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1	Introduction
This paper addresses the following email discussion:
[AT111-e][029][IAB] RRC Corrections (Ericsson)
	Scope: Treat R2-2007323, 7972, 7976, 7507, 7520, 7522, 7524, 7975, 7324, 7534, 7970, 8088, 7538, 7973, 7162, 7974, 7977, 7978, 7321/7322, 7546, 7979, 7325, and 7982 (if needed) 
	Determine agreeable parts in a first phase, Agree CRs in a second phase
	Deadline: Aug 27, Intermediate deadlines by Rapporteur if needed.

The rapporteur would like to set the following deadlines:
Deadline 1: Mon, Aug 24 for answers to the questionnaire in the summary
Deadline 2: Thu, Aug 27 for comments on CRs.

[bookmark: _Ref178064866]2	Discussion
2.1	IP Address Allocation
· R2-2007323	Corrections on IAB-DU IP address allocation in 38.331	ZTE, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1832	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR contains various miscellaneous and editorial corrections.
Changes related to this CR have been included in the Rapporteur CR containing miscellaneous changes. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue.
2.2	F1-C
· R2-2007972	Corrections on F1-C transfer path	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1952	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR is to clarify that if f1c-TransferPath is not configured, the NR leg is the default one for EN-DC. As indicated in the CR cover sheet, this change is to align with a RAN3 agreement.

Q1: Do you agree with the clarification to f1c-TransferPath as proposed in R2-2007972? 

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	Y
	Capture the missing agreement.

	ZTE
	Y
	It looks reasonable.

	Ericsson
	Y
	

	QC
	Y
	

	Kyocera
	Y
	

	Samsung
	N
	Agree with the motivation. However, field description with absence in current way is conflicting with need code M. i.e., usually need code M means if the corresponding field is absent, the configured valued earlier is maintained. Now the correction proposes the additional absence case which is not the RRC convention. If we need this, the correction should further restriction the case as: if the field is not configured“before DU setup”, the IAB node uses the NR leg as the default one. Which is closer to the RAN3 agreement.

	CATT
	Y
	

	Nokia
	Partially N
	In our understanding the f1c-TransferPath field is restricted to uplink. The change 2 „with IAB” is not correct.

	vivo
	Yes but 
	The wording needs to be improved before it is agreeable. See comments below:
1. ‘to’ in the original version is correct and should not be changed to ‘with’;
1. The addition ‘If the field is not configure’ shall be changed to ‘If the field is not configured’.
1. Replace ‘IAB node’ with ‘IAB-node’;




Summary of Q1:
Majority of companies (7/9) believes that the change is needed. even though some companies are concerned that the first change is not needed.

[bookmark: _Toc49350088]Revise R2-2007972 to keep only second and third change.

2.3	Cell selection / reselection
· R2-2007976	Correction on cellReservedForOperatorUse	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1956	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR is to clarify the cellReservedForOperatorUse field description for NPN capable IAB-MT.
Since that seems a missing sentence, the changes related to this CR have been included in the Rapporteur CR containing miscellaneous changes. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue.

 Q2: Do you agree with the clarification to the cellReservedForOperatorUse field description for NPN capable IAB-MT as in R2-2007976? 

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	ZTE
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	Y
	

	QC
	Y
	

	Kyocera
	Y
	

	Samsung
	Y..
	

	CATT
	Y
	

	Nokia
	N
	

	vivo
	Y
	



Summary of Q2:
Majority of companies (7/8) believes that the change proposed is correct
[bookmark: _Toc49350089]Agree to R2-2007976.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
· R2-2007507	Corrections to iab-support indicator in NSA	Samsung Electronics Romania	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.1.1	4386	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR contains clarification to iab-Support in LTE specification, i.e. TS 36.331.
Since that seems an editorial correction, changes related to this CR have been included in the Rapporteur CR containing miscellaneous changes. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
· R2-2007520	Corrections to iab-support indicator in SA	Samsung Electronics Romania	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1855	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR contains clarification to iab-Support in NR specification, i.e. TS 38.331.
Since that seems an editorial correction, changes related to this CR have been included in the Rapporteur CR containing miscellaneous changes. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
· R2-2007522	Correction to intra-frequency reselection for IAB in NSA	Samsung Electronics Romania	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.1.1	4387	-	F	NR_IAB-Core
· R2-2007524	Corrections to intra-frequency reselection for IAB in SA	Samsung Electronics Romania	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1856	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR proposes to clarify in LTE/NR specification, i.e. TS 36.331/38331, that if iab-Support is not provided, the UE can perform cell (re)selection to another cell on the same frequency as the barred cell, i.e. the cell not providing iab-Support.
Rapporteur´s view: It seems that nothing in the TS 36.331/38.331, or in TS 36.304/38.304 prevents the UE from selecting another cell in the same frequency as the barred cell, i.e. the cell not providing iab-Support. In particular, in TS 36.304/38.304 it is mentioned that the IAB-MT ignores intraFreqReselection, i.e. it considers intraFreqReselection as allowed, and hence cell (re)selection on cells in the same frequency is not forbidden.
Q32: Do you agree with the changes proposed in R2-2007522 and R2-2007524 to clarify cell (re)selection on cells on the same frequency of a barred cell? 

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	N
	This is already clear from 3X.304. No need of redundant clarification in RRC.

	ZTE
	N
	The original text is clear enough. It only excludes the cell not provide iab-Support. It is not necessary to further explain it.

	Ericsson
	N
	Legacy text is clear enough already.

	QC
	N
	Agree with companies’ views above

	Kyocera
	N
	We agree with the rapporteur’s view. 

	Samsung 
	Y
	All the other cell barring related procedure in 5.2.2.4.2 is followed by intraFcellReselection procedures. We have concern that IAB part in RRC is losing the consistency with UE operation more and more. 

	CATT
	N
	We agree with the rapporteur’s view. 

	Nokia
	N
	

	vivo
	N
	The change is not necessary. Reference to TS 36.304/TS 38.304 is clear enough.



Summary of Q3:
Majority of companies (8/9) believes that the change proposed is not needed.
Hence rapporteur proposes to do not pursue the changes in R2-2007524 and R2-2007522.

2.4	Misc
R2-2007975	Correction on the value range of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1955	-	F	NR_IAB-Core
- 	Samsung think the range change is needed, but the description do not need to change/ 
- 	Ericsson think the change shall be aligned with the non-extended change. 
We need to update the value range, details for email discussion

As discussed during the email discussion, the CR contains two changes. The first change is about changing the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext. Secondly, the value range of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext needs to be updated in order to align with the MAC specification. This latter change has been already agreed online.
Q43: Do you agree with the new definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext proposed in R2-2007975? 

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	Y
	

	ZTE
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	We are also OK to adopt the BH-LogicalChannelIdentity description

	QC
	?
	This question seems to somehow collide with the next one.

	Kyocera
	N
	

	Samsung
	N
	As commented in the online session, we prefer the original one.

	CATT
	Y
	

	Nokia
	N
	Some wording alignment can be done, but it does not introduce a new definition

	vivo
	Y
	Both changes are fine for us. As the term ‘BH RLC channel’ is being used in RRC protocol already, we can simply use the term here instead of additional explanation to explain what is a BH RLC channel.
See BH RLC channel definition in section 3.1 of TS 38.331:” BH RLC channel: The BH RLC channel consisting of an RLC and logical channel of an IAB-node.”



Summary of Q4:
4/9 companies believe that the change is not needed. 
3/9 companies believe that the change is needed.
1 company does not have strong view.
Rapporteur proposal is below Q5

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Irrespective of whether the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext is changed or not according to the above CR, it seems that the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity and BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext should be aligned.
Q54: Do you agree to align the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity and BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext ?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	Y
	Our CR in Q3 is intend to align the definition. We can work on the wording, if needed.

	ZTE
	Y
	It is suggeste do to align not only the field description but also the relevant IE description in 6.3.2.

	Ericsson
	Y
	We are also OK to adopt the BH-LogicalChannelIdentity description.

	QC
	Y
	

	Kyocera
	Y
	

	Samsung 
	Y
	

	CATT
	Y
	

	Nokia
	Y
	 

	vivo
	Y
	



Summary of Q5:
All companies (9/9) believe that the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity and BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext should be aligned.
Given that there is no large consensus on the change to the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext in Q4, rapporteur proposal is to do not pursue the change to the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext as proposed in R2-2007975. Rather, the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext should be aligned with the existing definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity, as per Q5 outcome.
[bookmark: _Toc49350090]Revise R2-2007975, such that the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext is aligned with the existing definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· R2-2007324	Miscellaneous Corrections on IAB in 38.331	ZTE, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1833	-	D	NR_IAB-Core

The CR contains various editorial corrections. Some changes were already included in ZTE CR R2-2007323.  The change in section 5.7.3b.3 seems not needed.
All the other changes are included in the Rapporteur CR. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· R2-2007534	Editorial corrections in BAP configuration	Samsung Electronics Romania	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1857	-	D	NR_IAB-Core

The CR contains various editorial corrections.
Changes related to this CR have been included in the Rapporteur CR containing miscellaneous changes. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· R2-2007970	Miscellaneous corrections for TS 38.331 for IAB	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1950	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR contains various editorial corrections.
Changes related to this CR have been included in the Rapporteur CR containing miscellaneous changes. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· R2-2008088	Clean-up of misaligned requirements between procedure and field description 	LG Electronics France	discussion	NR_IAB-Core

The contribution proposes to clarify the procedural text in order to make clear that the cellBarred and intraFreqReselection shall be ignored by the IAB-MT.
Rapporteur´s view: It seems already enough clear from the field description of cellBarred and intraFreqReselection that those fields shall be ignored by the IAB-MT.

Q65: Do you agree with the proposal in R2-2008088 to further clarify the procedural text related to the handling of cellBarred and intraFreqReselection?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	
	This can be considered as text improvement, which can be up to rapporteur.

	ZTE
	Y
	We have no strong opinion. It is no harm to add the procedure text. 

	Ericsson
	N
	It is already clear from field descriptions that cellBarred and intraFreqReselection shall be ignored by the IAB-MT.

	QC
	N
	Need needed.

	Kyocera
	N
	We agree with the rapporteur’s view. 

	Samsung 
	-
	We don’t have strong opinion.

	CATT
	N
	We agree with the rapporteur’s view.

	Nokia
	N
	Field descriptions are equally important as procedural steps. There is no need to align both to cover the same behaviours. 

	vivo
	N
	We agree with the rapporteur’s view.



Summary of Q6:
Majority of companies (6/9) believe that the change is not needed.
Hence, rapporteur proposes to do not pursue the change in R2-2008088.

2.5	RLF
· R2-2007538	Corrections to MCGFailureInformation procedure	Samsung Electronics Romania	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1858	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR proposes to remove the handling of failureType as bh-RLF in the MCGFailureInformation procedure, since in the current legacy text that is handled twice. The change is already addressed in R2-2007970, and hence related changes are included in the Rapporteur CR.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
· R2-2007973	Correction on the bh-rlfRecoveryFailure for IAB-MT	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1953	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR proposes to remove the bh-rlfRecoveryFailure in the rlf-Cause from the RLF-Report.
Rapporteur´s view: In Section 5.3.10.3, it is already specified that if BH RLF occurs, the IAB-MT shall fill in the RLF report and set an rlf-Cause. Hence, if the BH RLF failure is removed from the ASN.1, as proposed in this CR, it will be ambiguous for the IAB-MT which cause to select.
Q76: Do you agree with the proposal in R2-2007973 to remove the bh-rlfRecoveryFailure from the rlf-Cause in the RLF-Report?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	Y
	Please note the procedure to set the rlf-Cause in 5.3.10.3 is for “4>	store the following radio link failure information in the VarRLF-Report by setting its fields as follows”. 
This is only used for SON. Also, the rlf-Cause in UEInformationResponse in ASN.1 is also for SON. We never agreed IAB-MT support SON. I guess the value bh-rlfRecoveryFailure was wrongly added in last meeting.

	ZTE
	N
	We suggest to keep it as it is.

	Ericsson
	N
	Current procedural text is as follows:
2>	if connected as an IAB-node, upon BH RLF indication received on BAP entity from the MCG; or
2>	upon consistent uplink LBT failure indication from MCG MAC while T304 is not running:
3>	if the indication is from MCG RLC and CA duplication is configured and activated, and for the corresponding logical channel allowedServingCells only includes SCell(s):
4>	initiate the failure information procedure as specified in 5.7.5 to report RLC failure.
3>	else:
4>	consider radio link failure to be detected for the MCG i.e. RLF;
4>	discard any segments of segmented RRC messages stored according to 5.7.6.3;
4>	store the following radio link failure information in the VarRLF-Report by setting its fields as follows:
5>	clear the information included in VarRLF-Report, if any;
5>	set the plmn-IdentityList to include the list of EPLMNs stored by the UE (i.e. includes the RPLMN);
…………………….
5>	set the rlf-Cause to the trigger for detecting radio link failure;

Hence from the above procedural text, it is clear that the UE shall fill in the RLF-Report and set the rlf-Cause accordingly. If the bh-rlfRecoveryFailure is removed from the rlf-Cause as proposed in this CR, it will not be clear which rlf-Cause the IAB node shall select.

	QC
	N
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Kyocera
	N
	We agree with the rapporteur’s view. Regarding the statement in the cover page of R2-2007973, we’re wondering if SON/MDT is really not supported by IAB-MT, since TS38.300 states “IAB-MT: IAB-node function that terminates the Uu interface to the parent node using the procedures and behaviours specified for UEs unless stated otherwise.”

	Samsung 
	Y
	We didn’t agree with the SON operation in IAB at all. 

	CATT
	Y
	The rlf-Cause is only used for SON. In R16, SON is only focus on the optimization on R15 technology. In R17, SON only includes R16 mobility and two-step RACH. Thus, we agree Huawei and Samsung that IAB doesn’t support SON operation at all.

	Nokia
	Y
	SON session did not introduce (i.e. didn’t agree on purpose) IAB specific RLF cause for MDT purposes.
We believe it was an alignment resulting from cross-WI dependencies to get the rlf-cause introduced, but during REL-16 Work Items timeframe, neither MDTnor IAB sessions decided on a new cause. 
IAB-MT does not need to support SON/MDT, thus we believe it is not necessary

	vivo
	N
	The RLF cause is already present in the ASN.1 therefore the corresponding procedure shall be completed.



Summary of Q7:
5/9 companies believe that the change is not needed.
4/9 companies believe that the change is needed.
Since there is no consensus to change the existing ASN.1, rapporteur proposes to do not pursue this change. Additionally, rapporteur believes that just removing the bh-rlfRecoveryFailure from the ASN.1 might be not enough, since the legacy procedural text requires the UE to set the rlf-Cause to a value.
Hence rapporteur proposes to do not pursue the change in R2-2007973.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
· R2-2007162	Corrections of RLF cause Signalling procedure	vivo	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1794	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR proposes to clarify that the IAB-MT should use the bh-rlfRecoveryFailure as rlf-Cause to include in the RLF-Report.
Rapporteur´s view: This CR seems to be a good clarification, as long as the answer to the question Q6 is “No”, i.e. RAN2 agrees to keep the bh-rlfRecoveryFailure in the ASN.1.

Q87: Assuming that the answer to Q6 is “No”, do you agree with the proposal in R2-2007162 to clarify which rlf-Cause the IAB-MT shall use?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	
	Even if we believe the answer to Q6 should be Yes, we are fine to clarify this if R2 agree Q6 as No.

	ZTE
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	Y
	It is a good clarification

	Kyocera
	Y
	

	Samsung 
	N
	We didn’t agree any SON related operation in IAB at all, as in question R2-2007973 .

	CATT
	N
	We don’t think IAB support SON operation.

	Nokia
	N
	First, we would like to understand rationale for the previous CR

	vivo
	Y
	See comment for Q7.



Summary of Q8:
4/8 companies believe that the change is needed.
1 company believe that the change is ok if the change in Q7 is not pursued.
3/8 companies believe that the change is not needed.
Rapporteur proposal is to agree on this change, given that the change in Q7 is proposed to do not be pursued.
[bookmark: _Toc49350091]Revise R2-2007162 to just keep the first change related to RLF cause determination.

2.6	Default Config
R2-2007974	Corrections on default BH RLC channel	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1954	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR propose to clarify the field description of defaultUL-BH-RLC-Channel for the case of EN-DC, i.e. If the IAB-MT is operating in EN-DC, the default uplink BH RLC channel is referring to an RLC channel on the SCG; Otherwise, it is referring to an RLC channel on the MCG.

Rapporteur´s view: The changes seems correct, however that appears to be already clear given that IAB is only working in NR.
Q98: Do you agree with the proposal in R2-2007974 to clarify the field description of defaultUL-BH-RLC-Channel in the case of EN-DC?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	Y
	This is to capture the missing agreement, which is pretty important to clarify the egress link of the default BH RLC. In NR-DC, both links are NR link. We for sure need to clarify the default BH RLC channel is only on the MCG part. Otherwise, some implementation may interpret this as both MCG and SCG are configured with this default BH RLC.

	ZTE
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	Y
	

	QC
	Y
	

	Kyocera
	Y
	We think R2-2007974 is aligned with RAN2 agreement. We understand the “Otherwise” in the change refers to NR-DC or Non-DC cases. So, we’re wondering whether it becomes over-clarification if, e.g., “Otherwise (i.e., NR-DC or Non-DC)”. 

	Samsung 
	Y
	

	CATT
	Y
	

	Nokia
	Y
	But why to drop NGEN-DC case from the quoted agreement?

	vivo
	Y
	The addition is correct and improves the readability.



Summary of Q9: 
All companies (9/9) believe that the change in R2-2007974 is needed.
[bookmark: _Toc49350092]Agree to R2-2007974.

2.7	L1 Config
· R2-2007977	Correction on SearchSpace configuration for IAB	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1957	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR proposes various editorial corrections, and a correction to the field description of monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot. 
Editorial Cchanges related to this CR have been included in the Rapporteur CR containing miscellaneous changes. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue.	Comment by Huawei: We are not sure this is purely editorial, because we need to clarify the inter-operability issue in cover page.
If the IAB-MT is implemented according to this CR but the network is not, IAB-MT and the network may have different interpretations on the monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot, especially for DCI format 2_5.
 2. If the network is implemented according to this CR but the IAB-MT is not, IAB-MT and the network may have different interpretations on the monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot, especially for DCI format 2_5.	Comment by Ericsson: We are fine to remove changes related to monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot from the Rapporteur CR.
For the field description of monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot companies are asked to provide their view on the changes proposed.
Q10: Do you agree with the clarification to the monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot proposed in R2-2007977?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	ZTE
	Y, but
	Since DCI format 2_0 could be applied to both UE and IAB-MT, it should be clarified whether the description is for UE or for IAB-MT. Otherwise, the description for DCI format 2_0 for UE is redundant. So it is suggested to add “For IAB-MT” before the newly added second paragraph of “monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot”field description.  

	Ericsson
	Y
	We agree with ZTE proposal.

	QC
	
	In other words:
monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot
The first symbol(s) for PDCCH monitoring in the slots configured for PDCCH monitoring (see monitoringSlotPeriodicityAndOffset and duration). The most significant (left) bit represents the first OFDM in a slot, and the second most significant (left) bit represents the second OFDM symbol in a slot and so on. The bit(s) set to one identify the first OFDM symbol(s) of the control resource set within a slot. If the cyclic prefix of the BWP is set to extended CP, the last two bits within the bit string shall be ignored by the UE or IAB-MT.
For DCI format 2_0, the first one symbol applies if the duration of CORESET (in the IE ControlResourceSet) identified by controlResourceSetId indicates 3 symbols, the first two symbols apply if the duration of CORESET identified by controlResourceSetId indicates 2 symbols, and the first three symbols apply if the duration of CORESET identified by controlResourceSetId indicates 1 symbol.
See TS 38.213 [13], clause 10.
For IAB-MT: For DCI format 2_5, the first one symbol applies if the duration of CORESET (in the IE ControlResourceSet) identified by controlResourceSetId indicates 3 symbols, the first two symbols apply if the duration of CORESET identified by controlResourceSetId indicates 2 symbols, and the first three symbols apply if the duration of CORESET identified by controlResourceSetId indicates 1 symbol.
See TS 38.213 [13], clause 10.

	Samsung 
	Y
	Agree with simplified version “or DCI2_5”

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary to Q10:
All companies are fine with the intention of the CR, but propose some simplification to the wording. In particular, the first newly added paragraph seems redundant, and it is just enough to keep the second paragraph related to the DCI format 2_5.
[bookmark: _Toc49350093]Revise R2-2007977 to just include the second added paragraph related to DCI format 2_5 on monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot and clarify in the first paragraph that “…. the last two bits within the bit string shall be ignored by the UE or IAB-MT”.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
· R2-2007978	Corrections on the IAB-MT TDD resource configuration	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.331	16.1.0	1958	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

The CR propose to remove some FFS from the “Need code” that were erroneously kept in the ASN.1. The new proposed need code is “Need S”
Changes related to this CR have been included in the Rapporteur CR containing miscellaneous changes. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue.	Comment by Huawei: We would prefer to keep any ASN.1 change out of the miscellaneous CR. This is indeed NBC change but we have to correct it. Hiding this in editorial CR may cause confusion for R16 ASN.1 implementation.	Comment by Ericsson: We are fine to remove this change from the editorial CR.

Q11: Do you agree to use “Need S” code for the nrofDownlinkSymbols/nrofUplinkSymbols as proposed in R2-2007978?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	ZTE
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	Y
	

	QC
	Y
	

	Samsung 
	Y
	

	CATT
	Y
	

	Nokia
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y
	



Summary to Q11:
All companies (6/6) are fine with the change:
[bookmark: _Toc49350094]Agree to R2-2007978.


------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
R2-2007321	Support of soft resource availability indication for paired spectrum	ZTE, Sanechips	discussion	Rel-16
R2-2007322	CR to 38.331 on support of soft resource availability indication for paired spectrum	ZTE, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	38.321	16.1.0	0817	-	F	NR_IAB-Core
- 	Ericsson think that the referred table in R1 is agnostic to this aspects. Intel agrees. 
-	ZTE think anyway that UL and DL can be different for FDD
-	Samsung think this is not needed, as for for F1-AP includes the UL and DL/. 
-	LG has some sympathy with this proposal but think this should be confirmed by R1.
-	Huawei think the intention is aligned with R1 agreements but think more time is needed for offline check. For the CR huwei think as it is easy to add in BW compatible way, it should be done. 
- 	vivo agrees this can be checked offline. 
-	ZTE think this was already captured in R3. 
-	QC has sympathy for the proposal but think we can check offline. 
Continue by email (companies need time to check). 

As discussed online, the CR proposes to introduce a new resourceAvailabilty IE to address FDD operations. RAN2 should discuss whether this change is necessary in RAN2 specification.
Q129: Do you agree with the proposal in R2-2007322 to introduce a new resourceAvailabilty IE to address FDD operations??

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	
	The proposal seems align with R1 agreement. But, R1 spec seems not even fully support those two separated config for FDD and they will not make further updates. Anyway, we are fine to go with majority.
If R2 agree the proposal, we prefer to use the extension manner to correct the ASN.1 rather than just add new IEs.
[image: ]

	ZTE
	Y
	In RAN1#100b-e meeting, it was agreed that for paired spectrum, the DU resource configuration framework is extended with the following: Two separate per-cell D/U/F and H/S/NA configurations are provided for DL and UL respectively. We think it is important to introduce the resource availability configuration for paired spectrum in 38.331. Otherwise, if FDD is applied in a DU cell, the IAB-DU couldn’t determine whether the indicated resource availability is for uplink or downlink spectrum after receiving a DCI format 2_5. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk48913346]Ericsson
	N
	Both the legacy resourceAvailability and the proposed resourceAvailability-FDD-UL are referring to the same table in RAN1 spec. That table does not distinguish between FDD and TDD, hence from RAN2 perspective it is not clear why the legacy resourceAvailability cannot be used to also cover the paired spectrum scenario.
If there is a problem, RAN2 should wait inputs from RAN1.


	QC
	N
	The CR does NOT align with RAN1 agreement. Based on RAN1 agreement, the IAB-DU gets two independent resource configurations for FDD, one for DL and the other for UL band. This has been taken care of by RAN3 for F1AP. But the DCI 2-5 resource release indication from DU to MT can only occur over the DL band and therefore, the indication always refers to both, DL and UL configurations. If it releases, say, “F” resources and the child node has different “F” pattern for DL band than for UL band, then they are both released.
This means that RRC should not the additional entry for UL resourceAvailability.

	Samsung 
	N
	After consulting RAN1 people, introduction of FDD might affect two interface: F1AP and RRC. F1AP is already updated by introducing UL/DL specific signalling. However, in RRC, the original signalling used for TDD still can be used. If the concern from ZTE is that new signal is necessary due to the no flexible slot in FDD, then still signal of TDD which can have no flexible slot option can be reused. Otherwise we don’t know the reason to change.

	Nokia
	
	Technically the change is NBC, therefore we cannot agree to doubtful justification and ambiguous interpretations on RAN1/RAN3 dependant specifications

	vivo
	N
	This should be discussed in RAN1 first and RAN2 alone cannot decide this.

	QC2
	See comment
	The present version is incorrect. We either fix it, or, if we want to ask RAN1, we have to send an LS.
I am not sure I understand why we need the detour via LS. I wonder why delegates cannot talk to their RAN1 colleagues. 



The CR R2-2007322 above also contains some editorial corrections which are included into the Rapporteur CR. Companies are encouraged to comment directly on the Rapporteur CR in case of any issue.
Summary to Q12:
4/7 companies believe that the change is not needed.
1/7 companies believe that the change is not needed.
1 company is ok with the majority view.
1 company believes that the change is NBC and require more justification.
Given that there is no consensus on this change, rapporteur proposes to do not pursue this change in RAN2 and wait for further inputs (if any) from RAN1.

2.8	36331
· R2-2007546	Corrections to ULInformationTransferMRDC	Samsung Electronics Romania	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.1.1	4388	-	F	NR_IAB-Core
· R2-2007979	Correction of on the IP address requesting in EN-DC	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.1.1	4419	-	F	NR_IAB-Core

Both CRs propose to specify that the NR RRC IABOtherInformation (which was agreed for IP address allocation) should be conveyed in the ul-DCCH-MessageNR message.


Q130: Do you agree with the changes proposed in R2-2007546 and R2-2007979 to convey the NR RRC IABOtherInformation in the ul-DCCH-MessageNR message?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	Y, but
	Please note we also need the change in 5.6.2a.1 as in R2-2007979 but missing in R2-2007546

	ZTE
	Y
	

	Ericsson
	Y
	

	QC
	Y
	

	Kyocera
	Y
	

	Samsung 
	Y
	

	CATT
	Y
	

	Nokia
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y
	It is fine to reuse the existing container message for IABOtherInformation convey.



Summary of Q13:
All companies (9/9) believe that the change is needed. Since the changes should affect also section 5.6.2a.1, rapporteur proposes to pursue the changes in R2-2007979 rather than those in R2-2007546.
[bookmark: _Toc49350095]Agree to R2-2007979.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
R2-2007325	CR to 36.331 on F1-C traffic over LTE	ZTE, Sanechips	CR	Rel-16	36.331	16.1.1	4379	-	F	NR_IAB-Core


The CR proposes to change F1AP dedicated information into F1-C information, in order to reflect a RAN3 agreement.
Q141: Do you agree with the changes proposed in R2-2007325 to replace “F1AP” with “F1-C” in the description of UL/DL information transfer?

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	
	How about using the wording “F1-C related”?

	ZTE
	Y
	In addition, other changes in R2-2007325 should be considered, such as the removal of “iab-F1AP-TransferOverSRB-r16” from the field description of nr-SecondaryCellGroupConfig should also be considered, the addition of reference “38.472” and correction of “[TS 38.472]” to “[105]”. 


	Ericsson
	
	Agree with Huawei proposal “F1-C related information”.
@ZTE: Regarding the other miscellaneous changes in this CR, I will add them in the miscellaneous rapporteur CR

	QC
	Y
	Agree with HW 

	Kyocera
	Y
	We’re fine with the change from “F1AP” to “F1-C” or “F1-C related”. 

	Samsung 
	Y
	Agree with ZTE’s further comment. But for reference, usually Ts name and reference accompanies, i.e., “TS 38.472 [105].”

	CATT
	Y
	Agree with Huawei proposal “F1-C related information”.

	Nokia
	Y
	

	vivo
	Y but
	OK to change from F1-AP to F1-C. But the name of IE DedicatedInfoF1AP should be changed to DedicatedInfoF1c accordingly.



Summary of Q14:
All companies are fine with the above change, even though “F1-C related information” should be used. Additionally, as pointed out by Vivo, the name of the DedicatedInfoF1AP should be changed into DedicatedInfoF1c.
[bookmark: _Toc49350096]Revise R2-2007325 to just include “F1-C related information” in Section 5.6.1.1 and 5.6.2, and replace the name of the IE DedicatedInfoF1AP with DedicatedInfoF1c.

2.9	Other Corrections
R2-2007982	Miscellaneous corrections for TS 38.304 for IAB	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.304	16.1.0	0185	-	F	NR_IAB-Core
- 	Ericsson think the NPN wording need to be enhanced. 
- 	LG think NPN wording is better in 331 and we don’t need it here. 
- 	Chair: Seems agreeable to remove it as proposed, but not clear whether further changes are needed. Can agree this now, or we can allow some more discussion to see if further improvement is needed. 
Change Proposal is agreed, can conside further changes (i.e. a revision) by email (RRC email discussion)

Related to this 38.304 CR, the Rapporteur proposes to clarify the NOTE addressed in the above change as follows:
	NOTE:	IAB-MT ignores the cellBarred, cellReservedForOperatorUse, cellReservedForFutureUse, cellReservedForOtherUse and intraFreqReselection (i.e. treats intraFreqReselection as if it was set to allowed) as defined in TS 38.331 [3]. IAB-MT also ignores cellReservedForOtherUse for cell barring determination (i.e.For NPN capable IAB-MT, IAB-MT considers cellReservedForOtherUse for determination of an NPN-only cell) as defined in TS 38.331 [3].



Q152: Do you agree to revisit R2-2007982 as proposed above? If not, the original change in R2-2007982 is agreed.

	Company
	Preference (Y/N)
	Detailed Comments

	Huawei
	N
	The revision make it unclear if IAB-MT will be barred by cellReservedForOtherUse, while the orignal wording seems aligned with the aggreement @ R2#110-e meeting: 
=> cellReservedForOtherUse is ignored by IAB-MT for cell barring determination, but still considered by NPN capable IAB-MT for determination of an NPN-only cell.

	Ericsson
	Y, but OK for the majority
	

	QC
	See comment
	Both versions are somewhat unclear. They can be fixed in the following manner: 



HW’s version in black:
IAB-MT ignores the cellBarred, cellReservedForOperatorUse, cellReservedForFutureUse and intraFreqReselection (i.e. treats intraFreqReselection as if it was set to allowed) as defined in TS 38.331 [3]. IAB-MT also ignores cellReservedForOtherUse for cell barring determination (i.e. NPN capable IAB-MT considers cellReservedForOtherUse for determination of an NPN-only cell) as defined in TS 38.331 [3]. However, NPN capable IAB-MT considers cellReservedForOtherUse for determination of an NPN-only cell.

Rapporteur’s version in black: 
IAB-MT ignores the cellBarred, cellReservedForOperatorUse, cellReservedForFutureUse cellReservedForOtherUse and intraFreqReselection (i.e. treats intraFreqReselection as if it was set to allowed) as defined in TS 38.331 [3]. NPN- capable IAB-MT considers cellReservedForOtherUse only for determination of an NPN-only cell) as defined in TS 38.331 [3].


	Kyocera
	N
	We think the original text is logically true and still works clearer. 

	Samsung 
	
	We prefer QC’s revision from HW version.

	CATT
	N
	We think the proposed changes are unclear. We prefer to keep the current spec as much as possible, since this is the outcome based on the last meeting discussion and prefer to make the following changes:

NOTE:	IAB-MT ignores the cellBarred, cellReservedForOperatorUse, cellReservedForFutureUse, cellReservedForOtherUse and intraFreqReselection (i.e. treats intraFreqReselection as if it was set to allowed) as defined in TS 38.331 [3]. IAB-MT also ignores cellReservedForOtherUse for cell barring determination, except for that (i.e. NPN capable IAB-MT considers cellReservedForOtherUse for determination of an NPN-only cell) as defined in TS 38.331 [3].

	Nokia
	Y, but
	The text may need revision, but it misses the point the UE ignores the field for barring determination (in other cases that NPN)

	vivo
	
	We prefer QC’s revision from HW.



Summary of Q15:
2/8 companies are fine with the rapporteur proposal
3/8 companies disagree with rapporteur proposal, and prefer the original change in R2-2007982.
3/8 companies prefer an alternative version.
Given that it was already agreed the intention of the CR, and that there is no consensus on the rewording proposed by the rapporteur, the rapporteur proposes to agree on the original version of R2-2007982.
[bookmark: _Toc49350097]Agree to R2-2007982.

Related to TS 36.331, there is an issue discovered during the email discussion related to the failureType to be reported to the LTE network. Currently, the failureType bh-RLF is included in the MCGFailureInformation. However, obviously that should be included in the SCGFailureInformationNR since BH RLF can only be detected in the SCG, i.e. the NR leg. This is also clear from Section 5.7.3.3 in the TS 38.331
Hence the rapporteur proposes to correct the TS 36.331 so that BH RLF is reported in the SCGFailureInformationNR, rather than in the MCGFailureInformation.
[bookmark: _Toc49350098]Correct TS 36.331, so that the BH RLF failure is included in SCGFailureInformationNR, rather than in MCGFailureInformation.
Rapporteur proposes to include 38.331 CRs just containing editorial corrections into the rapporteur CR related to TS 38.331.
[bookmark: _Toc49350099]The following 38.331 CRs related to editorial corrections are included in the rapporteur 38.331 CR:
a. R2-2007323
b. R2-2007976
c. R2-2007324, except changes in Section 5.7.3b.3
d. R2-2007534
e. R2-2007970
f. R2-2007538
g. R2-2007977, except for the change to monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot
h. R2-2007322, except changes related to the resourceAvailabilty IE

Similarly, rapporteur proposes to include 36.331 CRs just containing editorial corrections into the rapporteur CR related to TS 36.331.
[bookmark: _Toc49350108]The following 36.331 CRs related to editorial corrections are included in the rapporteur 36.331 CR:
i. R2-2007507
j. R2-2007325, except changes to F1-C information transfer
As per the above discussion, the following CRs are not pursued.
[bookmark: _Toc49350111]The following CRs are not pursued:
k. R2-2007524
l. R2-2007522
m. [bookmark: _Toc49350114]R2-2008088
n. [bookmark: _Toc49350115]R2-2007973
o. R2-2007322 (changes related to the new resourceAvailability IE)

3	Conclusion
[bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]Based on the discussion, it is proposed the following:
Proposal 1	Revise R2-2007972 to keep only second and third change.
Proposal 2	Agree to R2-2007976.
Proposal 3	Revise R2-2007975, such that the definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity-Ext is aligned with the existing definition of BH-LogicalChannelIdentity.
Proposal 4	Revise R2-2007162 to just keep the first change related to RLF cause determination.
Proposal 5	Agree to R2-2007974.
Proposal 6	Revise R2-2007977 to just include the second added paragraph related to DCI format 2_5 on monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot and clarify in the first paragraph that “…. the last two bits within the bit string shall be ignored by the UE or IAB-MT”.
Proposal 7	Agree to R2-2007978.
Proposal 8	Agree to R2-2007979.
Proposal 9	Revise R2-2007325 to just include “F1-C related information” in Section 5.6.1.1 and 5.6.2, and replace the name of the IE DedicatedInfoF1AP with DedicatedInfoF1c.
Proposal 10	Agree to R2-2007982.
Proposal 11	Correct TS 36.331, so that the BH RLF failure is included in SCGFailureInformationNR, rather than in MCGFailureInformation.
Proposal 12	The following 38.331 CRs related to editorial corrections are included in the rapporteur 38.331 CR:
a.	R2-2007323
b.	R2-2007976
c.	R2-2007324, except changes in Section 5.7.3b.3
d.	R2-2007534
e.	R2-2007970
f.	R2-2007538
g.	R2-2007977, except for the change to monitoringSymbolsWithinSlot
h.	R2-2007322, except changes related to the resourceAvailabilty IE
Proposal 13	The following 36.331 CRs related to editorial corrections are included in the rapporteur 36.331 CR:
a.	R2-2007507
b.	R2-2007325, except changes to F1-C information transfer
Proposal 14	The following contributions are not agreed:
a.	R2-2007524
b.	R2-2007522
c.	R2-2008088
d.	R2-2007973
e.	R2-2007322 (changes related to the new resourceAvailability IE)

	12/15	
image1.png
- AvailabilityCombinationsPerCell information element.

AvailabilityCombinationsPerCell-ri6 ::= SEQUENCE (¢
availabilicyCombinationsPerCelllndex-rl6 AvailabilityCombinationsPerCelllndex-rl6,
1ab-DU-CellIdentity-rle Cellldentity,«
positionInDCI-AI-r16 INTEGER (0. .maxAI-DCI-BayloadSize-r16-1) OPTIONAL, —-

Mo
availabilis
"

mbin

1

SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..max mbin

OF Avail,

iy
availabilityCombinations-viéxy SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..mazNrofAvailabilityCombinationsPerSet-rl6)) OF AvailabilityCombination-viéxy  OPTIONAL —
—— Need #o

jit

1o
@
AvailabilityCombinationsPerCelllndex-r16 ::
&

INTEGER (0. -maxNrofDUCe11s-r16) ¢

AvailabilityCombination-r16 SEQUENCE (¢
availabilicyCombinationld-rl6 AvailabilityCombinavionId-ri6,«
resourceAvailability-rle SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofResourceAvailabilityPerCombination-ri6)) OF INTEGER (0..7)¢
1o
AvailabilityCombination-vi6xy SEQUENCE { ¢
ZesourceAvailability-FDD-UL-vi6xy SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofResourceAvailabilityPerCombination-rl6)) OF INTEGER (0..7) OPTIONAL, —- Need Mv
o
T

AvailabilityConbinationld-ri6 : INTEGER (0..maxNrofAvailabilityCombinationsPerSet—r16-1)«





