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10.3
Stage 3 user plane

Documents in this agenda item will be handled in the NR user plane break out session

10.3.1
MAC

10.3.1.0
Agreed in principle CRs
10.3.1.1
TS

Latest TS 38.321, rapporteur inputs, etc

Editorial and small corrections/clarifications should be provided to the rapporteur.  Single rapporteur TP is encouraged for editorials and clarifications. 

R2-1807540
List of open issues on NR MAC
Samsung (Rapporteur)
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804571
· Nokia think that we can remove rv for broadcast. Samsung indicates that it is still open in R1. 
· Noted
R2-1807541
Miscellaneous corrections
Samsung (Rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0057
3
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806229
· Endorsed as baseline. 

Revised, offline 100, revision in R2-1808811. 

R2-1808811
Miscellaneous corrections
Samsung (Rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0057
4
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806229
· Endorsed as baseline. 
· Revised, email approval
· [102#xx][NR UP] MAC Corrections CR (Samsung)

Intended outcome: Agreed CR.

Deadline:  One Week

10.3.1.2
MAC general aspects

Corrections related to BWP and SUL general issues.  

BWP for RACH
R2-1807272
Correction to switching of bandwidth part and random access
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0067
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805417
· IDT wonders if this includes BFR. Chair think we can still discuss BFR. 
· Agreed, merge with rapporteur CR
R2-1806818
Corrections on BWP Switching Upon Initiation of Random Access Procedure
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0101
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Samsung indicates that the last change should not be done. 

· CATT think this is dep on BFR and we should wait. Samsung think this is general. Lenovo agrees. Ericsson agrees too. 
· Nokia think we only support PDCCH ordered RACH on Scell and think this is indeed related to BFR. 

· Huawei support this change. 

· Oppo think that for CFRA there is no issue. 

· LG think that first change would be sufficient. Intention is not clear. 
· CATT think that the current text works for PDCCH order. 
Offline 101, discuss the need for this change (Samsung). 

· Revised
R2-1808830
Corrections on BWP Switching Upon Initiation of Random Access Procedure
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0101
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Samsung clarifies that the changes are shown together with the Ericsson CR above and are marked with Yellow overstrike. 
· Oppo wonders if the purpose is to not have the linkage for the SCell. Samsung confirms. 

· Contents is agreed, merge with rapporteur CR
R2-1807267
On selecting UL BWP for CBRA
MediaTek Inc., Qualcomm Incorporated, Panasonic
discussion
R2-1806165
· Ericsson think this should be for R16. LG agrees. Nokia too and Nokia think this should be network controlled. 

· Not pursued in this release 
R2-1807536
Switching BWP for CB RACH
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15
· Lenovo think it is not clear how this will work when we have different number of UL and DL BWP. 

· LG wonders if there is a linkage anyway. 

· QC wonders if P2 is just for RACH. Oppo confirms this is not just for RACH. QC think the proposal will cause problems. 

· Chair think that nothing is broken in the current system and this is intended as a performance enhancements. 
· Ericsson think this is a fundamental change. 

· Oppo think that RACH-triggered BWP switch will cause DL traffic interruption. 

· Ericsson think that RACH can be controlled.

· Not pursued in this release
R2-1806991
Further issues with switching of bandwidth part and random access
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806992
Further corrections with switching of bandwidth part and random access
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0117
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807444
BWP switch for BFR
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807445
CR on BWP switch for BFR
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0133
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808234
Discussion on BWP linkage for CFRA
ITRI
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807537
BWP switching when initiating RACH
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0142
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807538
Draft LS on BWP switching for paired spectrum
OPPO
LS out
Rel-15
To:RAN1

7 tdocs above not treated
BWP Inactivity timer
R2-1808648
Corrections on Timer-based BWP switching for cross-carrier scheduling
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0178
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG wonders what is not currently covered. Samsung explains this is for the dynamic grant. 

· Contents is Agreed, merge with Rapporteur CR. 
R2-1807571
Stop BWP inactivity timer during the measurement Gap
vivo,Qualcomm Inc
discussion
R2-1804678
· Huawei support this. 

· Ericsson are not sure this is needed. 

· Intel think we don’t have suspend resume for timers in MAC. 

· Nokia don’t like this. Lenovo too. 
· Samsung think that network can configure the small values only when measurement gaps are not used. 
· Noted

R2-1807265
Correction on operation of bwp-InactivityTimer
MediaTek Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0129
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

=> Revised in R2-1808750
R2-1808750
Correction on operation of bwp-InactivityTimer
MediaTek Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0129
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· ASUStek think that there may be cases when the switch is not triggered without this change and support. Huawei support. Samsung support but acknowledge that this was discussed. 
· LG think we should not revisit this. LG think this works also without this. Nokia agrees. CATT agrees. Ericsson agrees. 
· Mediatek are concerned about power consumption. 
· Not pursued in this release
R2-1806874
BWP inactivity timer behaviour on SI acquisition
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15

· Nokia think that if we go this way the network and UE would be unsynchronized wrt the timer, and thinks this will not work. Huawei agrees. 

· Noted

R2-1806909
Clarification on bwp-InactivityTimer and sCellDeactivationTimer
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804282
· ASUStek observes that there are non-suitable configurations on SPS and Scelldeactivation and BWP inactivity timer. 

· Ericsson think that the observations are correct but this will be handled by the network. LG agrees that the observations are correct. 

· The observations sees correct. 

· We assume this is a configuration issue to be handled by the network without TS impact 
R2-1806868
BWP inactivity timer for SI update
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0108
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
1 tdocs above not treated
SUL
R2-1806999
CFRA resources allocation in the cell with UL and SUL
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804479
R2-1808554
PDCCH order on both SUL and NUL
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core 
2 tdocs above not treated
Activation Deactivation

R2-1807582
Correction on the CSI report for the inactive BWP
vivo
discussion
R2-1804692
· Ericsson think there are already rules for this. Lenovo think the proposal is correct but this is captured in R1 specs. Nokia agrees. Vivo think that R1 spec is for measurement but not for reporting, e.g. for periodic. 

· LG think the intention is correct, but want some more time to check whether something is needed. 

· Nokia think the UE can anyway just report CSI for one BWP, which is the active one. 
· Vivo want to check offline. 

Check offline (vivo)
· Vivo has checked offline and indicate that the P1 can be agreed. 

· The MAC entity shall stop CSI reporting for the inactive BWP, change to be captured in the rapporteur CR
R2-1807591
Clarificaiton on the UE behaviors for semi-pesistent resource
vivo
discussion
· Nokia think we should clear the resource, there is another doc

· Ericsson think this is captured in R1 specifications. LG agrees. 

· Noted
R2-1807503
Correction on UL grant handling for Semi-Persistent CSI reporting
NTT DOCOMO INC., Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0141
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Docomo think we should capture this behaviour in MAC for TAT expiry and Scell activation/deactivation. 

· QC think this could reduce the latency of reactivation 

· Lenovo think this text goes against R1 agreement. CATT agrees. 

· Nokia think the SP CSI can be activated by DCI. 

· Huawei think we need to discriminate between PUCCH and PUSCH resources.

· Docomo clarifies that this is for PUSCH. 

· Ericsson think we should only capture this in L1 specifications. 

· LG would like to have commonality how resources are handled. 

· Vivo think that for TAT there are also other things that need to be 
· Postponed

Offline 102, on the two papers above, to determine what should be captured in MAC, if anything, check with R1 (Vivo). 
R2-1808828
Summary of semi-persistent resource handling
vivo
· This summarizes offline 102

· Huawei think this doesn’t impact MAC, as the configuration is not a MAC configuration. Ericsson have some sympathy for this view. 
· Vivo explains that the last change in the Docomo CR above is not needed as this was agreed in R1. Nokia think we could capture also the last change. 
· IDT think this is not an uplink grant, it is just an UL resource. Lenovo think we use the wording Grant also for such case. IDT think we have never had such case before. 
· When a carrier is deactivated or the timeAlignmentTimer expires, the uplink grant of Semi-Persistent CSI reporting on PUSCH associated with the carrier is cleared.
· [102#xx][NR UP] Semi-persistent Resource Handling (Docomo)

Intended outcome: Report and agreeable TP. How to capture clearing of SP CSI on PUSCH on deactivation or TAT expiry.

Deadline:  Next meeting
R2-1807577
Discussion on the action upon deactivation of an Scell
vivo
discussion
R2-1804688
Not treated
Other
R2-1808152
Additions to MAC Reset
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0165
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Samsung think it is not clear that we need to switch BWP, as RRC will reconfigure BWP at/after MAC reset. Huawei think that this only happens at handover and reestablishment, and then RRC will indicate the BWP configuration.
· Ericsson think that there could be cases in the future.
· Nokia think that the “initialization” text for BFI counter says it should be set to zero. ASUStek agrees.  Ericsson disagrees. LG clarifies that the counter is reset at BFR initialization. 

· We don’t specify BWP switch in MAC at MAC reset

· Agree to reset BFI counter at MAC reset. Merge this change with the rapporteur CR.
R2-1808649
CR to 38.321 for RRC triggered BWP activation
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0179
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Late
· Huawei think that also DL need to captured. 

· DL to be handled as well
· Merge with the Rapporteur CR

R2-1807968
Corrections in 38321 for BWP switching
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0156
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

· Merge with the Rapporteur CR
URLLC
R2-1808575
On impacts of new MCS table for URLLC on MAC procedures
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
DISCUSSION

· Ericsson think that many of the proposals are for the next release. 

· Huawei think this is still discussed in R1 and will not be finished in this meeting, but think this will indeed impact LCP. 
· Nokia think that this was discussed before and that LCP restrictions will be used. 

· IDT confirms this is for R15. 

· QC think that the two classes of grants will be helpful for MAC. 

· Mediatek think we can wait for R1, but also think that LCP is the main mechanism to differentiate between URLLC and eMBB.

· Lenovo think that the only think we can discuss is whether LCP can cover this without change or whether change is needed. LG think that current LCP restriction is sufficient. 
· Samsung think we do need to analyse the R1 agreements, and agrees with the proposal. 
· QC think R1 is now designing reliability. 
· Ericsson think we should go for email discussion. 

· Fujitsu are ok with offline and email, but think maybe RP guidance may be needed.

· Nokia don’t see any impact to LCP. 
Offline (103), to identify MAC impact, if any, and how to capture the potential MAC impact, of R1 agreements for new MCS tables (e.g. on LCP, HARQ, CG) (Qualcomm). 
R2-1808833
[102 Offline #103] Impact of MCS Differentiation on MAC procedures
Qualcomm inc
DISCUSSION

· Samsung think there are a number of items open in R1. 

· Huawei anyway think this is for Rel-15. 

· We wait for R1, take progress into account at later meeting.
R2-1808650
Multiple active bandwidth parts
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15

· Samsung explains this is for the next release

· Noted without presentation
Further Enhancements

R2-1808570
Dormant BWP for fast SCell activation
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805748
R2-1808511
Clearing remaining issues on BWP
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

2 tdocs above not treated

Withdrawn

R2-1807030
Correction to switching of bandwidth part and random access
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0127
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Withdrawn

10.3.1.3
MAC PDU format 

Corrections related to MAC PDU and MAC CE formats

Including output of email discussion [101bis#72][NR UP] Smaller MAC header for CCCH (Ericsson). 
CCCH MAC header size
R2-1808181
Report of e-mail discussion 101bis#72 - Smaller MAC Header for CCCH
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Late

· Ericsson suggests to look at the CR. 
· Confirm that there is at least one solution that seems acceptable to reduce the header size by 1 octet and that we will do this enhancement. 
· Noted

R2-1808182
Correction to MAC subheader for CCCH
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0167
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Late

· LG asks if gNB will know what is the size of CCCH beforehand. Ericsson think this is not needed. LG think that if the gNB doesn’t know then the enhancements may not be needed. 

· Ericsson think that additional solutions may indeed be needed, but this was just for the L2 header overhead aspect. Ericsson think that preamble grouping could be used. 
· Xiaomi think we can wait for R1.
· Nokia think that there are cases when we can use large TBS for MSG3.

· LG would like to understand the whole procedure, and think that the intention is to reduce the size of MSG3 grant. LG think the solution without fixed size CCCH is better. Ericsson are ambivalent .. 
· Xiaomi think this is only for 56bits CCCH SDU and think we need a full solution. 

· Samsung think that the size of CCCH is under discussion in CP. Samsung anyway think that we should have the L2 enhancement. 
· Lenovo think that R1 need to know the sizes.

· Xiaomi proposes that MAC can deduce the format from the TBS instead of a LCID. 
· CATT think that if the grant for MSG3 is always the same size we are no longer optimizing for coverage. 
· Samsung think we can decide, both can work. Docomo agrees. LG would like to check
· Chair think we have two solutions on the table, 

· a) LCID indicating “only CCCH”, 




· b) LCID indicating CCCH of size X (as the CR)

· LG think the CR is not correct.
Detailed wording to perfect the CR (104) (Ericsson)
· The only comment received offline was to update “CCCH” to “UL CCCH”

· Nokia think CCCH is sufficient and we use that everywhere in MAC, no change needed.  

· Solution in the CR is Agreed, merge with the rapporteur CR 

R2-1808415
Consideration msg3 format for size reduction
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Not treated
Contention Resolution ID
R2-1807344
Contention resolution for different RACH msg 3 sizes
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

· Intel indicates that the MSG3 is assumed small in the CP session, and no change is needed to MAC

· Noted
SP SRS activation deactivation 

R2-1807639
Cross Carrier Indication for Semi-Persistent SRS MAC CE
Samsung Electronics France SA
discussion
Rel-15

DISCUSSION
· Huawei think that serving cell id was introduced for the purpose of Cross carrier scheduling. 

· Samsung indicate that the QCL resource can be from another cell. 

· Ericsson prefer alternative 1. QC agrees. Nokia too. 

· Vivo would be ok with either Alt 1 or Alt 2. 

· Noted

R2-1807569
cell ID and BWP ID for SP SRS Activation/Deactivation MAC CE
vivo
discussion

· noted
R2-1807640
Alternative 1 for Cross Carrier Indication for Semi-Persistent SRS MAC CE
Samsung Electronics France SA
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0148
-
B
NR_newRAT-Core

· vivo wonders if the cross carrier info is needed for every resource. Samsung think yes, acc to R1 agreement.

· Chair: the CR seems largely agreeable

· Nokia want time to check

· Ericsson think this should be Cat F. Chair agrees. 
Comeback (allow time to check), 
· revision in R2-1808813
R2-1808813
Alternative 1 for Cross Carrier Indication for Semi-Persistent SRS MAC CE
Samsung Electronics France SA
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0148
1
B
NR_newRAT-Core

· Agreed
R2-1807642
Alternative 2 for Cross Carrier Indication for Semi-Persistent SRS MAC CE
Samsung Electronics France SA
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0149
-
B
NR_newRAT-Core

· Not pursued. 
R2-1807568
Some corrections on beam management MAC CE
vivo
discussion
R2-1804675
P1: 

· Nokia think that for all cases at least one TCI state is configured by RRC and this is clear in R1 spec. Samsung agrees. Samsung think that if TCI state is not configured at all then this MAC CE would not be used. 
P2: 

· Ericsson don’t agree to this. Samsung also think this is not needed. 

· Chair: no support

· noted
SP CSI-RS / CSI-IM Resource Set Activation/Deactivation
R2-1808494
Corrections on SP CSI-RS / CSI-IM Resource Set Activation/Deactivation MAC CE
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core

· Nokia agrees this is needed to make it consistent with RRC

· Proposals and TP are agreed. Merge into the rapporteur CR
SP ZP CSI-RS Resource Set Activation/Deactivation 
R2-1807840
Corrections to SP ZP CSI-RS Resource Set Activation and Deactivation MAC CE
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0151
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

· Ericsson wonders if this was a mistake. Huawei checked w R1 and it seems this was just missed. 
· Nokia think we should also remove the word “relation” as an editorial correction for the changed section

· Remove “relation” in 6.1.3.19

· Agreed, merge with rapporteur CR. 
TCI States Activation Deactivation  

R2-1808754
Correction to the MAC CE of TCI States Activation and Deactivation for UE-specific PDSCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0181
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Agreed, merge with rapporteur CR. 
10.3.1.4
Random access
10.3.1.4.1
Differentiation of RA parameters

Focus on stage 3 details on prioritized RACH procedures.  Idle mode prioritized RACH is out-of-scope of Rel-15. 

Including output of email discussion [101bis#71][NR UP] Prioritized RACH (Ericsson)

R2-1808178
Report of e-mail discussion 101bis#71 - Prioritized RACH
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Late
DISCUSSION

· Ericsson indicates that the RRC CR has been settled, at least partially, yesterday, and proposes to check this offline. 

· Ericsson further think that parameter names need to be changed in the MAC CR. 

· Ericsson clarifies that for P1, this was a misunderstanding. The general understanding is that for CFRA there is no backoff. 

· Differentiated RA is mandatory for all UEs.
R2-1808179
Addition of Prioritized Random Access
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0166
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Late

· QC wonders for the first change, whether backoff is applied for CFRA as well. Ericsson think the parameter is set but is not used. 

· CATT think that it doesn’t work to set the power ramping step differently for CFRA and CBRA in the initialization. 
· Nokia think that prioritized power ramping step can be used for both CFRA and CBRA for both handover and BFR. Samsung think this is a good idea, otherwise we need to apply different values for different attempts. 
· ASUStek wonders how it can be known whether the RACH is for handover or not. Chair think it can be known. 

· Interdigital think the CR implements the agreements accurately. 
· Nokia think that if we just release the prioritized parameters after successful RACH then we don’t need to mention specific case such as “handover”. 
· Nokia think that RRC should handle the initiation of MAC parameters such that we don’t need to mention handover in MAC

Case for prioritized RACH: Handover, or Reconfiguration with Sync?

· CATT think we could go for Reconfiguration with Sync. Huawei support this. Docomo too. 

· Ericsson think we should stick to “handover”. Nokia agrees. LG agrees, and think we need to discuss how to phrase this accurately. Samsung think this can be done. Chair: The wording how to capture “handover” can be discussed offline. 
· We use prioritized power ramping step for both CFRA and CBRA for Handover

Offline (106) to arrive at agreeable CR for MAC, and discuss potential further changes for RRC, if any (Ericsson)

· Ericsson reports that no one has come up with a better term than “handover”. It was proposed to use the same value range as the current power ramping step. 

· Nokia think we don’t use the term handover at all. Nokia think the UE would just use the parameters that are provided. Ericsson are not sure those are available. 
· For the prioritized power ramping step use the same value range as the current power ramping step

· Revised in R2-180834
R2-1808180
Addition of Prioritized Random Access
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.1.0
0101
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Late
· Revised in R2-180835
Prioritized Random Access, Still open how to refer to “handover”
Continue offline (106), Comeback Friday (Ericsson), in R2-1808834, and R2-1808835

R2-1806820
Prioritized CBRA-only BFR
InterDigital
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807842
Remaining details on random access prioritization
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807413
The remaining issue of prioritized RACH
OPPO
discussion
38.321

R2-1807472
Impact of Prioritized RACH on Initial Access of Multimedia Priority Services
Vencore Labs, OEC, AT&T
discussion
Rel-15
38.321

4 tdocs above not treated
10.3.1.4.2
Random access in presence of multi-beam operation

Corrections/critical issues related to random access in presence of multi-beam operation, beam failure recovery.
BFR

R2-1807027
CBRA BFR on SpCell
Ericsson, Samsung
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0125
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Intel wonders about RACh differentiation
· Ericsson think this hasn’t been added to this particular CR. 

· Agreed, Merged with the rapporteur CR

R2-1807973
Remaining issues on RA resource selection for multi-beam operations
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805894
P1:
· CATT wonders if the L1 cannot infer this from the RACH resource. IDT agrees and think this is covered. Lenovo think this is implementation and we don’t need to specify anything. Oppo agrees. LG think that for other cases of Internal UE interaction we have not specified anything. Huawei think R1 has decided this and if we don’t do this, we need to send an LS. 
· IDT think we don’t need to send an LS. 
P2
· Oppo agrees with P2, and think this is redundant. Vivo also think this is redundant but think it could be redundant in L1
· IDT think the text in MAC could be regarded a clarification. 

· QC think that L1 and MAC has different thresholds, and not redundant. 
· ASUStek wonders if the beam list can be changed during the procedure.

· Nokia doesn’t agree with this proposal as it was agreed that MAC should do the selection.
P3

· LG think we don’t need to specify L2-L1 interaction. 

P4
· Samsung think that there is no further selection of resource in MAC. 

· Huawei think this is the case. 

P4 Check offline (107) (Huawei). 

· Huawei reports that after offline, it was found that PDCCH order should indeed be added acc to P4, but there are more issues that need to be addressed in the RACH resource selection. 
· P1/P3: we will not specify this in L2 as it is internal UE interaction and no particular need for more stringent coordination than usual has been identified. 

· MAC layer performs the RSRP comparison towards RRC configured thresholds for BFR. If there is redundancy between L1 TS and MAC, L1 TS should be changed. 
R2-1807974
Correction in 38321 for RA resource selection for multi-beam operations
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0158
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Postpone next meeting
R2-1806993
Remaining issue of beam failure detection
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804337
R2-1806994
Remaining correction on beam failure detection
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0118
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

· Ericsson think that the text doesn’t resolve the issue. 

· Nokia don’t think there is an issue. 

· Intel think we did discuss this in the past and that we agreed to resolve it, but are not sure whether is still remains. 
· Vivo think there may be similar issues that we don’t resolve. 

· CATT think we have several ambiguities that we try to resolve.
· LG think that we can follow the MAC order. 

· Noted. 
R2-1808763
Inconsistency between RAN1 and RAN2 on BFR termination
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· ZTE think the MAC specification doesn’t need to be modified for this. Vivo agrees. IDT agrees. 

· CATT think that the UE monitors PDCCH in multiple CORESETs in the BFR situation.
· Nokia think that regardless CORESET if the UE can receive any PDCCH the beam works. Nokia think we could possibly have a cell restriction, but not a CORESET restriction. 
· Samsung think that for BFR on Scell the condition of reply by C-RNTI may not be a accurate indication of success. CATT confirms this was not intended for SCell. 

· Ericsson think that if the UE can receive the serving CORESET there is no problem. 

· Intel agrees with CATT and think that the BFR trigger is related to certain error rate where some transmissions may still work. 

· Lenovo agrees with the intention and think there need to be an Ack for the PRACH. 

· ASUStek think RAN1 is still discussing if the UE will monitor the serving CORESET or not when BFR is triggered. If the UE can receive something in the serving CORESET there is no problem. 
· Nokia think that the UE cannot monitor CORESETS of different beams simultaneously.. 

· Noted, can think about this. 
R2-1808764
Fixing the RAN1/RAN2 inconsistency on BFR termination
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0182
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807567
CR on the UE behaviors of the BFR RS change
vivo
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0144
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808416
Reset of BFR timers and counters with RLM-config reconfiguration
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808417
Corrections for BFR timers and counters for RLM reconfiguration
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0168
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806904
On the validity of BFD counting for BFR procedure
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808025
Beam failure detection after RA completion
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT

R2-1808026
CR to 38.321 on beam failure detection and recovery procedure
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0161
-
F
NR_newRAT

R2-1808418
BFR with SCell deactivation and MAC reset
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808419
Correction on 38321 for BFR with SCell deactivation and MAC reset
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0169
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
8 tdocs above not treated, but contents is considered by email discussion 

· [102#xx][NR UP] Reset of BFD (Nokia)

Intended outcome: Report and agreeable TP, Identify all cases and arrive at an agreeable CR/TP

Deadline:  Next meeting

R2-1807590
Beam change during BFR
vivo
discussion
DISCUSSION
· Ericsson think that UE cannot receive RRC message during BFR. 

· Vivo think that this may be possible. 

· Nokia think this relates to the previous discussion, and that UE cannot receive anything. 

· Noted
R2-1806907
Clarification on RA procedure for BFR
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804283
R2-1806824
Contention Based BFR Procedure: Reporting Candidate Beam
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1806831
CSI RS Beam Reporting during CB BFR
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0104
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1808242
Remaining issues of beam failure recovery
Sharp
discussion

R2-1807787
Beam failure detection and maintenance
Sony
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805168
5 tdocs above not treated
BFR timer

R2-1806665
LS on beamFailureRecoveryTimer

LSin RAN1
Contact:Interdigital
· noted
R2-1806823
CR on beam failure recovery timer
InterDigital
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0103
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· ASUStek think we should have a counter instead of timer to limit CFRA.
· Nokia think that R1 hadn’t understood the R2 design. 

· Nokia think that there is a case when the best beam regardless SINR is one of the candidate beams, and if this is the case there is no reason why the UE is not allowed to use CFRA on that beam. Lenovo agrees. 
· Panasonic think we shouldn’t challenge the R1 agreements. 

· ZTE think we should stick to R1 agreements. 

· Ericsson think we should conclude that this is not beneficial. 

· LG think that the threshold comparison should then be based on SINR. 
· Huawei think R1 have considered SINR but think that SINR threshold is too complex and measurements is time consuming. 

· Nokia wonders if we could have a timer but make it slightly different. Vivo also think. 
· CATT think we could support infinity value. Interdigital think this would be ok to have this value. Nokia want to have an option that the timer is not configured at all. 

· LG think that the behaviour on timer expiry need to be discussed. LG think we should exclude the beam rather than CFRA resources. IDT think that there may be several beams where the UE attempts CFRA.
· Nokia think it doesn’t make sense to exclude CFRA but think that a solution where CFRA is not prioritized after timer expiry would be ok. 

· Mediatek wonders why we don’t introduce an option that only CFRA is used while the timer is running. 

· Ericsson proposes to just follow the Interdigital CR which implements the R1 agreements exactly and just add “if configured” as a condition for the usage of the timer. LG can not accept this, but would be ok with the Nokia proposed behaviour for timer expiry. Docomo are also OK with Nokias proposal. 
· IDT wonders what is the problem with the CFRA stop. 

· Samsung don’t like to design on the fly. 

· We will implement the timer, but have an option to not configure the timer, resulting in the current behaviour. 
· Revised
Comeback (108), with two CR proposals a) the interdigital CR with “if configured” statements, b) the proposal by Nokia to additionally have the behaviour at timer expiry to not prioritize CFRA. (interdigital)
R2-1808827
Summary of [102 Offline #108] CR on BFR timer
Interdigital Inc
DISCSUSSION 

· Values supported for the BFR timer are {10, 20, 40, 60, 80, 100, 150, 200} msec
R2-1808825
CR on beam failure recovery timer
InterDigital
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0103
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Coversheet needs update: Title, Revision, Source to TSG, Impact Analysis need to be complete
· Revised (address coversheet comments above), in R2-1809119, which is agreed unseen. 
R2-1808640
Switch between CF and CB RA during a single RA procedure for BFR
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807970
Discusssion on BeamFailureRecoveryTimer.
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807972
Corrections in 38321 for beamFailureRecoveryTimer
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0157
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808574
On BFR timer and related BFR procedures
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807266
Correction to support beam failure recovery procedure
MediaTek Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0130
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807373
CR for Beam Failure Recovery timer
Intel Corporation
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0131
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807405
Discussion on the Beam failure recovery timer
ZTE Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807971
LS reply to RAN1 on BeamFailurRecoveryTimer
Huawei, HiSilicon
LS out
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
To:RAN1
R2-1807414
Discussion on BeamFailureRecovery timer
OPPO
discussion

R2-1807585
Clarification on the BFR timer
vivo
discussion

R2-1808029
Need for beamFailureRecoveryTimer
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT

R2-1808153
The need of the BFR Timer
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
12 tdocs above not treated
BFR on Scell
General 

· Henning/Ericsson (session chair of the RRC corrections session) recaptured briefly the discussion on BFR on SCell from configuration perspective (details not captured here). 
· Most companies thought BFR on SCell was not needed, and a WA was adopted to not support it. 
Chair: Can we confirm that BFR on SCell is not supported? 
· QC think that the WA was taken without much discussion, and we need to discuss here. 

· CATT think that as CQI report is only for serving beams, BFR brings benefits as it addresses a larger set of beams. 
· Nokia think BFR on SCell is not essential and think we can do without it in this release. 

· IDT are also ok with the working assumptions, and think that significant amount of discussion would be needed in R2 to do this. LG also think we could wait. Intel also think we can wait. Ericsson also think we should postpone. 

· QC think that R1 already identified that there is no R1 impact. 
· BFR on SCell will not be supported in Rel-15

R2-1806819
MAC Impacts: Beam Failure Recovery for SCell
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806838
BFR Support for SCell
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0107
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807975
Discussion on beam failure recovery for SCell
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807976
Correction in 38321 for beam failure recovery for SCell
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0159
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807584
Discussion on the SCell BFR
vivo
discussion

R2-1807415
MAC impacts on supporting BFR procedure on SCell
OPPO
discussion
38.321

R2-1807268
RACH procedure on Scell
MediaTek Inc.
discussion

R2-1807341
On remaining aspects of beam failure recovery
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808765
BFR on SCell
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0183
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1806821
BFR on Scell
InterDigital
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1806822
Corrections on BFR for Scell
InterDigital
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0102
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1808024
SCell beam failure recovery
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT

R2-1806902
Issue of Beam Failure Recovery procedure on SCell
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804277
R2-1808354
Remaining issue on Beam Failure Recovery for Scell
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808658
Beam Failure Recovery on SCell
ITL
discussion
Rel-15
15 tdocs above not treated
BFR Failure

R2-1807609
BFR failure will result in a RACH failure
vivo
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0147
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Nokia think this is already clear, and think RRC will trigger action to stop MAC. Lenovo agrees. Ericsson agrees. 
· Samsung wonders what action RRC will take. Oppo think MAC is reset. 
· Not pursued
BFR Resource Consumption Enhancements

R2-1806998
The validity of CFRA resources for BFR
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Main question now is whether to do anything for this release.

· ZTE think we don’t need to do anything for this release. 
· Ericsson think we should not do anything now. Nokia agrees. LG agrees. 

· Convida indicates that CFRA always uses the short preamble, and for CBRA the long preamble can be configured, which is more robust. 

· Chair: No immediate issue to resolve, can wait for next release for such discussions. 

· Noted

R2-1807160
Timer associated with the dedicated BFR PRACH resource
PANASONIC R&D Center Germany
discussion
Rel-15

R2-1807605
RACH configuration for beam failure recovery
vivo
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804586
2 tdocs above not treated
RSRP
R2-1808637
CR to 36.321 on Correction of BFR RA procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0177
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG indicates that comments has been received, and update is needed

· Oppo point out that the title need update. 

· CATT indicate that naming need to be consistent with RRC. 

Revised (117), revision in R2-1808819
R2-1808819
CR to 36.321 on Correction of BFR RA procedure
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0177
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Panasonic wonders whether to address the redundant comparisons with RSRP threshold. Lenovo and Ericsson think this can be handled by UE implementation. 

· Chair think that is it truly is redundant it can be removed in L1 TS

· Agreed, merge with rapporteur CR
R2-1807068
RSRP thresholds naming clean-up in RRC
CATT
draftCR
Rel-15
38.331
15.1.0
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804337
· Ericsson think there has been changes in RRC and the exact CR is not applicable. 

· Ericsson want to check the naming offline

· CATT to check with RRC rapporteur how to include this. 

· UP session endorse the parameter naming
Comeback Friday for treatment in the common session 
R2-1807581
Clarification on the measurement used for the selection of the beam or UL carrier
vivo
discussion
R2-1801987
Tdoc above moved here from 10.1.3.2
· Mediatek think that threshold evaluation for RACH is different depending on the case, for BFR it is L1-RSRP, for other cases such as Handover L3 filtered RSRP would be used. Oppo also think that L3 filtered value may be used for handover. 
· Vivo think that this can be clarified in a NOTE. Ericsson think a NOTE is ok. Vivo think that also for Idle we don’t have L3 filter. Oppo think this could be a UE implementation matter. 
· Samsung think we should clarify this and suggest to check internally. 
· Postpone for next meeting
R2-1807416
Clarification on RACH resource selection for BFR
OPPO
discussion
38.321
R2-1806995
RSRP thresholds naming clean-up in RRC and MAC
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804481
R2-1806997
RSRP thresholds naming clean-up in MAC
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0050
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804514
3 tdocs above not treated
Beam Specific Backoff
R2-1808027
On the RA backoff indication in multibeam system
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT
DISC
P1

· QC think we should do this. Ericsson support. Lenovo think this is interesting. 

· Huawei think that RAR can be for different SSB. Google agrees. Samsung agrees. 
· LG think that PDU formats should not be changed. 

· Nokia think that preamble is for a specific SSB so from UE point of view this would be beam specific. QC think this would not work as the UE in such cases would not know for which beam the BI is applicable. 
· Nokia think that radio-wise the UE will get the RAR response in a beam, so only UEs in such coverage would get the response. 
· LG think this should not be done. Ericsson think this is according to original intention. LG think that Backoff is also used for node and network load, not just radio load. 
· Huawei think there are other mechanisms. 

· Vivo think this is complex and requires more discussion. 

· Huawei think this requires more time. 

P3/4

· QC think this need to be discussed

· Chair: there seems to be more discussion needed to understand whether and under which circumstances this functionality could work without changing RAR. 
· Noted

R2-1808028
CR to 38.321 on SSB specific backoff time
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0162
-
C
NR_newRAT

R2-1807025
Beam reselection in case of high load during RA
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805413
R2-1807026
Beam reselection in case of high load during RA
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0069
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805422
R2-1807959
Backoff value setting on SS block change
Google Inc., HTC
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0155
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808470
Beam reselection in RACH procedure
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808571
Backoff indication in multi-beam operation
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805751
6 tdocs above not treated
Other 
R2-1806919
Discussion on Random Access Preamble selection for Handover
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core

· Google think that this was discussed before and it was agreed to leave to UE impl. 

· LG think that at CFRA success the HARQ buffer is cleared but the message can be retransmitted acc to RLC-AM. Lenovo agrees. ASUStek think only HARQ buffer is flushed. Ericsson think the message is still available in MAC in the MSG3 buffer and the UE can use the message for thransmission after successful CFRA
· Chair: not clear that there is an issue, possibly something to clarify. 

· Noted
Withdrawn

R2-1806905
Switch between CF and CB RA during a single RA procedure for BFR
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Withdrawn

R2-1806996
RSRP thresholds namings clean-up in RRC
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0009
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804337
Withdrawn

10.3.1.4.3
Random access procedures 

Corrections/critical issues related to general random access procedure 
SI Request
R2-1806832
Remaining Issues for Msg3 based SI Request
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Ericsson think we have agreed that there is no impact on MAC for MSG3 based SI request. Samsung think that we have differentiated behaviour wrt RNTI and TA handling. 

· Lenovo support this. 
· Samsung indicates that RRC don’t attempt to receive SI until the SI request is successful. 
· Noted
R2-1806833
SI Request Ack Indication for Msg3 based SI Request
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0105
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Agreed, merged with rapporteur CR
R2-1806834
Handling RACH Failure for SI Request
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0106
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Agreed, merged with rapporteur CR

R2-1807542
TAT stop for SI request
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Noted
R2-1807543
Clarification on the stop of the timeAlignmentTimer for SI request
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0143
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Docomo prefers normative text
· Not pursued

R2-1807652
Discussion on TA timer stopping for SI request
NTT DOCOMO INC.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Lenovo wonders if we need to stop at all. 

· Vivo think that there is no problem, as the HARQ feedback will anyway be sent before Contention Resolution as Contention resolution takes time. 

· Vivo think we could also say that contention resolution ends after sending the HARQ feedback. 
· Ericsson are ok with the Docomo TP. 

· LG wonders if we really need to send the HARQ ack feedback. Docomo think we should stop the gNB from repeating. 
· The TP is agreed, merged with the rapporteur CR.
R2-1807031
Future compatibility and SI request msg1
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805418
· Noted
R2-1807032
Correction for SI request msg1
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0072
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805425
· Samsung think this is identical to the meaning of the current text. Lenovo agrees. Huawei too. LG think that the UE knows, and there is no problem. 
· ZTE think there may be a problem for multiple SSB

· Huawei think that the proposed correction may not be correct. 
· Not pursued

R2-1807578
Discussion on the cancellation of RACH procedure
vivo
discussion
R2-1804686
R2-1807342
On remaining issues for RACH
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

2 tdocs above not treated
Collision with configured grant
R2-1806911
Handling of transmissions during Random Access Procedure
ASUSTeK
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0114
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Not treated
Preamble group selection
R2-1807404
Discussion on the allocation of preambles for groupB
ZTE Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
DISCUSSION

· Huawei support this change, but think the RO per SSB need to be known to the MAC layer

· Ericsson think that in principle this is ok, but not sure how the ith SSB is determined, and would like time to check. 
· Chair: seems agreeable
OFFLINE CHECK

R2-1808821
CR to 38.321 on the allocation of preambles for groupB
ZTE
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0184
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Ericsson still would like to check further. 
· Postpone to next meeting (for time to check)
R2-1808030
Clarification on the preamble group B selection
Nokia, NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT
· Nokia think that Cp session will introduce at least two CCCH sizes. 

· Intel support the intention. LG as well, but think the text in the CR below could be improved. 
· ASUStek think we should wait for R1 before we agree this as they are discussing MSG3 size. 
· Samsung think we cannot wait for R1. Nokias proposal is as LTE and is ok.

· Specify into TS 38.321 the option where Preamble group B selection can be based solely on the CCCH SDU size.

R2-1808031
CR to 38.321 on preamble group B selection
Nokia, NTT DOCOMO, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0163
-
F
NR_newRAT
· LG want to improve the text. Ericsson think there is no need for offline. 
· Agreed, merged with rapporteur CR. 
R2-1807028
Solutions to Coverage Issues for Msg3 Transmissions
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807029
Selection of preamble group B for CCCH
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0126
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1806921
Issue of insufficient uplink grant in RAR
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

3 tdocs above not treated
PRACH Mask, PRACH resource selection
R2-1807573
PRACH resource selection
vivo
discussion

R2-1807572
PRACH mask table
vivo
discussion
R2-1804685
· LG wonders if this can be covered by Even/odd index. Vivo think not

· ZTE wonders if UE can select the RACH resources randomly. 
· Samsung are not convinced. Panasonic think this may add to the latency. 

· Intel think there may be an issue. 

· Xiaomi and vivo think a similar problem exist for TDD slot selection. 

· CATT think we don’t want to delay .. 

· 2 docs above Noted, can think about this
RAR for PDCCH order
R2-1808233
MAC payload for random access response
ITRI
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808517
RAR with DL assignment
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806011
2 tdocs above not treated
RAR
R2-1808424
Discussion on the ambiguity in Msg2 reception
ZTE Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core
Late

- 
Ericsson think we discussed this earlier and agreed that the network can resolve this by configuration. 

- 
Huawei think that we can anyway resolve this by Contention resolution. 

- 
ZTE think this was not discussed before because this was introduced last meeting when it was introduced separate resource pools for CF and CB resources. 
· Noted
10.3.1.5 SR 

Corrections/critical issues related to SR 

Including output of email discussion [101bis#73][NR UP] Parallel SR and RACH (Mediatek)

Parallel procedures
R2-1807264
Report of email discussion [101bis#73][NR UP] Parallel SR and RACH
MediaTek Inc.
discussion
P1
· Convida think this could be done by network configuration. Huawei think this is not a reasonable assumption. 
· Samsung point out that R1 has agreed that clashing SR and RACH is left to UE implementation. Samsung would like to leave this as it is. Lenovo as well. LG also agrees, and think the UE has several good ways to resolve this. Intel agrees, and think we could capture R1 agreement in a Note. 
· Xiaomi think L1 cannot do this. 

· LG think that up to UE implementation means that in MAC there can still be parallel procedures. Huawei wonders whether any MAC change needed. 

· Lenovo think nothing need to be captured in MAC. LG agrees. Samsung also agree. 
· Handling of clashing SR and RACH on the physical layer is up to UE implementation. In MAC there are no procedure issues to handle parallel procedures. 
R2-1806977
Issue of clashing PRACH and PUCCH or PUSCH transmission requests
Samsung R&D Institute UK
discussion
· Samsung indicates that R1 has made agreements. Nothing is needed.  

· Noted without presentation

R2-1807841
Correction to parallel SR transmission and RACH transmission
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0152
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807121
Parallel SR and RACH procedure
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807586
Collision of SR and PRACH
vivo
discussion

R2-1808516
Reconsideration of issues on parallel SR and RACH
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

4 tdocs above not treated
Other
R2-1808662
CR to SR RA procedure cancellation
Fujitsu, InterDigital, LG Electronics Inc., Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0180
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Agreed, merged with rapporteur CR. 
R2-1806960
Issue of SR not being triggered when configured grant is in place
Samsung R&D Institute UK
discussion

R2-1806962
Correction to SR triggering to accommodate the configured grant case
Samsung R&D Institute UK
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0115
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

· LG think there is no problem, because the SR mask is used. 

· Convida think the proposed change is needed. 

· Nokia support these changes. Huawei support this. Lenovo agrees. IDT as well. CATT agrees. 
· Ericsson are not sure this is needed. Ericsson are afraid that we might introduce more problems. 
· LG agrees that SR mask behaviour now is different than LTE, but it is not clear that there is a problem.  

· Oppo think this is indeed an issue and think this solution could be acceptable. 

· Convida think that the current behaviour is not the intended one and the intended bevaiour is captured by the proposals which results in a SR for the example case. 

· Oppo wonders if SR mask is intended to be applied for type 1 CG. Huawei think that SR mask do not need to cover type 1 CG. 

· Agreed

R2-1806878
Remaining issues for SR triggering
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15

Moved from 10.3.1.6
· Noted

R2-1807447
Discussion on configuration grants and SR mask in BSR
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 10.3.1.6
· noted
R2-1806873
LCP restriction for type 2 configured grant
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0113
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 10.3.1.7

R2-1806871
SR triggering and LCP restriction for type 2 configured grant
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0111
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 10.3.1.6

R2-1806882
Logical channel configuration
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.1.0
0081
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 10.3.1.7
R2-1807448
CR on configuration grants and SR mask in BSR
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0135
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Moved from 10.3.1.6
4 tdocs above not treated

Withdrawn

R2-1808753
Correction to parallel SR transmission and RACH transmission
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0152
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core

10.3.1.6 BSR

Corrections/critical issues related to BSR 
R2-1806978
Alignment of SR and BSR cancellation conditions
Samsung R&D Institute UK
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0116
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Convida agrees
· Nokia think the CR is ok, but maybe we should have a note with FFS contents

· Nokia think that part of the impact analysis is missing. 

· Huawei think that original text is ok. Samsung think we specified in detail for the SR case in order to capture the case when the BSR is triggered too close to the transmission to be included. Samsung think that this also aligns with the SR text.
· Ericsson wonders if we now give the UE more time to include a BSR. Samsung think that this is acc to agreements, and SR. 

· LG understands that the proposal is not to change anything.

· Postponed to next meeting, to allow checking. 
R2-1807000
BSR leftover issues
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG think that the restriction is ok. No change needed. 
· CATT: If a BSR can be sent by the resource on the “wrong” leg there is no reason to trigger a SR. 

· Ericsson support the second proposal but not the first one. Convida agrees. 
· Samsung wonder if we would try to optimize more. 

· Clarify in the Note about BSR with zero BS fields in Section 6.1.3.1 that it applies to Long BSR as well, merge with the rapporteur CR

R2-1807443
BSR for one LCG case
Huawei, China Telecom, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Huawei proposes to have an email discussion

· Oppo are interested in this, CMCC and Samsung are also interested. 

· Postpone
R2-1807001
Corrections on BSR
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0052
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804517
R2-1807449
Transmission of regular or periodic BSR with insufficient grant
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807450
CR on transmission of regular or periodic BSR with insufficient grant
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0136
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808719
Padding restriction
Fujitsu
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

4 tdocs above not treated

10.3.1.7 LCP 

Corrections/critical issues related to LCP 

MDBV
R2-1806835
LCP with Delay Critical GBR flows
InterDigital
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Discussion
· Nokia supports. 

· CATT doesn’t understand if this would address the MDBV policy enforcement

· IDT clarifies that LCP would then prioritize the bearer as long as the MDBV/PDB are met, PDB = buffer size duration. 
· QC think that no change to LCP is needed. Buffer size duration should be set differently. 
· Ericsson think that MDBV do not need to be enforced, but don’t have any concerns about P1 Nokia do not agree. 
· Nokia proposes to agree to proposal 1 now. 
· Huawei think that as Bj can be negative P1 does not work. Convida think that the network can schedule to avoid this. 
· CATT can agree to the extended range, but are not sure this resolves the problem.

· QC think that adding values to RRC is simple but are not sure this resolves the issue. 
· QC think that the additional values can be accepted if we also agree to not make further changes to LCP for Rel-15. Huawei think that extending the values acc to P1 is ok, but are still not sure that this will fix the issue. 
· Chair: Not full consensus for now that P1 would make NR meet SA2 QoS requirements, nor that there are any issues, but there is also no serious concerns to agree to P1. There seems to be resistance to add more changes to Rel-15 for this. 
· Chair: we attempt to reply to the SA2 LS from next meeting

· Introduce additional values for the bucketSizeDuration parameter (5 ms, 10 ms and 20 ms).

· In Rel-15 we don't make further changes in order to meet MDBV
R2-1807197
Maximum Data Burst Volume (MDBV)
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Moved from 10.3.4.4
R2-1806863
MDBV Enforcement in Uplink
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT
R2-1807451
Uplink MDBV control
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807452
Correction to Uplink MDBV control
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0137
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807644
MDBV Enforcement in RAN
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807191
Need of Maximum Burst Size parameter for all GBR Flows
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 10.3.4.4
LCP restrictions
R2-1808514
Configuration of LCP restriction
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

10.3.1.8 SPS/Grant-free

Corrections/critical issues related to Configured grant and SPS 

Skip UL Transmission

R2-1808770
Flush HARQ buffer upon skipping a UL transmission
Google Inc., Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, LG Electronics Inc., Lenovo, MediaTek Inc., HTC, Panasonic
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0153
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Revision of R2-1807893

· LG indicates that this proposal was agreed for LTE yesterday.
· Samsung think that HARQ buffer flushing is different in NR. 
· Huawei think that it is safer to ignore the retransmission grant. 

· QC think that we can choose to do nothing. This is a very rare case. If we don’t flush Nokia still think the second change is needed. 

· Ericsson think the second change is correct. LG also agree to the second correction.

· LG think that both flush the buffer and ignore the grant can work for the first change. 
· Huawei think that the HARQ buffer should be flushed when the configuredgranttimer expires. 

· LG think that it is simpler to follow this CR. Nokia think that we have already agreed to not flush the HARQ buffer at timer expiry to allow the gNB to schedule after timer expiry. 

· Ericsson suggest to agree and impact analysis is missing. 

· Samsung think this is small thing and can agree. 

· Revised in R2-1808832, add impact analysis, Revision is agreed unseen
R2-1808474
Further discussion on flushing HARQ buffer in NR
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 10.3.1.9

R2-1808475
Correction to HARQ buffer flushing in NR
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0173
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

Moved from 10.3.1.9

R2-1808576
On HARQ procedure upon skipping a UL transmission
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806877
Remaining issue on flushing HARQ buffer in NR
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15

R2-1806870
HARQ buffer flushing in NR
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0110
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808495
Correction of Configured Grant formula
Sequans Communications, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell, Fujitsu, Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0094
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805962
R2-1806876
Clarification on the configured uplink grant and downlink assignment delivery
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15

R2-1806872
Deliverying Configured Uplink Grant and Downlink Assignment to HARQ Entity
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0112
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807016
Clarification of configured grant timer behaviour when BWP switch occurs
Samsung R&D Institute UK
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0123
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807701
Correction for handling the configuredGrantTimer during BWP switch
MediaTek Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0150
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808471
Discussion on dynamic grant override Configured Grant in case of SUL
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1806903
Clarification on SPS and GF reconfiguration
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core

12 tdocs above not treated
10.3.1.9
HARQ

Corrections/critical issues related to HARQ

R2-1808472
Handling of retransmission with different size in DL HARQ operation
Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808473
Correction to handling of retransmission with a different TBS in DL HARQ
Huawei, HiSilicon, Qualcomm Incorporated
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0172
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807446
CR on cross-carrier ACK/NACK feedback in CA
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0134
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

3 tdocs above not treated
10.3.1.10
DRX

Corrections/critical issues related to DRX  

General

R2-1807596
Clarifications on the timers in MAC
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0145
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Mediatek indicate that “symbol” is misspelled

· Chair: Seems agreeable, one company want time to further check. 
·  [102#xx][NR UP] DRX timers CR (Nokia)

Intended outcome: Agreed CR.

Deadline:  One Week

R2-1807024
DRX Offset granularity and shorter DRX cycles
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805408
Not Treated
DRX ambiguity
R2-1807944
Introduction of DRX ambiguous period
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0100
1
C
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806232

R2-1807957
DRX ambiguity period
LG Electronics Mobile Research
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807943
Further consideration of DRX ambiguous period
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807945
Draft LS for DRX ambiguous period
Huawei
LS out
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
"To:RAN1, RAN4"
R2-1807004
Further Discussion on the DRX Ambiguous Period
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807005
DRX Ambiguous Period value
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0120
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807023
DRX Ambiguity period
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807372
Remaining issue in DRX ambiguous period
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1806869
DRX ambiguous period
OPPO
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0109
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806879
The need of DRX MAC CE for DRX transient time
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15
10 tdocs above not treated on-line, Contents taken into account in email discussion for next meeting
· [102#xx][NR UP] DRX ambiguity period (Huawei)

Intended outcome: Report, including TP if possible
Deadline:  Next meeting
BWP Switch
R2-1807946
Impacts on DRX Retransmission Timers and HARQ RTT Timers during BWP Switching
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805574
R2-1807947
Clarification on timer handling during BWP switching
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0154
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

2 tdocs above not treated
CSI reporting and SRS
R2-1807600
Semi-Persistent CSI Reporting and SRS for DRX
Samsung Electronics France SA
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804915
R2-1807601
CR on Semi-Persistent CSI Reporting and SRS for DRX
Samsung Electronics France SA
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0146
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807688
CSI Reporting in C-DRX
MTI, APT
discussion

R2-1808573
Aperiodic CSI Request and DRX Inactivity Timer
Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek Inc
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806143
R2-1807002
CSI report during inactive time
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807003
Corrections on CSI report during inactive time
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0119
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
6 tdocs above not treated
DL HARQ RTT Timer
R2-1808356
The start condition of the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerDL
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805920
R2-1808504
The start condition of the drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerDL
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0092
1
C
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805921
R2-1807329
DL HARQ RTT timer for SPS
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805026
R2-1807330
Correction to DL SPS
Intel Corporation, Qualcomm Incorporated, MediaTek Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0075
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805688
R2-1808154
DL HARQ RTT Timer for SPS
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807544
Remaining issues on DRX
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804573
R2-1807545
DRX cleanup
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0058
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804574
7 tdocs above not treated
TDD
R2-1807021
PDCCH monitoring and flexible TDD
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Not treated
Further Enhancements
R2-1808335
Issues with the BSR transmission at the end of on Duration
CMCC
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807022
DRX with short on-duration and Wake-up signaling
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805405
R2-1808476
Power saving for pending SR of delay-tolerate service
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808477
Correction to 38.321 on the power saving for pending SR of delay-tolerate service
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0174
-
B
NR_newRAT-Core

4 tdocs above not treated
10.3.1.11
Impact of PDCP duplication on MAC

MAC CE for activation/deactivation of PDCP duplication

Aspects related to fallback to split bearer and handling of RLC/PDCP entities during activation/deactivation should be submitted in AI 10.3.3.5   

Including output of email discussion [101bis#74][NR UP] Control of Duplication (Nokia)

General 

R2-1807597
Email report 101bis#74NR UP Control of Duplication(Nokia)
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
DISCUSSION

· LG think that O2 and O3 should be merged for initial discussion. Oppo agrees but think that there are variants for O1. 
· Nokia think that no problems has been identified with O1. 
· Ericsson think that if we have DRB ID in the MAC CE then it would always work. Huawei would also be ok with DRB ID. 

· CATT think there are no restrictions and problems with O1. The UE need to understand which MAC entity that receives the MAC CE but that is it. 
· Samsung think that per UE mapping is ok. 

· Huawei think that also per UE mapping is not a problem as network should know. ZTE think that for CA duplication, some coordination is needed. 
· CATT think that we agreed for Scell activation we already agreed on a solution that don’t require coordination. 

· Mediatek think we also today the network may need coordination, but think that DRB ID is compatible to every scenario. 

· Nokia think that there are many scenarios that would require coordination in the network. 
· QC think the majority support per UE mapping. 

· Nokia would not accept per UE mapping with bitmap, if per UE mapping is preferred the only acceptable solution is the DRB ID. LG would be ok with also DRB ID. Also Huawei. 

· Alternatives that seem acceptable

SOH
· A: Per MAC entity bitmap
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· B: DRB ID
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· Huawei want to control CA duplication also by the MN/SN for which there are no LCH in the local MAC entity. CATT think that this was discussed in the past and we didn’t agree that this would be supported.  
· Per MAC entity bitmap is used to control duplication by MAC CE
· [102#xx][NR UP] MAC CR introduction of duplication (CATT)

Intended outcome: Agreed CR
Deadline:  One Week
R2-1807598
Clarifications on (de)activation of Duplication and (de)activation of Scells
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.300
15.1.0
0032
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG point out that “leg” is not defined, so the text is not clear. 
· Docomo has additional comments

· Revised in R2-1808829 (rev 1), offline 121
R2-1808829
Clarifications on (de)activation of Duplication and (de)activation of Scells
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.300
15.1.0
0032
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Agreed
R2-1808677
Clarification on Deactivation of CA Duplication
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
38.300
NR_newRAT-Core
· Proposed text change is agreed, is merged into R2-1808829 above. 
R2-1808679
Independence between SCell deactivation and duplication
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
38.300
NR_newRAT-Core

· Already covered

· Noted
R2-1807700
On the maximum number of DRBs configured for duplication
MediaTek Inc., Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805109
Moved from X.y.x.z
Discussion in Main R2 session: 

-
Nokia wonder if this now requires internode coordination. MediaTek think it may require internode coordination and such coordination is anyway needed for other purposes. Also clarify that this is only for DRBs and not SRBs. 

-
LG think the complexity is not an issue, and the issue is the interpretation of the MAC CE but that needs to be discussed in UP session.

-
Vivo think the maximum number discussion is independent of the MAC CE discussion.

-
Vodafone wonder if this also limits the split bearers. MediaTek think that for DC duplication we have at most 8 DRBs. 

=>
Can be discussed in UP session after the discussion of the MAC CE interpretation.

DISCUSSION UP SESSION
· Nokia think that this would require network coordination, and think anyway 16 LCHs need to be supported. Docomo also think so. 
· Oppo think that the max number could be 16 DRBs. LG agrees. Samsung also think that spec limit is not needed, but possibly a UE capability. QC could be ok with a UE capability. Mediatek also. 
· Nokia point out that if we have a UE capability that restricts the number we anyway need network coordination.

· No additional limit on the number of DRBs that can support duplication in L2 specs.

R2-1807539
Another option for duplication control MAC CE
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
R2-1804432
Not treated
BSR trigger condition
R2-1807006
BSR trigger issue with CA duplication
CATT, Huawei, OPPO
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804485
· LG think that also in LTE if logical channels of the same priority have new data at the same time, BSR is triggered, and there is no problem. A BSR would be triggered for the identified case. 
· Samsung point out that the new data includes PDCP Data and RLC data so it should be clear. 

· Sequans think that the other scenario, that one leg having remaining data blocking a “good” leg is an issue. 

· Nokia think that old data is discarded. 

· LG think that for continuous data we rely on periodic BSR. 

· ASUStek something is needed for BF situations.
· Ericsson think that such BSR trigger need further discussion. 
· R2 confirms that the intention with currently specified BSR trigger for new data, is that if more than one logical channel of the same priority have new data at the same time, BSR is triggered.
· In R15, we rely on current BSR triggering mechanisms, e.g. BSR for new data, periodic BSR etc. Remove FFS on BSR triggering for CA duplication. 
R2-1807007
BSR trigger correction for CA duplication
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0121
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1808496
BSR triggering condition for CA duplication
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808510
BSR operation with CA packet duplication
Sequans Communications
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805956
R2-1807070
Discussion on BSR triggering enhancement in case of PDCP CA duplication
Spreadtrum Communications
discussion
Rel-15

R2-1806875
CA Duplication impact on BSR trigger
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
R2-1804430
R2-1806906
BSR trigger issue for CA PDCP duplication
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807693
Impact of CA duplication on BSR trigger
III
discussion
Rel-15
7 tdocs above not treated
BSR Cancellation
R2-1807570
SR and BSR cancel due to Duplication deactivation
vivo
discussion
R2-1804677
R2-1808390
Impact of packet duplication on BSR
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core

2 tdocs above not treated
LCP
R2-1808326
Two remaining issues on impact of PDCP duplication on MAC
CMCC
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Noted

R2-1807195
PDCP duplication impact to MAC (BSR,LCP)
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Noted
· Bj do not need to be reset when duplication is reactivated. Assume no change to the specification.
Enhancements for EN-DC

R2-1806680
Left issues on CA duplication of MCG bearer in EN-DC
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Not treated
10.3.1.12
PHR

Corrections/critical corrections related to PHR 

EN-DC

R2-1808250
Correction on multiple entry PHR MAC CE for EN-DC
NEC
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0093
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805925
Agreed in principle last meeting, moved from 10.3.1.0

· Check offline if Scell in the 1st paragraph shall also be changed to Serv Cell. 

· With the comment above, Agreed, Merged into the rapporteur CR (comment taken into account by rapporteur)
R2-1808251
Correction on Dual Connectivity PHR MAC CE for EN-DC
NEC
CR
Rel-15
36.321
15.1.0
1265
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core, LTE_SC_enh_dualC-Core
R2-1805926
Postponed last meeting
R2-1807955
Cell index on PHR in EN-DC
LG Electronics Mobile Research
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core
DISCUSSION on the two tdocs above

· Ericsson think it is important to have this only for EN-DC and support the clarification by LG

· Explicitly refer to EN-DC in the text
· Update CR with the change
R2-1807956
Multiple Entry PHR MAC CE format in NR
LG Electronics Mobile Research
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core

3 options on the table, in NR: 
A) Always use 4 octets

B) Use 1 octet or 4 octets based on Cell index

C) Use 1 octet or 4 octets based on LCID

DISCUSSION

· Samsung think Option B works ok, and is the current mechanism. Samsung think there could be some ambiguity but can be resolved by network O&M, to know highest Scell index of the other system. Nokia agrees that option B can work ok but think A is simpler. 
· CATT think that O&M solution is a rigid solution, and cannot adapt to the situation and prefer to not use Option B. LG think that option B requires tight coordination. LG think anyway that option B requires some restriction and think that a rigid solution that sometimes require more than 8 cells will always use 4 octets. 
· CATT think that there are coverage issues with Option A and think this one should not be used at all. Huawei think there is no coverage issue except for MSG3. Ericsson think indeed there is a problem with PHR size in option A. 
· Ericsson wonders how the LTE side would work for option C. CATT think it was already agreed for LTE side that this PHR is always 4 octets. Ericsson think that option B is then not problematic. LG think we can do better in NR. Nokia think that if we can always use 4 octets for LTE then Option B could work for NR without coord.
· Option A is used for PHR reporting on the LTE side. Huawei think for this case it is always 4 octets. LG think this is by configuration of EN-DC (not by configuration of Scell index)
· Huawei wonders what is the problem with option A, as this is the simplest.

· Exclude Option A for NR, PHR for this case will be flexible either 1 octet or 4 octets

Offline (112), on NR PHR for EN-DC, include Determine whether there are issues with option B (LG)
· LG reports that only 5 companies provided input. LG think Option C could be agreeable and if not, there could be an email discussion. 
· Samsung asks if there are more cases then EN-DC. LG think this would be also for other cases of DC. 

· Fujitsu think we should have an email discussion. 

· Ericsson could agree to C now. 
· For NR, Use 1 octet or 4 octets based on LCID, Option C

R2-1807010
CR to 38.321 on  PHR MAC CE for EN-DC
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0122
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG think we should change “bitmap” to “Ci field”

· Nokia think that configured grant LCID should not be changed. Huawei agreed
· Ericsson want to check further. 
· Chair: Change is merged and here is an email discussion for he merge CR. 

· change “bitmap” to “Ci field”

· configured grant LCID shall not be changed by the CR
· Contents agreed with the changes above, merged with the rapporteur CR

R2-1808034
CR to 36.321 on PHR format with EN-DC
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
36.321
15.1.0
1287
-
F
NR_newRAT

· Agreed
R2-1807546
Remaining issues on PHR
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804575
DISCSUSSION

P6
· Ericsson wonders if there is intention to change or clarify

· Samsung indicate there is also correction.
· Nokia wonders if R1 decides to allow LTE PUCCH cell with EN-DC if we need to change. 

· Chair suggest to just look at the CR and not attempt to agree P6. 

· To confirm to keep Type 2 PH in PHR format in NR.
· The network does not configure UE to report Type 2 PH for NR serving cells (to be captured in RRC, if needed).
· The LTE MAC entity does not obtain the Type 2 PH for NR PSCell in EN-DC case (to be captured in LTE MAC). 
· The LTE MAC entity reports PH values defined in TS 38.133 for NR serving cells (to be captured in LTE MAC). 
· Change phr-Type2PCell to phr-Type2SpCell in both TSs 38.321 and 38.331.
R2-1807547
PHR cleanup
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0059
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804576
· Samsung explains that there are additional changes for consistency, e,g, PCMAX, fc

· revised
R2-1808817
PHR cleanup
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0059
2
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804576
· LG think that PCMAXc should be changed to PCMAXfc
· With the comment above, Agreed, merge with the rapporteur CR

R2-1807548
Clarification on Type 2 PH in EN-DC
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
36.321
15.1.0
1247
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804577
· NEC think this should be merged with other LTE CR
· LG wonders what to do with type 2 PH field in the PHR. 

· Samsung think the field is optional. 

Check offline if further changes are needed for the CRs above (111), revision in R2-1808817 R2-1808818
R2-1808818
Clarification on Type 2 PH in EN-DC
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
36.321
15.1.0
1247
2
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804577
· Agreed
R2-1807549
Support of Type 2 PH
Samsung
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.1.0
0025
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804609
· Indicate to RRC rapporteur. .
· Agreed (from UP point of view)

R2-1807008
Ambiguous CC Bitmap Length for EN-DC PHR MAC CE
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807009
CR to 36.321 on  PHR MAC CE for EN-DC
CATT
CR
Rel-15
36.321
15.1.0
1280
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1808032
Clarifications on PHR format with EN-DC
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT

R2-1808033
CR to 38.321 on PHR format with EN-DC
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0164
-
F
NR_newRAT
R2-1807453
PHR without NR type-2 PH
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807454
Correction to support PHR without NR type-2 PH
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.1.0
0096
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807455
Correction to support PHR without NR type-2 PH
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0138
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

7 tdocs above not treated
General Corrections
R2-1808422
Corrections in 38321 for type 1 and 3 power headroom
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0171
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Huawei clarifies that Type 3 in the first change should be deleted. 

· Samsung wonders if transmitting Carrier is intended to cover SUL. Huawei confirms this is the case.

· Samsung would prefer that the UE only report either Type 1 or Type 3 for a serving cell. 
· Docomo think that L1 can decide and the CR is not needed. Ericsson agreed. Nokia too. 
· Huawei think there is an inconsistency between MAC and L1. 

· Noted

R2-1808420
Correction in 38321 for PHR on SUL
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0170
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Not treated
PHR triggering

R2-1807500
CR to 38.321 on Correction on PHR trigger for EN-DC
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0140
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG think PSCell change is always release + addition. Docomo think that CP session has changed the modelling. 

· LG think that reconfiguration with sync contains many other changes that do not change the total power for the UE, shall those also be included? LG would prefer the current text, and think the change would bring non-needed trigger situations. 

· Ericsson think PScell change is interesting, and think that a small change indication Addition + change could be done.  
· Nokia would be OK to cover pscell change case as well, but think we could discuss the wording. 

· LG think that power situation changes that comes with PSCell change would be covered by bullets 1 and 3. 
· Mediatek think that bullet 1 don’t cover PScell change. Vivo think PSCell change is covered by bullet 3. 

· Nokia and Docomo think there are Power situation changes that are not covered by bullet 3. 

· Ericsson think that the key question is whether bullet 1 is applicable or not. 

 Offline (113), for 38.321 and 36.321, to determine if there are power situation changes at NR PSCell change to trigger PHR that are not covered by the existing text (Docomo)
R2-1809040
CR to 38.321 on Correction on PHR trigger for EN-DC
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0140
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Agreed, merged with rapporteur CR
R2-1807501
CR to 36.321 on Correction on PHR trigger for EN-DC
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
Rel-15
36.321
15.1.0
1281
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

· Revised

R2-1809041
CR to 36.321 on Correction on PHR trigger for EN-DC
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
Rel-15
36.321
15.1.0
1281
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
· Agreed

R2-1806917
Impact of pathloss reference on PHR triggering
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
38.321
NR_newRAT-Core
· CATT think that if we assume that only one pathloss reference is used at any time, there is no problem. ASUStek disagrees. 
· Noted
R2-1807017
PHR Trigger upon Beam Change
CATT
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Huawei think that this is a RAN1 issue. 

· Lenovo think that at any point in time the UE has only 1 pathloss reference, and the current text could work. This was discussed earlier. Vivo think that at the situation of triggering PHR the UE can be considering several Pathloss references.
· CATT think a clarification at least is needed. 
· Interdigital agrees with CATT, something is needed. Interdigital think that the current text could be ok if the condition is only evaluated when there is a grant. 
· LG also think the triggering pathloss ref can be unclear. Lenovo think that the UE only triggers phr at UL transmission so it should be clear. LG disagrees and think PHR is triggered also when not scheduled. Vivo agree with LG. Lenovo poit out that the MAC spec mentions new transmission opportunity. 
· ASUStek think we should clarify the comparison, which pathloss reference values should be compared. 

· Vivo think the trigger condition can be clarified and simple, e.g. as the CATT proposal. 
Offline (114) to determine whether there is any problem with the current text, incl clarify the understanding how the UE uses the multiple pathloss references (CATT), in R2-1808816
R2-1808816
Offline 114 on PHR Trigger with multiple pathloss references
CATT


· Lenovo proposes to add “for one cell” to the proposed note

· Add the following note “NOTE:
The path loss variation for one cell assessed above is between the pathloss measured at present time on the current pathloss reference and the pathloss measured at the transmission time of the last transmission of PHR on the pathloss reference in use at that time, irrespective of whether the pathloss reference has changed in between.”

· Add this to the rapporteur CR
R2-1807018
CR to 38.321 on PHR Trigger upon Beam Change
CATT
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0124
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807583
Discussion on PHR for beam
vivo
discussion

R2-1808002
PHR triggering with multiple pathloss references
InterDigital, Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808016
Correction on pathloss triggering
InterDigital, Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0160
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
4 tdocs above not treated
Miscellaneous
R2-1807407
Discussion on the determination of the PH value type
ZTE Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804401
Discussion

· Huawei are not sure this is needed, and think nothing is needed
· Noted
R2-1807406
CR for the PH value type determination
ZTE Corporation
draftCR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804876
· Agreed, Merge with rapporteur CR

R2-1807033
Analysis of PHR and msg3
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Proposal to focus on the case to support PHR in MSG3 for PSCell addition for EN-DC

· Lenovo wonders if this would really be useful, as power control is different for the initial access. Ericsson think it wold be god to have this in MSG3. 
· CATT think that this is one of the reasons why we have different size MSG3 in LTE. 

· Ericsson think that the current preamble selection group A and B depends on several aspects and is not sufficient. 

· Samsung think that if we don’t have this, the PHR will be sent in MSG5. Ericsson think the MSG5 might not have sufficient grant. Samsung think we shouldn’t do this now. Huawei think the gain is marginal, and think this could be considered in the future. 
· Ericsson think that this means that realistically this means that PHR is reported at earliest in MSG5. 
· Noted

R2-1807034
Corrections to PHR
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0128
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1808572
PHR reporting at coverage edge
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805755
R2-1808421
PHR for the independent power control of SRS and PUSCH
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808478
Remaining issues of power management in NR
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808479
Correction to 38.321 on power management in NR
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0175
-
B
NR_newRAT-Core

5 tdocs above not treated
10.3.1.13
Other

Other corrections on topics not included in the detailed agenda items. 

PUCCH BFR

R2-1806916
Discussion on PUCCH beam failure recovery request in NR
ASUSTeK
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804288
Measurement gaps
R2-1807019
Impact of multiple measurement gaps in MAC
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805404
R2-1807020
Correction on multiple measurement gaps
Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0074
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805604
R2-1808480
MAC handling during different measurement gaps
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808481
Correction to MAC handling during different measurement gaps
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0176
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807456
Handling of URLLC data in UL during measurement gaps
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Scell deactivation
R2-1807496
Clarification on timing requirement of SCell deactivation timer
NTT DOCOMO INC.
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0139
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
SP-CSI
R2-1808300
Operation on SP-CSI reporting upon TAT expiry
Apple Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
8 tdocs above not treated
10.3.2
RLC

10.3.2.0
Agreed in principle CRs

R2-1808359
CR on updating POLL_SN value and selecting the RLC SDU for retransmission
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.322
15.1.0
0009
1
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806222
· Agreed
10.3.2.1
TS

Latest TS 38.322, rapporteur inputs, etc

Editorial and small corrections/clarifications should be provided to the rapporteur.  Single rapporteur TP is encouraged for editorials and clarifications. 

10.3.2.2
RLC header format

Corrections related to RLC header format

10.3.2.3
Impact of PDCP duplication to RLC

Including output of email discussion [101bis#75][NR] Max RLC retransmissions indication (Samsung)

R2-1808681
Email discussion report of [101bis#75][NR] Max RLC retransmissions indication
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
DISCUSSION

· Samsung indicates that the P1 in the conclusions section is wrong, the correct one is in the discussion section. 

P1

· Nokia think that the report is not useful, and think it generates overhead and think it should be configurable whether the reporting is done or not. 
P2
· Vivo think that for SCG failure we have this, and would like to have it also in this case. 

P3 

· Chair suggest we either come back Friday or discuss by email, the RRC details. 

· Samsung think 12 companies thought there should be a new RRC message. 
· Xiaomi think that the new message was for the MCG case. 
P6
· Samsung think this proposal is a confirmation to not change current behaviour, and think no additional information was proposed for this case. 

ON the IEs to report

· Options on the table: 

· LCH ID 

· RB ID (+ LCH ID)

· Scell Index
· Mediatek think that LCH ID is sufficient. Samsung agrees, but acknowledges that same LCH ID can be used on SCG and MCG. LG think that RB ID + LCH ID are needed.

· Lenovo think that LCH ID + Scell ID should be given, Lenovo think that gNB is interested in which Scell that is problematic. QC agrees that Scell information is interesting. Ericsson agrees that Scell is interesting, and think that Scell index would identify the RLC entity uniquely. CATT think that the Scell restriction can contain several Scells. 
· ZTE think that LCH + 1 bit indicating Primary or secondary ID is sufficient. Xiaomi agrees. 
TWO ALTERNATIVES: 

· LCH ID + either RB ID or MCG/SCG  Indication
· LCH ID + Scell Index, where the indicated Scell is part of the Scell restrictions for LCH
DISCUSSION 2
· IDT think that it may be difficult for the UE to identify which Scell to report. Nokia agrees. 

· Oppo wonders if the LCH is only for duplication or not. Lenovo think yes. 
· CATT think we don’t need to do this only for duplication, if we agree to support Scell restrictions to other cases than duplication. 
· QC think the current discussion only applies to CA duplication. 

· Nokia think that the Scell restriction is general and the LCH ID + MCG/SCG indication is enough and it requires less bits than RB ID. IDT agrees and think this is forward compatible. Lenovo think that Scell restriction is only for CA duplication but support LCH ID + MCG/SCG indication. Ericsson also support LCH ID + MCG/SCG indication would be ok. Mediatek agrees. Huawei also agrees. QC Samsung and CATT agrees. 
· LG think that for CA duplication, only RB ID is sufficient. 
· Oppo think the scenario should be identified, and if all scenarios are allowed maybe RB ID is efficient. 

· When RLC max retransmissions are met for a logical channel restricted to one or multiple SCell(s), the information with the report identifies the problematic RLC entity without ambiguity.
· The report on RLC max retransmissions does not include measurement results.
· In the email discussion a majority of companies seemed to want a new RRC message for this indication. Details TBD in common session. 
· If the failure is restricted to the SCG, the information need to be known by the SN, and for other cases the MN. UP session assumes SRB1 and SRB3 would be used accordingly. 
· UP session confirm current behaviour that when RLC max retransmissions are met for a logical channel restricted to PCell or PSCell, RLF or SCG failure is triggered. 
· LCH ID + MCG/SCG Indication is reported
CB Friday (120), RRC Draft CR Max RLC retransmissions indication (Samsung)
R2-1807200
Suspending RLC for duplication (during Scell failure)
Ericsson, LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Vivo think that RLC can just flush the buffers and then there is no impact on MAC. LG think that flushing buffer don’t help, as PDCP may continue providing PDUs. 
· Nokia think we have agreed to do nothing and think this is very rare. We don’t need to do anything, and RLC should definitely continue to report SRs for DL packets. Mediatek agrees we can rely on the network. IDT agrees. Intel and ZTE Agrees
Chair: low support to do anything
· Noted
R2-1807587
L2 impacts on RLC failure 
vivo
· LG think we just agreed to do nothing for this case. 

· Chair: no support 
· Noted

R2-1807389
Suspending RLC for duplication (during Scell failure)
LG Electronics Inc., Ericsson
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0132
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1807457
Remaining issues on L2 handling  for SCell RLF
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1806881
UE behaviours for SCell RLF
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15

R2-1808678
UE Behaviour on RLC Max Retransmissions in CA Duplication
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808659
Remaining issue of SCell-RLF
ITL
discussion
Rel-15
R2-1806123
R2-1807699
Impact of duplication on RLC
MediaTek Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
10.3.2.4
 Other
Poll Last PDU

R2-1808641
Polling for the last RLC SDU
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Noted
R2-1807196
Clarification of RLC poll handling for DC and Duplication
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Noted

R2-1808392
Consideration on RLC polling with multiple RLC entities
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core
· Noted

DISCUSSION 3 disc docs above

First issue in the Huawei document (RLC indication to PDCP)

· LG think that there are no problems. Mediatek and QC agrees. 
Common issue
· Samsung think all the issues can be can be handled by UE implementation.
· Nokia wonders how PDCP know this is the last one.
Chair: There seems to be general understanding that this can be left to UE implementation. 

· R2 assumes that UE implementation can set poll bit for the last PDU correctly, and the cases when this would not happen would be very rare. 

 R2-1808642
CR on Polling for the last RLC SDU
Huawei, HiSilicon
CR
Rel-15
38.322
15.1.0
0011
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Not treated
Out-of-order RLC
R2-1807564
Out-of-order RLC transmission
LG Electronics Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

· Mediatek think that there may be impact to L2 in general if we go this way, e.g. on reordering. Ericsson agrees there may be impact, and it may add more jitter. Sequans agrees there could be issues, at least for UM. Samsung don’t support this. 

· Lenovo think there may be some benefits. 

· Nokia think this is not allowed. 

· Chair: Some interest and significant concerns on the impact.
· Noted

R2-1807565
Out-of-order RLC transmission
LG Electronics Inc.
CR
Rel-15
38.322
15.1.0
0010
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core

Not treated
10.3.3
PDCP

10.3.3.0
Agreed in principle CRs

R2-1807495
Clarification on count wrap around
NTT DOCOMO INC., Nokia
CR
Rel-15
38.300
15.1.0
0022
2
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806216
· Agreed

R2-1807562
Corrections to PDCP specification
LG Electronics Inc. (PDCP rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.323
15.1.0
0006
2
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806218
· Revised to R2-1808822
R2-1808822 
Corrections to PDCP specification
LG Electronics Inc. (PDCP rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.323
15.1.0
0006
3
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806218
- 
LG explains that the COUNT related agreement is not included in this CR, LG expect that Ericsson will provide a CR for next meeting. 
· Agreed

10.3.3.1
TS

Latest TS 38.323, rapporteur inputs, etc

Editorial and small corrections/clarifications should be provided to the rapporteur.  Single rapporteur TP is encouraged for editorials and clarifications. 

R2-1807563
Introduction of PDCP duplication
LG Electronics Inc. (PDCP rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.323
15.1.0
0009
-
B
NR_newRAT-Core

· Oppo think that in section 11.2 also PDCP PDU stored for the purpose of data recovery should be discarded. LG think PDCP PDU storage is not specified in PDCP. Oppo think this is needed also for data volume calculation, and for Data volume calculation it is already captured some storage of PDCP PDUs. Samsung think we don’t need to cover it, and specifically not in this CR which is for duplication.
· Nokia think that the indication for activation deactivation should be further specified, that this is from lower layers and this is expected service from lower layer. LG think that indication can also be from RRC. LG would be ok to clarify. Ericsson think that the current text is ok, and that the RRC indication is not an indication. LG think it is also clear in MAC
· Clarifications can be considered offline
· Revised draft to include agreements in R2-1808831, final agreement by email 
· [102#xx][NR UP] Introduction of duplication (LGE)

Intended outcome: Agreed PDCP CR.

Deadline:  One Week

10.3.3.2PDCP PDU formats

Corrections/critical issues related to PDCP PDU formats

10.3.3.3 PDCP duplication 

Impacts of PDCP duplication for DRBs and SRBs 

R2-1806681
Left issues on Data Recovery for PDCP Duplication (for NR)
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15
38.323
NR_newRAT-Core

=> Revised in R2-1808759
R2-1808759
Left issues on Data Recovery for PDCP Duplication (for NR)
OPPO
discussion
Rel-15
38.323
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG think there is nothing broken. When duplication is deactivated RLC entity will discard duplicate PDUs. PDCP entity will indicate to RLC entity to discard based on ACK. Nokia agrees nothing is needed. CATT agrees. Lenovo agrees. 
· Huawei think we should avoid this case, and support proposal 1. 
· Mediatek think we could capture something, and think that discard at duplication deactivation is not completely specified. Oppo agrees. 
· QC think that if RLC has started transmission the transmission will continue. 

· R2 understands that all copies, if more than one, of a PDCP PDU, in a RLC entity can be discarded by the PDCP discard indication by RLC ACK. 
· Noted, can think about this
R2-1807194
PDCP duplication (submission time)
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

· Noted
R2-1808035
Transmission operation for PDCP duplication
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT

· Noted
R2-1808519
Synchronization control for PDCP duplication
Apple Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

· Noted
DISCUSSION on the three documents above
· LG think that there are several mechanisms, and think that the network already have all information to handle this. Samsung agrees with LG and think the current discard timer can work. 

· Ericsson think that the network cannot handle this very well. 
· Sequans think that we should not delay the packets for the good leg
· CATT think that PDCP window operation was designed for this, and CATT do not want to introduce additional delay for the good leg. 

· Apple think that transmission will not be synchronized as it is limited by scheduling and radio conditions. 

· Huawei think we already have the ack mechanism to handle this. Nokia think this doesn’t apply for UM mode. 

· Samsung would be ok to have the note by Ericsson but not a new mechanism. 

· Nokia think that the faster leg should not be stalled by the slower leg. LG think that the current discard timer can handle this. Nokia think that the current discard timer should not be used for this. 
· CATT think we also have proposals for UM in the past that were not agreed. 

· Huawei think the current discard timer sets the limit for the time when the slower leg should try to catch up. 

· QC also don’t see a need for a new mechanism. 

· Sequans think we should also not have the note clarification for duplication. Samsung think that the note is intended for pre-processing limitation, but think this could be a compromise. Mediatek wonders how limiting the pre-processing will help this.

· Ericsson think that the note will guide the application. LG think this is not the case.
· Xiaomi think that the note is mainly applicable when the two legs have similar conditions and think the detail behaviour would be up to UE implementation. 

· Samsung think we don’t need to do anything for this release and the note could be applicable for all cases or pre-processing. 
· Fujitsu think that current values of discard timer is 10ms, 20ms etc. Maybe we could consider also other values.  Nokia think the current values are ok. Samsung think we can think about it for next meeting.

· We don’t address further in Rel-15 the issue of unbalanced throughput for the two legs for duplication. 
R2-1808680
PDCP TX Operation on Duplication
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806146
· Samsung think that in current spec it is not clear which PDCP PDUs are duplicated when duplication starts. 
· Samsung clarifies that DUP_Next would be set to TX_Next – 1.

· LG think it is clear that duplication starts immediately and the next PDU has Sn TX_Next-1
· Noted
10.3.3.4 Other

Corrections/critical issues related to PDCP 

R2-1807189
ROHC continuation
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

· Noted

R2-1807535
Continuing ROHC context
SAMSUNG Electronics Co., Ltd.
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1805860
· Noted

R2-1807588
Unified UE behavior for RoHC continue
vivo
discussion
· Noted

Handover, Resume: 
· Ericsson would like to have single behaviour, and think this is possible even though there could be some out of order packets. 

General

· LG think we don’t need to differentiate between cases, if ROHC continue is configured in the PDCP configuration then ROHC will continue. 

· Samsung think we should decide on the signalling. Drb-ROHCContinue should be signalled per PDCP entity. HTC think the configuration is per DRB. 

· Confirm to support ROHC continue for Handover: both RLC UM bearer and RLC AM bearer and for Resumption: both RLC UM bearer and RLC AM bearer
· drb-ROHCContinue should be indicated per PDCP entity.
R2-1808682
Header compression in reflective QoS
HTC Corporation
discussion
R2-1711732
· LG think that QoS flow remapping is rare and think the complexity is not needed.
· Ericsson think this is not needed and think it is difficult to make it work. Nokia agrees. 

· Huawei also do not support this. 
· Docomo think for a new flow on a DRB there may be a new ROHC context. 

· Noted
R2-1807729
Discussion on the PDCP discard for SDAP end marker
ZTE Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
38.323
NR_newRAT-Core

· Mediatek think that if we have a control PDU this can work, but not if the end marker is in the header. 
· LG don't support this. Samsung also don’t support. 
· Huawei think this can be done by implementation
· Ericsson think that if this is discarded then there are anyway problem in the link and the switch will happen anyway. 
· Noted
R2-1808155
PDCP COUNT reset at resume
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· 
HTC wonders if the network will choose to re-establish PDCP or not at resume. 
· Nokia would be ok with this, but do we need the discard? LG also wonder if the SDUs really need to be discarded (no SN allocated). 

· Samsung wonders if new PDCP PDUs may then be discarded when the UE receives the RRC resume. Lenovo wonder why PDUs would be formed at this point in time. 

· When count is reset, in transmitter PDCP PDUs are discarded but PDCP SDUs are kept, in receiver stored PDCP PDUs are delivered to higher layer. 
· When stored UE AS is used at PDCP re-establishment (RRCResume): set state variables to their initial values, and reset t-reordering.

· CR to be provided next meeting
10.3.4
SDAP

10.3.4.1
TS

Latest TS 37.324, rapporteur inputs, etc

10.3.4.2 Header Format

Details of header format 

R2-1807178
UL SDAP Header Format
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG think we should have a type field 

· TCL wonders if we need the D/C field as a data packet would never be just one octet. Sharp support TCL. LG think we should have this. 
· QC think we should be a bit future proof and maybe we need the D/C bit.

· Ericsson are ok to have the D/C bit. Samsung think we just need this D/C bit. 

· Xiaomi think that we don’t need the D/C field and think that RR is ok and future proof.
· Samsung cannot accept not having a D/C field.

· TCL think we should have same D/C or non D/C for Dl and UL so we should not have it. 

· LG think we should use the R bit for extension possibility. 

· Samsung that that we can define new meaning by configuration as this is dedicated signalling. 

· For the UL PDU format there will be a one bit D/C (Data / Control) field discriminating Data PDU and Control PDU. 

· For the UL Control PDU, 6.2.3 is agreed. 
R2-1807899
On AS and NAS QFI
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Late

R2-1807677
AS and NAS QFI mapping
Xiaomi Communications
discussion
Rel-15
R2-1804625
R2-1806746
Flexible SDAP Header Format
TCL
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core
Late
3 tdocs above not treated
Future Enhancement
R2-1807901
Initial considerations on the extended QFI
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Late
Not treated
10.3.4.3
QoS flow remapping and handover

How to ensure in-order delivery for UL in case of QoS flow remapping 

Including output of email discussion [101bis#76][NR UP]  SDAP end marker solutions (Huawei).

QoS flow remapping 

R2-1807179
Email Discussion 101bis#76 End Marker
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Discussion P5
· Mediatek wonders if P5 involves always stand-alone header incl end-marker or if the header can be used to transmit header incl end-marker with data. Huawei indicate that this is a stand-alone end-marker PDU.  
· LG think that one byte PDU is not enough as multiple QoS flows can be remapped. Oppo think it is possible to just have multiple end-markers. LG want to save overhead. Chair: there seems to be no support to optimize for overhead at this point in time. 
· Ericsson think we should discuss only stand-alone end-markers. 

· Mediatek think that if there is payload, the end marker should be send in the SDAP header for the data. It could save some overhead .. 
· Ericsson think that almost always there would not be any data to send on the old DRB as all new data at remapping should be sent on the new DRB. 

· LG asks whether “one byte” is important. LG would like to have the possibility to have a multiple byte end-marker. Oppo think multiple end-markers could be complex
· A one byte SDAP PDU (a SDAP control PDU) is used as end marker PDU. 

· The SDAP should map the new arrival data to the new DRB after the remapping occurs. 

R2-1807181
Remaining Issues on QoS Flow to DRB Re-Mapping
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
P1:
· Vivo think that multiple end marker transmissions should be allowed for UM mode. 
· LG think that P1 is ok, but would also be ok to transmit multiple end-markers and think that we should avoid that repeated end-markers go in the same. 

· Nokia think the network should be able to avoid end-marker repetition. Huawei think that if we allow multiple end-markers it need to be specified. 
· Ericsson anyway think that the receiver release would be done quickly, even if end-marker is lost. 

· CATT think that P1 comes with complexity. 
P4: 
· Samsung think it is not clear that SDAP header is subject to security.

· Ericsson think that the control PDU shall be treated as other PDUs. Mediatek agrees

· LG explains that SDAP header is not excepted from integrity protection, similar to PDCP. 
· QC support proposal 4

General

· Oppo wonders if this impact PDCP as well. LG think yes. 

· The UE sends the end marker SDAP control PDU only once for the relocated QoS flow after the remapping occurs.
· The header compression/decompression is not applicable to the end marker SDAP control PDU.

· The ciphering/deciphering is not applicable to the end marker SDAP control PDU.
· The integrity protection and verification are applicable to the end marker SDAP control PDU, if configured for the old DRB. 
· Captured in Rapporteur PDCP CR and SDAP TS version
R2-1807180
End Marker Procedures
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Nokia think this generates end-marker always, also when configuration is done, which is not a case we agreed. 

· Oppo wonders why we need to generate packets for a flow with no mapping. Huawei think that is there is no mapping it means that the QoS flow was earlier mapped to default DRB. 
· Mediatek think that we don’t need to remap if no packets have ever been sent for a QoS flow. Huawei wonder how SDAP checks this. Huawei think that if this is the criterion, then the UE need to remember which flows has ever generated packets.
· Qualcomm think there is also a case when there is no default DRB. 
· LG think we should have a case of initial configuration, for which the end-marker doesn’t have to be generated. The initial configuration could be the configuration when the default DRB is configured. Huawei think that this could also be when the SDAP entity is established. 
· Mediatek think that “initial configuration” is not clear. 

· Chair: In the discussion concerns were raises on end-markers generated at initial configuration. The following FFs was not agreed to be captured but the discussion didn’t converge: FFS whether QoS flow mapping rules that are configured at “Initial” configuration/SDAP establishment shall not generate end markers (e.g. at Idle -> Connected transition)
· Confirm that we use the end marker also for the case of remapping from default DRB i.e. when there is no mapping rule for this QoS flow

· For the handling of end-marker the UE doesn’t have to remember whether there has been previous data transmission for (re)mapped QoS flow or not. 
Text proposal update (119), revision in R2-1808823
R2-1808823
End Marker Procedures
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· LG think that editorials need to be fixed, e.g. it should not say SDAP entity shall. Also there is reference to SDAP end-marker PDU, should maybe be SDAP control PDU. Ericsson agrees with LG, could be End-marker SDAP Control PDU.
· Mediatek wonders if default DRB is always configured with SDAP header? Huawei confirms that this is the assumption. Mediatek think to be fully correct maybe this should not be assumed. 

· Ericsson think we could have several other text enhancements. LG agrees. 

· Chair think we could merge into the TS and make changes in an email discussion for that one. 

· Endorse this text as baseline. 
· Merge with TS, can further discuss detailed wording by email

R2-1808173
SDAP end marker PDU
Qualcomm Incorporated
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1808543
SDAP Contol PDU for end marker
LG Electronics
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807198
Remapping of multiple QoS Flows
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807385
Some remaining issues for QoS flow remapping
MediaTek Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1806864
QoS Flow Remapping and UE Behaviour
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT
R2-1804913
R2-1807418
Discussion on QoS flow remapping
OPPO
discussion

R2-1807559
QoS re-mapping of QoS flow and DRB
CATT
discussion

R2-1807589
Repetition transmission on the end-marker
vivo
discussion

R2-1808541
Multiple end marker packets for UM DRBs
LG Electronics
discussion
Rel-15
37.324
NR_newRAT-Core
9 tdocs above not treated
QoS flow remapping and handover

R2-1808325
Discussion on Lossless Handover
CMCC
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Noted 
R2-1807183
QoS Flow Remapping During Handover
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Noted

DISCUSSION on two tdocs above
· Samsung think that if we want to avoid losses we should not do QoS flow remapping at handover. Samsung think this is assumed in RAN3. 
· LG point out that PDCP sequence number need to be the same. 

· Huawei point out that the old DRBs cannot be removed by the HO command if we want to support lossless handover. 
· R2 assumes that lossless handover could be supported for RLC AM DRBs for DRBs that are kept during the handover, with or without QoS flow remapping. 
QoS Flow Offload

R2-1807184
QoS Flow Offloading in DC
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

· Nokia think there will be some impact

· Chair think that it is too late for new requirements. 
· Noted
10.3.4.4
Others

Other remaining issues 

SDAP Entity
R2-1807185
SDAP Entity Modification
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Proposes to add SDAP entity modification. 

· Noted
R2-1807199
SDAP entity establishment
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

Ericsson proposes that this is mainly for the modelling of RRC-SDAP

· Noted
R2-1808626
Discussion on SDAP entity handling
LG Electronics
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806093
· LG point out that this was discussed in main session and would like to skip this. 

· Noted
R2-1807072
SDAP Entity Handling
Spreadtrum Communications
discussion
Rel-15

· Noted.
· SDAP entity is part of the modelling to specify what happens at control, e.g. actions triggered by RRC. 

· R2 understanding is that default DRB is not always established from scratch. In principle it is up to the network if and when to configure a default DRB. SDAP behaviour for packets without mapping rules is undefined if default DRB has not been established.
Offline (120), on the modelling in the SDAP TS for RRC – SDAP control including SDAP entity (Huawei), in R2-1808824
R2-1808824
Update to SDAP Entity Procedure

Huawei, HiSilicon

· Ericsson think that RRC offline discussion 35 may impact SDAP. 

· Chair think we should take into account CP progress when doing email updates after the meeting. 
· Text proposal is agreed as baseline
Miscellaneous

R2-1808628
Further discussion on default DRB
LG Electronice
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1806094
R2-1806865
New QoS flow on the Default Bearer
Nokia, Mediatek, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT
R2-1802505
· Samsung think that flows with non-preallocated QoS may be less important. Nokia think this just follows the principles for reflective QoS. QC think this is not needed. 
· Nokia think that we don't’ configure specific mapping for all possible QoS flows to reduce the signalling when going to connected. 
· Noted
R2-1806866
QoS Flow Release
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT

· Huawei think we should think about this. 

· Chair: Most companies seem to think the proposal is correct and R2 doesn’t have to do anything
· Noted.
QFI
R2-1807331
Necessity of QFI remapping
Intel Corporation
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· In AS we use the NAS QFI for Rel-15 (without remapping), 6 bit QFI, for both UL and DL.
R2-1807193
SDAP QFI mapping between AS and NAS
Ericsson
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· noted
R2-1807417
Discussion on QFI remapping issue
OPPO
discussion
· noted
SDAP State for inactive UEs

R2-1807386
SDAP state storage for inactive state
MediaTek Inc.
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
· Ericsson think that the network state doesn’t need to captured. 
· The UE will maintain the latest QoS flow to DRB mapping (both configured and reflective) in inactive state.
R2-1807182
SDAP State Information for Inactive UE
Huawei, HiSilicon
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core

R2-1807906
SDAP entity upon transition to RRC_INACTIVE
Samsung
discussion
Rel-15
NR_newRAT-Core
Late
2 tdocs above not treated
RDI Ack

R2-1806745
Issues with RDI setting for AS updating
TCL, vivo
discussion
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804293
Late

R2-1807071
Considerations on ACK of RDI
Spreadtrum Communications
discussion
Rel-15

2 tdocs above not treated
SUMMARY
Comebacks

CB Friday 106, Prioritized Random Access, Still open how to refer to “handover”
Continue offline (106), Comeback Friday (Ericsson), in R2-1808834, and R2-1808835

R2-1808834
Addition of Prioritized Random Access
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.321
15.1.0
0166
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Late

R2-1808835
Addition of Prioritized Random Access
Ericsson (Rapporteur)
CR
Rel-15
38.331
15.1.0
0101
-
F
NR_newRAT-Core
Late
CB Friday for treatment in the common session (CATT)
R2-1807068
RSRP thresholds naming clean-up in RRC

CATT
draftCR
Rel-15
38.331
15.1.0
F
NR_newRAT-Core
R2-1804337
· UP session endorse the parameter naming

CB Friday (120), RRC Draft CR Max RLC retransmissions indication (Samsung)
Email Discussions 
·  [102#xx][NR UP] Reset of BFD (Nokia)

Intended outcome: Report and agreeable TP, Identify all cases and arrive at an agreeable CR/TP

Deadline:  Next meeting

· [102#xx][NR UP] Semi-persistent Resource Handling (Docomo)

Intended outcome: Report and agreeable TP. How to capture clearing of SP CSI on PUSCH on deactivation or TAT expiry.

Deadline:  Next meeting

· [102#xx][NR UP] DRX ambiguity period (Huawei)

Intended outcome: Report, including TP if possible

Deadline:  Next meeting
· [102#xx][NR UP] MAC Corrections CR (Samsung)

Intended outcome: Agreed CR.

Deadline:  One Week

· [102#xx][NR UP] DRX timers CR (Nokia)

Intended outcome: Agreed CR.

Deadline:  One Week

· [102#xx][NR UP] MAC CR introduction of duplication (CATT)

Intended outcome: Agreed CR

Deadline:  One Week
· [102#xx][NR UP] PDCP CR Introduction of duplication (LGE)

Intended outcome: Agreed CR.

Deadline:  One Week

Additional Email Discussions
· [102#xx][NR UP] SDAP specification (Huawei)

Intended outcome: Agreed specification for RP approval
Deadline:  One Week
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