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Introduction
This is to handle the offline discussion #28:
R2-1909396	Handling lists other than AddMod	Intel Corporation	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core

Agreements relating to lists that do not use AddMod structure
1	In future we will avoid using Need M within lists without an AddMod structure
2	For existing lists the expected UE behaviour is to update size of the list according to the size of the newly received list.  Note this does not imply anything about the expected handling of individual fields in the list (use of  Need M or full replacement) which is addressed separately.
[bookmark: _Hlk17862518]3	For future lists (Rel-16 and beyond) the UE simply overwrites/replaces the previously configured list (i.e. both size and content are updated according to the newly received list). 
[bookmark: _Hlk17862120]4	Agreements 2 and 3 apply also for the case where the lists is structured as an extended list (i.e. more than one list structure in the ASN.1)
5 	Agreements 2 and 3 apply also for the case that there is some kind of identity in the list.
FFS how to capture this requirement in the spec. Can be considered to document that is if Need M is anyway used then it is treated as Need R in this context. 
FFS On handling of cc-SetIndex and cc-IndexInOneCC-Set
FFS Whether to allow the associatedReportConfigInfoList to be reconfigured by a full replacement (i.e. the network includes all the Need M fields), without a release and add.
FFS Whether there is any sepcific handling required for lists in SetupRelease structures
=>	Offline discussion to conclude the FFS points and draft CR to capture the agreements (Offline discussion 45, Intel)  &&


R2-1909953	Further clarification regarding handling of lists other than toAddModList	Samsung Telecommunications	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core
=>	Proposal 2 can be included in the offline discussion 45  &&

Discussion
Text to capture the UE handling of Lists:

Some initial comments: The suggested text is added in this section as it is a UE requirement and text in guidelines is not sufficient.  I have based the text on the Huawei CR with additional details as agreed.
----- Text proposal start ------
[bookmark: _Toc12718161]6.1.3	General rules
In the ASN.1 of this specification, the first bit of a bit string refers to the leftmost bit, unless stated otherwise.
For a list not using ToAddModList and ToReleaseList structure, delta signalling is not applied and a new list shall replace any previous list, i.e. both size and all the entries of the list are replaced and each entry is considered to be newly created.  This applies also to lists whose size is extended (i.e. with a second list structure in the ASN.1 comprising additional entries). This implies that Need M should not be not used within these lists; if used, it will be handled equivalent to a Need R.
----- Text proposal end------

Q 1: Please provide comments (if any) on the above suggested text proposal
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	We are generally OK with this draft text, but we think it would be good to be a little more explicit that “Need M should not be used in the entries of these lists”.

We have some concern about applying the extended list principle to the legacy case of aperiodicSRS-ResourceTriggerList-v1530 as suggested in the Samsung paper.  This is not an extension of an existing list, but a list that extends a single field (aperiodicSRS-ResourceTrigger); the list is currently Need M, and if we apply the proposed principle it would change it to Need R, creating a hidden NBC change.  The principle is OK going forward, and it implies that Need M should never be used for such extension lists (note that this is a different principle from the one already captured above, which means that Need M is not used in the entries of the lists)—maybe we should document this as well.  But we think some more evaluation of the legacy field is needed before taking a non-backward-compatible change.

	DOCOMO
	We are also fine with the proposed text in general. Just a minor comment that “lists whose size is extended” could be interpreted to cover the case increase the size only. It would be better to say “modify” to cover the case to reduce the size? 

Furthermore, on aperiodicSRS-ResourceTriggerList-v1530, I don’t expect that scenario that the number of DCI bits for SRS request is changed on the fly. Most likely, this extended list will never be absent once it is configured. So, we’re O.K to apply the exception for this field. Or we could define the network restriction that this field shall always be present once it is configured.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	The draft text seems OK to us, just minor proposal to the last sentence:
“Need M should not be not used for fields within these lists; if used, UE will handle such fields equivalent to a Need R.”




Comments on the fields raised in Samsung contribution R2-1909953

Please refer to Samsung contribution R2-1909953 for more details on each of the fields.

multi-CSI-PUCCH-ResourceList and dl-DataToUL-ACK in PUCCH-Config
It seems there might be a need to release these configurations.  There is no mechanism to release these fields directly without a release and add of the PUCCH-Config in two different Reconfiguration messages. 
Q2: Is it acceptable to do release and add of PUCCH Config in two messages?  Or is it acceptable to introduce a NBC to support direct release and if so, how this should be done e.g. by changing to need R or by introducing UE autonomous release?
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	We don’t think it’s OK to introduce NBC changes at this stage, so we have to accept the release-and-add mechanism.  It would be good to document in the field description “this field can only be released by releasing the PUCCH-Config”.

	DOCOMO
	The release-and-add mechanism is o.k with us, whilst NBC change should be avoided at this late stage. We also expect that these fields are rather static in the NW operation. It is not so likely to be changed on the fly.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	While it would be better to allow the release+add, we see understand the concerns on NBC changes. If there are concerns with this change, we will just have to live with the two message-approach. As DCM stated, this is likely not changed often anyway.




frequencyHoppingOffsetLists in PUSCH-Config
It seems there might be a need to release these configurations.  There is no mechanism to release these fields directly without a release and add of the PUSCH-Config in two different Reconfiguration messages. 
Q3: Is it acceptable to do release and add of PUSCH Config in two messages?  Or is it acceptable to introduce a NBC to support direct release and if so, how this should be done e.g. by changing to need R or by introducing UE autonomous release?
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Same comments as for PUCCH-Config; NBC change is not OK at this stage and the need for release-and-add should be documented.

	DOCOMO
	Agree with MediaTek

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	See above – if there are concerns on such approach, we have to live with the two-message approach.



Other fields in MediaTek Contribution R2-1909052

FFS On handling of cc-SetIndex and cc-IndexInOneCC-Set
[bookmark: _Toc12718409]
	SRS-CC-SetIndex field descriptions

	cc-IndexInOneCC-Set
Indicates the CC index in one CC set for Type A (see TS 38.212 [17], TS 38.213 [13], clause 7.3.1, 11.4).  This field is always included when the srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group is set to typeA, and not used for typeB.

	cc-SetIndex
Indicates the CC set index for Type A associated (see TS 38.212 [17], TS 38.213 [13], clause 7.3.1, 11.4).  This field is always included when the srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group is set to typeA, and not used for typeB.



Q4: Please provide comment (if any) on the above text proposal
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	The above TP looks good to us.

	DOCOMO
	Looks good to us, too.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	The TP is fine to us.



Whether to allow the associatedReportConfigInfoList to be reconfigured by a full replacement (i.e. the network includes all the Need M fields), without a release and add.

Q5: Please provide comments on whether it is acceptable to change the previous requirement for network to do a release and add to including all the entries
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	We think this could be done and the existing restriction is stronger than necessary.

	DOCOMO
	Acceptable.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We are fine to change the previous agreement to harmonize with what is agreed in this meeting.



Suggested text proposal for the above:
	CSI-AperiodicTriggerState field descriptions

	associatedReportConfigInfoList
When the list is reconfigured, network always includes all the relevant fields for all the entries irrespective of the Need code. 



Q6: Please provide comments (if any) on the above text proposal
 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	This looks OK. 

	DOCOMO
	O.K.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	OK



Whether there is any sepcific handling required for lists in SetupRelease structures

Q7: Are there any specific handling or issues identified with the lists in SetupRelease structures

	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	We don’t immediately see that any special handling is needed.

	DOCOMO
	We don’t have any comment so far, either.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	So far we have not identified any specific issues.






Summary and proposal

Proposal 0: Have an email discussion to finalise the CR.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 1: Adopt the following text:
For a list not using ToAddModList and ToReleaseList structure, delta signalling is not applied and a new list shall replace any previous list, i.e. both size and all the entries of the list are replaced and each entry is considered to be newly created.  This applies also to lists whose size is extended (i.e. with a second list structure in the ASN.1 comprising additional entries). This implies that Need M should not be not used for fields in the entries of these lists; if used, UE will handle such fields equivalent to a Need R.

Proposal 2:  No NBC changes are to be introduced for release of:
multi-CSI-PUCCH-ResourceList and dl-DataToUL-ACK in PUCCH-Config
requencyHoppingOffsetLists in PUSCH-Config
These can only be released by releasing and adding at the higher level over two messages.

Proposal 3: FFS On handling of cc-SetIndex and cc-IndexInOneCC-Set is handled by introducing text 
This field is always included when the srs-TPC-PDCCH-Group is set to typeA, [FFS and not used for typeB.]

Proposal 4:   Agree to revert the previous agreement to allow the associatedReportConfigInfoList to be reconfigured by a full replacement (i.e. the network includes all the Need M fields), without a release and add.  The following text proposal to be used for this:
Suggested text proposal for the above:
	CSI-AperiodicTriggerState field descriptions

	associatedReportConfigInfoList
When the list is reconfigured, network always includes all the relevant fields for all the entries irrespective of the Need code. 



Proposal 5: No new issues have been identified so far.  Critical issues can be considered during the email discussion phase.  







