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1
Introduction

This is the summary of the phase II of the email discussion on Rel-17 NR Multicast/Broadcast. 
The summary of the phase I was submitted in RAN#86 in RP-191859 

Phase II started on 27th November with the moderator publishing a draft WID on “New Work Item on NR Multicast and Broadcast Services” on the RAN_DRAFTS email reflector and asking for comments in order to finalize the WID in time for RAN RAN#86 submission deadline.

Comments were received (all in time) by the following companies: One2Many, Ericsson, EBU/BBC/IRT, Interdigital, AT&T, Qualcomm, ZTE, CMCC, Vivo, Saankhyalabs, CHTTL. The original emails with the comments can be found on the RAN DRAFTS email reflector. Below we aim to give a short summary of the points raised and why there were accepted or not in the final version of the WID that was submitted by the moderator in RP-192966. 

2

Discussion

Below are the main points raised on the draft WID on “New Work Item on NR Multicast and Broadcast Services” published on the RAN_DRAFTS email reflector on 27th November RP-192966 and a summary of what has been/has not been reflected in RP-192966. 

One2Many
The comments was on the reception of the NR Multicast and Broadcast Services in IDLE and INACTIVE states. This is in fact already part of the proposed WID in RP-192966. RAN WGs will keep monitoring what SA6 WG produces and take it into account in the appropriate way. There is no need to update the WID to capture these comments.
Ericsson
The comments suggested to clarify in the WID that there is no intention or need to specify inter-gNB operation and instead suggested to explicitly mention “within one gNB”. This is arguably the most important issue to discuss next week and therefore has been marked in RP-192966 as “to be discussed” in RAN#86. See conclusions below. 
EBU/BBC/IRT 
On the definition of IPTV, not sure if we have a 3GPP definition of it, anyway this is not impacting the WID. 
On the concurrent reception of Unicast and Broadcast/Multicast services: this has now been clarified in the objectives of RP-192966.

On the flexible resource allocation, i.e. allow up to 100% Broadcast/Multicast resource allocation. This has been marked in RP-192966 as an assumption to be checked next week.
Interdigital
On the comments on the justification part, I took into account the first one, but not the second one. If we start moving the justification part towards the TV cases explicitly other companies will start to complain. I stick to the SA2 separation so far between Objective A and B and we could try to make it more clear next week that if possible we would like this RAN WI in RP-192966 to be future proof in a way to enable the support of all the TV/radio/general broadcast cases with only few enhancements in future releases.

On the comments on the objective part, I hope that all of them has been take onto account in the latest draft in RP-192966. The only one that I didn’t accept for now is the one related to the configuration for in IDLE and INACTIVE states. Indeed Interdigital is correct that the one of the main goal is “to imply that the configuration is not provided based on some MBMS-specific control channel and/or based on higher layer (e.g., NAS) signaling.”. Nevertheless this is not the only issue. We consider this to be a point worthwhile more discussion next week, given that other companies by email and offline pointed this to me. See conclusions below.
AT&T 
Two comments received, the first one SA1 requirements has been captured in RP-192966. 

The second one on “whether or not to provide SFN is left to network implementation” is linked to the discussion that we need to have on the expected RAN3 study and/or work, so I left it out for the moment and will be discussed next week. 
Qualcomm 
I assume I took into account all the comments related to the actual objectives and specs affected.
For the comments on the Justification part and the part under restriction and assumptions are a bit too hypothetical, related to possible future actions from other WGs, so for now I left them out.

ZTE

All of the comments are related to the impact in RAN3, in particular on the F1/E1 interfaces. I left them out now, given that is clearly marked as to be discussed next week. Not clear why we need to add RAN3 to the objective on “Specify required changes to improve reliability of Broadcast/Multicast service”, so this can also be discussed next week. 
CMCC 
The comment on the bearer switching has been taken onto account. About the comment on “and to guarantee reliability consistence between Multicast and Unicast when multicast/unicast switching”, if the intention is to have exactly the same level of reliability when receiving in Multicast and Unicast, we consider this a nice to have target but at this point in time we cannot be sure how much it can be achieved. We have to bear in mind that some companies wanted to de-prioritize this whole objective, so as a compromise we left this as a main objective, while not pushing too hard on the requirements before we start looking at technical solutions.
Vivo
The comment asked to clarify “the exact scope of “UL feedback””. This is on purpose left very open, to be discussed in the WI.
Saankhyalabs 
Supported the comments from Interdigital. So see above.
CHTTL 

Asked to consider EN DC architecture in the WI. This cannot be done, as it has already been explained in the conclusions of the phase I of this discussion.
3
Conclusions 

Overall 13 companies participated in this email discussion phase II, their comments have been all considered and some have been reflected in RP-192966 “New Work Item on NR Multicast and Broadcast Services” already.
In the view of the moderator, only the following points needs to be addressed in a possible revision of the WID next week in RAN#86:
1) Impact on RAN3 according to the comments received from Ericsson and ZTE.
There are basically two alternatives. One possibility is to limit the work on the case of “intra-DU”, leaving it to network implementation the coordination/synchronization of the cells under the DU, and do not specify in Rel-17 anything else ““within one gNB”. The other alternative is to study and specify the next level up in the architecture, i.e. “within one gNB”. This was marked as “to be discussed” in RP-192966.
Note that in any case RAN3 will have to work in this WI on NG interface for the link between RAN and 5GC.
2) Possible rewording of the part related to the reception NR Multicast and Broadcast Services in IDLE and INACTIVE, for what concerns the possibility of configuration in System Information, according to the comments from Interdigital
3) A couple of sentences in the part “Restrictions and assumptions” that might need rewording or can even be taken out. These were marked already as “to be checked| in RP-192966.
