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1. Introduction

This document summarises the initial round of email discussion.

2. Objective

Goal: Find a way forward on the 2 sets of CRs highlighted in 1907

Input documents covered: 1892, 1897, 1898, 1899, 1900, 1901, 1906, 1907, 1864.

Structure of initial discussion: Moderator requested feedback on 3 aspects in the context of the 2 sets of CRs proposed:
1) Feedback on whether there really is a “practical” non-backwards compatibility issue, given that this requirement is specifically for 15kHz SCS in n38. Note that we discussed this in May RAN4 meeting and June RAN plenary meeting when we started this Work Item, and no issues were raised at that time.
2) While the “original” CRs seem quite straightforward (if bullet 1 is not an issue), feedback requested on the “alternative” CR approach.
a. Moderator wondered if there could be a better compromise where we make the requirement in the original CR a “should” (recommendation), and we add the NOTE from the alternative approach.
3)  From 1864, feedback on the 2 proposals for DSS in new TDD bands requested – moderator understands the aim is to avoid having a new discussion every time we introduce DSS in a particular TDD band.


3. Company feedback

Point 1

	Qualcomm
	1)    From our side there is no issue with the current proposal of mandating the shift from Rel.15 for 15kHz SCS.

	Huawei
	According to our understanding, there would be no “practical” NBC issue currently. But we do hope that 3GPP can made decision as quick as possible and thus the requirement for implementation can be stable.

	Nokia
	Taking into account the latest Rel’15 changes to n38 system parameters, we do not see the issue to mandate the shift from Rel’15.

	Apple
	As a UE vendor company we do have a big concern with mandating UL shift functionality for Rel-15 band n38 for the reasons we have explained during our previous discussions. We obviously do not want to create a precedent of introducing some changes to the specification that will/might create a discrepancy between what the specifications says and what a UE actually supports.

	Vodafone
	We understood there was no practical issue when this WI was agreed, but a timely decision is important to ensure vendors do not begin implementing n38 devices without the required shift.


	Ericsson
	First of all, we also support the rel-15 CR approach. We don’t fully understand why there is an issue in this case given that the SSB change was only recent and the rel-15 change was agreed in the WID.



Point 2:

	Qualcomm
	We strongly prefer the original approach with changes from Rel.15. No strong view on the note for the alternative approach

	Huawei
	We prefer the original CRs from network perspective. We are fine with the idea to add the note on top of the original CR just to allow some exception for UE which supports 7.5KHz uplink shift and is already in the market. The current wording in 1900 seems meet the goal, i.e., A Release 15 UE not supporting this requirement will not be able to access.

	Nokia
	We prefer original proposal but would be open to discuss the note in case some companies believe it is necessary.

	Apple
	We are of course more than open to consider compromised or alternative approaches that will enable UL shift for Rel-15 for UE that will come to the market later. If we follow the same process for all the bands, then the simplest way is to make changes similar to what we did for band n40 as nobody has really explained what is wrong with it. Adding further clarifications/NOTE to the Rel-15 specification is another option, which in fact does not conflict with the spirit of release independent changes we applied for e.g. band n40.

	Vodafone
	We strongly prefer the original proposal with mandatory changes from Rel-15. In our opinion this is still the cleanest option with the least ambiguity. But we would be willing to discuss the alternative CRs or the “better compromise” proposed by the moderator if necessary.


	Ericsson
	Assuming it is only a very small amount of UEs that may have an issue and since there are no other issues for legacy UEs, we could potentially consider the note.



Point 3:

	Qualcomm
	We still believe a band by band approach is needed as there could be NBC issues. Which bands would be under discussion?

	Huawei
	We do not support those proposals if they are comment approach applicable to the existing TDD bands. Definitely the UEs supporting certain TDD bands have already been in the market. If the common approaches applies for the new re-farming bands, we are open.

	Nokia
	Clarification is needed which additional TDD band(s) is(are) in question, prefer case by case  approach to be on the safe side.

	T-Mobile US
	Since the issue of adding the 7.5 kHz UL shift for TDD bands and potential NBC issues has been discussed over and over for the last year and a half, we’d like to propose a solution to this issue so that we don’t have to have the same discussion every time there is interest in DSS in a TDD band.
 
Our understanding is that the potential NBC issue is that the UE behavior is undefined in 38.331 for the condition where a UE receives the 7.5 kHz UL Shift IE in the SIB, but the UE does not support the 7.5 kHz UL shift for the band. The UE may attempt to transmit without the shift which could cause problems serious interference or on the uplink. If there are no legacy UEs that support the 15 kHz SCS but not the 7.5 kHz UL shift for the band, there is no problem. But if there are legacy UEs that support the 15 kHz SCS but not the 7.5 kHz UL shift, then there is a problem.
 
One way to solve this problem is to bar legacy UEs that do not support the UL shift from transmitting by using new NS values that a legacy UE does not support. 38.331 is clear that a UE shall consider a cell to be barred if it does not support any of the NS values in the SIB. 
 
We drafted a contribution for this meeting on this topic, but didn’t submit it because we thought this might be more of a RAN4 topic. Since there is interest in finding a common approach, we would like to propose the solution described above in more detail

	Apple
	Answering first bullet 3, we encourage companies to consider a common solution/approach for enabling UL shift for NR TDD bands so that we do not have same painful discussions over and over again, as also commented by T-Mobile. If this approach works for all FDD and SUL bands saving a lot of time, we could not help but wonder why it would not work for NR TDD bands and why we need to enter case-by-case mode. Somewhat answering Huawei concern, our intention is of course not to mandate UL shift fo NR TDD bands starting from Rel-15, but consider instead mandating this functionality from e.g. Rel-16/17 for all TDD bands. Even if we conclude that case-by-case approach is inevitable, which we would like to avoid as commented earlier, then it would be nice to agree at least a common approach how to enable UL shift, e.g. mandating it starting from Rel-X and consider a release independent approach and/or a NOTE for earlier releases.  Accounting for what we did for band n40, the easiest approach would be to follow the same way of doing things because it will align the specification changes (see also our comments below).
Referring to the T-Mobile comment, TS 38.331 indeed does not say anything about UE behaviour when it does not support UL shift but camps on a cell broadcasting UL shift.

	Vodafone
	We think this should be discussed for future bands (not including n38), given that completing the DSS work in a timely manner is important. Maybe some principles could be put in place for different scenarios.

	Ericsson
	Regarding the future, think case by case is probably better as it depends on the situation with legacy. Regarding the proposal to use NS values to bar UEs, one question what happens then if more than one NS value is signaled? Isn’t the behavior to follow the first NS it supports and ignore others?

	Moderator 
	Response to T-Mobile that there is already signalling in the system info to indicate whether the shift is configured, so unclear why we need a new signalling mechanism.




4. Conclusions

Clear preference stated for Original CRs with 1 company opposing. The issue from the opposing company seems to be more about potential compliance from a UE not supporting and the principle, but still unclear that there is actually a practical deployment issue. Moderator would prefer to agree those CRs.

Most companies did indicate that they could potentially discuss an alternative with a note, despite the majority indicating a clear preference for the original CRs to be approved. One company expressed a clear preference for such an approach.

Majority of companies were not clear that a common solution would be applicable for all TDD bands, and a feeling that it would need some case-by-case discussion.





