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Introduction
This document is an email discussion summary of the following RAN1#107 email discussion thread:
[107-e-R17-MAC-CE] LS to RAN2 to provide information on RAN1 agreements with MAC-CE impact – Karri (Nokia)
· Email discussion to start on November 15
· LS to RAN2 to be finalized and endorsed on November 19

This document collects the companies’ comments on the MAC-CE impact list provided in a separate Excel file in
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG1_RL1/TSGR1_107-e/Inbox/drafts/8/%5B107-e-R17-MAC-CE%5D/MAC-CE%20table
Comments on the MAC-CE list
Round 1
Commments to the file version 01 of date 15.11.2021
FeMIMO
	Company Name
	Row index in XLS. 
	Comments

	Samsung
	12, 13, 14
	For MAC CE to activate two PUCCH spatial relation infos (row 12) or two power control sets (row 13), the following updates are suggetsted:
•	Column “Section”: Based on the Rel-17 draft CR of 38.213, suggest to add 9.2.6 for both rows.
•	Column “RAN1 temporary name”: according to the purpose of MAC CE, sugget to add “Two PUCCH Spatial Relation Info activation/deactivation MAC CE” for row 12 and “Two PUCCH power control parameter set activation/deactivation MAC CE” for row 13.
If each row in XLS means each MAC CE, row 14 (PUCCH grouping for mTRP PUCCH repetition) is not needed since this is a functionality of MAC-CE for row 12 and 13, not a MAC-CE itself.
Therefore suggest that the row 14 could be deleted and the contents of row 14 (PUCCH grouping for mTRP PUCCH repetition) could be included in both row 12 and 13.

	Ericsson
	7,8,9,10
	· Row 7: not needed, no agreement
· Row 8: Not a parameter – beam application time follows the Rel-16 behaviour
· Row 9: Not needed, the same MAC CE as in row 6 is used
· Row 10: Not needed, the same MAC CE as in row 6 is used

	ZTE
	7, 8, 9,10
	Regarding Row 7, we support the FL’s version and do not agree with Ericssion. In our views, we have agreed that the MAC CE based activation/deactivation of a subset of higher-layer-configured PCI(s) for non-serving cell SSBs as for inter-cell mTRP operation.
Regarding Row 8, not needed. Based on already agreement, we do not identify the necessary of introducing a new MAC-CE for updating beam application time.
Regarding Row 9/10, we suggest to mege those two rows into a single one, due to the fact that the ‘single active TCI state’ can be assumed as a specific case for MAC-CE based beam indication for inter-cell beam management. Then, regarding column-H, we prefer to consider the existing MAC-CE.

	Moderator review after round 1
	12,13,14
	Made the corresponding change to rows 12 and 13
Row 14 marked as deleted

	Moderator review after round 1
	7,8,9,10
	Row 7: I kept this for now, but if after the 2nd round there’s no agreement to keep it, will have to remove
Row 8: marked as deleted
Row 9: To me Ericsson comment that this is the same as row 6 looks plausible, but at the same time ZTE suggest keeping it and merging with row 10. I moved the row 10 agreement to row 9 and otherwise kept it as it was (did not at this stage make a statement that existing MAC-CE is kept). If no agreement on 2nd  
Row 10: marked as deleted



eIAB
	Company Name
	Row index in XLS
	Comments

	ZTE
	27, 28, 29
	For the description part of these rows, the following text is still under discussion and is still not stable at RAN1, it may cause misunderstanding at RAN2 and should be removed.
“This indication can be associated with some combination of the following IAB-node's confirgutaions:
- Multiplexing mode
- MT’s DL beam (e.g. TCI state id)
- (MT CC, DU cell) pair
- DU resource configuration
- FFS: Slot index
- FFS: timing mode (e.g., Case-7 timing) ”

	ZTE
	21~29
	For Column “RAN1 spec”, it should be “38.213” instead of “36.213”.

	Moderator review after round 1
	21-29
	@ZTE, rows 27, 28, 29, removed the text as suggested
@ZTE, rows 21-19 thank you, fixed the spec series from 36. to 38.



WIs other than FeMIMO or eIAB
	Company Name
	Row index in XLS
	Comments

	Ericsson
	20
	For “NB_IOTenh4_LTE_eMTC6,” the following updates are suggested:
•	Column “RAN2 spec”: Please replace “38.321” by “36.321”.
•	Column “Description”: Please add the highlighted text below:
For channel quality reporting when 16QAM in DL is configured for NB-IoT.
Note: The channel quality reporting is only for DL.
•	Column “RAN1 spec”: In our view, the “N/A?” can be replaced by “36.213”.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	20
	We are fine with the first two comments proposed by Ericsson. 
On the third comment, it seems the direction now is to capture the channel quality reporting in RAN4 spec, therefore, we can have N/A there.

	ZTE
	20
	For NB_IOTenh4_LTE_eMTC6, column H “New or existing” should be New, since it is agreed in 107e-meeting that a new CQI table for 16-QAM is defined.
Additionally, the description lacks a subject, the following modification is suggested.
For channel quality reporting can be triggered when 16QAM in DL is configured for NB-IoT.

	ZTE
	18
	For postioning, the RAN1 spec change should also be on 38.214. 
The following new agreement made in this meeting can be also included in the last column
Agreement
Preconfiguration of MG(s) in RRC is supported from RAN1 perspective.
0. Each MG in the preconfiguration is associated with an ID
0. The information in the UL MAC CE for MG activation request by the UE can be one ID associated with the preconfiguration of the MG
Send an LS to RAN2 and RAN3 

	Moderator review after round 1
	20, 18
	@Ericsson row 20: Fixed the spec number, added the yello-whighlighted text + the note. As per the Huawei comment, the reporting doesn’t seem to have any impact on 36.213, (at least couldn’t find any references to it in the CRs).
@Huawei/HiSi row 20: Removed the ‘?’ from the ‘N/A?’
@ZTE: row 20, does new CQI table automatically mean new MAC-CE, or couldn’t the existing MAC-CE be used to dceliver the entries of the new CQI table? I kept the TBD for now, let’s conclude on the 2nd row. 
@ZTE: row 18, updated the text NB-IoT/eMTC descrtiption accordingly, with an addition of MAC-CE.
@ZTE: row 18 was already marked for 38.214 subclause 5.1.6.5. Added the new agreement to the comment column.




Round 2
Commments to the file version 02 of date 17.11.2021
FeMIMO
	Company Name
	Row index in XLS. 
	Comments

	Moderator review after round 1
	12,13,14
	Made the corresponding change to rows 12 and 13
Row 14 marked as deleted

	Moderator review after round 1
	7,8,9,10
	Row 7: I kept this for now, but if after the 2nd round there’s no agreement to keep it, will have to remove
Row 8: marked as deleted
Row 9: To me Ericsson comment that this is the same as row 6 looks plausible, but at the same time ZTE suggest keeping it and merging with row 10. I moved the row 10 agreement to row 9 and otherwise kept it as it was (did not at this stage make a statement that existing MAC-CE is kept). If no agreement on 2nd  
Row 10: marked as deleted

	vivo (moved by moderator)
	12, 15
	Row 12: whether it is a new MAC CE or an existing MAC CE should be up to RAN2 decision, propose to change the Column “New or existing” to “RAN2 to decide”. Besides, the deleted agreement in Row 14 should be included in Row 12 to let RAN2 be aware of the situation.
Row 15: same comment as Row 12, propose to change the Column “New or existing” to “RAN2 to decide (single entry and multi-entry)”. Besides, better to give the final version of agreement shown in the following rather than an intermediate version in Column “Comment”.
Agreement
For option 4, support the following: 
· When PHR MAC-CE is reported in slot n, for a CC that is configured with mTRP PUSCH repetition, second PHR value is determined as, 
· If the first PHR value is actual PHR (based on Rel. 15/16) corresponding to a repetition among mTRP PUSCH repetitions associated with a given TRP, the second PHR value, select Alt. 2A 
· Alt.2A: Is actual only when a repetition associated with the other TRP is transmitted in slot n. Otherwise, it is virtual.
· If there are multiple repetitions associated with the other TRP in slot n, the earliest one in slot n is selected.
· If the first PHR value is actual PHR (based on Rel. 15/16) but not corresponding to a repetition among mTRP PUSCH repetitions (corresponds to sTRP PUSCH), select Alt. 1B 
· Alt1B: a second PHR value is reported as virtual PHR.
· If the first PHR value is virtual, select Alt. 1C 
· Alt1C: a second PHR value is reported as virtual PHR.
· Note: It was agreed that when second PHR is virtual, it is calculated based on a set of default power control parameters defined for the other TRP (that is not associated with the first PHR)
Note: It was agreed that the above is applicable to both single entry and multi-entry PHR reports

	Nokia, NSB (moved by moderator)
	7,8,9,10
	Row 7: We did not find a corresponding agreement, suggest deleting for now
Row 8, 9, 10. Should be deleted, are the same as row 6.

	Moderator review after round 2
	7,8,9,10, 12, 15
	Rows 7,8,9,10: Marked as deleted
Row 12: Changed new/existing to RAN2 to decide. Moved the Row 14 agreement here (row 14 marked as deleted)
Row 15: Changed new/existing to RAN2 to decide. Updated the agreement as suggested by Vivo



eIAB
	Company Name
	Row index in XLS
	Comments

	Moderator review after round 1
	21-29
	@ZTE, rows 27, 28, 29, removed the text as suggested
@ZTE, rows 21-19 thank you, fixed the spec series from 36. to 38.

	Samsung2
	New entry
	According to the following agreement this week, we suggest a new entry as following:

	(AI 8.10) Agreement:
Select Alt 2 from the aforementioned RAN1#106b-e agreement without specification impact other than the following:
* - Alt A: the T_delta range is updated to support Case 6 timing.
FFS: Update of one way delay estimation equation in TS38.213 subclause 14



WI Code: NR_IAB_enh
Sub-feature group: Timing control
RAN1 spec: 38.213
Section: 14
MAC CE name: Timing Delta MAC CE
Field name: T_delta
RAN1 temporary name: N/A
New or existing: Existing
Description: “The IAB-node is provided an index T_delta in a Timing Delta MAC CE to derive a time difference between a DU transmission of a signal from the serving cell and a reception of the signal by the IAB-MT when Case6 timing is performed at the IAB node.”
Value range: TBD


	Moderator review after round 2
	New entry (row 30)
	Introduced a new row #30 As suggested by Samsung.



WIs other than FeMIMO or eIAB
	Company Name
	Row index in XLS
	Comments

	Moderator review after round 1
	20, 18
	@Ericsson row 20: Fixed the spec number, added the yello-whighlighted text + the note. As per the Huawei comment, the reporting doesn’t seem to have any impact on 36.213, (at least couldn’t find any references to it in the CRs).
@Huawei/HiSi row 20: Removed the ‘?’ from the ‘N/A?’
@ZTE: row 20, does new CQI table automatically mean new MAC-CE, or couldn’t the existing MAC-CE be used to dceliver the entries of the new CQI table? I kept the TBD for now, let’s conclude on the 2nd row. 
@ZTE: row 18, updated the text NB-IoT/eMTC descrtiption accordingly, with an addition of MAC-CE.
@ZTE: row 18 was already marked for 38.214 subclause 5.1.6.5. Added the new agreement to the comment column.

	Ericsson
	20
	Thanks for the “Fixed the spec number, added the yello-whighlighted text + the note.” 
About the Column “RAN1 spec”: The CQI Table per se is in the direction of being captured in the RAN4 specifications, however there is also a channel quality reporting definition.Under the understanding the latter will take the same direction (which would be consistent), then is ok to us keeping Column “RAN1 spec” as “N/A”, thanks.

	CATT
	
	The following agreement was made in AI 8.5.4. 
Agreement
Preconfiguration of MG(s) in RRC is supported from RAN1 perspective.
· Each MG in the preconfiguration is associated with an ID
· The information in the UL MAC CE for MG activation request by the UE can be one ID associated with the preconfiguration of the MG
· Send an LS to RAN2 and RAN3

Suggest adding a new MAC parameter: preconfigMG_ID

	Samsung2
	30
	In column M, R1-2110659 is not available – marked as widthrawn.
Instead, relavent RAN1 agreements can be captured.

	Moderator review after round 2
	30->31
Row 18
	Row 31 (was 30 in v2) Brought in the relevant agreements as the referenced LS was not sent due to the RRC parameter list being incomplete.
@CATT, this agreement was on row#18. Added preconfigMG_ID in the RAN1 temporary name list as and/or as not clear if this is any different from what was already there.



Comments on the MAC-CE list
The outcome MAC-CE list in [2] included also one new MAC-CE that was pointed out in the end of the meeting as row#33 on NR_SL_enh.
LS to RAN2 (cc RAN4) agreed in [4] 
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