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1 Introduction

In the last RAN2#108 meeting, an email discussion was agreed for Rel-16 UE power saving WID to update 38.321 running CR and further discuss remaining MAC related open issues:

· [108#78][Power Saving] Running 38.321 (Huawei)

Phase 1:


Intended outcome: Running CRs capturing agreements from RAN2 #108


Deadline:  2020-01-10 (up to rapporteur) 


Phase 2:


Capture open issues from contribution from RAN2#108 and from CR implementation phase


Outcome: set of agreeable proposals capturing open issues and update running CRs with agreeable proposals from open issue discussion


Deadline:  2020-02-13
This document is for the Phase-2 discussion on remaining MAC open issues.

2 Discussion (Phase-2)

2.1 MAC/PHY modelling for DCP

MAC/PHY modelling for DCP, i.e. where to capture the start of onDurationTimer and monitoring of DCP, has been discussed in previous email discussion [1], RAN2#108 and Phase-1 of this email discussion. According to the majority views of Phase-1 email discussion, the MAC/PHY modelling in the latest draft MAC running CR can be summarised as:

MAC specification:

1. MAC specifies the start of onDurationTimer, including:

· MAC should start onDurationTimer according to DCP monitored by PHY

· MAC should start onDurationTimer in case DCP is overlapped with Active time, measurement gap and BWP switch period

PHY specification:

1. PHY specifies DCP monitoring, including:

· When to start the monitoring (ps_offset) 

· In case DCP is overlapped with Active time, measurement gap (not captured in RAN1 CR yet) and BWP switch period (not captured in RAN1 CR yet), the UE should not monitor DCP

2. PHY indicates to MAC whether the monitored DCP indicates the start of onDurationTimer

It was commented in Phase-1 discussion that LS should be sent to RAN1 to inform RAN2 understanding on MAC/PHY modelling for DCP. Please companies provide comments on above understanding and whether LS is needed.
Question 1. Companies are invited to confirm above MAC/PHY modeling, the need of LS to RAN1 and the content of the LS.
	Company name
	LS needed?
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	In our understanding, when to start monitor DCP should be specified in 38.321 also as MAC controls the start of PDCCH monitoring.

We are fine to take the current modelling as a compromise as it can also work for us.

We think LS is needed to inform RAN1 for:

1. Inform our understanding on the modelling

2. RAN1 needs to remove the control of onDurationTimer, only one indication to MAC is needed

3. RAN1 needs also to capture the overlapping cases for BWP switching period and measurement gap



	CATT
	No?
	No strong view. In principle RAN1 can check RAN2 understanding from reading our running CR. We can also check at the end of this email discussion if some new agreements require some explicit clarification to RAN1.

	Xiaomi
	No
	In my memory, I noted that in the phase1 email discussion most companies had the consensus that the (DCP) monitoring/reception should be specified in RAN1 while the impact to DRX should be specified in MAC as we already did in the outcome draft CR.

So I don’t see a LS is needed unless we have a concreate question.



	Ericsson
	Yes
	We have similar view as Huawei. We understand that there can be some different views on details of the MAC-PHY split, but 38.213 should not specify when to start drx-OnDurationTimer or when to start of Active Time. RAN1 should provide an indication to upper layers to start PDCCH monitoring for next DRX cycle based on the configuration and result of monitoring of DCP occasion(s) before the DRX cycle. RAN1 should capture all the issues related to DCP occasion(s) i.e. including overlap with BWP switching and measurements.

	Nokia
	Likely
	We share the view by Ericsson that PHY should not specify anything related to drx-onDurationTimer handling.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We agree with Xiaomi that DCP monitoring should be specified in RAN1 while DRX impact must be in MAC. However, the current Rel-16 38.213 specification captures triggers for drx-onDurationTimer in section 10.3. It would be better to capture these conditions in MAC (and remove them from PHY), to reduce maintenance issues.

Similarly, BWP switching/ active time/ measurement gaps conditions for DCP should only be captured in one specification, for ease of maintenance.

	vivo
	No?
	We agree this modelling. For this specific issue, I suppose there is no need to send any LS to RAN1, because:

1. RAN1 has already make the decision on the behaviour of monitoring. Any further decisions will inform RAN2 if any.

2. The majority agree to capture the monitoring behaviour in RAN1, and the impact of DCP in RAN2 specification. 

3. RAN1 anyway need to check the RAN2 running CR to make this feature workable during drafting RAN1 CR. Some high level description in LS will not helpful for RAN1 CR. 

For other issues (if any) about DCP related the behaviour of monitoring can be sent to RAN1.

	Intel
	Neutral
	We support having PHY spec to handle the details of the DCP monitoring/reception and MAC spec, starting the ON duration. However, our preference is capturing a trigger indication from lower layers instead of having to repeat all the cases/details already captured in RAN1 TS. For example, as follow: 

1> if the Long DRX Cycle is used, and [(SFN × 10) + subframe number] modulo (drx-LongCycle) = drx-StartOffset:

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

3> if lower layer indicates that UE is required to start PDCCH monitoring for the next DRX cycle:

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

2>  else:

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

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We can agree with the MAC part of the summary above, but we think when or whether to monitor DCP should be captured in MAC spec instead of in PHY spec, because active time (when to monior PDCCH) and UE behavior with overlapping measurement gap etc are all controlled by MAC, not PHY. PHY spec only needs to capture how monitoring is performed.

There are two possible ways to model the above interaction between PHY and MAC:

· Alt 1. PHY always monitors configured DCP occasions,  regardless of UE is in DRX active time or measurement gap or BWP switching or not. And PHY sends indication to MAC if DCP is received. It is up to MAC to decide whether to take the indication or ignore it based on whether it is in DRX active time, measurement gap, etc, or not.

· Alt 2. MAC sends indication to PHY telling PHY whether to start or stop monitoring DCP occasions. 

Between these two options, we prefer Alt 2, because Alt 1 results in unnecessary monitoring by PHY. More specifically:

PHY:

· Either monitor or skip configured DCP occasions when it receives indication from MAC to do so (e.g. when active time or measurement gap starts or stops);

· When UE receives DCP, it sends the corresponding indication to MAC (i.e. to either skip or start on duration timer). 

MAC:

· Indicates to PHY when/whether to monitor DCP occasions

· Start on duration timer if it receives indication from PHY to do so, or other conditions are met (e.g. overlapping with active time)

If this modelling can be agreed, RAN2 should send a LS to RAN1 to suggest them change their PHY spec accordingly.

	OPPO
	Yes
	We agree with this modelling. 

We think LS is need to inform RAN1 to capture the case that DCP is overlapped with measurement gap and BWP switch period.
Also, it would be good to inform them to remove the part related to DRX timer triggering which is supposed to be captured in MAC.

	LG
	Yes
	We agree with MAC/PHY modelling and sending LS to RAN1. In the current 38.213, measurement gap and BWP switching period is not taken into account for DCP monitoring. We think it would be good to inform RAN1 of the MAC/PHY modelling agreed by RAN2 .

	ZTE
	Yes
	For providing more readable specification for DCP, we support to send an LS to RAN1 for stating RAN2’s understanding , at least for informing RAN1 the case of overlapping with active time, BWP switch time and measurement gap. In our understanding, the control of onduration timer is a MAC function not PHY, thus we also support to remove the control of onduration timer from RAN1 spec. 


2.2 Support of short DRX cycle

It has been discussed a lot regarding the support of short DRX cycle for DCP in both RAN1 and RAN2. The discussion for the support of short DRX cycle is summarised as follows:

RAN2 discussion:

In RAN2#107bis, RAN2 has sent LS to RAN1 to inform that from RAN2 perspective DCP should be supported for short DRX cycle and ask RAN1 technique feasibility concern [2].

	1. Overall Description:

RAN2 discussed WUS issues in NR power saving. From RAN2 perspective, support WUS for both short and long DRX and it should be configurable by the network. 

RAN2 would like to ask RAN1 if there are technical feasibility concerns to support WUS for short DRX. 

2. Actions:

To RAN WG1:
RAN2 kindly ask RAN1 if there are technical feasibility concerns to support WUS for short DRX.


RAN1 discussion:
1. In RAN1#98bis meeting, the following working assumption was made that short DRX cycle is not supported for DCP. Corresponding LS was sent to RAN2 to inform the working assumption [3].

	1. Overall Description:

RAN1 had discussed the PDCCH-based power saving signal/channel triggering UE adaptation to DRX operation for  UE wakeup or not at the next DRX ON with respect to the configuration of long and short DRX cycles  in RAN1#98bis with the following agreements,

· The PDCCH-based power saving signal/channel can be configured for long DRX for a UE
· (Working assumption) If there is also short DRX cycle configured for the UE, the PDCCH-based power saving signal/channel is not applicable for the short DRX cycle


2. In RAN1#99, reply LS was sent by RAN1 [4]. It was stated that there is no consensus on the benefit, technical feasibility and RAN1 spec impact for support of short DRX cycle. The previous working assumption still stands.

	1. Overall Description:

RAN1 would like to thank RAN2 for the LS on WUS for short DRX in R1-1911500 (R2-1914060). RAN1 had discussed the technical feasibility and benefit of WUS for short DRX.   

The following opinions were expressed (not necessary exhaustive)
· 1st opinion: 

· No RAN1 spec impacts were identified 

· 2nd opinion: Potential RAN1 spec impacts 

· Whether SearchSpace could be used for short and long DRX

· Whether one PS_offset could be configured for short and long DRX

· Whether UE procedures with dynamic triggering of short DRX 

RAN1 can not reach consensus on whether or not there is benefit, technical feasibility concern, or RAN1 spec impact of introducing WUS for short DRX. RAN1’s working assumption as communicated in LS R1-1911475 that WUS is not applicable for the short DRX cycle If both long and short DRX cycles are configured for the UE still stands. 


3. Short DRX cycle was also discussed in RAN#86, but there was no clear agreement. In current TS38.213 CR [5], DCP only applies to long DRX cycle:

	-
a location in DCI format 2_6 of a Wake-up indication bit by PSPositionDCI2-6, where 

-
the UE may not start the drx-onDurationTimer for the next long DRX cycle when a value of the ‘PDCCH monitoring’ bit is ‘0’, and

-
the UE starts the drx-onDurationTimer for the next long DRX cycle when a value of the ‘PDCCH monitoring’ bit is ‘1’


In general:

· RAN2 thinks short DRX cycle should be supported, but RAN2 agreed to follow RAN1 agreement.

· There is no official RAN1 agreement on the support of short DRX cycle

· In RAN1 running CR, DCP only applies to long DRX cycle

In CR review discussion of previous RAN2 meetings, companies have different understanding on above situation of the support of short DRX cycle for DCP. The following options are mentioned during previous MAC CR discussion:

· Option 1: Short DRX is supported

Since there is no official RAN1 agreement that short DRX cycle is not supported (still working assumption), short DRX cycle should be supported as agreed by RAN2 in RAN2#107bis

· Option 2: Short DRX is not supported

The reason is that RAN1 working assumption still stands and it has been captured in 38.213 running CR that DCP only applies to long DRX cycle.

· Option 3: At least capture short DRX in MAC specification

MAC specification can be written in a more future-proof way, i.e. text can work in either way.

Please companies provide comments on above options to progress the support of short DRX cycle for DCP. Please also indicate whether further LS to RAN1 is needed. 

In previous CR review phase, companies’ comments are mainly from standard situation point of view as summarised. Apparently, it is not very easy to converge. In RAN2#107bis, RAN2 agreed to follow RAN1 because there were comment/concern that the support of short DRX cycle may have additional RAN1 impact on DCP design. Considering that RAN1 has finished their DCP design now, we think some technique comments to explain the difference between the support of DCP for long DRX cycle and short DRX cycle would be helpful to make convergence in RAN2.

Question 2. Companies are invited to provide comments on above options to progress the support of short DRX cycle for DCP.

· Option 1

· Option 2

· Option 3

· Other
	Company name
	Option and need of LS
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 1

LS is needed
	We think short DRX cycle should be supported as:

1. There is benefit from RAN2 point of view, as we agreed in RAN2#107bis

2. There is no conclusion on the feasibility concern from RAN1 point of view. After checking with RAN1 colleague, from Huawei point of view, the current RAN1 design has already been able to support short DRX cycle.

Thus, the only change needed is removing “long” in RAN1 running CR, we can send LS to ask this.

	CATT
	Option 2
	As highlighted above by the rapporteur, in their last reply LS RAN1 could agree on the RAN1 specification impacts. They could not agree either that there are no technical feasibility concerns from supporting short DRX and a number of issues were mentioned as examples. Considering no consensus could be reached in RAN1 that these issues have no impact on the feasibility and spec from PHY perspective, they provided a very clear conclusion:

RAN1’s working assumption as communicated in LS R1-1911475 that WUS is not applicable for the short DRX cycle If both long and short DRX cycles are configured for the UE still stands.
On RAN2 side:

· Formally, we earlier agreed to follow RAN1 decision whatever it is. We consider the above conclusion as their final word so we should follow it. 

· Technically, it clearly does not belong to RAN2 to clear the above issues RAN1 could not agree to close. Therefore, from the technical side also, the safest approach is to stick to RAN1’s WA.    

	Xiaomi
	Option2
	We definitely think there is benefit from RAN2 point of view for WUS applying to short DRX cycles as we discussed on RAN2#107bis in our treated paper (R2-1912910) that there may be some cases we need to use WUS for short DRX cycles while RAN1 has not take into consideration. An example is WUS applying to the DRX short cycles would be very useful for the aligned configuration between DL SPS and DRX if the short DRX interval is used for the talk spurt.

However, if we send a LS to RAN1 and ask them to re-open the discussion, I doubt that they may have not time to treat it at this point of time. They may just ignore it.

We would like to follow the RAN1’ WA at R16 currently, and further discuss it in R17 UE power saving.

	Ericsson
	Option 1 + LS
	In our view Huawei provided a detailed and fair overview of the short DRX cycle “situation”. In our view re-stating that a working assumption still holds, does not conclude or resolve an issue, i.e. it just remains a working assumption in RAN1.

We also see benefits of supporting short DRX cycle, and RAN1 did not reach consensus on technical feasibility concerns, i.e. apparently there are different views on that. Furthermore when there are benefits, then that is an argument to resolve technical issues, assuming that any technical issues exist.

In our view RAN2 should retain their original standpoint that short DRX cycle is supported, unless RAN1 concludes that short DRX cycle is technically not feasible.

	Nokia
	Option 1, LS FFS
	Since the used DRX cycle should not be visible to any of the L1 specifications, there seems to be no impact of applying the DCP similarly for Short DRX cycle as it is designed for Long DRX cycle. It is naturally up to NW to ensure a reasonable configuration based on the UE capability, e.g., for PS_offset length.

	MediaTek
	Option 2
	Agree with CATT

	vivo
	Option 2
	It is very clear that RAN1 had working assumption that short DRX is not supported for DCP, and finally, there is no consensus and technical feasibility to support it. I think there is no reason to override any conclusion in RAN1 from RAN2 point of view. 

As far as I know, RAN1 specification has already capture the RAN1 conclusion, i.e. short DRX is not supported in RAN1. If RAN2 made any new conclusion on top of that, additional work is needed in RAN1. But RAN1 has already complete this WID, only some corrections or open issues from CR implementation is allowed to be discussed. 

	Intel
	Option 2
	Our understanding is that for Rel-16, DCP will not be used with short C-DRX cycle as explained in option 2 (based on RAN1 latest inputs). Therefore, we are OK restricting this in 38.321 as suggested by option 2.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	We share the same view with companies above supporting Option 1.

	OPPO
	Option 2
	Agree with vivo.

	LG
	Option 2
	In RAN2#107bis, RAN2 clearly agreed to follow the final RAN1 decision. In the last reply LS, RAN1 mentioned that that working assumption still stand, and only long DRX cycle was already captured for DCP in 38.213. If RAN2 supports Short DRX cycle for DCP, RAN1 may need to discuss feasibility or some impact, but RAN1 already complete WID and there is no time budget for this issue. Therefore, we think RAN2 should not support short DRX cycle for DCP.

	ZTE
	Option 2
	We share the same view with CATT, since we have already agreed that we still need follow the outcome from RAN1’s conclusion even this conclusion seems not be convergent. 


2.3 Partial overlapping for DCP monitoring

In Phase-1 email discussion and documents submitted to the last RAN2 meeting, partial overlapping issue was raised by some companies, i.e. in case multiple DCP occasions associated with one DRX cycle are configured, whether the UE is required to monitor DCP in case some (not all) of the associated DCP occasions are overlapped with Active time, measurement gap and BWP switching period. Corresponding Editor’s note has been added in the latest version of MAC running CR.

RAN1 has already discussed this issue for the case that DCP occasions are overlapped with Active time and made the following FFS:

Agreements:

UE follows legacy DRX operation when DCI format 3_0 monitoring occasion(s) is invalid or there are no DCI format 3_0 monitoring occasions outside Active Time.

· FFS: Additional cases in addition to Rel-15 invalid PDCCH monitoring, 

· FFS: whether it is all monitoring occasions or some monitoring occasions 

However, RAN1 has not discussed the cases that DCP occasions are overlapped with measurement gap and BWP switching period.

Based on above, please companies provide comments on whether partial overlapping issue needs to be discussed in RAN2.

Question 3. Companies are invited to provide comments on whether partial overlapping issue needs to be discussed in RAN2. If yes, please provide comments on the issue.

	Company name
	RAN1/RAN2?
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	RAN1
	We think the definition of “overlapping” is up to RAN1. Thus there is no need to discuss the issue in RAN2. In the current MAC running CR, there will be impact but we just need to follow and align with RAN1 conclusion.

According the current 38.213 running CR, we think “overlapping” means that all DCP occasions is overlapped with Active time:

-
is not required to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 2_6, as described in Subclauses 10 and 11.1, 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

Thus the current text in the MAC running CR is aligned with RAN1.

But RAN1 has not captured overlapping case for BWP switching period, measurement gap and other potential case in Question 4, if any. LS to RAN1 is needed.

	CATT
	RAN1
	Our understanding of the generic term “invalid” used by RAN1 is that it includes all cases we address one by one in RAN2 (measurement gap, BWP switching, …) where UE cannot monitor a PDCCH occasion. Hence we do not see a major issue with their specification not explicitly addressing all such cases. And, as mentioned in the email discussion, our reading of the 38.213 endorsed CR (confirmed by RAN1 colleagues) is that legacy DRX behaviour only occurs if all monitoring occasions outside active time are invalid or there are no occasions outside active time. Since the endorsed CR does not show any FFS or editor’s notes, it seems to confirm the related FFS. So in our opinion, if this is expected to be challenged by any company, it should be in RAN1.

	Xiaomi
	RAN1
	We can wait for RAN1 for the details and then rewording the current 38.213 running CR.

	Ericsson
	RAN1
	We have similar understanding as CATT that the generic RAN1 term “invalid” covers all possible cases when the UE cannot monitor the DCP occasion. Furthermore the UE actions when one/some/all DCP occasions are invalid should be covered in RAN1 specifications. We think these issues should not be discussed in RAN2.

	Nokia
	RAN1/RAN2
	This should be discussed mainly by RAN1, however, RAN2 should advise RAN1 about possible scheduling restrictions which is why the NW likely does not transmit DCP in all the monitoring occasions configured. This has the natural consequence that missing any of the monitoring occasions should lead to start of drx-onDurationTimer.

	MediaTek
	RAN1
	Agree with CATT

	vivo
	RAN1
	As we modelled above, how to define the monitoring behaviour in the DCP occasion should be decided and captured in RAN1. In this way, what is the behaviour when monitoring occasion is not invalid should also be decided in RAN1. 

And we also agree with CATT that RAN1 endorsed CR has already reflected the conclusion for this issue. 

	Intel
	RAN1
	DCP monitoring is defined by RAN1, therefore the partial overlapping issue should be discussed by companies in RAN1. Moreover, in our understanding RAN1 has already FFS captured on this regard and will be discussed in next RAN1 (e-)meeting.

RAN1 Agreements:

· UE follows legacy DRX operation when DCI format 3_0 monitoring occasion(s) is invalid or there are no DCI format 3_0 monitoring occasions outside Active Time.  

· FFS: Additional cases in addition to Rel-15 invalid PDCCH monitoring, 

· FFS: whether it is all monitoring occasions or some monitoring occasions 

· UE is not required to monitor DCI format 3_0 during the minimum time gap before DRX ON.  

	Qualcomm
	RAN1
	Whether there is overlapping should be decided by PHY, because MAC does not have the knowledge where exactly DCP monitoring occasions are. As to how it should be captured, we think MAC spec defines the set of events that may invalidate a DCP monitoring occasion and MAC sends indication to PHY when such an event starts or ends.

	OPPO
	RAN1/RAN2
	As we know, RAN1’s work is already finished and this meeting they only handle CR/TP. It’s probably this issue may not further discussed in RAN1, thus we think RAN2 can have a discussion.

	LG
	RAN1
	The overlapping issue with all or some DCP occasion should be decided by RAN1. This is because that DCP monitoring behaviour is not specified in MAC specification but in PHY specification. MAC specification only specifies DRX operation based on the result of DCP monitoring in PHY layer.

	ZTE
	RAN1
	As the same as question 1, since monitoring DCP shall be specified in RAN1, it can be left to RAN1 discussion


In the Status Report for RAN#86, one remaining issue was listed [6]:

· Leftover issues with DCP procedure e.g. UE behavior when DCP occurs during RAR window, and any other unseen issue.   

Question 4a. Companies are invited to provide comments on the case that DCP overlapped with RAR window, and list other overlapping cases, if any.

	Company name
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Similarly to the case that DCP overlapped with Active time, to avoid the UE to monitor more DCI formats in RAR window, we think the UE should not monitor DCP in RAR window and corresponding onDurationTimer should be started in this case.

	CATT
	After receiving the RAR, the UE starts the ra-ContentionResolutionTimer and enters Active Time. We don’t see a reason for a different behaviour before and after receiving the RAR regarding ignoring or monitoring DCP. In both cases, UE is expected to have future activity and so it should start the drx-onDurationTimer for the next DRX cycle.

	Xiaomi
	When ra-ContentionResolutionTimer is running, UE is in active time. It definitely should follow DCP overlapping with Active time case.

	Ericsson
	Not sure if there is a strong motivation for either way. But tend to agree with CATT to apply existing monitoring rules, i.e. UE monitors DCP during RAR window. Otherwise the UE may wake-up for nothing, when another UE wins the random access contest.

	Nokia
	We share the views by Huawei. As the UE is required to monitor RA-RNTI or C-RNTI (in case of BFR) during RAR window, it seems the same behaviour as agreed for DCP overlapping with active time should be assumed, ie., drx-onDurationTimer is started.

	MediaTek
	Tend to agree with Ericsson that there isn’t a motivation to specify anything for this case. 

We do not need to link DCP monitoring to the RAR window, as they are independent procedures, i.e. if a DCP occasion falls within a RAR window, the UE monitors DCP and starts the DRX on duration if indicated by the DCP.

This is independent of the contention resolution window, which is already covered by the MAC specification.

	vivo
	We agree that there is no need to link DCP monitoring and RAR window. It is clear that UE should enter active time if receiving the RAR. In this way, UE should not monitor DCP in RAR window. Thus, the reasonable behaviour should omit the monitoring occasion in RAR window. 

	Intel
	DCP monitoring should be discussed in RAN1, and RAN1 may ask RAN2 if our inputs were required.

	Qualcomm
	We share the same view as MediaTek and Ericsson. 

	OPPO
	We think the UE behaviour should be the same as the case that DCP overlaps with Active Time, i.e., UE should not monitor DCP during RAR window and start drx-onDurationTimer for the next DRX cycle.

	LG
	We also tend to agree with Ericsson. RAR window is not defined as Active Time. So, it is clear that UE monitors DCP during RAR window.

	ZTE
	Share the same view with huawei and xiaomi. 


Question 4b. Companies are invited to provide comments on the case that DCP overlapped with drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL/DL.

	Company name
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We do not see the need for special handling of HARQ RTT timers, i.e. DCP needs to be monitored when HARQ RTT timers are running.

	CATT
	The case we raise is when DCP occasion occurs during drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL/DL while the UE is not already in Active Time due to other timers. From MAC perspective drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL/DL timers do not trigger Active Time since the legacy purpose of such timers was to allow the UE to sleep during NW processing time. So we think the behaviour could be the same as for other cases: UE is not expected to monitor DCP when it is not in Active Time and either of drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL/DL timers is running, and should therefore start the drx-onDurationTimer for the next DRX cycle in such case.

	Xiaomi
	UE is not in active time when HARQ RTT timers running. So we don’t see special handling of this.

	Ericsson
	In our understanding the UE can be allowed to sleep when HARQ timers are running outside Active Time, also when DCP is configured, without loss of functionality.

	Nokia
	We agree with Ericsson and Huawei, DCP shall be monitored.

	MediaTek
	If the UE is not in active time, the UE should monitor DCP on the configured occasions. The only exception to this rule is when the UE is unable to do so, i.e. due to measurement gaps or BWP switching time. 

There is no need to have an exception during the RTT timer, as the RTT timer does not prevent the UE from monitoring DCP.

	vivo
	In our understanding, active time is defined to monitor PDCCH. While when the HARQ RTT timers are running, UE is not in the active time. Thus, the monitoring behaviour for DCP should as normal. We don’t see any motivation to make this issue special. 

	Intel
	DCP monitoring should be discussed in RAN1 letting them ask RAN2 if our inputs were required.

	Qualcomm
	The original intention of introducing HARQ timers is to enable UE to determine when it may go to sleep, if HARQ retransmission continues even after DRX active time has ended. If UE is required to skip DCP monitoring occasion during HARQ RTT timer, it is mandated to start next on duration timer. In case there is no data, UE would wakeup for nothing. 

It is true that during HARQ RTT timer UE does not need to monitor PDCCH, so that UE may have microsleep as long as RTT timer is running. But weighing the tradeoffs, we think it is more power efficient for UE to monitor DCP during HARQ RRT timer. And, as MediaTek pointed out, the current spec does not prohibit UE from monitoring PDCCH during HARQ RTT timer (although no benefit in doing so, before DCP was introduced).

	OPPO
	When DCP overlaps with drx-HARQ-RTT-TimerUL/DL, whether UE monitors DCP depends on whether this DCP overlaps with Active Time. If UE is in Active Time, e.g. due to the running of drx-InactivittTimer, UE does not monitor this DCP. Otherwise, UE monitors this DCP.

	LG
	We are not sure how much gain there is if DCP is not monitored during HARQ RTT Timer. So, special handling for HARQ RTT Timer is not needed, i.e., UE needs to monitor DCP when HARQ RTT timers are running.

	ZTE
	DCP shall be monitored during the running period of RTT timer


2.4 DRX ambiguous period in DCP

The 4ms DRX ambiguous period was introduced in Rel-15 [7] to cover the following cases which may impact Active time:

· PDCCH decoding delay

· MAC CE processing delay

· PUCCH feedback for DRX MAC command

Since DCP also impacts Active time and it is DCI format 3_0, PDCCH decoding delay also needs to be considered. Different with other DCI format, it has been agreed that ps_offset will be configured for DCP and a UE capability regarding the minimum ps_offset will be reported by the UE. Thus, it seems that the configured ps_offset should cover DCP decoding delay.

Based on above, please companies indicate whether DRX ambiguous should apply to DCP also.

Question 5. Companies are invited to provide comments on whether to apply DRX ambiguous period to DCP.

	Company name
	Yes/No?
	Comments

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	We think one intention of ps_offset is to handle the ambiguous case for the start of onDurationTimer in case DCP is configured. The configuration of ps_offset should guarantee that before onDurationTimer, DCP processing has been finished in the UE.

	CATT
	No
	Since the DCP impact is captured separately from the other contributors to the ambiguity period, there is no need to take the same large value of 4ms mainly due to MAC CE decoding. RAN1 agreed that “The minimum time gap between the end of the slot of last DCI format 3_0 monitoring occasion and the start of the DRX ON is a UE capability based on subcarrier spacing”. We can further check when this parameter is finalized to assess the relevant value for the ambiguity period due to DCP.

	Xiaomi
	No
	The 4ms budget time used for UE to decode the DCI grants or MAC CE in the down link may not be applicable to PDCCH-WUS.

Also, The Offset value configured before the starting of DRX-ON should be set correspondingly to allow UE having sufficient time process received downlink control signalling and prepare a CSI/SRS report.

	Ericsson
	No
	We also have the understanding that RAN1 will agree on UE capability for the minimum gap needed for DCP per SCS. The 4 ms MAC ambiguity period thus does not cover DCP processing.

	Nokia
	See comment.
	Based on the responses and the description above, to us there seems to be some confusion on what is meant by the DRX ambiguity period in case of DCP.

It seems clear the ps_offset should allow the UE to decide on actions right at the beginning of drx-onDurationTimer start – this should not be the question at all.

The ambiguity period should rather be applied on deciding whether the UE expects to monitor DCP in the next occasion(s). Even if the UE assumed not to be in active time at DCP monitoring occasion(s), this may not hold as the NW can schedule the UE during the ambiguity time extending the active time. Hence, the CSI reporting should be decided based on whether the UE expects to monitor DCP or not (due to active time, measurement gap, or BWP switch).

Hence, there is no ambiguity issue when the UE can monitor DCP occasion(s), however, the ambiguity applies on whether to UE can monitor DCP or not.

	MediaTek
	No
	As a UE capability will be defined for the minimum gap between DCP reception and DRX start time, there isn’t an issue to resolve here.

Regarding the ambiguity with respect to whether the UE monitors DCP or not, this is less important as the UE can always drop DCP information if DRX active time was extended.

	vivo
	No
	The legacy ambiguity is actually defined for MAC CE processing delay. DCP is an L1 indication, the processing for which is much less than 4ms. 

Regarding the ambiguity period for DCP, I agree it can be covered by ps_offset, which is related to the UE capability, e.g. min-time-gap. 

	Intel
	No
	We share the view explained by CATT. Moreover, TS 38.321 does not need to capture the 4ms DRX ambiguous period for DCP because RAN1 TS 38.213 CR already explains the minimum gap in section 11.5 as follow “If a UE reports for an active DL BWP a requirement for a number of slots prior to the beginning of a slot where the UE would start the drx-onDurationTimer, the UE is not required to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 2_6 during the number of slot”. In addition, based on the following RAN1 agreement “the minimum time gap between the end of the slot of last DCI format 3_0 monitoring occasion and the start of the DRX ON is a UE capability based on subcarrier spacing”, our understanding is that new UE’s capabilities will defined for the allowed minimum gaps (which are already explained in RAN1 TS as just explained). Therefore, we suggest considering the following approach when capturing the TP of the periodic CSI reporting:
1> if DCP is configured for the active DL BWP:

2> if lower layer indicates to report periodic CSI for the next DRX cycle:

3> report periodic CSI on PUCCH

	Qualcomm
	No
	We share the same view as Nokia.

	OPPO
	No
	The processing time is already covered by the ps-offset.

	LG
	No
	In our understanding, the minimum time gap between the end of the slot of last DCI format 3_0 monitoring occasion and the start of the DRX ON considers PDCCH decoding delay. So, we think 4ms DRX ambiguous period does not need to be capture in MAC specification.

	ZTE
	No
	Agree with all above companies. There is no any ambiguities for monitoring the DCP.


2.5 Periodic L1-RSRP report

In RAN1#99 meeting, the following agreement was made for CSI and SRS. For the exceptional case, it is configurable whether the periodic L1-RSRP reporting and periodic CSI are impacted by the WUS indication.
	Agreements:
When drx_OnDurationTimer does not start, RAN1 agrees the following report(s) are impacted by the WUS indication

· SP L1-RSRP reporting 

· SP-CSI

· SRS

Except:

· by configuration, whether or not for periodic L1-RSRP reporting

· by configuration, whether or not for periodic CSI

· By default, both the above two are also impacted by the WUS indication

Note: for the above two bullets (under Except), no additional RAN1 impact is expected in Rel-16


For CSI reporting, one UE can be configured with multiple CSI report configurations:

    csi-ReportConfigToAddModList        SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofCSI-ReportConfigurations)) OF CSI-ReportConfig  OPTIONAL, -- Need N

    csi-ReportConfigToReleaseList       SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofCSI-ReportConfigurations)) OF CSI-ReportConfigId

                                                                                                                  OPTIONAL, -- Need N

For each report configuration, if the report type is periodic, one PUCCH resource will be configured and one CSI report type will be indicated.
CSI-ReportConfig ::=                SEQUENCE {

    reportConfigId                          CSI-ReportConfigId,

    carrier                                 ServCellIndex                   OPTIONAL,   -- Need S

    resourcesForChannelMeasurement          CSI-ResourceConfigId,

    csi-IM-ResourcesForInterference         CSI-ResourceConfigId            OPTIONAL,   -- Need R

    nzp-CSI-RS-ResourcesForInterference     CSI-ResourceConfigId            OPTIONAL,   -- Need R

    reportConfigType                        CHOICE {

        periodic                                SEQUENCE {

            reportSlotConfig                        CSI-ReportPeriodicityAndOffset,

            pucch-CSI-ResourceList                  SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofBWPs)) OF PUCCH-CSI-Resource

        },

        semiPersistentOnPUCCH                   SEQUENCE {

            reportSlotConfig                        CSI-ReportPeriodicityAndOffset,

            pucch-CSI-ResourceList                  SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofBWPs)) OF PUCCH-CSI-Resource

        },

        semiPersistentOnPUSCH                   SEQUENCE {

            reportSlotConfig                        ENUMERATED {sl5, sl10, sl20, sl40, sl80, sl160, sl320},

            reportSlotOffsetList                SEQUENCE (SIZE (1.. maxNrofUL-Allocations)) OF INTEGER(0..32),

            p0alpha                                 P0-PUSCH-AlphaSetId

        },

        aperiodic                               SEQUENCE {

            reportSlotOffsetList                SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofUL-Allocations)) OF INTEGER(0..32)

        }

    },

    reportQuantity                          CHOICE {

        none                                    NULL,

        cri-RI-PMI-CQI                          NULL,

        cri-RI-i1                               NULL,

        cri-RI-i1-CQI                           SEQUENCE {

            pdsch-BundleSizeForCSI                  ENUMERATED {n2, n4}                                         OPTIONAL    -- Need S

        },

        cri-RI-CQI                              NULL,

        cri-RSRP                                NULL,

        ssb-Index-RSRP                          NULL,

        cri-RI-LI-PMI-CQI                       NULL
    },

For each PUCCH configured for periodic CSI reporting, only one report quantity can be configured. cri-RSRP and ssb-Index-RSRP are quantities related to L1-RSRP. Thus, in our understanding, L1-RSRP related quantities are two special CSI information.

Based on above understanding, it seems clear that the L1-RSRP flag (for periodic L1-RSRP reporting) agreed by RAN1 is used to control the report of cri-RSRP and ssb-Index-RSRP. But it seems that the use of the CSI flag (for periodic CSI reporting) is not clear enough:

· Option 1: CSI flag is used to control periodic CSI for all quantities including cri-RSRP and ssb-Index-RSRP

· Option 2: CSI flag is used to control periodic CSI quantities apart from cri-RSRP and ssb-Index-RSRP

In Option 1, actually the CSI flag and the L1-RSRP flag are not the same level, thus there may be impact on the condition level in MAC.
Question 6. Companies are invited to provide comments on above options about the understanding on the CSI flag agreed by RAN1.

· Option 1

· Option 2

· Other
	Company name
	Option
	Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Option 2
	We think both options can work. But we believe the intention of RAN1 agreements is having separate flags which are decoupled with each other. We also think having independent flags will be clear in MAC specification.

	CATT
	Option 2
	Since RAN1 agreed to configure independently the CSI reporting with and without L1-RSRP, two flags are needed. They are already captured in the 38.331 running CR as ps-TransmitPeriodicL1-RSRP-r16 and ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16. From MAC perspective, we can denote both types of reports as “periodic CSI with L1-RSRP related quantity” and “periodic CSI with CSI related quantity” respectively, referring to the appropriate Section of 38.214.

	Xiaomi
	Option 2
	They had separate flags for CSI reporting with and without L1-RSRP according to the agreed CR (R1-1913660).

In current 321, we only talk about CSI reports. Do we need to describe L1-RSRP reports as well??



	Ericsson
	Option 2
	We agree that two flags are needed, based on RAN1 agreements. We also think that both options can work. But option 2 is perhaps a bit cleaner.

	Nokia
	Other
	The Options 1 and 2 above does neither correspond to the agreements made by RAN1.

This is our understanding:

· UE can be configured to report CSI with all quantities with CSI flag (as configured when drx-onDurationTimer is running); or

· UE can be configured to report CSI with only L1-RSRP with L1-RSRP flag; or

· UE can be configured not to report CSI.

Hence, it seems the CSI and L1-RSRP flags are exclusive and both cannot be configured as “true” for a given CSI-ReportConfig.

When CSI flag is “true”, L1-RSRP is obviously reported within the CSI similarly than during when drx-onDurationTimer is started; when L1-RSRP flag is “true”, only L1-RSRP is reported in the CSI report.

	MediaTek
	Option 1
	· if ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 is set to TRUE, the UE sends all CSI reports (regardless of the reported quantity)
· if ps-TransmitPeriodicL1-RSRP-r16 is set to TRUE, the UE only sends CSI reports with L1-RSRP
Agree with Nokia that these flags are exclusive, and cannot be both configured as TRUE.

	vivo
	Option 2
	I suppose RAN1’s intention is Option 2 to have separate flag, which is workable and most clear approach from MAC point of view. If other companies have different understanding, we can send an LS to RAN1 to further check their understanding. 

	Intel
	Option 2
	Our understanding is that different flags are needed for CSI and L1-RSRP. If companies were to have concerns, we can also send a LS to get RAN1 to confirm RAN2 understanding on this point.

	Qualcomm
	Option 1
	Either way could work, as long as the two flags are defined to be exclusive. But we have a preference toward Option 1 (as in the text quoted by MediaTek above), because L1-RSRP is a special case of CSI report.

	OPPO
	Option 2
	RAN1’s intention is to configure L1-RSRP reporting and CSI reporting independently, so we think we should follow RAN1 agreement.

	LG
	Option 2
	In our understanding, RAN1 intended to control CSI and L1-RSRP independently by using separate flag.

	ZTE
	Option 1
	Regarding to the running CR of 38.214 which was already endorsed, as shown below:

When DRX is configured, the UE reports a CSI report only if receiving at least one CSI-RS transmission occasion for channel measurement and CSI-RS and/or CSI-IM occasion for interference measurement in DRX Active Time no later than CSI reference resource and drops the report otherwise. When the UE is configured to monitor DCI format 2_6 and if the UE configured by higher layer parameter [PS-Periodic_CSI_TransmitOrNot] to report CSI with the higher layer parameter reportConfigType set to ‘periodic’ when drx-onDurationTimer is not started, the UE shall report CSI during the time duration indicated by drx-onDurationTimer also outside active time according to the procedure described in Subclause 5.2.1.4. When the UE is configured to monitor DCI format 2_6 and if the UE configured by higher layer parameter [PS_Periodic_L1-RSRP_TransmitOrNot] to report L1-RSRP with the higher layer parameter reportConfigType set to ‘periodic’ when drx-onDurationTimer is not started, the UE shall report L1-RSRP during the time duration indicated by drx-onDurationTimer also outside active time according to the procedure described in subclause 5.2.1.4.
In our understanding , the yellow and green highlighted wording shows that there are only two possibilities for reporting CSI when UE is in non-wake-up state:

1:  PS-Periodic_CSI_TransmitOrNot is configured, then UE report CSI no matter what the quantity is.

2: PS_Periodic_L1-RSRP_TransmitOrNot is configured , then UE report CSI-RSRP,
Obviously , we tend to agree with MTK and Nokia, these two flag can not be configured simultaneously.


2.6 Other

Please indicate any other open issues related to MAC specification not covered in this document.

	Company name
	Comments

	Xiaomi
	Although RAN1 is still discussing the additional cases of invalid DCP monitoring occasion(s), I guess for the missing DCP monitoring occasion(s) when UE arrives at the target cell after handover, it is not in the scope of RAN1. We need think about this case.



	Intel
	We suggest considering the following approach when capturing the TP of the periodic CSI reporting:
1> if DCP is configured for the active DL BWP:

2> if lower layer indicates to report periodic CSI for the next DRX cycle:

3> report periodic CSI on PUCCH

As explained in Q5, TS 38.321 does not need to capture the 4ms DRX ambiguous period for DCP because RAN1 TS 38.213 CR already explains the minimum gap in section 11.5 as follow “If a UE reports for an active DL BWP a requirement for a number of slots prior to the beginning of a slot where the UE would start the drx-onDurationTimer, the UE is not required to monitor PDCCH for detection of DCI format 2_6 during the number of slot”. In addition, based on the following RAN1 agreement “the minimum time gap between the end of the slot of last DCI format 3_0 monitoring occasion and the start of the DRX ON is a UE capability based on subcarrier spacing”, our understanding is that new UE’s capabilities will defined for the allowed minimum gaps (which are already explained in RAN1 TS as just explained) and there is no need to describe this in TS 38.321.

	Qualcomm
	One enhancement we’d like to propose is to have relaxed CSI reporting (including L1-RSRP) when ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 or ps-TransmitPeriodicL1-RSRP-r16 is set to TRUE. More specifically, if these flags are configured and DCP indicates no wakeup, UE only needs to report CSI every N DRX cycles. This N can signaled as one of the values in ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 or ps-TransmitPeriodicL1-RSRP-r16 (e.g. if their value =2, report CSI only every 2 DRX cycles).

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


3 Summary 

12 companies participated the email discussion: Huawei/HiSilicon, CATT, Xiaomi, Ericsson, Nokia, MediaTek, vivo, Intel, Qualcomm, OPPO, LG and ZTE
Question 1 regarding the following MAC/PHY modelling in the latest MAR Running CR [8]:
MAC specification:

1. MAC specifies the start of onDurationTimer and Active Time, including:

· MAC should start onDurationTimer according to DCP monitored by PHY

· MAC should start onDurationTimer in case DCP is overlapped with Active time, measurement gap and BWP switch period

PHY specification:

1. PHY specifies DCP monitoring, including:

· When to start the monitoring (ps_offset) 

· In case DCP is overlapped with Active time, measurement gap (not captured in RAN1 CR yet) and BWP switch period (not captured in RAN1 CR yet), the UE should not monitor DCP

2. PHY indicates to MAC whether the monitored DCP indicates the start of onDurationTimer for the next DRX cycle
3. PHY should not specify the start of onDurationTimer and Active Time.
Not all companies indicated clearly whether they are fine with the modelling. But according to the comments and the progress of Phase-1 discussion for the CR, it seems most of companies are fine with above modelling, except:

· 1 company proposes to remove the trigger conditions of DCP overlapping cases.

· 1 company proposes to capture when/whether to start DCP monitoring in MAC

8 out of 12 companies (and 2 companies have no strong view) think LS to RAN1 is needed to inform RAN2 understanding on MAC-PHY modelling.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to confirm the MAC-PHY modelling in the MAC running CR for DCP and send LS to RAN1 to inform the RAN2 understanding.
Question 2 regarding the support of short DRX cycle for DCP:

4 companies think short DRX should be supported for DCP

8 companies think that it is clear in RAN1 that short DRX is not supported for DCP. RAN2 should follow.

Proposal 2: Confirm that short DRX cycle is not supported for DCP. Remove corresponding Editor’s Note in MAC running CR.

Question 3 about where to discuss partial overlapping for DCP monitoring:

All companies think partial overlapping issue for DCP monitoring should be discussed in RAN1.

2 companies think RAN2 can also have discussion because a) RAN2 can advice RAN1 about possible scheduling restrictions; b) RAN1 discussion has been finished.
Proposal 3: RAN2 does not expect to discuss partial overlapping for DCP monitoring and will following RAN1 CR on this issue.

Question 4a about DCP monitoring in case DCP is overlapped with RAR window:

4 companies think DCP should be monitored if overlapped with RAR window

7 companies think DCP should not be monitored if overlapped with RAR window and the onDuraionTimer will start for the next DRX cycle.

Not all comments are clear for us. It seems some companies have different views regarding whether RAR window is defined as Active Time. 
Proposal 4: DCP is not monitored in case DCP is overlapped with RAR window. onDuration timer for the next DRX cycle is started.
Question 4b about DCP monitoring in case DCP is overlapped with HARQ-RTT-Timer:

In case DCP is overlapping with HARQ-RTT-Timer and the UE is not in Active Time due to other timers:

· 9 companies think DCP should be monitored

· 2 companies think DCP should not be monitored and the UE will start for the next DRX cycle.

Proposal 5: No special handling for DCP monitoring in case DCP is overlapped with HARQ-RTT-timer, i.e. DCP needs to be monitored.
Question 5 regarding whether DRX ambiguous period applies to DCP:
All companies think that there is no ambiguous issue for DCP. When the MAC entity determines whether to report SRS/CSI, the impact on the running of onDurationTimer due to associated DCP is considered, regardless when associated DCP is received. The following change is needed in the current MAC running CR:
1>
if DCP is configured for the active DL BWP:

2>
in current symbol n, if the symbol occurs within drx-onDurationTimer duration and drx-onDurationTimer would not be running considering DCP occurrence(s) associated with the current DRX cycle until [x] ms prior to symbol n as specified in this clause:
3> not transmit periodic SRS and semi-persistent SRS defined in TS 38.214 [7];
3> not report semi-persistent CSI;
3>
if ps-Periodic_CSI_Transmit is not configured with value true:
4>
not report periodic CSI on PUCCH.
Proposal 6: DRX ambiguous period does not apply to DCP. 

Question 6 regarding the meaning of periodic CSI reporting flag in RAN1 agreement:
4 companies think ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 covers all types of periodic CSI reporting, including L1-RSRP reporting. Thus the two flags cannot be configured to true together, i.e. only three cases are supported (report all, report L1-RSRP only, not report). It is not possible for the UE only to report CSI apart from L1-RSRP related CSI.

8 companies think ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 covers only periodic CSI reporting apart from L1-RSRP related CSI. Thus the 2 flags are independent and four cases can be supported (report all, report L1-RSRP only, report CSI apart from L1-RSRP only and not report).
Proposal 7: ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 covers periodic CSI reporting apart from L1-RSRP related CSI (i.e. cri-RSRP and ssb-Index-RSRP). 
Proposal 8: ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 and ps-TransmitPeriodicL1-RSRP-r16 can be configured independently.
The following aspects are mentioned in “other” section:

1 company proposes to discuss the case that DCP missed due to handover.

1 company proposes another alternative to capture CSI reporting

1 company proposes to relax CSI reporting if the flags in Question 6 are set to true.

It is proposed to discuss above based on contributions.
4 Conclusion

This email discussion focused on remaining open issues for MAC impact. The following proposals are made.
Considering the following guidance, the proposals are categorized.

	To help treatment at R2 109e, for email discussion reports etc, please include Guidance information for the resulting proposals, i.e. whether a proposal is one of: 

A) a potential easy agreement

B) need further discussion

C) a candidate for immediate postpone, is contentious such that it is unlikely to converge at e-Meeting. 




Proposals where consensus exists (supported by more than 9 companies):
Proposal 1: RAN2 to confirm the MAC-PHY modelling in the MAC running CR for DCP and send LS to RAN1 to inform the RAN2 understanding. (8-10/12)
Proposal 3: RAN2 does not expect to discuss partial overlapping for DCP monitoring and will following RAN1 CR on this issue. (10/12)

Proposal 5: No special handling for DCP monitoring in case DCP is overlapped with HARQ-RTT-timer, i.e. DCP needs to be monitored. (9/11)
Proposal 6: DRX ambiguous period does not apply to DCP. (All)

Proposals where no consensus exists (supported by 7-9 companies):
Proposal 2: [FFS]: Confirm that short DRX cycle is not supported for DCP. Remove corresponding Editor’s Note in MAC running CR. (8/12)

Primary controversy in proposal 2 is the understanding on the progress in RAN1 and technique problem to support short DRX for DCP.
Proposal 4: [FFS]: DCP is not monitored in case DCP is overlapped with RAR window. onDuration timer for the next DRX cycle is started. (7/11)

Primary controversy in proposal 4 is whether RAR window is defined as Active Time and whether special handling of DCP monitoring is needed during RAR window.

Proposal 7: [FFS]: ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 covers periodic CSI reporting apart from L1-RSRP related CSI (i.e. cri-RSRP and ssb-Index-RSRP). (8/12)

Proposal 8: [FFS]: ps-TransmitPeriodicCSI-r16 and ps-TransmitPeriodicL1-RSRP-r16 can be configured independently. (8/12)
Primary controversy in proposals 7 and 8 is the understanding on the two flags for periodic CSI reporting agreed by RAN1.

Draft LS for Proposal 1 is provided in [9].
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