Agreed

	R4-2007964
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2007963

	R4-2008541
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2007663

	R4-2007664
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2007663

	R4-2008535
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2006465

	R4-2008536
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2006466. Cat A CR to R4-2006465

	R4-2008532
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2006891. The revised version is provided.

	R4-2006892
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2006891



Topic #6: Beam management
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006187
	Apple
	CR on SMTC2 configuration in SSB based CBD for R15 (CR)
1. The SMTC2 configuration is missing in SSB based CBD requirement.
1. The exception condition for longer evaluation delay is missing in SSB based CBD requirement.
1. Other correction on the wrong section IDs
1. Add the SMTC2 configuration and exception condition into SSB based CBD requirement, which is same as in BFD requirement.

	R4-2006188
	Apple
	CR on SMTC2 configuration in SSB based CBD for R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006852
	MediaTek inc., Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SMTC period for beam management requirements
1. On 8.1.2.2, 8.1.3.2, 8.5.2.2, 8.5.3.2, 8.5.5.2, 8.5.6.2, 9.5.4.1, 9.5.4.2,
0. Add clarification on TSMTCperiod for multiple FR2 CCs.
1. On 8.5.5.2 and 8.5.6.2
1. Add clarification on smtc1 and smtc2 for TSMTCperiod in candidate beam detection.
1. Add the SMTC2 configuration and exception condition into CBD requirement, which is same as in BFD requirement.
1. On 9.5.3.1, 9.5.3.2, 9.5.3.3
2. correction on the wrong section IDs

	R4-2006853
	MediaTek inc., Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SMTC period for beam management requirements (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006849
	MediaTek inc.
	Semi-persistent or aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP reporting on PUSCH in FR2
Observation 1: For a semi-persistent or aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP report on PUSCH in FR2, the measurement time is insufficient, if the scheduling restriction only allowed after report triggering. Thus, the UE will not meet the corresponding accuracy requirement.
Observation 2: If scheduling restriction is allowed after the SSB is configured for L1-RSRP measurement, no matter the reporting type is periodic, semi-persistent or aperiodic, UE can have sufficient measurement time for SSB based L1-RSRP in FR2.
Proposal 1: Down-select one of the following options,
· Option 1: L1-RSRP accuracy requirement doesn’t apply for SSB based L1-RSRP in FR2, when the reporting is aperiodic or semi-persistent on PUSCH.  
· Option 2: Scheduling restriction should apply once the SSB is configured for L1-RSRP measurement, no matter the reporting type is periodic, semi-persistent or aperiodic.
Proposal 2: if no consensus, there is no requirement for SSB based L1-RSRP in FR2, when the reporting is aperiodic or semi-persistent on PUSCH.

	R4-2006850
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for Semi-persistent or aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP reporting on PUSCH in FR2
For a semi-persistent or aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP report on PUSCH in FR2, the offset between the CSI report request and PUSCH specified in TS 38.214 is shorter than the measurement period specified in TS 38.133. In other words, measurement time is insufficient.
On 9.5.3.2 and 9.5.3.3
Add “This requirement does not apply for SSB based L1-RSRP measurements contained in a L1-RSRP report send on PUSCH in FR2.”

	R4-2006851
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for Semi-persistent or aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP reporting on PUSCH in FR2

	R4-2007814
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Discussion on SSB based L1-RSRP measurement
Observation 1: SSB can only be configured as periodic resource for L1-RSRP measurement.
Observation 2: UE performs periodic L1-RSRP measurement on SSB regardless of the reporting type.
Proposal: scheduling restriction should be allowed on SSBs configured for L1-RSRP measurement.

	R4-2007815
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SSB based L1-RSRP measurement R15
Clarify the wording in L1-RSRP scheduling restriction with regard to the “symbols to be measured”, for different resource type.

	R4-2007816
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SSB based L1-RSRP measurement R16

	R4-2006854
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for CSI-RS based L1-RSRP measurement period (CR)
Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2005231 in RAN4#94-e-Bis.
N factor is intended to capture UE behavior related to QCL-Type D, i.e. RX beam behavior, but in the current requirement of N factor, QCL-Type D is missing for the case of CSI-RS repetition 'ON'. 
CSI-RS repetition 'ON' is provided to facilitate UE Rx beam refinement within a relative small angular area, instead of global beam searching, so the QCL-Type D is needed for the determination of rough beam.
Add side condition that QCL-Type D should be provided in FR2 for CSI-RS resources in a resource set configured with higher layer parameter repetition set to ON.

	R4-2006855
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for CSI-RS based L1-RSRP measurement period (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007492
	Qualcomm
	Applicability of QCL (CR)
The “Applicability of QCL” section in 15.8.0 defines the concept of TCI chain where multiple reference signals are assumed to be QCLed with each other if they are located in the same TCI chain. In Rel-15, one reference signal can be QCLed to two other reference signals. But, the “Applicability of QCL” section does not clarify whether there can be single or multiple QCL types per TCI chain.
Add the following sentence to this section “It is assumed there is single QCL type per TCI chain”

	R4-2007493
	Qualcomm
	Applicability of QCL (CR)


Open issues summary
Sub-topic 6-1
L1-RSRP reporting is one kind of CSI report, and it shall follow the same procedure as CSI report. Regarding the CSI report on PUSCH, the offset between the CSI report request and PUSCH has been specified in TS 38.214. However, for SSB based L1-RSRP reporting in FR2, the measurement period specified in TS 38.133 is far longer than the offset specified in TS 38.214. As a result, the SSB based L1-RSRP measurement reporting on PUSCH in FR2 cannot be completed within the configured offset.
Issue 6-1: Semi-persistent or aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP reporting on PUSCH in FR2
· Proposals (Mediatek, R4-2006849, R4-2006850, R4-2006851; Huawei, R4-2007814, R4-2007815, R4-2007816)
· Proposal 1: Down-select one of the following options,
· Option 1 (Mediatek): L1-RSRP accuracy requirement doesn’t apply for SSB based L1-RSRP in FR2, when the reporting is aperiodic or semi-persistent on PUSCH.  
· Option 2 (Mediatek, Huawei, HiSilicon): Scheduling restriction should apply once the SSB is configured for L1-RSRP measurement, no matter the reporting type is periodic, semi-persistent or aperiodic.
· Proposal 2: if no consensus, there is no requirement for SSB based L1-RSRP in FR2, when the reporting is aperiodic or semi-persistent on PUSCH.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 6-2
In RAN4#94-e-bis the issue of scheduling restriction for SSB based L1-RSRP was raised in R4-2003611 and discussed in email 101 R4-2005382. However there was no conclusion.
Issue 6-2: Scheduling restriction for SSB based L1-RSRP
· Proposals (Huawei, HiSilicon, R4-2007814, R4-2007815, R4-2007816)
· Scheduling restriction should be allowed on SSBs configured for L1-RSRP measurement.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 6-3
Please provide the additional comments on the CRs in Section 6.3.2.
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 6-1: : It is true that with beamsweep SSB based L1-RSRP measurement requires at least  8 x SMTC period and it exceed the aperiodic CSI reporting delay specified in RAN1. On the other hand, it is network's responsibility to schedule SSB based L1-RSRP reporting so that UE can measure SSB within the measurement period. So we tend to support option 2, scheduling restriction for semi-persistent/aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP reporting in FR2.  
Sub topic 6-2: : It is true that with beamsweep SSB based L1-RSRP measurement requires at least  8 x SMTC period and it exceed the aperiodic CSI reporting delay specified in RAN1. On the other hand, it is network's responsibility to schedule SSB based L1-RSRP reporting so that UE can measure SSB within the measurement period. So we tend to support option 2, scheduling restriction for semi-persistent/aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP reporting in FR2.  
….
Others:

	Apple
	Sub topic 6-1: Issue 6-1 and issue 6-2 shall be merged. We support option 2. When SSB is configured for L1-RSRP, even though the reporting is aperiodic, the SSB shall be monitored all the time, and therefore scheduling restriction shall be applied all time as long as SSB is configured.
Sub topic 6-2:
….
Others:

	Qualcomm
	Subtopic 6-1: we support option 2. 
Suptopic 6-2: Huawei’s proposal is fine.

	MTK
	Sub topic 6-1: Our 1st preference is the Option 2 in the Proposal 1. Because in the delay requirement, N=8 is assumed for SSB, which means RX beam sweeping is expected and the scheduling restriction shall be expected when performing SSB measurement. Thus, Option 2 is the most logical way to have the consistency in the spec. If option 2 is not agreeable, no requirement shall apply for this scenario, because the conflict between TS 38.133 and TS 38.214. 
Sub topic 6-2: Support “Scheduling restriction should be allowed on SSBs configured for L1-RSRP measurement”, as discussed in Issue 6-1.

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	Sub topic 6-1: We understand this issue, and prefer option 2. If accuracy is not ensured, semi-persistent and aperiodic reporting would be meaningless feature, and as Ericsson mentioned, network can consider how to schedule SSB in FR2.

	Huawei
	First we agree with Apple that 6-1 and 6-2 should be merged, as the proposal in 6-2 is same as option 2 in 6-1.
For 6-1, we support option 2. We do not think option 1 is a good way to go. UE still has to report at the indicated slot, most likely with inaccurate results, and this is just a waste of resource for both UE and network, and there could be even adverse impact to the performance, e.g. if the report is used by the network for scheduling. Also, this option basically disables semi-persistent and aperiodic report for SSB measurement, which is also a restriction from NW side. 

	NEC
	Subtopic 6-1: We support option2;
Subtopic 6-2: We agree with proposal.
We also agree with Apple and Huawei that 6-1 and 6-2 can be merged. 


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
The following CRs will be discussed in this section.
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2006187
	Apple
	CR on SMTC2 configuration in SSB based CBD for R15 (CR)

	R4-2006188
	Apple
	CR on SMTC2 configuration in SSB based CBD for R16 (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006852
	MediaTek inc., Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SMTC period for beam management requirements

	R4-2006853
	MediaTek inc., Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SMTC period for beam management requirements (CR Cat A)

	R4-2006850
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for Semi-persistent or aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP reporting on PUSCH in FR2

	R4-2006851
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for Semi-persistent or aperiodic SSB based L1-RSRP reporting on PUSCH in FR2

	R4-2007815
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SSB based L1-RSRP measurement R15

	R4-2007816
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR on SSB based L1-RSRP measurement R16

	R4-2006854
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for CSI-RS based L1-RSRP measurement period (CR)
Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2005231 in RAN4#94-e-Bis.

	R4-2006855
	MediaTek inc.
	CR for CSI-RS based L1-RSRP measurement period (CR Cat A)

	R4-2007492
	Qualcomm
	Applicability of QCL (CR)

	R4-2007493
	Qualcomm
	Applicability of QCL (CR)



Please provide the comments in the table below.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2006187
R4-2006188
(Cat A)
	Ericsson : The correction of 9.5.3.1/2/3 is wrong. Intention is to refer to the CSI reporting (not CS-RS resource configuration). We should keep to refer to 5.2.1.4 / 6.1.2.1 in TS38.214. Close to CR 6852. Suggest to merge to 6852.

	
	Apple: similar change as to 6852, can discuss which one could be used

	
	MTK: overlapped with 6852/6853. Suggest to merge

	
	Nokia: do we need the wording 'higher layer parameter'? 'smallest' to 'shortest'? Why 'CCs'? Isn't it among Q1 set? Why the note as it addresses CSI-RS and CBD?

	R4-2006852
R4-2006853
(Cat A)
	Ericsson : The correction of 9.5.3.1/2/3 is wrong. Intention is to refer to the CSI reporting (not CS-RS resource configuration). We should keep to refer to 5.2.1.4 / 6.1.2.1 in TS38.214. 

	
	Apple: similar change as to 6187, can discuss which one could be used

	
	MTK: overlapped with 6187/6188. Suggest to merge

	
	Nokia: Because it is same band it seems ok. But same band as cell on which RLM is evaluated? Also indend the 'where' as it applies to FR2 rules.

	R4-2006850
R4-2006851
(Cat A)
	Ericsson: We prefer considering the scheduling restriction for SP/AP SSB based L1-RSRP reporting. See comments for issue 6-1

	
	MTK: pending on the conclusion of Issue 6-1

	
	

	R4-2007815
R4-2007816
(Cat A)
	Ericsson : Support the approach of this CR (consider scheduling restriction for SP/AP SSB based L1-RSRP reporting)

	
	MTK: pending on the conclusion of Issue 6-1

	
	Nokia: Could it be clarified what does 'when the resource is activated' (SP) and 'reporting is triggered' (AP) cover?

	R4-2006854
R4-2006855
(Cat A)
	Resubmission of endorsed Draft CR R4-2005231 in RAN4#94-e-Bis.

	
	Company A

	
	Company B

	R4-2007492
R4-2007493
(Cat A)
	Ericsson : CR number is missing from cover sheet,

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#6-1
	7 companies participated in the discussion. Almost all the companies are OK with Option 2 in proposal 1. Sub-topic #6-1 is merged with sub-topic #6-2.
Tentative agreements:
Scheduling restriction should apply once the SSB is configured for L1-RSRP measurement, no matter the reporting type is periodic, semi-persistent or aperiodic.
Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2nd round:


	Sub-topic#6-2
	Merged with sub-topic #6-2.
Tentative agreements:

Candidate options:

Recommendations for 2nd round:



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2006187
	Merged into R4-2006852.

	R4-2006188
	Withdrawn. Cat A CR to R4-2006187.

	R4-2006852
	Revised
Capture comments from Ericsson and Nokia. Response to Nokia question is needed.

	R4-2006853
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2006852.

	R4-2006850
	Merged into R4-2007815.
Capture the agreement

	R4-2006851
	Withdrawn. Cat A CR to R4-2006850.

	R4-2007815
	Return to
The tentative technique agreement seems be reached. This CR is aligned with the tentative agreement. Response to Nokia comments before formally agreed.

	R4-2007816
	Return to. Cat A CR to R4-2007815.

	R4-2006854
	Agreed.

	R4-2006855
	Agreed.

	R4-2007492
	Revised.
Add the CR number in cover page.

	R4-2007493
	Return to.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the second round the following email threads are needed:
· Email thread for R4-2006852 and R4-2006853, which will be triggered and led by Mediatek
· Email thread for R4-2007815 and R4-2007816 which will be triggered and led by Huawei
· Email thread for R4-2007492 and R4-2007493 which will be triggered and led by Qualcomm

	Email
	T-doc status summary

	R4-2008533 (R4-2006852) R4-2006853
	The email discussion was triggered. It is revised to R4-2008533.
[Mediatek]
It has been revised with the following changes:
· In response to Ericsson’s feedback, the changes on 9.5.3.1/2/3 are removed. It keeps to refer to 5.2.1.4 / 6.1.2.1 in TS38.214.
· In response to Nokia’s feedback, the indent on “where” has been implemented on 8.1.2.2, 8.1.3.2. 8.5.2.2, 8.5.3.2, 8.5.6.3. But not on 9.5.4.1 and 9.5.4.2, because some bullets under “where” also applies to FR1.  
· Merged 6187 on 8.5.5.2 and made similar change on 8.5.6.2. 
· In response to Nokia’s feedback, avoiding the wording as 'higher layer parameter' and 'smallest', to align the wordings with other section (i.e. 8.1.2.2). 
· The note for CSI-RS based CBD in 6187 is removed in 8.5.5.2, which is SSB based CBD. 
In response to Nokia’s feedback on “Because it is same band it seems ok. But same band as cell on which RLM is evaluated?”,
· Yes, “same band” is intending to indicate the band where the target cell is evaluated (for RLM/BFD/CBD/L1-RSRP, depending on the section). In Rel-15, only one FR2 band, so it seems no ambiguity in our view. 
The 1st round comment is attached for reference: 
	R4-2006852
R4-2006853
(Cat A)
	Ericsson : The correction of 9.5.3.1/2/3 is wrong. Intention is to refer to the CSI reporting (not CS-RS resource configuration). We should keep to refer to 5.2.1.4 / 6.1.2.1 in TS38.214. 

	
	Apple: similar change as to 6187, can discuss which one could be used

	
	MTK: overlapped with 6187/6188. Suggest to merge

	
	Nokia: Because it is same band it seems ok. But same band as cell on which RLM is evaluated? Also indend the 'where' as it applies to FR2 rules.


Please let me know if you have any comment to the CR.


	R4-2007815 R4-2007816
	The email discussion was triggered.
[Huawei]
Response to Nokia question: 
· the measurement of semi-persistent CSI-RS is specified in 5.2.1.5.2 of 38.214, and we understand UE measures on the CSI-RS resources only when the resource is activated, so scheduling restriction is also allowed only when the resource is activated.
· the measurement of aperiodic CSI-RS is specified in 5.2.1.5.1 of 38.214, and we understand UE measures on the CSI-RS resources only when the reporting is triggered by DCI, so scheduling restriction is also allowed only when the reporting is triggered by DCI.
Basically the intention is to restrict UE from causing scheduling restriction when it is not measuring on the CSI-RS resources according to RAN1 specification. Hope this clarifies.

	R4-2008534 (R4-2007492) R4-2007493 (R4-2009105)
	The email discussion was triggered. R4-2007492 is revised to R4-2008534. R4-2007493 is revised to R4-2009105.
[Qualcomm]
I have revised the CRs of the following table by adding CR and revision numbers and uploaded.
Please note that I have not received the new Tdoc number for the revision of R4-2007493 yet. I will upload the official Tdoc with the proper Tdoc number after I get it from the chair. In the meantime, please let me know if you have any comment regarding these revised CRs.



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	R4-2008533
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2006852

	R4-2006853
	Agreed 
Cat A CR to R4-2006852.

	R4-2007815
	Agreed

	R4-2007816
	Agreed
Cat A CR to R4-2007815.

	R4-2008534
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2007492.

	R4-2009105
	Agreed
Revised from R4-2007493
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