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[bookmark: _Ref178064866][bookmark: _Toc68698316]1	Introduction
This document is a summary for the AI 7.2.10 pre-meeting discussion for RAN1#107
· [107-e-Prep-AI7.2.10] Preparation phase for Rel-16 NR MR-DC & CA maintenance: Karri (Nokia)

Only one Tdoc was submitted to AI 7.2.10:

	TDocs
	Issue
	Source

	R1-2111934
	Discussion on case-1 dormancy operation with data scheduling
	Huawei, HiSilicon



[bookmark: _Toc68698317]2	Summary of issues addressed in the Tdocs
	R1-2111934 Discussion on case-1 dormancy operation with data scheduling
Issue: Whether the DCI of releasing semi-persistent PDSCH/PUSCH can indicate the SCell dormancy?
Proposal 1: Consider the following two alternatives on whether the SCell dormancy indication field if exists is valid or not in a DCI that does not schedule data and indicates the release of semi-persistent PDSCH/PUSCH:
· Alternative 1: make a conclusion that the SCell dormancy indication field if exists is valid in a DCI that does not schedule data and indicates the release of semi-persistent PDSCH/PUSCH, and no specification modification is required; 
· Alternative 2: clarify in the specification that the SCell dormancy indication field is not valid in a DCI that does not schedule data and indicates the release of semi-persistent PDSCH/PUSCH, and adopt the TP1 in 38.213. 
-	if the UE detects a DCI format 0_1 or a DCI format 1_1 that does not include a carrier indicator field, or detects a DCI format 0_1 or DCI format 1_1 that includes a carrier indicator field with value equal to 0, and if a DCI format 0_1 is detected and the DCI format 0_1 does not indicate UL grant Type 2 release or deactivate semi-persistent CSI report(s) on PUSCH, or if a DCI format 1_1 is detected and the DCI format 1_1 does not indicate SPS PDSCH release



[bookmark: _Hlk68700367]Moderator proposals: 
· Discuss the issue raised in R1-2111934 using the two alternatives provided as the starting point

Please provide company comments to the table below
	Company 
	Comment

	Nokia, NSB
	OK to discuss, although it is not clear if anything is needed. As of now the spec is defining dormancy indication field in the DCI x_1, and actions the UE is to take when receiving, i.e. the SPS release DCI is specified.

	NTT DOCOMO
	OK to discuss, and prefer Alternative 1 i.e., no change to the specifications.

	Intel
	OK to discuss. If the spec already capture it, it sounds good to make a conclusion that SPS PDSCH release can be used to trigger SCell dormancy switching. 

	ZTE
	From our perspective, we didn’t see anything ambiguous with the current spec. The reason to exclude simultaneous operation of CS-RNTI PDCCH and bit-granularity (instead of per scell group) dormancy indication is to avoid the confliction of reinterpretation of DCI fields since both of them need to reinterpret some DCI fields. However, for the scell-group-granularity dormancy indication, there is already a dedicated SCell dormancy indication field in the DCI, there won’t be any confliction. Thus, our understanding is Alt.1 above.

	MTK
	Ok to discuss. Similar as ZTE, our current understanding is Alt 1.

	Samsung
	In our opinion, there is no need for discussion – the current specification is according to Alt. 1 and there is no ambiguity.

	Huawei, HiSi
	Ok to discuss and even make a quick conclusion based on e.g. Alt 1 if majority view is such. Our intention is not to change the spec however the agreements have distinction with specifications without any identified benefits to have such function. So, if majority is fine, we could go either way. 

	CATT
	We don’t see any ambiguity on the current spec with the understanding of Alt 1.   We are OK to discuss.  

	Moderator
	It seems like there is a broad consensus that Alt.1 is what the current specifications describe. As most companies seem to be OK to discuss this in the meeting, I would suggest aiming for a conclusion confirming Alt.1.




Moderator proposal v2: 
· Discuss the issue raised in R1-2111934 with alt.1 using the two alternatives provided as the starting point

3	Conclusion
An email discussion to for RAN1#107 was kicked off as a result of this preparation email discussion as follows:
[107-e-NR-MRDC-CA-01] Email discussion/approval on the issue raised in R1-2111934 using the two alternatives provided as the starting point, until November 17 – Yi Wang (Huawei)
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