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1. Introduction

The document provides the report of the 2nd round of following offline discussion:
· [AT118-e][109][RedCap] RRM relaxation (vivo)

Initial scope: discuss incoming LS in R2-2204487 and the need/content of a possible reply LS (also considering R2-2204620). Also discuss corrections for RRM relaxation based on R2-2204736, R2-2204737, R2-2204815, R2-2205089, R2-2205091, R2-2205284. 

Initial intended outcome: Summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:

· Text/proposals for a possible reply LS to R2-2204487 (if needed)

· List of proposals/CRs for agreement (if any)

· List of proposals that require online discussions

· List of proposals that should not be pursued (if any)

Deadline (for companies' feedback): Tuesday 2022-05-10 0800 UTC

Deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2206199): Tuesday 2022-05-10 1000 UTC

Scope: Continue the discussion on RRM relaxation, based on the discussion R2-2206199
Summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:

· Text/proposals for a possible reply LS to R2-2204487 

· List of proposals for agreement (if any)

· List of proposals that require online discussions

· List of proposals that should not be pursued (if any)


Deadline (for companies' feedback):  Friday 2022-05-13 02:00 UTC


Deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-2206205):  Friday 2022-05-13 04:00 UTC

Proposals marked "for agreement" in R2-2206205 not challenged until Friday 2022-05-13 16:00 UTC will be declared as agreed via email by the session chair (for the rest the discussion might continue offline).

The topics are discussed in detail within the next sections.
2. Contact information

	Company
	Name and email address

	vivo
	Chenli (chenli5g@vivo.com)

	Intel
	Yi.guo@intel.com

	Nokia
	jussi-pekka.koskinen@nokia.com

	OPPO
	Haitao Li (lihaitao@oppo.com)

	Qualcomm
	Linhai He (linhaihe@qti.qualcomm.com)

	Samsung
	Seungbeom (s90.jeong@samsung.com)

	LGE
	SungHoon (Sunghoon.jung@lge.com)

	Interdigital
	Keiichi Kubota (keiichi.kubota@interdigital.com)

	Sequans
	Noam Cayron (noam.cayron@sequans.com)

	Xiaomi
	Liyanhua1@xiaomi.com

	Sharp
	LIU Lei (lei.liu@cn.sharp-world.com)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yulong (shiyulong5@huawei.com)

	Futurewei
	Yunsong Yang (yyang1@futurewei.com)

	MediaTek
	Pradeep Jose (Pradeep dot jose at mediatek dot com)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3. Discussion

3.1. Background
In RAN4#102e meeting, an LS on RRM relaxation for RedCap was sent to RAN2 in [1], with the below conclusions: 
	For Rel-17 Redcap WI, RAN4 has discussed on how to specify Redcap RRM relaxation requirements and reached the following conclusions:

When both Rel-16 and Rel-17 relaxation criteria are configured, RAN4 agrees that the following cases will be considered in idle and inactive mode:

7

Rel-16 low mobility

Rel-17 stationary

Allowed

8

Rel-16 not-at-cell-edge 

Rel-17 stationary

NO 

9

Rel-16 low mobility & Rel-16 not-at-cell-edge 

Rel-17 stationary

[TBD]

10

Rel-16 low-mobility

Rel-17 stationary & Rel-17 not-at-cell-edge

Allowed

11

Rel-16 not-at-cell-edge

Rel-17 stationary & Rel-17 not-at-cell-edge

Allowed

12

Rel-16 low mobility & Rel-16 not-at-cell-edge

Rel-17 stationary & Rel-17 not-at-cell-edge

Allowed

In addition RAN4 concludes that UE is allowed to meet the requirements that are the most relaxed out of Rel-16 and Rel-17 requirements when multiple criteria of Rel-16 and Rel-17 are satisfied.


In this meeting, some contributions [2-5] discussed the coexistence issues related to the LS. Besides, some contributions [6-10] discussed the remaining RRC issues on RRM relaxation related to TS 38.331.
The report of first round of offline discussion is summarized in [11]. This round will discuss the remaining open issues and text/proposals for a possible reply LS. 
3.2. Coexistence of Rel-16 and Rel-17 RRM relaxation criteria
In phase 1 offline discussion, we have discussed proposal 1 in [5]:

	Proposal 1 in [5]: Remove the NOTE2 (i.e., It is up to UE implementation which relaxation method to perform based on the “allowed” cases as specified in TS 38.133 [8] for RRC Idle/Inactive if multiple methods are configured.) in clause 5.2.4.9.0 in TS 38.304.


The corresponding summary is as follows:
	Summary: 16 companies provided their views.

7 companies think it is up to RAN4 to define measurement requirement, and RAN2 should follow RAN4 conclusion. So the above mentioned NOTE in RAN2 spec should be removed.

8 companies prefer to keep the above NOTE since there is nothing wrong with this NOTE2, and this is not conflict with RAN4 requirement.

1 company has no strong view and could follow the majority.
Proposal 3: [To discuss] [8 vs. 7] RAN2 to discuss whether to remove the NOTE2 in clause 5.2.4.9.0 in TS 38.304, i.e., NOTE2: It is up to UE implementation which relaxation method to perform based on the “allowed” cases as specified in TS 38.133 [8] for RRC Idle/Inactive if multiple methods are configured.


Rapporteur agrees companies’ view that there is no conflict between RAN2 specification and RAN4 requirement. Besides, it is assuming that all companies agree that it should be up to RAN4 to define the measurement requirements. The question is whether we need to capture this NOTE in RAN2 specification. 
Considering the split views on this issue between companies during the phase 1 discussion, rapporteur suggests companies having strong preference to provide more reasons on why this Note should be removed or why this Note should be kept. 
Discussion point 1) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree the above proposal 1 in [5] and the corresponding reason, i.e. Remove the NOTE2 (i.e., It is up to UE implementation which relaxation method to perform based on the “allowed” cases as specified in TS 38.133 [8] for RRC Idle/Inactive if multiple methods are configured.) in clause 5.2.4.9.0 in TS 38.304. 
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Intel
	No
	The assumption in RAN 4 is, the relaxed requirement for R16 criterion may be better than R17, therefore the UE should be allowed to follow the most relaxed one. However the final 
ecision is also left up to UE implementation. 
Therefore nothing wrong with current Note. We can update this part when RAN4 situation is clear. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	RAN4 defines measurement requirements and there is no need for such note in RAN2 spec.

	OPPO
	Yes
	We should follow RAN2 conclusion. The note in RAN2 spec should be removed.

	Qualcomm
	Keep the note
	Agree with Intel. 

	Vivo
	Yes
	The detailed requirements should be defined in RAN4. There is no need to have such note in RAN2 specification.

	Samsung
	See our comment
	LS from RAN4 states: In addition RAN4 concludes that UE is allowed to meet the requirements that are the most relaxed out of Rel-16 and Rel-17 requirements when multiple criteria of Rel-16 and Rel-17 are satisfied.
It can be understood in two ways: 

Option 1) UE is allowed to perform more relaxed measurement method and, UE is “not” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method.
Option 2) UE is allowed to perform more relaxed measurement method and, UE is “also” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method.

Our understanding is option 1, but some companies (e.g., Intel and QC) have understanding of option 2. We think it should be checked with RAN4 between two options.  

	LGE
	Yes
	RAN4 spec already specifies when and how relaxation is performed. RAN2 specification only needs to gives some signaling assistance (but in fact the current RAN2 spec specifies some relaxation conditions already from R16 that duplicated with RAN4 spec, which is a bit unfortunate). So it should be up to RAN4 to conclude the requirements for the concerned R16+R17 coexistence cases. Given this, we do not see any need to keep the Note in RAN2 spec. If anything unclear is identified on when and how relaxation is performed, it shall be further clarified in RAN4 spec. 

	Interdigital
	Yes
	The requirements should be defined by RAN4.

	Sequans
	No, but
	Agree with Intel. We are fine with clarifying the intention with RAN4 as suggested by Samsung. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We checked with RAN4, they are defining when and how relaxation is performed

	Sharp
	No strong opinion
	As long as RAN2 aligns with RAN4’s conclusion and spec, we are fine to follow the majority’s view.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	R4 only define the requirement per release. But the co-existence handling can be captured/is already captured in R2 spec.

	Futurewei
	No
	Agree with Intel. BTW, we disagree that the RAN4 LS should be interpreted that UE is “not” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method, as in Option 1 suggested by Samsung. 
In 38.304, for R16 RRM relaxation, we have always said that “- the UE may choose to perform relaxed measurements …”. So, if the UE is allowed not to perform relaxed measurements at all when fulfilling the R16 criterion, the UE should be allowed to choose one (even if it is the less relaxed one) in the case of R16+R17. 

	MediaTek
	Keep the note
	Agree with Intel.

It is extremely strange to say that UE is not allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method as suggested by Samsung with Option 1. By performing less relaxed measurements, the UE obviously will meet the RRM requirements of the more relaxed state.

It should be quite clear that the NOTE is necessary to prevent such misunderstandings.

	
	
	


Summary: 14 companies provided their views.

7 companies agree to remove the above NOTE, since RAN4 specification has already specified when and how relaxation is performed when multiple methods are configured.
6 companies don’t agree to remove the above NOTE. They think the assumption in RAN4 is, the relaxed requirement for R16 criterion may be better than R17, therefore the UE should be allowed to follow the most relaxed one. However, the final decision is also left up to UE implementation.

1 company has no strong view and could follow the majority.

Besides, 2 companies of them wants to check with RAN4 what the assumption in RAN4 really means, since the assumption can be understood in two ways: 
· Option 1) UE is allowed to perform more relaxed measurement method and, UE is “not” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method.
· Option 2) UE is allowed to perform more relaxed measurement method and, UE is “also” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method.

It seems split views, rapporteur thinks we could have some online discussion. Besides, as companies mentioned, when and how relaxation is performed when multiple methods are configured and satisfied is determined and will be captured in RAN4 specification, hence rapporteur thinks it may be helpful to check with RAN4 on their intention on the above two options.
Proposal 1a: [To discuss] [7 vs. 6] RAN2 to discuss whether to remove the NOTE2 in clause 5.2.4.9.0 in TS 38.304, i.e., NOTE2: It is up to UE implementation which relaxation method to perform based on the “allowed” cases as specified in TS 38.133 [8] for RRC Idle/Inactive if multiple methods are configured.
Proposal 1b: [To discuss] RAN2 to discuss whether to check with RAN4 which of below options is their understanding:
· Option 1) UE is allowed to perform more relaxed measurement method and, UE is “not” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method.

· Option 2) UE is allowed to perform more relaxed measurement method and, UE is “also” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method.

3.3. Contents of reply LS to RAN4

In phase 1 discussion, the coexistence of Rel-16 and Rel-17 RRM relaxation criteria was discussed. The following conclusions were made based on the summary in [11]:
	1. RAN2 send an LS to RAN4 to clarify the following [Detailed wording may be updated when drafting reply LS]:

•
Simultaneous configuration of R16 not-at-cell-edge criterion and R17 stationary criterion for idle/inactive mode is a valid configuration from the network’s PoV, where the network supports RRM relaxation for both R16 and R17 UEs in idle/inactive mode.

•
From signaling’s PoV, any R16 RRM relaxation criterion and any R17 RRM relaxation criterion for idle/inactive mode can be configured in a same cell at a same time, as independent criteria (i.e., without requiring a UE to fulfil both the R16 and the R17 criteria in order to relax its RRM measurements).

•
If combined with a not-at-cell-edge criterion, the R17 stationary criterion can only be combined with the R17 not-at-cell-edge criterion, not with the R16 one.

2. In the LS, RAN2 also request RAN4 to consider supporting cases #8 and #9 [Detailed wording could be discussed when drafting reply LS].


During the discussion in phase 1 on DP1, DP2, DP3, some companies proposed to include the following information/questions in the reply LS:
	a) 4 of them think if there is any reason other than RAN2’s agreement from RAN4, it should be discussed further. Rapporteur thinks it is reasonable. We could discuss whether and how to capture this when drafting the reply LS. 

b) 1 of them provides some updated wording. Rapporteur thinks it could be also discussed when drafting the reply LS.
c) 1 company of them wants to ask RAN4 if the reason why case #8 is not allowed is due to RAN2’s agreement above. Rapporteur thinks it is reasonable. We could discuss whether and how to capture this when drafting the reply LS.
d) 1 company of them wants to indicate that case #8 and#9 are possible from signaling point of view, whether to define the relaxation 
ehavior is more like RAN4 issue. Rapporteur thinks it is reasonable. We could discuss how to capture this when drafting the reply LS.
e) 1 company wants to discuss that whether we should inform RAN4 the UE is allowed to decide the final relaxation method when both R16 and R17 criteria are satisfied and RAN4 does not need to capture UE requirements for every co-existence case in their spec. Rapporteur thinks we could discuss whether to ask RAN4 when drafting the reply LS.
f) 1 company thinks it would be good to add a question to RAN4 regarding the motives for their agreement to the LS. Rapporteur thinks we could discuss whether to ask RAN4 when drafting the reply LS.


For b) above, rapporteur thinks detailed wording update could be discussed when drafting reply LS.

For f) above, rapporteur understands the motives for RAN4’s LS is to inform their conclusions. Considering we don’t have enough time for this round trip LS between RAN2 and RAN4, rapporteur suggests we ask or inform them some specific question /information. 
For a) c) d) above, rapporteur thinks it is reasonable to check with RAN4 the reason why case#8 is not allowed is due to RAN2 previous agreement. Meanwhile, companies also concern on the time cost on the round trip between RAN2 and RAN4 reply LS during the online discussion. Considering we should finalize this WI in this quarter, rapporteur suggests to provide our RAN2 understanding in the LS from RAN2 signaling point of view, while leave the final decision on case#8 and case#9 to RAN4, but not ask for further feedback on this. As the current agreement already mentioned “from network’s/signaling’s PoV”, rapporteur suggests to add below information in the LS to RAN4:

Rapporteur proposal: in the reply LS, RAN2 inform RAN4 it is up to RAN4 to make the final decision on whether support case#8 and case#9, for example, considering other reason, if any.
Discussion point 2) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree: in the reply LS, RAN2 inform RAN4 it is up to RAN4 to make the final decision on whether support case#8 and case#9, for example, considering other reason, if any.
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Intel
	Yes
	We tend to agree that it would be good avoid pingpong between RAN2 and RAN4. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	The assumption is we have both, right?

· RAN2 also request RAN4 to consider supporting cases #8 and #9;

· RAN2 inform RAN4 it is up to RAN4 to make the final decision on whether support case#8 and case#9, for example, considering other reason, if any.

	Futurewei
	Yes but
	RAN2 should also inform RAN4 that from RAN2’s PoV, cases #8 and #9 are valid configurations for a network and RAN2 spec support such configurations. 

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Summary: 14 companies provided their views.

All companies agree with the above Rapporteur proposal. 

Among them, 1 company thinks RAN2 should also inform RAN4 that from RAN2’s PoV, cases #8 and #9 are valid configurations for a network and RAN2 spec. support such configurations. Rapporteur confirms this considering we already agreed that “From signaling’s PoV, any R16 RRM relaxation criterion and any R17 RRM relaxation criterion for idle/inactive mode can be configured in a same cell at a same time”.

Considering all companies agree with the proposal, rapporteur suggests we agree this proposal:
Proposal 2: [To agree] [14/14] In the reply LS, RAN2 inform RAN4 it is up to RAN4 to make the final decision on whether support case#8 and case#9, for example, considering other reason, if any.
For e) above, i.e. 

	1 company wants to discuss that whether we should inform RAN4 the UE is allowed to decide the final relaxation method when both R16 and R17 criteria are satisfied and RAN4 does not need to capture UE requirements for every co-existence case in their spec. Rapporteur thinks we could discuss whether to ask RAN4 when drafting the reply LS.


Rapporteur thinks it depends on the decision on DP1, i.e. whether the Note in RAN2 specification should be kept or not. If it should be kept, then, it may be reasonable to inform such information. Otherwise, it may be not needed, considering it is RAN4 scope to define the relaxation method. 
But anyway, rapporteur would like to check companies’ view on this.
Discussion point 3) Companies are invited to show your views on whether we should inform RAN4 the UE is allowed to decide the final relaxation method when both R16 and R17 criteria are satisfied and RAN4 does not need to capture UE requirements for every co-existence case in their spec.
	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Intel
	No
	We only need to inform RAN4 of our agreements. It is RAN4 business on whether to capture something in their specification. 

	Ericsson
	No
	It’s a RAN4 issue to decide which requirements to add. We don’t need to discuss this.

	Nokia
	No
	This is RAN4 business.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Intel

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We can inform RAN4 that is RAN2’s preference. The final decision on the relaxation methods can be up to RAN4.

	Vivo
	No strong view
	We think it should be RAN4 work.

	Samsung
	No
	It depends on decision on DP1 and up to RAN4. Thus, in the reply LS, we would like to inform RAN4 the decision between Option 1 and Option 2 (please see the options in our response in DP1) is up to RAN4.

	LGE
	No
	It is RAN4 responsibility to specify when and how to perform relaxation for possible cases including the concerned coexistence configurations.

	Interdigital
	No
	It’s RAN4 business.

	Sequans
	No
	Agree with Samsung. It is enough to clarify RAN4 intentions, and let them draw their conclusions.

	Xiaomi
	No
	

	Sharp
	No
	It is RAN4 work.

	Futurewei
	Yes
	In 38.304, for R16 RRM relaxation, we have always said that “- the UE may choose to perform relaxed measurements …”. So, if the UE is allowed not to perform relaxed measurements at all when fulfilling the R16 criterion, the UE should be allowed to choose one in the case of R16+R17. 

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Agree with FW that it has always been up to the UE to choose to perform relaxed measurements or not. RAN4 defines the performance target to be met, but there’s nothing in the spec to say that a UE cannot perform better than the target.

	
	
	


Summary: 14 companies provided their views.

10 companies don’t agree to inform RAN4: the UE is allowed to decide the final relaxation method when both R16 and R17 criteria are satisfied and RAN4 does not need to capture UE requirements for every co-existence case in their spec. They think it is RAN4 business on whether to capture something in their specification.

3 companies agree it. They think it should be up to UE to choose to perform relaxed measurements or not. 
1 company has no strong view and could follow the majority.
Considering the majority doesn’t agree to inform RAN4: the UE is allowed to decide the final relaxation method when both R16 and R17 criteria are satisfied and RAN4 does not need to capture UE requirements for every co-existence case in their spec, rapporteur suggests to follow the majority and leave it up to RAN4.

Thus, there is no proposal for this DP. Regarding other which need to be informed to RAN4, if any, let’s discuss it when drafting the reply LS. 
3.4. RRC aspects for RRM relaxation

In phase 1 offline discussion, we have discussed proposal 1 in [6]:

	Proposal 1 in [6]: When the type of measured SSB is changed, the UE shall set the value of SrxlevRefStationaryConnected to the current Srxlev value of the serving cell.


Meanwhile, we also discussed whether companies could agree with the corresponding TP provided in [6] as below:

	5.7.4.4
Relaxed measurement criterion for a stationary UE
The relaxed measurement criterion for a stationary UE is met when:

-
(SrxlevRefStationaryConnected – Srxlev) < SSearchDeltaP-StationaryConnected,

Where:

-
Srxlev = current Srxlev value of the PCell cell (dB).

-
SrxlevRefStationaryConnected = reference Srxlev value of the PCell cell (dB), set as follows:

-
At the end of RRC reconfiguration procedure as specified in 5.3.5.3, when rrm-MeasRelaxationReportingConfig is included in the RRCReconfiguration message; or

-
If (Srxlev – SrxlevRefStationaryConnected) > 0; or

-
If the relaxed measurement criterion has not been met for TSearchDeltaP-StationaryConnected; or
-
If the type of measured SSB is changed:
-
The UE shall set the value of SrxlevRefStationaryConnected to the current Srxlev value of the serving cell.


In the phase 1 discussion, the corresponding summary is as follows:

	Summary: 16 companies provided their views on whether the UE shall set the value of SrxlevRefStationaryConnected to the current Srxlev value of the serving cell when the type of measured SSB is changed.

14 companies don’t agree: when the type of measured SSB is changed, the UE shall set the value of SrxlevRefStationaryConnected to the current Srxlev value of the serving cell, as well as the corresponding TP, with the reasons that the change of SSB type won’t have much impact on the Srxlev. 1 company of them thinks it could be left to UE implementation. 

1 company supports the proposal 1 in [6], they think the evaluation result (SrxlevRefStationaryConnected – Srxlev) < SSearchDeltaP-StationaryConnected may be impacted and then the incorrect evaluation result may cause incorrect RRM relaxation decision from gNB.

1 company would like to clarify which SSB the UE measured for the Pcell. 

· If the SSB referred to the nonCellDefiningSSB-r17 configured by BWP-DownlinkDedicated which is configured per BWP, it is reasonable to reset the SrxlevRefStationaryConnected when the SSB is changed.

· If the SSB referred to the servingCellMO configured by ServingCellConfig which is configured per cell, it is no need to reset the SrxlevRefStationaryConnected when the BWP is switched.

Rapporteur thinks both options possible, and companies could think more about it. It could be revisited if critical issue found.
According to companies’ inputs, rapporteur suggests to follow the clear majority. 

Proposal 5: [To agree] [14/16] When the type of measured SSB is changed, the UE won’t set the value of SrxlevRefStationaryConnected to the current Srxlev value of the serving cell, i.e. no change to the current specification.


It seems not much support on this issue and most companies think the SrxlevRefStationaryConnected won’t be changed when SSB types changes considering the Srxlev value won’t be affected in this case. But one company (CATT) raised a good question, i.e. which SSB the UE measured for the Pcell. They think If the SSB referred to the nonCellDefiningSSB-r17 configured by BWP-DownlinkDedicated which is configured per BWP, it is reasonable to reset the SrxlevRefStationaryConnected when the SSB is changed. Rapporteur thinks companies could further check with this. 
In this round, we want to check whether companies change their views after further consideration and whether proposal 5 in phase1 offline discussion could be agreed.
Discussion point 4) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree the proposal 5 in phase1 offline discussion, i.e. 
Proposal 5 in phase 1: When the type of measured SSB is changed, the UE won’t set the value of SrxlevRefStationaryConnected to the current Srxlev value of the serving cell, i.e. no change to the current specification.

	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Intel
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes
	

	Interdigital
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	This is one RIL issue, we need to give the RIL number in the agreement.

So, we will prefer to directly agree “J002 is not agreed.”

Let’s no capture detailed UE behavior in the agreement, to avoid in the future that some CR is submitted to just add this sentence in the spec. So, no spec change is the consensus. We also see the possibility to leave it purely to UE implementation (“won’t set” is actually “is not required to set”).

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Agree with Huawei that it’s simpler to directly say that J002 is not agreed

	
	
	


Summary: 14 companies provided their views.

All companies agree with Proposal 5 in phase 1: when the type of measured SSB is changed, the UE won’t set the value of SrxlevRefStationaryConnected to the current Srxlev value of the serving cell, i.e. no change to the current specification. While 1 company suggests that we need to give the RIL number in the agreement and not capture the detail UE behaviour in the agreement. Rapporteur agrees. 
Proposal 3: [To agree] [14/14] [RIL: J002] is not agreed.
In phase 1 offline discussion, we have discussed proposal 1 in [7] on whether introduce prohibit timer for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication:

	Proposal 1 in [7]: Introduce prohibit timer for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication.


Meanwhile, we also discussed whether companies could agree the corresponding TP is provided in [7].

The corresponding summary is as follows:

	Summary: 17 companies provided their views on whether introducing prohibit timer for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication.

13 companies don’t want to introduce prohibit timer for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication and don’t agree the corresponding TP with the following reasons:

· Prohibit timer for UAI has been discussed before and RAN2 agreed no prohibit timer is needed;

· NW should always be aware of UE’s stationarity;
· Stationary criterion is defined to be evaluated for a period of T which has the same effect as prohibit time;

· The UE reports only once per change

3 company supports introduce prohibit timer for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication since this is aligned with UAI for other features and it could avoid large signaling overhead, besides the prohibit timer has been introduced for RLM/BFD relaxation and it could be good to harmonize.

1 company is open to go with majority. 
Since there is a clear majority that not introducing prohibit timer for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication, rapporteur suggests we follow the majority and agree the following proposal:

Proposal 6: [To agree] [14/17] No prohibit timer will be introduced for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication.


In the phase 1 offline discussion, many companies don’t want to introduce the prohibit timer since RAN2 has agreed that no prohibit timer will be introduced on RRM relaxation in previous meeting, while several companies support to introduce prohibit timer.

In this round, rapporteur suggests companies to further consider the issue and hope we could reach consensus. 
Discussion point 5) Companies are invited to show your views on whether agree the proposal 6 in phase 1 offline discussion: i.e.
Proposal 6 in phase 1: No prohibit timer will be introduced for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication.

	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Intel
	Yes
	Aligned with agreements in last meeting. 

	Nokia
	No
	Prohibit timer is used to avoid frequent signaling of UAI and RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication needs to be aligned with other UAI indications.

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We don’t see any need to revisit and revert an existing agreement, which was well discussed over several meetings.

	Vivo
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes (but)
	While we have some sympathy with having prohibit timer as we do have for BFD/RLM relaxation status indication, we think prohibit timer for RRM relaxation status indication is not really essential because the triggering of the RRM relaxation status indication is not purely up to UE implementation but strictly based on the specified conditions that can already restricts unnecessary reporting. 

	Interdigital
	Yes
	We don’t see any technical reason to revisit the agreement.

	Sequans
	Yes (No)
	We would have preferred to have the prohibit timer, but agree there are no new technical considerations and can go with majority.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	

	Futurewei
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	
	
	


Summary: 13 companies provided their views.

12 companies agree the proposal that not introduce prohibit timer for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication.
1 company doesn’t agree the proposal, they think prohibit timer could avoid frequent signaling of UAI and RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication needs to be aligned with other UAI indications.

Considering the clear majority, rapporteur suggests we agree not to introduce the prohibit timer.

Proposal 4: [To agree] [12/13] No prohibit timer will be introduced for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication.
In phase 1 offline discussion, we have discussed the corresponding CR in [8] and [9] on the issue that UE behaviour related to UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment indication in some procedures is missing. And all companies agreed with the general modification in [8] and [9]. And during online discussion, we agreed proposal 7 and proposal 8. 

However, regarding the change in section 5.7.4.2 in [9] below:
	A UE capable of providing an indication of fulfilment of the RRM measurement relaxation criterion in connected mode may initiate the procedure if it was configured to do so, upon change of its fulfilment status for RRM measurement relaxation criterion for connected mode.


3 companies propose an editorial change that changes the inserted text to “if it is configured to do so”. However, 1 company thinks the original text “if it was configured to do so” is more aligned with legacy description in specification, and seems more accuracy. While other companies didn’t provide views. The corresponding summary is as follows:

	Summary: 15 companies provided their views.

All companies agree the other changes in CR in R2-2205091 [9], while:

· 3 companies propose an editorial change that changes the inserted text to “if it is configured to do so”. However ,1 company thinks the original text is aligned with legacy description, and seems more accuracy. But other companies don’t provide views. Rapporteur thinks we could further discuss which one is better. 
Based on companies’ inputs, rapporteur thinks the CR is agreeable, while further discussion on which one is better: “if it is configured to do so” or “if it was configured to do so”:

Proposal 8: [To agree] [15/15]: Other changes (i.e. changes in section 5.7.4.2) on UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment indication in R2-2205091 is agreeable and merged into RRC CR. FFS on which one is better “if it is configured to do so” or “if it was configured to do so”. 


Rapporteur suggests companies to provide their preference on the wording corresponding to [9].

Discussion point 6) Companies are invited to show your views on which option do you prefer on the wording corresponding to the change in section 5.7.4.2 in [9]:
· Option 1: original change: “if it was configured to do so”
· Option 2: revised change: “if it is configured to do so”
· Option 3: others, please specify. 
	Company’s name
	Option (s)
	Comments, if any

	Intel
	Option 1
	Agree with Rapporteur.

	Nokia
	Option 1
	

	OPPO
	Option 1
	Prefer to align with legacy description for other UAIs

	Qualcomm
	No strong view
	It can be left to the rapporteur to decide

	vivo
	Option 1
	Better to align with legacy wording.

	Samsung
	Any
	No difference for understanding

	LGE
	Any
	RRC already uses both expressions (‘is’ and ‘was’) interchangeably to indicate the state that UE has been configured. So there is no real difference. 

	Interdigital
	Any
	It’s matter of taste. We are fine to follow the majority preference.

	Sequans
	No strong view
	There is no real difference, fine to go with majority

	Xiaomi
	No strong view
	

	Sharp
	No strong opinion
	It is fine to follow the majority’s view.

	Futurewei
	Option 2
	“was configured” only expresses an action (which can be one of multiple actions) occurred once in the past. Nothing is said about what has happened (e.g., whether received a new and opposite configuration) since. 

What matters here is what configuration the UE is currently following. “is configured” expresses that and therefore is preferred.

	MediaTek
	Option 1
	Aligned with legacy UAI descriptions, so no room for confusion

	
	
	


Summary: 13 companies provided their views.

5 companies prefer the wording that “if it was configured to do so” since the text is aligned with legacy description.

1 company prefers the wording that “if it is configured to do so”, they think “was configured” only expresses an action (which can be one of multiple actions) occurred once in the past while what matters here is what configuration the UE is currently following.

7 companies have no strong view, among these companies, 3 companies think there is no difference between the two wording, while 4 companies could follow the majority.

Since more companies prefer the legacy wording, i.e. “if it was configured to do so”, rapporteur thinks there is nothing wrong with this text and hopes we could agree it.

Companies have different views could further check it when implementing the CR.
Proposal 5: [To agree] [12/13] Update the previous agreement by removing the FFS part as below:
	Changes in section 5.7.4.2 on UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment indication in R2-2205091 are agreeable and merged into RRC CR. FFS on which one is better “if it is configured to do so” or “if it was configured to do so”.


In phase 1 offline discussion, we have discussed the proposal 1 in [10]:

	Proposal 1 in [10]: Srxlev in stationary criterion should be changed to SS-RSRP, i.e. L3 RSRP measurement of Pcell based on SSB.


Meanwhile, we also discussed whether companies could agree the corresponding TP is provided in [10].

	5.7.4.4
Relaxed measurement criterion for a stationary UE
The relaxed measurement criterion for a stationary UE is met when:

-
( SS-RSRP RefStationaryConnected – SS-RSRP) < SSearchDeltaP-StationaryConnected,

Where:

-
SS-RSRP = current L3 RSRP measurement of the PCell based on SSB (dB) (dB).

-
 SS-RSRP RefStationaryConnected = reference SS-RSRP  value of the Pcell cell (dB), set as follows:

-
At the end of RRC reconfiguration procedure as specified in 5.3.5.3, when rrm-MeasRelaxationReportingConfig is included in the RRCReconfiguration message; or

-
If (SS-RSRP– SS-RSRP RefStationaryConnected) > 0; or

-
If the relaxed measurement criterion has not been met for TSearchDeltaP-StationaryConnected:

-
The UE shall set the value of  SS-RSRP RefStationaryConnected to the current SS-RSRP value of the serving cell.


Unfortunately, there were split views on this issue between companies during the phase 1 offline discussion, the corresponding summary on this issue is as follows:

	Summary: 16 companies provided their views on whether change the Srxlev in stationary criterion to SS-RSRP, i.e. L3 RSRP measurement of Pcell based on SSB.
10 companies agree the intention to change the Srxlev in stationary criterion to SS-RSRP and agree the corresponding TR with the following reasons:

· In RAN4 LS on RLM and BFD relaxation for ePowSav WI, the L3 RSRP measurement of serving cell based on SSB is used for low mobility criteria evaluation, and same principle should be followed for RRM relaxation;

· Srxlev is an idle mode measurement quantity which is undefined for connected mode, and L3 RRM measurement is usually used for connected mode.

6 companies don’t want to change the Srxlev in stationary criterion to SS-RSRP considering we could use same metric in connected mode as idle/inactive mode. 
Since there is no clear majority on whether change the Srxlev in stationary criterion to SS-RSRP, rapporteur suggests we discuss this issue further. 
Proposal 9: [To discuss] [10 vs 6]: Change the Srxlev in stationary criterion to SS-RSRP and agree the TP in R2-2205284.


Rapporteur suggests companies to reconsider their opinions and discuss this issue again. When you provide your response, technique reasons are appreciated. 
Discussion point 7) Companies are invited to provide your views on whether agree the proposal 9 in phase 1 offline discussion and the corresponding reason, i.e.
Proposal 9 in phase 1: Change the Srxlev in stationary criterion to SS-RSRP and agree the TP in R2-2205284.

	Company’s name
	Yes/No
	Comments, if any

	Intel
	Yes
	We already have many differences between RRC_IDLE and RRC_CONNECTED, e.g. for RRC_CONNECTED, NACE cannot be used, UAI is used when criterion is met, and the UE cannot autonomously relax the RRM measurement. 

Therefore it is not a valid point to keep consistence between IDLE and CONNECTED>  

	Ericsson
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	We think the decision whether to use Srxlev or SS-RSRP in RRC Connected should be decided by RAN4. It is out of RAN2’s scope. 

	Vivo
	No
	But we are fine to consult RAN4, if companies agree. 

	Samsung
	Yes
	In principle we agree this proposal, and also fine to ask RAN4.

	LGE
	No, see comment
	Share the view with QC. We should ask RAN4. 

	Interdigital
	Yes
	But we are also fine to consult with RAN4 if majority prefer to do so.

	Sequans
	Yes
	Fine to consult RAN4

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Sharp
	Yes
	There is no big difference between stationary criteria and low mobility criteria except for different thresholds. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We fail to see the reason to use Srxlev in connected mode. No RAN4 involvement is needed.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	There is no need to involve RAN4 into something that we have designed here. It is quite obvious that we have to use SS-RSRP since Srxlev is undefined in connected mode.

	
	
	


Summary: 13 companies provided their views.

10 companies agree the proposal 9 in phase1 that change the Srxlev in stationary criterion to SS-RSRP and agree the TP in R2-2205284. They think Srxlev is undefined in connected mode and there are many differences between RRC_IDLE and RRC_CONNECTED, hence using the idle/inactive Srxlev is not reasonable.

2 companies don’t agree the proposal 9 and think the Srxlev could be used in RRC_CONNECTED.

1 company doesn’t provide an explicit view. 

Among the above companies, 6 companies agree that we should consult RAN4 since it is out of RAN2’s scope.

While the majority of companies agree to change the Srxlev in stationary criterion to SS-RSRP and agree the TP in R2-2205284, there are also many companies want to consult RAN4. Hence rapporteur suggests to follow the majority that RAN2 assume to change the Srxlev for stationary criterion to SS-RSRP in RRC_CONNECTED, and further discuss whether to consult RAN4 on this point before agree the TP in R2-2205284.
Proposal 6a: [To agree] [10/13] RAN2 assume to change the Srxlev for stationary criterion to SS-RSRP in RRC_CONNECTED.
Proposal 6b: [To discuss] RAN2 to discuss: agree the TP in R2-2205284 now or consult RAN4 that whether RAN2 assumption to change the Srxlev for stationary criterion to SS-RSRP in RRC_CONNECTED is reasonable.
Discussion point 8) Companies are invited to provide your views on any other aspects issues not included above which is related to RRM relaxation:

	Company’s name
	Comments, if any

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3. Conclusion

This contribution summarizes the offline discussion: [AT118-e][109][RedCap] RRM relaxation (vivo) – 2nd round, and achieves the following proposals:

Proposals for agreement:
Proposal 2: [To agree] [14/14] In the reply LS, RAN2 inform RAN4 it is up to RAN4 to make the final decision on whether support case#8 and case#9, for example, considering other reason, if any.
Proposal 3: [To agree] [14/14] [RIL: J002] is not agreed.
Proposal 4: [To agree] [12/13] No prohibit timer will be introduced for UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment status indication.
Proposal 5: [To agree] [12/13] Update the previous agreement by removing the FFS part as below:

	Changes in section 5.7.4.2 on UAI for RRM relaxation fulfilment indication in R2-2205091 are agreeable and merged into RRC CR. FFS on which one is better “if it is configured to do so” or “if it was configured to do so”.


Proposal 6a: [To agree] [10/13] RAN2 assume to change the Srxlev for stationary criterion to SS-RSRP in RRC_CONNECTED.
Proposals need further online discussion:

Proposal 1a: [To discuss] [7 vs. 6] RAN2 to discuss whether to remove the NOTE2 in clause 5.2.4.9.0 in TS 38.304, i.e., NOTE2: It is up to UE implementation which relaxation method to perform based on the “allowed” cases as specified in TS 38.133 [8] for RRC Idle/Inactive if multiple methods are configured.
Proposal 1b: [To discuss] RAN2 to discuss whether to check with RAN4 which of below options is their understanding:

· Option 1) UE is allowed to perform more relaxed measurement method and, UE is “not” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method.

· Option 2) UE is allowed to perform more relaxed measurement method and, UE is “also” allowed to perform less relaxed measurement method.

Proposal 6b: [To discuss] RAN2 to discuss: agree the TP in R2-2205284 now or consult RAN4 that whether RAN2 assumption to change the Srxlev for stationary criterion to SS-RSRP in RRC_CONNECTED is reasonable.
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