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1 Introduction

This document is for the following email discussion on the remaining MAC open issues:

· [Post109bis-e][938][PowSav] MAC open issues (Huawei)

Address stage-3 remaining open issues. Capture identified NEW, if any, stage-3 corrections/issues from other companies.  Issues that have already been discussed and not pursued should not be brought up again.  

      Intended outcome: CR for 38.321 addressing open issues (including editorials received offline)

      Deadline: Wednesday May 20th 23.59 PST
2 Discussion

2.1 RAN1 LS

In the RAN2#109-e, one LS has been sent to RAN1 to inform RAN2 understanding on MAC-PHY interactions for DCP [1]. In the RAN1#100bis-e, the following RAN1 reply LS has been approved to inform the following RAN1 understanding [2]:

	L1 procedure of DCI format 2_6 detection

· Successful decoding of DCI format 2_6

· L1 sends a positive indication to MAC when the value of wakeup indication bit is “1” 

· L1 sends a negative indication to MAC when the value of wakeup indication bit is “0”

· Miss-detection - all CRC checks fails on DCI format 2_6 

· L1 does not send any indication to MAC

· All invalid monitoring occasions – following legacy behavior to wake up

· L1 sends a positive indication to MAC

Text proposal of CR to TS38.213 of the above physical layer procedure were also agreed.  




Whether the endorsed MAC CR needs to be updated according to the RAN1 LS needs to be discussed.

Discussion point 1. Is there any impact on the endorsed MAC CR due to the reply LS from RAN1?
	Company name
	Yes/No 
	Comments

	CATT
	Yes
	We think the MAC CR wording can be updated to better match the latest RAN1 spec as follows:

3>
if DCP indication associated with the current DRX Cycle received from lower layer was a positive indicationindicated to start drx-onDurationTimer, as specified in TS 38.213 [6]; or



	Qualcomm
	No
	We do not think the change proposed by CATT is necessary. It is better to have a more explicit text on what UE’s behavior should be (e.g. start on duration timer), instead of a rather generic word “positive/negative”. In our view, “positive” or “negative” is more of an internal modelling issue. 

	LG
	No
	We have similar understanding with Qualcomm. There is no need to change the current text.

	Xiaomi
	Yes?
	According to the LS, the physical layer procedure regarding to invalid DCP occasions was changed to: An indication will be received from PHY. In our view, it seems that the second bullet 3 can be merged to the previous bullet. Because MAC does not need to care about whether the indication is triggered by a successful decoding of DCP or invalid monitoring occasions.

2>
if DCP is configured for the active DL BWP:

3>
if DCP indication associated with the current DRX Cycle received from lower layer indicated to start drx-onDurationTimer, as specified in TS 38.213 [6]; or

3>
if all DCP occasion(s) in time domain, as specified in TS 38.213 [6], associated with the current DRX Cycle occurred in Active Time considering grants/assignments/DRX Command MAC CE/Long DRX Command MAC CE received and Scheduling Request sent until 4 ms prior to start of the last DCP occasion, or within BWP switching interruption length, or during a measurement gap; or
3>
if ps-Wakeup is configured with value true and DCP indication associated with the current DRX Cycle has not been received from lower layers:

4>
start drx-onDurationTimer after drx-SlotOffset from the beginning of the subframe.



	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	No
	We agree with Qualcomm

	Intel
	Partially
	For the case of “Successful decoding of DCI format 2_6”, we agree with that MAC spec should focus on whether UE starts (or not) the on duration timer (as it is already captured in current CR).

For case of “All invalid monitoring occasions – following legacy behavior to wake up”, RAN2 IF condition does not seem to cover all invalid cases described in 38.213, with reference copied below to clauses 10, 11.1, 12 (as MAC IF condition mainly addresses the overlapping with active time, BWP switching and measurement gap):

If a UE is provided search space sets to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 2_6 in the active DL BWP of the
PCell or of the SpCell and the UE
 - is not required to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 2_6, as described in Clauses 10, 11.1, 12, and in Clause 5.7 of [14, TS 38.321] for all corresponding PDCCH monitoring occasions outside Active Time prior to a next DRX cycle, or
Therefore, we suggest adding a reference to the MO invalid cases described in RAN1 TS e.g. with the following TP change:

3> if DCP indication associated with the current DRX Cycle received from lower layer indicated to start drx-onDurationTimer, as specified in TS 38.213 [6]; or
3> if all DCP occasion(s) in time domain, as specified in TS 38.213 [6], associated with the current DRX Cycle occurred in Active Time considering grants/assignments/DRX Command MAC CE/Long DRX Command MAC CE received and Scheduling Request sent until 4 ms prior to start of the last DCP occasion, or within BWP switching interruption length, or during a measurement gap; or

3> if all DCP occasion(s) in time domain, as specified in TS 38.213 [6], associated with the current DRX Cycle are invalid; or

3> if ps-Wakeup is configured with value true and DCP indication associated with the current DRX Cycle has not been received from lower layers:

4> start drx-onDurationTimer after drx-SlotOffset from the beginning of the subframe.



	ZTE
	No
	We tend to share the same view with Qualcomm

	Ericsson
	No
	We think it is rather clear when lower layers indicate to start the drx-OnDurationTimer, i.e. no further clarifications are needed:

no-Wake-up indication value ‘0’ to higher layers
Wake-up indication value ‘1’ to higher layers
But based on the comment from Intel above, we have further comments/questions. 

We had a preference from the beginning for a stricter separation of what to capture in RAN1 and RAN2 spec, i.e. PDCCH monitoring aspects only in RAN1. 

We think the current status is confusing, and not clear:

1. PHY is now referring to MAC when to send a wake-up indication to MAC (: “as described in Clauses 10, 11.1, 12, and in Clause 5.7 of [14, TS 38.321]”?

2. When PHY talks about “UE is not required to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 2_6” (aka invalid DCP occasion) it is not clear that this refers to “if all DCP occasion(s) in time domain, as specified in TS 38.213 [6]” in 38.321?

38.213:

If a UE is provided search space sets to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 2_6 in the active DL BWP of the PCell or of the SpCell and the UE is not required to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 2_6, as described in Clauses 10, 11.1, 12, and in Clause 5.7 of [14, TS 38.321] for all corresponding PDCCH monitoring occasions outside Active Time prior to a next DRX cycle, or does not have any PDCCH monitoring occasions for detection of DCI format 2_6 outside Active Time of a next DRX cycle the UE shall send the Wake-up indication value “1” to higher layers start the drx-onDurationTimer for the next DRX cycle.  
38.321:

3>
if all DCP occasion(s) in time domain, as specified in TS 38.213 [6], associated with the current DRX Cycle occurred in Active Time considering grants/assignments/DRX Command MAC CE/Long DRX Command MAC CE received and Scheduling Request sent until 4 ms prior to start of the last DCP occasion, or within BWP switching interruption length, or during a measurement gap; or

	OPPO
	No
	There is no need to update the MAC procedure based on RAN1 LS.


2.2 Other remaining issues

In the last RAN2#109bis-e meeting [3], it seems all MAC open issues in the submitted documents have been discussed / addressed. The only remaining issue is the collision between DCP and RAR window. One LS has been sent to RAN1 to confirm RAN2 understanding that RAR addressed all RNTIs is prioritized over DCP by the UE and ask where to capture the behaviour [4]. An Editor’s Note has been captured in the endorsed MAC CR [5]. Our understanding is that we need to wait for RAN1 reply before further discuss this issue.

Companies are invited to raise new MAC remaining issues (including editorials) based on the endorsed MAC CR [5], if any.

Discussion point 2. Companies are invited to raise new MAC remaining issues (including editorials) based on the endorsed MAC CR [5], if any.
	Company name
	Open issues
	Comments

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


3 Summary 

TBD
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