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1. Introduction
The moderator summary of the maintenance-related issues raised in the submitted contributions for Rel.17 NR_FeMIMO maintenance is given below. 
An initial assessment on each of the issues is given (but can be revised based on the outcome of the discussion during the preparation week). The assessment will be used as a basis companies’ views checking for further discussion in the upcoming weeks.
· High priority (H): this includes high-priority item (essential, pending issues, broken spec components) and proposed editorial changes that either enhance the clarity of the specs or correct mistakes
· Non-essential (N): this includes all other purposes such as spec optimization and low priority issues  
· Editorial (E): this includes editorial issues that will be handled as editorial CRs

Company’s comments are requested before Monday 15:00 (local time in France).
· Note that there is no preparation phase, as the discussion is based on company CR. Subject to Mr. Chairman’s discretion, the first day of meeting week will likely have to be used to converge on what to be handled in RAN1 #110 and then the remaining four days will be used to converge on selected CRs. 


2. Maintenance issues
The issues are summarized in the following table:
Table 1 Summary
	#
	Issue (summary of CR proposal)
	Companies
	FL assessment 
	Company inputs (if any)

	Sub-Item 1 – Unified TCI Framework

	1-1
	To capture the already agreement in RAN1#1019-e for clarifying default QCL assumption when indicated TCI state is associated with non-serving-cell PCI. (R1-2205931，R1-2206187，R1-2206726，R1-2207377). 

Besides, in R1-2207174, it is proposed to use the indicated TCI for a cross-carrier scheduled CC as the corresponding default beam, regardless the indicated TCI is associated with non-serving PCI or not.

FL note 1: The issue to capture last meeting agreement is valid and essential. 

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one meeting.
	ZTE, Google, vivo, QC, DOCOMO
	H
(H:18, N:0)
	QC: Support to discuss. Btw, the issue in R1-2207174 was not discussed before
MTK: Okay to discuss
NEC: Fine to discuss
vivo: Support to discuss.
Nokia: OK to discuss
OPPO: ok to discuss
Docomo: support to discuss. Capturing the previous agreement is the 1st priority. We are open to discuss cross carrier scheduling (R1-2207174) additionally.
Lenovo: OK to discuss.
Apple: Ok to discuss.
LG: Agree with FL assessment
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: OK to discuss.
Ericsson: OK to discuss
Langbo: OK to discuss
Samsung: OK to discuss
Intel: Ok to discuss
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-2
	Clarify UE behavior of PL-RS determination for CA case, involving two sub-issues: #1 the interpretation on reference pool/CC/BWP, #2 cross-CC path-loss RS indication (e.g., pathlossReferenceLinking) (R1-2207115，R1-2207116, R1-2206863，R1-2205930)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid, otherwise cross-CC PL-RS indication may be precluded in unified TCI framework.

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for meeting.
	E///, LGE, ZTE
	H
(H:18, N:0)

	QC: Support to discuss
Google: Agree with FL
MTK: Okay to discuss
vivo: Support to discuss.
Nokia: OK to discuss
OPPO: ok to discuss
Docomo: support to discuss.
Lenovo: OK to discuss.
Apple: Ok to discuss.
LG: Agree with FL assessment
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: OK to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: OK to discuss
Ericsson: OK to discuss
Langbo: OK to discuss
Samsung: OK to discuss
Intel: Ok to discuss
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-3
	Clarify that #1, for configured grant PUSCH, P0-PUSCH-AlphaSet associated with the configuredGrantConfig is used for CG PUSCH transmission, #2 ul-powerControl in BWP-UplinkDedicated is used, in case that ul-powerControl is not configured for UL TCI state or joint TCI state of the serving cell. (R1-2206720, R1-2207639)

FL note 1: Technically speaking, the above clarification is valid in unified TCI framework. But considering that it can be captured in RAN2 spec, whether the update is essential may need to be justified.

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	vivo, Huawei
	H (for #1)
(H:14, N:3)

FL note: Based on companies inputs, let’s handle #1 firstly, and then postpones #2 (i.e., wait for RAN2 further inputs/update)
	QC: Seems optimization and may be solved by gNB implementation, e.g. configure another TCI with same beam but with more aggressive PC parameters to protect URLLC on CG
Google: OK to discuss.
MTK: Okay to clarify #2
vivo: Support to discuss.
Nokia: OK to discuss
OPPO: ok to discuss
Docomo: fine to discuss.
Lenovo: OK to discuss.
Apple: Ok to discuss. Our view is that: for clarification #2, RAN1 needs to conclude first and then which spec to capture can be further discussed.
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: OK to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: Support to discuss. Regarding #2, RAN2 is also drafting an LS to RAN1 asking for clarification about the scenario that PC parameters in BWP can be configured in BWP-UplinkDedicated and TCI-State/TCI-UL-State-r17.
Ericsson: seems like there are two issues. Regarding CG-PUSCH, there is no agreement to use the PC parameters in configuredGrantConfig. Regarding the optionality, we can wait for the RAN2 LS., but it seems that 331 has the information.
SS: Let’s wait for RAN2 LS
Intel: agree with comment from Ericsson. For issue#2 better to wait for RAN2 LS.
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-4
	Clarifying UE behavior that same TCI state/spatial filter is applied on PUSCH and the corresponding SRS resource (R1-2205762, R1-2206256).

FL note 1: Technically speaking, the above clarification is valid in unified TCI framework, and then whether the update is essential may need to be justified.

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one meeting.

	Huawei, OPPO
	H
(H:12, N:6)
	QC: Seems not critical. gNB can ensure SRI and PUSCH to have same TCI. Fine to have a conclusion
Google: OK to discuss.
MTK: Not critical, NW can make sure the alignment by implementation
NEC: Support to discuss.
Nokia: OK to discuss
OPPO: critical issue for discussion. Question to QC and MTK: per the spec, the TCI state on SRS and PUSCH could be different, if they are different, what should UE do?  At least some clarification is needed. NW can make sure about that by implementation but the spec allows otherwise.
Docomo: Support to discuss.
Lenovo: Not critical, it can be ensured by NW implementation.
Apple: Support to discuss. It is important to at least reach common understanding on whether it is allowed and if allowed, what is the UE behavior.
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss. If there’s common understanding on the expected NW implementation, it’s better to have a conclusion.
CATT: Ok to discuss
Huawei, HiSi: Support to discuss. In Rel-15/16, TCI state for PDCCH/PDSCH could be different from the spatial relation for UL. Such design gives NW some flexibility for scheduling. However, if gNB ensures SRI and PUSCH to have same TCI by implementation as many companies said, the flexibility disappears.
Ericsson: not critical.
Langbo: OK to discuss
SS: Not critical
Intel: Not very critical, may be solved by gNB configuration. 
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-5
	Clarifying UE behavior for resetting closed loop value for PUSCH and SRS after BFR, as the procedure for PUCCH. (R1-2205929)


FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid, otherwise the first PUSCH and SRS transmission in PCell-BFR in unified TCI framework may fail due to insufficient Tx power.

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.
	ZTE
	H
(H:10, N:8)
	QC: Open to discuss, but not resetting the value may not be a big issue. 
Google: OK to clarify the UE behavior. 
MTK: Not critical
NEC: Fine to discuss
vivo: Seems optimization. 
Nokia: OK to discuss
OPPO: valid issue but seems not so critical.
Docomo: Fine to discuss.
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: Open to discuss. In our view, it is hard to say that resetting CL PC is better than using the accumulated value.
LG: Not essential
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: OK to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: Not critical.
Ericsson: not critical. 
SS: Not critical
Intel: May not be critical
IDC: seems optimization

	1-6
	Update a list of descriptions for unified TCI framework in TS 38.214 (R1-2205932)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid and editorial. 

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	ZTE
	E
(E:18, N:0)
	QC: Open to discuss
Google: OK to discuss.
MTK: Okay to discuss. We are fine with some editorial corrections, but not all.
NEC: OK to discuss
Vivo: Ok to discussion.
OPPO: ok to discuss
Docomo: OK to discuss
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: Ok to discuss.
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: OK to discuss.
Ericsson: OK with some of the edits. Note that there is no DLorJoint-TCIState anymore: it is simply called “TCI-State”.
Langbo: OK to discuss
SS: OK to discuss
Intel OK
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-7
	To capture the agreement on power control parameters (i.e., PL-RS, P0, alpha, closed loop index) for calculating Type 1 power headroom based on a reference PUSCH (R1-2206220)

FL note 1: Technically speaking, the above clarification is valid, but whether the update is essential may need to be justified. Alternatively, the behavior can be determined according to the general description for PC setting in Section 7.

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	Lenovo
	H
(H:18, N:0)
	QC: Support to discuss
Google: OK to discuss
MTK: Okay to discuss
NEC: Fine to discuss
Vivo: Fine with the alignement.
Nokia: OK to discuss
OPPO: ok to discuss
Lenovo: Support to capture the agreement in TS38.213.
Apple: Ok to discuss.
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: OK to discuss.
Ericsson: OK
SS: OK to discuss
Intel: OK
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-8
	Update the parameter p0-Alpha-CLID-PUSCH-Set in section 7 of TS38.213. (R1-2206359)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid. However, some further justification may be needed. 

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	CATT
	E
(E:17, N:0)
	QC: Open for discussion
Google: OK to discuss
MTK: Okay to discuss
NEC: OK to discuss
Vivo: Ok for discussion. 
Nokia: OK to discuss
OPPO: ok to discuss
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: Ok to discuss.
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: OK to discuss.
Ericsson: OK
SS: OK to discuss
Intel: OK
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-9
	In TS38.214 section 5.1.5, the following two issues are clarified (R1-2206453,R1-2206454)
· Clarify the order of DCIs on same PDCCH monitoring occasion. 
· Clarify the indicated TCI state which is indicated later than previously applied TCI state will be applied after application timing. 

FL note 1: Technically speaking, the above clarification is valid in unified TCI framework but seems to be an optimization issue. Then whether the update is essential may need to be justified.

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	NEC
	N 
(H:7, N:9)
	QC: Seems not essential. For 1st issue, it can be solved by gNB, which typically should not schedule 2 DCIs on same occasion to update the TCI. For 2nd issue, the behavior is well defined to our understanding. 
Google: OK to discuss. 
MTK: Not critical. This issue is similar to Issue 3-4.
NEC: Support to discuss, and can be combined with Issue 3-4. And to clarify, at least for 1st issue, we have different views, on same occasion, it’s quite possible to have different TCI state indications, as the TCI states can have different application timing, where gNB can have flexible for scheduling, as shown in the figure. Otherwise, if different TCI states on same occasion are not allowed, we think it’s better to reflect this restriction in TS.


Nokia: OK to discuss
OPPO: 1st issue seems to be optimization and 2nd is what specified now.
Docomo: Ok to discuss. 
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: On 1st issue, we share the view that it can be avoided by gNB scheduler as the BAT is known at gNB time. 
LG: Seems not essential
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss. For issue 1, we think it’s reasonable to assume the same TCI state is indicated by multiple DCIs on the same PDCCH monitoring occasion. It’s not clear to us why different TCI states should be indicated for a BWP/CC at the same time. For issue 2, in our views, when the latest indicated TCI state is applied in a slot, the earlier indicated TCI state is outdated, no matter if the earlier indicated TCI state has been applied or not.
CATT: Ok to discuss together with issue 3-4.
Ericsson: I always thought that the statement “if different from the previously indicated” is unnecessary: if they are the same, it is also applied. We agree with QC that 2 DCIs with different TCI states can be avoided, and it’s almost an error case. For issue 2, I would assume that the UE applies the two TCI states at their respective time.
SS: Not critical
Intel: 1st issue can be solved by gNB and 2nd issue should be solved by simply following beam application timeline
IDC: Not critical, not essential.

	1-10
	In TS38.214 section 5.1.5, clarified that the new indicated TCI state is applied to the transmission occasions after BAT for these channels across multi-slots (R1-2206722)
 


FL note 1: Technically speaking, the above clarification is valid in unified TCI framework, and then it seems controversial based on last meeting feedback.

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one meeting.


	vivo
	N
(H:3, N:12)
	QC: Seems no issue. The current spec allows TCI change in the middle of multi-slot trans. Similar issue has been discussed in FR2-2 without any spec change
Google: We do not think this is necessary. Similar issue was discussed multiple times in several agenda items.
MTK: Current spec should be fine
vivo: From previous meeting discussion, company understandings are not aligned regarding whether the TCI change in the middle of multi-slot transmission is allowed or not. At least a conclusion is needed if the majority does not want to discuss this issue. 
Nokia: we see no issue
OPPO: That is what descried in current spec, right?
Docomo: Not essential. We think “the last symbol of the PUCCH or the PUSCH” is clear enough.
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: Our understanding on current spec is that the TCI may start applying in a middle of multi-slot transmission. It is clear.  
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss. It seems there are different understandings. In our views, current spec doesn’t allow TCI change in the middle of multi-slot PDSCH.
CATT: seems no issue.
Ericsson: changing in the middle of a multi-slot transmission is not excluded – so it’s allowed. There is no need for a CR, nor a conclusion.
SS: Not critical
Intel: Not critical
IDC: Not critical


	1-11
	In section 6.2.1 in TS 38.214, “and or an SRS resource set not configured with followUnifiedTCIstate-r17” correction according to red text is made, and X in [6.1.3.X] is replaced by 47 [6.1.3.47]. (R1-2206728)


FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid and editorial. 

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.


	vivo
	E 
(E:12, N:5)

FL note: Please review opponent’s views well. Then, if not required for main revision, we may handle the rest with other editorial CRs together.

	QC: Open for discussion
Google: OK to discuss
MTK: This paragraph in current spec is specified for SRS set NOT configured to follow unified TCI state. The corresponding change is not needed.
NEC: OK to discuss.
vivo: Support to discuss. Current text is not clear even it is specified for SRS set Not following unified TCI state.
Nokia: Same view as MTK, no change is needed (except X  47).
OPPO: ok to discuss
Docomo: Agree with MTK. BTW, RRC parameter name should be “followUnifiedTCIstateSRS-r17”.
Apple: Open to discuss.
LG: Same understanding to MTK.
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: Support to discuss.
Ericsson: agree with Nokia. But the paragraph is a bit difficult to read.
SS: OK to discuss
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-12
	To update RRC parameter “TCI-State_r17”, “p0-Alpha-CLID-PUSCH-Set”, “p0-Alpha-CLID-PUCCH-Set”, “p0-Alpha-CLID-SRS-Set”, and “useIndicatedTCIState” for being aligned with TS38.331. (R1-2206729)


FL note 1: Editorial issue. But, as mentioned in R1-2207113/ R1-2207114, the name DLorJoint-TCIState for the new TCI state introduced in Rel-17, but this was changed in the latest version of 38.331. Some further identification on RRC update is needed

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	vivo
	E
(E:17, N:0)
	QC: Open for discussion
Google: OK to discuss
MTK: Okay to discuss
NEC: OK to discuss.
vivo: Support to discuss.
Nokia: OK to discuss
Docomo: OK to discuss.
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: Open to discuss.
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: Support to discuss.
Ericsson: ok for some. But there is no DLorJoint-TCIState
SS: OK to discuss
Intel: OK
IDC: OK to discuss

	1-13
	Clarifying that, for a CORESET with index 0 when configured to follow the unified TCI state: The TCI state/quasi-co-location of channels associated with the CORESET having index 0 is determined by the unified TCI state, or the most recent random access procedure if no unified TCI state has been indicated after the most recent random access procedure. (R1-2206784)

FL note 1: The issue is quite controversial based on inputs from the previous meetings. Let’s check companies’ views again. 

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for 2 times.

	Samsung
	N
(H:4, N:10)
	QC: This has been discussed for 2 meetings. Prefer no further discussion
Google: OK to discuss.
MTK: Not critical
vivo: OK to clarify.
Nokia: same view as QC
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
Docomo: Not essential.
Apple: Ok to discuss.
LG: Agree with FL’s assessment
Spreadtrum: Not critical.
Huawei, HiSi: We share the same view as QC.
Ericsson: agree with Qualcomm
SS: OK to discuss
Intel: same view as QC

	1-14
	To clarify the UE behavior for HARQ-ACK. (R1-2206785)
· If the gNB can distibguish negative HARQ-ACK feedback and DTX, the gNB applies the TCI state after receiveing a corresponding HARQ-ACK feedback with postive HARQ-ACK feedback or negative HARQ-ACK feedback.
· If the gNB can’t distibguish negative HARQ-ACK feedback and DTX, the gNB applies the TCI state after receiveing a corresponding HARQ-ACK feedback with postive HARQ-ACK feedback


FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem may be valid, but it seems that there were some opponent views last meeting. Let’s check companies views again.

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one meeting.

	Samsung
	H
(H:11, N:5)


	QC: Support to discuss. Using NACK as in current spec may not always work to our understanding
Google: We think this issue should be clarified, but the proposal seems to be unnecessarily complicated.
MTK: Not critical, it seems an optimization. On the other hand, it is unclear what is positive/negative HARQ-ACK feedback (ACK/NACK), and how UE can know whether gNB can distibguish DTX or not?
NEC: Support to discuss.
vivo: Agree with Google.
Nokia: Same view as MTK
OPPO: we agree this issue shall be dicussed and some clarification is needed in the spec but the solution proposed here seems not work. We are open to discuss other solutions.
Docomo: Not essential. Current spec specifies “HARQ-ACK”, which means only “positive” value in our understanding. We think whether to update “HARQ-ACK” to “HARQ-ACK/NACK” was discussed in several meetings, and it was not agreed. We are ok to clarify the spec. as “positive HARQ-ACK”.
Apple: Open to discuss. 
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss. At least align the understanding of current agreement/spec.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: OK to discuss. But as many companies pointed out, only HARQ with ACK value can be considered an successful beam indication in current specification and similar issue was discussed several times before.
Ericsson: not needed.
SS: OK to discuss. Issue should be resolved to avoid ambiguity
Intel: Not sure how the formulation provided here will be specified. 

	1-15
	In Earlier versions of 38.331 used the name DLorJoint-TCIState for the new TCI state introduced in Rel-17, but this was changed in the latest version of 38.331. Then, based on 38.331, we should use followUnifiedTCIstateSRS-r17, but whereas the current version of 38.214 uses followUnifiedTCIstate-r17 for SRS. (R1-2207113, R1-2207114, R1-2207488, R1-2207500)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem may be valid and editorial. Although update is incorrect in R1-2207488, some related paragraphs mentioned need to be further reviewed. 

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one meeting.





	E///, ASUSTeK
	E
(E:18, N:0)

	QC: Open to discuss
Google: OK to discuss
MTK: OK to the corrections
NEC: OK to discuss.
vivo: OK to discuss.
Nokia: OK to discuss.
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
Docomo: OK to discuss.
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: Open to discuss. 
LG: OK to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: Support to discuss.
Ericsson: ok
Langbo: OK to discuss
SS: OK to discuss
Intel: OK

	1-16
	Clarify that for R17 unified TCI state, UE expects same power control parameters for the two SRS resource sets configured by srs-ResourceSetToAddModList and srs-ResourceSetToAddModListDCI-0-2 if at least one SRS resource set does not follow the indicated unified TCI state. (R1-2207175)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem may be valid and editorial. Let’s see whether companies views can be converged this meeting

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one meeting.

	QC
	H
(H:11, N:3)

	QC: To clarify, this issue is not for the 2 SRS resource sets for mTRP. This is for sTRP with 2 SRS resource sets for DCI 0_1 and 0_2, respectively. The main technical comment from SS in last meeting seems misunderstand the issue. 
Google: No need for discussion. There is a R16 conclusion/agreement that SRS resource set for DCI 0-2 is a subset of SRS resource set, since the first set is used for DCI overhead reduction. So such issue could not happen.
MTK: Okay to discuss
vivo: OK to clarify that the PC parameters of the two SRS resource sets are the same.
Nokia: OK to discuss.
OPPO: not needed.
Lenovo: Not needed. Agree with Google.
Apple: Ok to discuss. 
Spreadtrum: OK to clarify.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: We are open to discuss.
Ericsson: ok to discuss. The restriction by google should be captured in the spec.
SS: OK to discuss
Intel: OK

	1-17
	To exclude ”PUSCH scheduled by DCI with CRC scrambled by TC-RNTI” from dynamic-grant based PUSCH in TS 38.214 (R1-2207489).

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem may NOT be valid. The UE behavior for Msg3 (re)transmission is described in another paragraphs. It seems not essential for clarifying any excluded RS/channels in the general description paragraph.

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.


	ASUSTeK
	N
(H:1, N:13)

	QC: The spec seems clear to our understanding.
Google: Agree with FL.
MTK: Agree with FL’s assessment
vivo: Agree with FL.
Nokia: agree with FL
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
Lenovo: Agree with FL.
Apple: Agree with FL.
ASUSTeK: It seems feature lead and companies agree that Msg3 PUSCH retransmission does not apply unified TCI state. While the problem is that based on formulation in the standard, Msg 3 PUSCH retransmission is one type of “dynamic grant based PUSCH” (or “PUSCH scheduled by dynamic grant”) Therefore, if excluding Msg3 PUSCH retransmission from dynamic grant based PUSCH is not conducted, unified TCI state would be applied to Msg3 PUSCH retransmission given the corresponding paragraph is concerning “dynamic grant based PUSCH” or ”PUSCH scheduled by dynamic grant” which of course includes Msg3 PUSCH retransmission.
Spreadtrum: Agree with FL.
Huawei, HiSi: Agree with FL.
Ericsson: agree with FL
SS: Agree with FL
Intel: Agree with FL

	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Item 2 – L1/L2 Centric Inter-Cell Mobility

	2-1
	Replace undefined RRC parameter  “AdditionalPCIInfo” by “SSB-MTC-AdditionalPCI”, in TS 38.213. (R1-2207132)


FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid and editorial.

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.
	E///
	E
(E:17, N:0)

	QC: Open to discuss
Google: OK to discuss
MTK: Support the correction
NEC: OK to discuss.
Vivo: Ok to discuss.
Nokia: OK.
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
Docomo: OK to discuss.
Lenovo: OK.
Apple: Ok to discuss. Seems editorial change to align spec. 
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: OK.
Huawei, HiSi: Support to discuss.
Ericsson: ok, editorial
SS: OK to discuss
Intel: OK

	2-2
	To capture the already agreement that TCI state for CORESET B (CSS only) when DCI indicates unifiedTCIstate associated with cell with different PCI than serving cell and CORESET is configured with CSS. (R1-2207535)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid. 

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.
	Nokia
	N
(H:6, N:8)

	QC: Seems no issue. The current spec follows the following agreement (#107e), which does not differentiate intra or inter-cell BM. We think this should work. gNB can configure whether to follow or not to follow for intra or inter-cell BM, respectively.

•	For any PDCCH reception on a ‘CORESET B’ and the respective PDSCH reception, whether or not UE to apply the indicated Rel-17 TCI state associated with the serving cell is determined per CORESET by RRC
Google: Agree with QC.
MTK: Okay to discuss
vivo: Seems no issue, since it has been specified in TS38.213 that  a UE is not required to monitor PDCCH candidates for a Type0/0A/1/2-PDCCH CSS set when the active TCI state for a corresponding CORESET is not associated with physCellId in ServingCellConfigCommon.
Nokia: Should be captured for inter-cell case. B can be configured to follow in intra-cell BM but not in inter-cell BM.
OPPO: whether it is inter-cell BM or not is configured in RRC.  If it is inter-cell BM, then DCI-indicated TCI state will not be applied to CORESETB, which is in the agreement. Do not see the necessaty to discuss this issue.
Docomo: Ok to discuss.
Lenovo: Agree with QC.
Apple: Ok to discuss. 
Spreadtrum: Not sure if it’s necessary. The issue can be avoided by gNB implementation, e.g. configure CORESET B not to follow common TCI.
CATT: Ok to discuss. For inter-cell BM, CORESETB can not follow the indicated TCI state.
Huawei, HiSi: We tend to agree with QC’s comment.
Ericsson: agree with QC
SS: Agree to discuss

	2-3
	To clarify The TCI state used for determining RLF RS is associated with serving cell PCI. To be more specific, in RAN2#116, it is agreed that “not consider RLM for aTRP in Rel-17 work”. Our understanding is that the additionalPCI based DL RS is inapplicable for RLF measurement. (R1-2206100)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid. 

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.


	Langbo
	N
(H:1, N:2)

	Ericsson: do not agree. No modification on default rule for RLM.
Langbo: Per an agreement in RAN2#116 (see R2-2201970) shown below, our understanding is that RS resources used for RLM are not associated with additional PCI in Rel-17. 
[image: ]

Intel: Agree with Ericsson

	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Item 3 – Dynamic TCI Update Signalling

	3-1
	Clarifying, on Rel-17 DCI-based beam indication, whether the TCI update signaling is applied to all configured BWP(s) or active BWP, and whether the BAT should count the BeamAppTime_r17 in all configured BWP(s) or in active BWP only. (R1-2206188, R1-2207308, R1-2206723).

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid, and at least we need to conclude this issue by this meeting. 

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one meeting.
	Google, Apple, vivo
	H
(H:14, N:2)

	QC: Seems optimization and may be handled by gNB implementation, e.g. gNB can indicate new TCI in the DL BWP switching DCI. gNB can also update TCI after the UL BWP switching.
Google: This is based on an FFS in previous agreement, which is an open issue to be resolved.
MTK: This issue has to be discussed and resolved
NEC: OK to discuss.
vivo: Support to discuss this issue.
Nokia: Needs to be concluded
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
Docomo: OK to discuss.
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: Support to discuss. This needs to be resolved otherwise there is ambiguity in spec. 
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: OK to discuss.
Huawei: OK to discuss.
Ericsson: ok to discuss
Samsung: OK to discuss
Intel: OK to discuss

	3-2
	To handle the ambiguity in current specification regarding which activated TCI state is used for DCI-based beam indication when there is MAC CE update of active TCI state list. (R1-2206255, R1-2206721)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid and should be concluded this meeting. 

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one meeting

	OPPO, vivo
	N (H:8, N:8)

.

	QC: Seems no ambiguity. To our understanding, both the activated and indicated TCI application times are well defined. UE just checks the corresponding definitions at beginning per slot. 
Google: Open to discuss. It seems there is an agreement that the timing for TCI activation follows what is defined in R16.
MTK: Okay to discuss, but we tend to agree with QC that current spec may be sufficient to avoid the ambiguity
vivo: Agree with “H”.
Nokia: we do not see ambiguity here
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
Docomo: OK to discuss.
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: Ok to discuss. But tend to agree with QC’s assessment. 
LG: Agree with FL’s assessment
Spreadtrum: Not sure if it’s necessary. Agree with QC’s assessment.
CATT:  Agree with QC. It seems no ambiguity.
Huawei, HiSi: We don’t see any ambiguity
Ericsson: agree with QC
Samsung: Not critical
Intel: Don’t think there is any ambiguity

	3-3
	Clarifying the UE behavior that the DCI in CORESET not configured to follow the indicated Rel-17 TCI state does not indicate a Rel-17 TCI state. (R1-2206254)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid. However, some further justification may be needed. 

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	OPPO
	H
(H:17, N:1)

	QC: Seems no big issue. Our understanding is that if the CORESET does not follow indicated TCI, the legacy PDSCH TCI indication rule is used => the TCI field is legacy TCI in this case
Google: OK to discuss.
MTK: Okay to discuss
NEC: Support to discuss.
vivo: Support to clarity the TCI state determination. 
Nokia: Needs further clarification. Description is not clear (“the DCI in CORESET not configured to follow the indicated Rel-17 TCI state …”).
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
Docomo: We have similar view as QC, but OK to discuss.
Lenovo: Fine to discuss.
Apple: It would be great if we can at least reach some conclusion quickly and capture in chairman note. For us, it is a valid clarification.
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss. If the CORESET does not follow indicated TCI, it maybe more efficient to disable the TCI field by not configure ‘tci-PresentInDCI’ for the CORESET.
CATT: Fine to discuss
Huawei: we are fine to clarify this.
Ericsson: ok to discuss. Not clear if any change is needed.
SS: OK to discuss
Intel: OK to discuss

	3-4
	In section 5.1.5 of 38.214 it should be clarified that the UE applies the Indicated TCI state carried in the latest-in-time DCI for which the UE sends HARQ-ACK. (R1-2207536)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid.

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	Nokia 
	H 
(H:11, N:3)

	QC: Seem not essential. Such issue can be avoided by gNB scheduling
Google: OK to discuss
MTK: Not critical
NEC: Support to discuss, and can be combined with Issue 1-9
Nokia: support clarification
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
Docomo: Support to discuss. If PUCCH contains HARQ bits associated with multiple DCIs, which DCI is used is not clear to us (not only time domain, but also freq. domain).
Apple: Ok to discuss.
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: Ok to discuss.
Huawei, HiSi: OK to discuss. 
Ericsson: OK to discuss. This would seem important. I don’t see that this will be avoided by NW implementation.
SS: Not critical
Intel: Ok to discuss

	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Item 4 – MP-UE

	4-1
	In TS 38.214, update title of higher layer parameter cri-RSRP-Capability[Set]Index.(R1-2206358)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is valid and editorial. 

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	CATT
	E
(E:16, N:0)
	QC: Open to discuss
Google: OK to discuss
MTK: Support the correction
NEC: Support to discuss.
Vivo: Ok to discuss.
Nokia: OK
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
DOCOMO: support to discuss
Lenovo: OK
Apple: Editorial change and can quickly conclude.
LG: Fine to discuss
Spreadtrum: OK to discuss.
CATT: OK. 
Huawei, HiSi: OK to discuss.
Ericsson: ok
SS: OK to discuss

	4-2
	Define the behaviour under which the UE selects ‘SRS resource indicator’ and ‘precoding information and number of layers’ associated to a capability value set index corresponding to the indicated UL or joint TCI state. This assumes that multiple ‘SRS resource indicator’ and ‘precoding information and number of layers’ are configured (per CG Type 1 configuration), each associated to a capability value set index via RRC. (R1-2207537)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem is controversial (it seems that as a basic assumption, the further enhancement on parameter update in MP-UE is precluded), but anyway let’s check other companies’ views.

FL note 2: This issue has NOT been discussed.

	Nokia
	N
(H:2, N:11)
	QC: Seems no big issue. gNB can configure SRI/TPMI by assuming the panel capability with minimum port #. Yes, some loss, but it should work
Google: Agree with QC.
MTL: Not critical
Nokia: Support to discuss. This is not just about the number of ports. In addition to the need to allow different precoding for different panels, different SRS resources, and thus different SRIs, would be needed for different panels; otherwise, one SRS resource would be used for two or more panels, and this wouldn’t be reasonable. This issue needs to be fixed one way or another, otherwise we don’t really see how the unified TCI framework would be working for CG PUSCH Type 1 for a MP-UE.
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
DOCOMO: Seems not essential
Apple: Agree with FL’s assessment. 
Spreadtrum: Not critical.
CATT: Fine to discuss.
Huawei: Agree with FL.
Ericsson: agree with FL
SS: Agree with FL
Intel: Agree with FL

	4-3
	In section 6.1.1.1 of 38.214 it should be clarified that the UE can assume that before sending the first capability value index (CSI report) SRI in DCI can indicate SRS resource with the lowest number of SRS ports. (R1-2207538)

FL note 1: The issue identified in the problem seems valid but may be an optimization one. Look forward to other companies’ views. 

FL note 2: This issue has been discussed for one time.

	Nokia
	N
(H:0, N:13)
	QC: Seems no big issue. The proposal can be achieved by gNB implementation, e.g. by selecting SRI/TPMI based on min port #
Google: Agree with QC
MTK: Not critical
NEC: Support to discuss.
OPPO: agree with the assessment of FL
DOCOMO: seems not essential.
Apple: Agree with FL.
Spreadtrum: Not critical.
CATT: Not critical.
Huawei: Agree with FL.
Ericsson: this sounds like reasonable NW behaviour, but we don’t specify that in spec.
SS: Agree with FL
Intel: Agree with FL

	
	
	
	
	

	Sub-Item 5 – MPE

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	




2. Observation
From the inputs shared by participating companies during the preparation phase, the following observation can be made:
· The following issue can be handled as E (a part of editorial CR): 1-6, 1-8, 1-11, 1-12, 1-15, 2-1, 4-1
· The following issues can be designated as H (requiring discussion and additional agreements/conclusions): 1-1, 1-2, 1-3 (first sub-issue), 1-4, 1-5, 1-7, 1-14, 1-16, 3-1, 3-3, 3-4
· The following issues can be designated as N (non-essential) but can be discussed again in future meetings: 1-9, 1-17, 2-2, 2-3, 4-2
· The following issues can be designated as N (non-essential) and have been discussed in previous meeting(s): 1-10, 1-13, 3-2, 4-3
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= 1a: RAN2 to use the terminology "primary TRP (pTRP)" and "additional TRP (aTRP)" for
RAN2 discussion purposes. FFS whether these will really be needed in Stage-2/3
specifications.<

= 1b: RAN2 does not consider RLM for aTRP in Rel-17 work <




