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1	Introduction
This document is the report of the following email discussion:
[bookmark: _Hlk102970748][AT118-e][037][NR17] TEI corrections (ZTE)
Scope: Treat R2-2205647, R2-2205417, R2-2205418, R2-2205563
Ph1 Determine agreeable parts, Ph2 agree CRs
	Intended outcome: Report, Agreed CRs
	Deadline: Schedule 1, CB online W2 if needed

A first round with Deadline for comments W1 Thursday May 12th 1200 UTC to settle scope what is agreeable etc
2	Contact Points
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table.
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Masato Kitazoe
	mkitazoe@qti.qualcomm.com

	Apple
	Zhibin Wu
	Zhibin_wu@apple.com

	SoftBank
	Katsunari Uemura
	katsunari.uemura@g.softbank.co.jp

	OPPO
	Zhe Fu
	fuzhe@OPPO.com

	LGE
	SungHoon Jung
	Sunghoon.jung@lge.com

	Docomo
	Masato Taniguchi
	masato.taniguchi.mf@nttdocomo.com

	MediaTek
	Felix Tsai
	chun-fan.tsai@mediatek.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Dawid Koziol
Chong Lou
Tong Sha
	dawid.koziol@huawei.com
louchong@huawei.com
shatong3@hisilicon.com

	Sudeep Palat
	Sudeep Palat
	Sudeep Palat

	China Telecom
	Pei Lin
	linp@chinatelecom.cn

	ZTE
	Feidong
	Dong.fei@zte.com.cn

	Nokia
	
	amaanat.ali@nokia.com

	Samsung
	Byoung Hoon Jung
	bh14.jung@samsung.com

	Ericsson
	Antonino Orsino
	antonino.orsino@ericsson.com

	Xiaomi
	Xiaowei jiang
	jiangxiaowei@xiaomi.com



3	Phase 1 Discussion
3.1	SI Scheduling Offset
R2-2205647	Correction on A901 for SI scheduling offset	Apple	draftCR	Rel-17	38.331	17.0.0	F	TEI17
	Issue:
SI window position field is mandatory in TEI17 CR (R2- 2203993) for this new SI scheduling scheme introduce for Rel-17 SI. However, in the legacy SI scheduling, SI window positions are indicated implicitly with automatic increments in the same scheduling list. We think the SI window position in the new R17 method can follow the same logic, but only indicate the discontinuity of the numbering sequence when necessary. For example, the first SI of the list is indicated with the starting position explicitly, and the other SI(s) are scheduled consecutively may not need to indicate this field, until there is a “jump” on the SI window(s).
With this, the SIB1 size can be reduced by omitting unnecessaery indication of SI window positions.



Question 1: Do companies think the issue mentioned in R2-2205647 is valid?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes (Proponent)
	

	SoftBank
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No
	For legacy SI scheduling method, there is no explicit SI window position, so a default rule is defined to avoid any time domain overlapping; But when it comes to new SI scheduling method introduced in TEI17, explicit SI window position is defined and it works, we see no big issue to not address this optimization, i.e. to specify the behaviour when IE SI window position is absent.

	LGE
	No strong view
	Signalling optimization of SIB1 can be done since SIB1 is already populated. But expected gain of the proposal seems not that much in typical deployments (‘typical’ is not clear though)

	MediaTek
	No
	This is clearly not a bug fixing but an optimization on signaling. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree that this is a signalling optimization with very limited gains while coming at a cost of less specifications clarity.

	Intel
	Neutral
	We are OK to update if the majority prefer this.

	Samgsung
	No 
	We don’t think the problem is essential one to be resolved.

	Ericsson
	No
	This cannot work as the value needs to be present at least once. Hence having OPTIONAL tag is not technically correct. In last meeting there was an attempt to add conditional presence saying that it appears in the 1st SI message (for the 1st SI in scehdulingInfoList2) but the wording was not acceptable or deemed complex.
Further companies mentioned; there may not be several SIs if only considering from Rel-17 and hence the optimization is not needed. Had we also included Rel-16 posSIBs and NR SIBs the optimization would be useful. But only from Rel-17; it is considered not required.

	Xiaomi
	No
	It is kind of optimization of signalling overhead.

	
	
	

	
	
	



According to the input from companies, there are 11 companies take part in the discussion in total, and 3 of them think the issue is valid, and 6 of them think the issue is not essential and among them one company shows their technical concern on the issue, 2  of them have no strong point of view. Given that there is not enough support, we propose:
Proposal 1: The CR in R2-2205647 is not agreeable.
If the issue is valid, companies are invited to provide the comments  on the change:
1. Change “si-WindowPosition“ field to OPTIONAL.
2. Clarified the numbering mechanism for si-WindowPosition field when this field is not present for a certain SI. 
SI-SchedulingInfo ::=               SEQUENCE {
    schedulingInfoList                  SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSI-Message)) OF SchedulingInfo,
    si-WindowLength                     ENUMERATED {s5, s10, s20, s40, s80, s160, s320, s640, s1280},
    si-RequestConfig                    SI-RequestConfig                                                OPTIONAL,  -- Cond MSG-1
    si-RequestConfigSUL                 SI-RequestConfig                                                OPTIONAL,  -- Cond SUL-MSG-1
    systemInformationAreaID             BIT STRING (SIZE (24))                                          OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
    ...
}

SchedulingInfo ::=                  SEQUENCE {
    si-BroadcastStatus                  ENUMERATED {broadcasting, notBroadcasting},
    si-Periodicity                      ENUMERATED {rf8, rf16, rf32, rf64, rf128, rf256, rf512},
    sib-MappingInfo                     SIB-Mapping
}

SI-SchedulingInfo-v1700 ::=         SEQUENCE {
    schedulingInfoList2-r17             SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxSI-Message)) OF SchedulingInfo2-r17
}

SchedulingInfo2-r17 ::=             SEQUENCE {
    si-BroadcastStatus-r17              ENUMERATED {broadcasting, notBroadcasting},
    si-WindowPosition-r17               INTEGER (1..256),                                                OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
    si-Periodicity-r17                  ENUMERATED {rf8, rf16, rf32, rf64, rf128, rf256, rf512},
    sib-MappingInfo-r17                 SIB-Mapping-v1700
}
*omit for short*
 
	si-WindowPosition
This field indicates the SI window  position of the associated SI-message. The network provides si-WindowPosition in an ascending order, i.e. si-WindowPosition in the subsequent entry in schedulingInfoList2 has always value higher than in the previous entry of schedulingInfoList2. If this field is absent, the window position of the corresponding SI message is determined based on the field value of the most recent present entry in the schedulingInfoList2 by assuming the SI message(s) after that entry are scheduled in consecutive SI window order, until the field is present again.



Question 2: If companies think the issue is valid, Do companies agree with above change suggested  in R2-2205647?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	No
	The field description should be improved.
· si-WindowPosition must be present for the first SchedulingInfo2-r17 entry within schedulingInfoList2-r17.
· The text on the placement of SI window in case of absence is not very clear. Instead, the procedural text in 5.2.2.3.2 for schedulingInfoList2 should be changed to cover the case where the field is absent.

	Apple (Proponent)
	Yes with comment
	We are fine to further change the text based on Qualcomm comment.

	SoftBank
	Yes with comment
	We support the proposals from Qualcomm.

	OPPO
	See comments in Q1
	

	LGE
	Yes but further changes
	Support suggestion from QC. 

Currently 5.2.2.3.2 states:
3>	determine the integer value x = (si-WindowPosition -1) × w, where w is the si-WindowLength;
This can be modified as similar to (just an example):
3>	for the concerned SI message; 
4>	determine the number m which corresponds to the si-WindowPosition applicable for the SI message;
4> determine the number n which corresponds to the order of entry in the list of the SI messages that share the same applicable si-WindowPosition;
3>	determine the integer value x = (m -1) × w+(n-1) × w, where w is the si-WindowLength;

si-WindowPosition
This field indicates the SI window  position of the associated SI-message. The network provides si-WindowPosition in an ascending order, i.e. si-WindowPosition in the subsequent entry in schedulingInfoList2 has always value higher than in the previous entry of schedulingInfoList2. If the field is absent, the si-WindowPosition of the most recent SI message for which si-Window-Position is configured is applicable for the associated SI message.

	MediaTek
	
	QC suggestion is better.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Changing the field description only is not appropriate as mentioned by QCM. We would need some procedural description as mentioned by QCM and LGE, but that becomes even more complex for no clear gains as mentioned in Q1.

	Intel
	See comment
	Apart from the comments from Qualcomm, the Need code should be S to reflect the behaviour on absence.

	Nokia
	No
	It is simpler, in terms of expected UE behaviour (without making any assumptions), to always explicitly signal si-WindowPosition-r17 for each SI message in schedulingInfoList2-r17. It also provides the NW the scheduling flexibility that this enhancement was proposed for. Controlling SIB1 size is important but in this case the benefit of mandatory signalling of si-WindowPosition-r17 outweighs the savings in bits in SIB1.
Also, not sure if “based on the field value of the most recent present entry in the schedulingInfoList2” will assure there will not be any overlap in SI window position with other SI messages. Will it work if some intermediate, non-consecutive SI messages in the list are not provided the SI window position We are a bit hesitant to agree on last minute enhancements like this at this stage.

	Samsung 
	No 
	We also don’t think the problem is essential one to be resolved at this stage.

	Ericsson
	No
	The CR is not correct as the field has to be indicated at least once. Hence, it can’t be OPTIONAL
Pls check the procedure text.
[bookmark: _Hlk71038631]2>	else if the concerned SI message is configured in the schedulingInfoList2; 
3>	determine the integer value x = (si-WindowPosition -1) × w, where w is the si-WindowLength;



	Xiaomi
	No
	

	
	
	



3.2	timeDomainAllocation for CG Type 1
R2-2205417	Extension of the timeDomainAllocation for CG type 1 with typeB repetition	ZTE Corporation,Huawei, China Telecom, Sanechips	CR	Rel-17	38.331	17.0.0	3082	-	F	TEI17
R2-2205418	Addition of UE capability of extension of TDRA indication for Configured UL Grant type 1	ZTE Corporation,Huawei, China Telecom, Sanechips	CR	Rel-17	38.306	17.0.0	0715	-	F	TEI17
	Issue:
In the current RRC specification , type 1 configured grant support either type B repetition or type A repetition transmission:
  pusch-RepTypeIndicator-r16          ENUMERATED {pusch-RepTypeA,pusch-RepTypeB}                              OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
And the maximum value of time domain allocation indication is 15, it results in that the indication only can cover TDRA (i.e Time Domain Resources Allocation) list which includes less than or equal to the 16 entries
        timeDomainAllocation                INTEGER (0..15),
However, According to the current RAN1 spec, when a configured grant type 1 is configured with typeB repetition, the available TDRA list rule is defined as below:
 
-	For PUSCH repetition type B, the selection of the time domain resource allocation table is as follows:
-	If pusch-RepTypeIndicatorForDCI-Format0-1-r16 in pusch-Config is configured and set to 'pusch-RepTypeB', PUSCH-TimeDomainResourceAllocationList-ForDCIformat0_1 in pusch-Config is used;
-	Otherwise, PUSCH-TimeDomainResourceAllocationList-ForDCIformat0_2 in pusch-Config is used.
-	It is not expected that pusch-RepTypeIndicator-r16 in rrc-ConfiguredUplinkGrant is configured with 'pusch-RepTypeB' when none of pusch-RepTypeIndicatorForDCI-Format0-1-r16 and pusch-RepTypeIndicatorForDCI-Format0-2-r16 in pusch-Config is set to 'pusch-RepTypeB'.

Considering the maximum number of rows defined in PUSCH-TimeDomainResourceAllocationList-ForDCIformat0_1 and  PUSCH-TimeDomainResourceAllocationList-ForDCIformat0_2 is 64, the current TDAI (i.e time domain allocation indicator) is not sufficient to cover the whole TDRA list if the maximum number of rows is great than 16, Hence we need to extend the maximum value of timeDomainAllocation to 63.



Question 3: Do companies agree with the above issue raised by R2-2205417?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	Agree with the justification in the paper

	Apple
	No
[Apple2:
Yes]
	This topic was already discussed at RAN2#113e for Rel-16 and left to gNB implementation (at least for R16).
We do not see a strong justification to discuss this again.
[Apple2: After further check we support to solve it in TEI17]


	SoftBank
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No
	We share a similar view as Apple, and we understand it can be left to gNB implementation.

	MediaTek
	No
	We share the same view as Apple that this can be left to NW implementation. 

During the discussion in Rel-16, it was highlighted that since this is an RRC configuration, the TDRA tables can be arranged such that the TDRA to be used by this IE (RRC configured CG) is amongst the top 16 entries of the table. We don’t see an issue to be resolved here.

	Intel
	No
	We shared the similar view as Apple. This issue was discussed in Rel-16, and can be handled by gNB implementation.

	Huawei, HiSilicon

	Yes
	It is problematic to re-arrange the TDRA table by RRC reconfiguration every time the network indicates an entry beyond 15, which would cause considerable interruption and is not desirable for URLLC served by CG. Thus we believe that this bug should be fixed in R17. 

	China Telecom
	Yes
	We agree with the intention of this paper and support to solve this issue in R17.

	ZTE(Proponent)
	Yes
	Regarding the comments from above companies, during the online discussion, companies think this is a hole in the spec, but some of them have a concern that moment R16 spec is frozen, they tend to keep it as it is, and let NW to resolve this issue in Rel-16. And it can come back to fix it in the future release.
But we think this is not a great idea to always leave it in NW implementation, since the coupling only first 16 entries in TDRA tables and CG type 1 configuration will cause redundant behavior when NW decide to add CG type 1 configuration for one BWP. For example, if the new added CG type 1 cannot find the suitable configuration in the top 16 entries in the TDRA table, the whole table shall be reconfigured as well, and other existing CG type 1 may be impact because of the reconfiguration of the whole table.



	Samsung
	Yes
	Preferable to be inline with RAN1 spec, but from Rel-17.

	Ericsson
	No
	Has already been discussed several times. 
The gNB can RRC reconfigure the TDRA (e.g., at the same time as configuring the CG type 1) to include what is needed for the CG type 1 in the sixteen first rows. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	We share the same view as Ericsson

	
	
	



If companies think the issue is valid, please provide the comments on the below change provided in R2-2205417:
1: Add a new information element in ConfigureGrantConfig for extending the maximum value of TDAI to 63.
2: Add a new UE capability information element in Phy-Parameters
First Change:
rrc-ConfiguredUplinkGrant           SEQUENCE {
        timeDomainOffset                    INTEGER (0..5119),
        timeDomainAllocation                INTEGER (0..15),
        frequencyDomainAllocation           BIT STRING (SIZE(18)),
        antennaPort                         INTEGER (0..31),
        dmrs-SeqInitialization              INTEGER (0..1)                                                         OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
        precodingAndNumberOfLayers          INTEGER (0..63),
        srs-ResourceIndicator               INTEGER (0..15)                                                        OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
        mcsAndTBS                           INTEGER (0..31),
        frequencyHoppingOffset              INTEGER (1.. maxNrofPhysicalResourceBlocks-1)                          OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
        pathlossReferenceIndex              INTEGER (0..maxNrofPUSCH-PathlossReferenceRSs-1),
        ...,
        [[
        pusch-RepTypeIndicator-r16          ENUMERATED {pusch-RepTypeA,pusch-RepTypeB}                             OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
        frequencyHoppingPUSCH-RepTypeB-r16  ENUMERATED {interRepetition, interSlot}                                OPTIONAL,   -- Cond RepTypeB
        timeReferenceSFN-r16                ENUMERATED {sfn512}                                                    OPTIONAL    -- Need S
        ]],
        [[
        pathlossReferenceIndex2-r17        INTEGER (0..maxNrofPUSCH-PathlossReferenceRSs-1)                        OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
        srs-ResourceIndicator2-r17         INTEGER (0..15)                                                         OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
        precodingAndNumberOfLayers2-r17    INTEGER (0..63)                                                         OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
		timeDomainAllocation-r17           INTEGER (0..63)																   OPTIONAL,    -- Need M
        timeDomainOffset-r17               INTEGER (0..40959)                                                      OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
        cg-SDT-Configuration-r17           CG-SDT-Configuration-r17                                                OPTIONAL    -- Need M
        ]]
}   
*omit for short*
	timeDomainAllocation, timeDomainAllocation-r17
Indicates a combination of start symbol and length and PUSCH mapping type, see TS 38.214 [19], clause 6.1.2 and TS 38.212 [17], clause 7.3.1.
If the field timeDomainAllocation-r17 is present, the UE shall ignore timeDomainAllocation field (without suffix).



Second change:
Phy-ParametersCommon ::=            SEQUENCE {
    csi-RS-CFRA-ForHO                   ENUMERATED {supported}                      OPTIONAL,
    dynamicPRB-BundlingDL               ENUMERATED {supported}                      OPTIONAL,
    sp-CSI-ReportPUCCH                  ENUMERATED {supported}                      OPTIONAL,
    sp-CSI-ReportPUSCH                  ENUMERATED {supported}                      OPTIONAL,
    nzp-CSI-RS-IntefMgmt                ENUMERATED {supported}                      OPTIONAL,
    type2-SP-CSI-Feedback-LongPUCCH     ENUMERATED {supported}                      OPTIONAL,
    precoderGranularityCORESET          ENUMERATED {supported}                      OPTIONAL,
dynamicHARQ-ACK-Codebook            ENUMERATED {supported}                      OPTIONAL,
/*omit for short*/
    [[
    -- R1 31-1: Support of Desired Guard Symbol reporting and provided guard symbol reception.
    guardSymbolReportReception-IAB-r17          ENUMERATED {supported}              OPTIONAL,
    -- R1 31-2: support of restricted IAB-DU beam reception
    restricted-IAB-DU-BeamReception-r17         ENUMERATED {supported}              OPTIONAL,
    -- R1 31-3: support of recommended IAB-MT beam transmission for DL and UL beam
    recommended-IAB-MT-BeamTransmission-r17     ENUMERATED {supported}              OPTIONAL,
    -- R1 31-4: support of case 6 timing alignment indication reception
    case6-TimingAlignmentReception-IAB-r17      ENUMERATED {supported}              OPTIONAL,
    -- R1 31-5: support of case 7 timing offset indication reception and case 7 timing at parent-node indication reception
    case7-TimingAlignmentReception-IAB-r17      ENUMERATED {supported}              OPTIONAL,
    -- R1 31-6: support of desired DL Tx power adjustment reporting and DL Tx power adjustment reception
dl-tx-PowerAdjustment-IAB-r17               ENUMERATED {supported}              OPTIONAL,
cg-TimeDomainAllocationExtension-r17        ENUMERATED {supported}              OPTIONAL
    ]]
}


                          
Question 4: If the issue is confirmed, Do companies agree with the change provided in R2-2205417?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	SoftBank
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes with comment
	The text for ‘Reason for Change’ in R2-2205417 is based on a very old version of 38.331/38.214 from early Rel-16. The field pusch-RepTypeIndicatorForDCI-Format0-1-r16 no longer exists (it was replaced in version g20 of the RRC spec, CR1937). Current RRC/RAN1 spec has "pusch-RepTypeIndicatorDCI-0-1 ". In addition, PUSCH-TimeDomainResourceAllocationList-ForDCIformat0_1 was replaced by pusch-TimeDomainAllocationListDCI-0-1-r16 in version g20 of the RRC spec, CR1937. If the RAN2 CR is accepted then the ‘Reason for Change' needs to be updated per current Rel-16/17 specs.


	Huawei, HiSilicon

	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	Okay with the update suggested from apple.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



If companies think the issue is valid, please provide the comments on the below change provided in R2-2205418 for adding the UE capability:
	cg-TimeDomainAllocationExtension-r17
Indicates whether UE supports the timeDomainAllocation-r17configured in rrc-ConfiguredUplinkGrant to indicate more than 15 entries in PUSCH TDRA list. This field is only applicable if the UE supports both pusch-RepetitionTypeB-r16 and configuredUL-GrantType1.
	UE
	No
	No
	No



Question 4: If the issue is confirmed, Do companies agree with the change provided in R2-2205418?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	SoftBank
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon

	Yes
	

	China Telecom
	Yes
	

	ZTE
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



According to the input from the companies, there are 12 companies in total take part in the discussion, and 7 of them think the issue is valid and would like to fix it in the Rel-17, 5 of them think the issue is there but do not want to fix it in the Rel-17. Considering there is no one doubt on the validity of the issue, just fix or not fix, rapporteur suggest to simply follow the majorities .
And regarding the change, apple’s suggestion on R2-2205417’s cover page does make sense, and no companies express any advice on R2-2205418, consider the two CR are relevant to each other so it is proposed:
Proposal 2: R2-2205417 and R2-2205418 are agreeable with the update of the cover sheet, both of them are prepared for reviewing in Phase 2 discussion.

3.3	RRC Status for RRCRelease
R2-2205563	Discussion on RRC status after reception of RRCRelease	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-17	TEI17

	Issue:
R2-2205563 have raised an issue about the RRC status misalignment between UE and NW after reception of the RRCRelease  message with the suspendconfig. The scenario is as below:
when RRCRelease message with suspendConfig is received from the network, the UE enters RRC_INACTIVE state when acknowledgement is received from lower layers or after 60ms. Otherwise, if RRCRelease message is not successfully received, the UE enters RRC_IDLE state after DataInactivityTimer expires. However, from the network side, if no RLC ACK is received in 60ms for the RRCRelease message with suspendConfig, the network may consider the UE in RRC_INACTIVE state, which is not aligned with the real RRC status of UE.
From which, it may result in the MT-Call failure because of the failed in receiving the  RAN paging 



Question 5: Do companies think the issue raised by R2-2205563  is valid?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Comments

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	SoftBank
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	LGE
	Yes but
	We think the case does not happen frequently (or rarely happens). 

	Docomo
	Yes
	We have experienced some cases where RRC Release is not successfully delivered, and our understanding is that it is why DataInactivityTimer was created. Even if the issue could be infrequent, non-responsiveness for tens of seconds is critical for some applications.

	MediaTek
	Yes, but
	We understand this is rare scenario and NW implementation should be able to resolve it. The proposed NW behavior – “If no acknowledgement for the RRCRelease message with suspendconfig is received within 60ms, the network considers the UE enters RRC_IDLE state” could be done even without the SPEC change.

	Apple
	No
	We share the same view this is a rare case.
instead of RLC ACK, the gNB can know the delivery of RRCRelease message by lower layer HARQ Feedback too, which is not going to take 60ms, or NW can increase the reliability by retransmit RRCRelease message. 
So, the problem can be solved by NW implementation w/o spec change.. 

	Intel
	Yes
	Specification take care of misalignments to prevent UE being unreachable.  This particular scenario seems to have been missed out.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We do think this is a valid case in real deployment when there is signalling loss due to bad channel quality, including the loss of RRCRelease message and the feedback from UE. 
To avoid misalignment between UE and network, the case should be clarified in specification.

	Nokia
	No
	We think that there is no problem, because NW may use CN paging in case there is no response for RAN paging. This can be left up to NW implementation or NW can implement the proposed behaviour without any NOTE.

	ZTE
	No
	We share the same view this is a rare case.
Besides, we think if the UE losses the RRCRelease message due to bad channel quality, it’s very likely that the UE will detect RLF soon (i.e before the expiration of dataInactivityTimer), and then trigger RRC re-establishment. So the RRC status between the UE and the NW can be aligned again via RRC re-establishment procedure. It seems no serious issue will be caused in such case.

	Samsung
	Yes
	Regardless of whether it’s rare or not, we need a clear solution in order to avoid ambiguity. We recall that intention was to enter UE to RRC_IDLE upon RRCRelease reception failure, in the previous discussion of RRC state mismatching.

	Ericsson
	No
	If the network sends the RRCRelease and the ack on the RLC level is not received by the network, we assume that an RLF will be triggered after a maximum number of RLC retransmissions. In this case, the network will understand that the UE did not receive the RRCRelease. We do not think there is really a problem here, unless a problem has been observed in the field.

	Xiaomi
	Neutral
	Smart network implementation should not consider UE as in inactive state if ACK is not received from UE. The proposal is to try to limit bad network implementation, we are ok to have a note for it.



If above issue is confirmed, companies are invited to provide the comments on the suggested solution in R2-2205563:
Proposal 1: Clarify that if no acknowledgement for RRCRelease message with suspendconfig is received within 60ms, the network considers the UE enters RRC_IDLE state.
	TP in R2-2205563:
5.3.8.3	Reception of the RRCRelease by the UE
The UE shall:
1>	delay the following actions defined in this clause 60 ms from the moment the RRCRelease message was received or optionally when lower layers indicate that the receipt of the RRCRelease message has been successfully acknowledged, whichever is earlier;
NOTE: If no acknowledgement for the RRCRelease message with suspendconfig is received within 60ms, the network considers the UE enters RRC_IDLE state.
1>	stop timer T380, if running;
1>	stop timer T320, if running;
1>	if timer T316 is running;
2>	stop timer T316;
2>	clear the information included in VarRLF-Report, if any;
1>	stop timer T350, if running;
1>	stop timer T346g, if running;
1>	if the AS security is not activated:
*omit for short*




Question 6: If the issue is confirmed, Do companies agree with the solution as well as the TP provided in R2-2205563?
	Company
	Yes/No
	Comments

	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Yes
	

	SoftBank
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	No strong view
	If majority would like to have this, we can accept this.

	LG
	See comment
	If majority think something can be done, we can say “the network may consider the UE enters RRC_IDLE state.”


	Docomo
	Yes
	Can follow the majority on wording.

	MediaTek
	Prefer not
	It is our understanding that the NOTE does not change UE behavior and it could already be done by NW implementation.

	Apple
	No
	The problem can be solved by NW implementation. So,
1> The NOTE is unnecessary, since we do not need to mention NW operation in RRC spec. 
2> The NOTE is not correct, it does not reflect all reasonable NW operation according to the 60ms delay purpose.

	Intel
	Yes, with comment
	Though this is not an optimal solution, it could be sufficient for now. 
We note that with this solution, if the ACK was lost, the network will be IDLE while UE in INACTIVE.  Although this is not optimal, UE is still reachable as UE is monitoring for NAS paging in INACTIVE.   

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We suggest to add a NOTE in spec to clarify the issue. From UE side, it clarifies the necessity to provide the feedback for RRCRelease message, otherwise it will lose the power saving benefit for RRC-inactive state. 
We agree with Intel that there is no problem for reaching the UE if UE is in RRC-inactive while the NW considers RRC-idle.
We think the wording from LG that “the network may consider…” is a good compromise.

	Nokia
	No
	Proposal would introduce similar problem where NW may not receive acknowledgement for the RRCRelease e.g. due to radio conditions and the UE will go to RRC_INACTIVE and network thinks that the UE entered RRC_IDLE. 

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with Apple that we usually do not capture NW operation in RRC spec.

	Samsung
	Yes
	

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Apple

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	



According to the input from the companies for the validity of the issue, there are 14 companies in total take part in the discussion, and 9 of them think the issue is valid, 4 of them think the issue is a rare case and it can be up to NW implementation. And 1 of them have no strong point of view. According to the majorities’ view, It is concluded the issue raised in R2-2205563 is valid.
Regarding the TP in the R2-2205563, there are 14 companies in total take part in the discussion,  9 of them think the TP is needed, and two companies think to use ‘may’ can be a good compromise. 5  of them think the TP is not needed. By following the majorities’ view, it is concluded the TP is needed. 
After further discussion during the reflector, it is suggested by companies that the scenario for the note shall be limited, and consider it is only needed to be captured in the chairman minutes,
So it is proposed:
Proposal 3: It is clarified in chairman minutes for R2-2205563 as bleow:
'In case of there is no RLC acknowledgement for RRCRelease message with suspendconfig is received within 60ms and DataInactivityTimer is configured, It is up to NW implementation to handle a possible mismatch about the UE state(i.e RRC Idle or RRC Inactive)'
4	Phase 2 Discussion
[bookmark: _GoBack]During Email discussion, vivo expressed positive attitude on all the proposals achieved in phase 1 discussion. Phase 2 discussion is just the discussion of the revision of R2-2205417 and R2-2205418 which is preformed by adding the comments in email thread and/or CR draft. This part of summary paper only capture the conclusion of agreeable CR draft.
Proposal 4: the revision of R2-2205417 in R2-2206633 is agreeable.
Proposal 5: the revision of R2-2205418 in R2-2206634 is agreeable.
5	Conclusion
Proposals for Phase 1 Discussion:
Proposal 1: The CR in R2-2205647 is not agreeable.
Proposal 2: R2-2205417 and R2-2205418 are agreeable with the update of the cover sheets, both of them are prepared for reviewing in Phase 2.
Proposal 3: It is clarified in chairman minutes for R2-2205563 as bleow:
'In case of there is no RLC acknowledgement for RRCRelease message with suspendconfig is received within 60ms and DataInactivityTimer is configured, It is up to NW implementation to handle a possible mismatch about the UE state(i.e RRC Idle or RRC Inactive)'
Proposals for Phase 2 Discussion:
Proposal 4: the revision of R2-2205417 in R2-2206633 is agreeable.
Proposal 5: the revision of R2-2205418 in R2-2206634 is agreeable.


