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1. [bookmark: _Ref165266342]Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk42012601]Email Discussion: [AT111] [101] [eMIMO] MAC corrections (Samsung)

Scope: Discuss the CRs in R2-2006779, R2-2007525, R2-2006797, R2-2007485, R2-2007736, R2-2007526, R2-2007895 and R2-2008053

Initial intended outcome: summary of the offline discussion with e.g.:
- List of CRs that can be agreed as is
- List of CRs that can be agreed with some changes (with an indication of the needed changes)
- List of CRs that require online discussion
- List of CRs that should not be pursued

Initial deadline (for companies' feedback): Tuesday 2020-08-18 07:00

Initial deadline (for rapporteur's summary in R2-200XXXX):  Tuesday 2020-08-18 09:00

CRs listed as "can be agreed as is" in R2-200XXXX and not challenged until Tuesday 2020-08-18 13:00 UTC
will be declared as agreed by the session chair. For the other ones, the discussion will continue online.
2. Candidate RS ID
R2-2006779    Correction to description of Candidate RS ID in BFR MAC CE		Samsung 
R2-2007525    CR on 38.321 for BFR MAC CE design	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
Note: Both CRs addresses the same issue. However, proposed text is different.

	Company
	Agree as is; Agree with changes; Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	LG
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK65][bookmark: OLE_LINK66]Agree as is in R2-2006779
	We prefer Samsung’s CR for this issue and can agree as is.
“the index of an SSB with SS-RSRP above rsrp-ThresholdBFR amongst the SSBs in candidateBeamRSSCellList or to the index of a CSI-RS with CSI-RSRP above rsrp-ThresholdBFR amongst the CSI-RSs in candidateBeamRSSCellList.”, which is deleted in R2-2007525, should not be deleted.

	Samsung
	Agree as is in R2-2006779
	Text related to selection of CSI-RS based on threshold is deleted in R2-2007525. This is not correct.

	vivo
	Agree as is in R2-2006779
	We slightly prefer Samsung’s CR.

	ZTE
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK55][bookmark: OLE_LINK56]Agree as in R2-2007525
	Text related to selection of CSI-RS/SRS based on the threshold can be implied from the field description of AC filed:
AC: This field indicates the presence of the Candidate RS ID field in this octet. If at least one of the SSBs with SS-RSRP above rsrp-ThresholdBFR amongst the SSBs in candidateBeamRSSCellList or the CSI-RSs with CSI-RSRP above rsrp-ThresholdBFR amongst the CSI-RSs in candidateBeamRSSCellList is available, the AC field is set to 1; otherwise, it is set to 0. If the AC field set to 1, the Candidate RS ID field is present. If the AC field set to 0, R bits are present instead;
In addition, the text from R2-2006779:
 Index of an SSB or CSI-RS is the index of entry in candidateBeamRSSCellList corresponding to that SSB or CSI-RS. 
Actually, the index of entry seems still ambiguous with the index of SSB or CSI-RS since every entry is either SSB or CSI-RS.


	Ericsson
(Helka-Liina Maattanen)
	Agree with changes
	Intention of both CRs is ok. ZTE CR has benefit that it deletes the first sentence that caused the issue in the first place but maybe on does not need those bitstring examples. Just say it is index of the List and delete the reference for it to be index of RS directly.

	Qualcomm
	Agree as in R2-2006779
	We think the change in Samsung’s version is OK.

	Intel

	Agree as in R2-2006779
	We don’t see big motivation to remove the sentence. 

	Sharp
	Agree as is in R2-2006779
	Samsung’s CR is preferred.

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK33][bookmark: OLE_LINK34]APT
	Agree with both
	Both CRs are acceptable to us. Slightly prefer ZTE’s version. 

	CATT
	Agree as is in R2-2006779
	

	OPPO
	Agree as in R2-2006779
	We prefer Samsung’s version.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	We think the approach in R2-2007525 would be more elegant but can also agree R2-2006779, however, with some editorial changes:
	“Index of an SSB or CSI-RS is the index of an entry in candidateBeamRSSCellList corresponding to the that SSB or CSI-RS. Index 0 corresponds to the first entry in the candidateBeamRSSCellList, index 1 corresponds to the second entry in this the list and so on.”

	MediaTek
	Agree as in R2-2006779
	Samsung’ version is fine to us.

	ASUSTeK
	Agree as in R2-2006779
	

	Lenovo
	Agree with R2-2006779 with the changes proposed by Nokia
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree as is in R2-2006779
	



Summary: Based on companies’ views proposal is to agree the CR R2-2006779 with changes proposed by Nokia.

3. BFR Cancellation
R2-2006797    Clarification on the BFR MAC CE report    vivo

	Company
	Agree as is; Agree with changes; Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	LG
	Disagree
	In LTE, cancellation condition is “generated”, but it is changed to “transmitted” in NR after long discussion. We think that the considered scenario in this CR may be rare and one redundant transmission for BFR MAC CE is not a problem considering importance of BFR. 

	Samsung
	Disagree
	Same view as above

	vivo
	Agree with changes
	In NR, the periodicity of the NR CG could be very short (e.g. 1ms). Then each time when the UE triggers the BFR MAC CE, we would have the redundant report of the BFR MAC CE.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Same view as above

	Ericsson
(Mats Folke)
	Disagree
	We do not think this issue is critical to fix.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	We don’t think there are many redundant BFR MAC CEs generated. The described scenario should be a rare case.

	Intel
	Disagree
	We tend to agree that the issue is not so big to change the behaviour  

	Sharp 
	Disagree
	We think it is a corner case.

	APT
	Disagree
	Not a common case.

	CATT
	Disagree
	Agree with the above comments that this is not needed.

	OPPO
	Disagree 
	Same view as above.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Disagree
	Agree with LG.

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	It is a corner case.

	ASUSTeK
	Disagree
	

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	

	Huawei,HiSilicon
	Disagree
	



Summary: Based on companies’ views, proposal is to not pursue the CR R2-2006797.

R2-2007485    Correction on the BFR cancellation	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell

	Company
	Agree as is; Agree with changes; Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	LG
	Agree with changes
	Ok to remove the restriction of cancelling only the BFRs triggered prior to MAC PDU assembly.
However, the text on deactivation of the SCell should be kept.

	Samsung
	Agree with changes
	Ok to remove the restriction of cancelling only the BFRs triggered prior to MAC PDU assembly.

	Vivo
	Agree with changes
	We are ok to remove the restrictions. Maybe the Scell deactivation case can be moved to Section 5.17.

	ZTE
	Partly Agree with changes
	Ok to remove the restriction of cancellation of only the BFRs triggered prior to MAC PDU assembly. 
For the removing the restriction of cancellation of SR, it has another technical change beside the removing of the restriction of cancellation of SR:
For SR cancellation because of the deactivation of failed Scell, the sr-ProhibitTimer is not reset.
But with this change, the sr-ProhibitTimer is reset.

	Ericsson
(Mats Folke)
	Agree with changes
	We think the CR has some merits in cleaning up e.g. the criterion for cancellation upon Scell deactivation which currently is captured twice. However, we are not supportive of the functional changes.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	Ok to remove the restriction of cancelling only the BFRs triggered prior to MAC PDU assembly.

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Partly Agree with changes
	Ok to remove the restriction of cancelling only the BFRs triggered prior to MAC PDU assembly.

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK45][bookmark: OLE_LINK46]APT
	Agree as is
	1. We are okay to remove the restriction of cancelling only the BFRs triggered prior to the MAC PDU assembly
2. Stopping the sr-ProhibitTimer upon deactivation of an SCell seems reasonable, as all the triggered SRs of the SCells have been cancelled.

	CATT
	Agree partially
	Ok to remove the restriction of cancelling only the BFRs triggered prior to MAC PDU assembly.
For the deactivation case, should clarify is any functional change with the proposed deletion. 

	OPPO
	Agree 
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree as is
	We don’t see a motivation not to reset the sr-ProhibitTimer upon SCell deactivation given we reset it for any other SR cancellation case.

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Partially Agree with changes
	Share the same view with LG.

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	



Summary: 
Changes in yellow are supported by 15 out of 16 companies. Changes in green are supported by 8 out of 16 companies. 

“Pending SR triggered prior to the MAC PDU assembly for beam failure recovery of an SCell shall be cancelled and respective sr-ProhibitTimer shall be stopped when all the triggered BFRs the MAC PDU is transmitted and this PDU includes an BFR MAC CE or Truncated BFR MAC CE which contains beam failure recovery information of that SCell. Pending SR triggered for beam failure recovery of an SCell shall be cancelled upon deactivation of that SCell are cancelled (as defined specified in clause 5.179).”

Based on companies’ views, proposal is to agree the CR R2-2007485 with the changes in yellow.

R2-2007736    BFR Cancellation regarding MAC reset	ASUSTek

	Company
	Agree as is; Agree with changes; Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	LG
	Agree as is
	

	Samsung
	Agree as is
	

	vivo
	Agree with changes
	

	Ericsson
(Mats Folke)
	Agree
	While this may seem obvious and we assume existing UEs are implemented according to the CR, it can be good to capture.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Intel
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Agree
	

	APT
	Agree as is 
	

	CATT
	Agree 
	

	OPPO
	Agree as is
	

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Agree as is
	

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Agree as is
	

	Lenovo
	Agree
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	



Summary: Based on companies’ views proposal is to agree the CR R2-2007736 as is.

4. BFR Procedure
R2-2007526    CR on 38.321 for BFR procedure 		ZTE Corporation, Sanechips

	Company
	Agree as is; Agree with changes; Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	LG
	Agree with changes
	We want to delete “procedure” in the first change to be aligned with other part of specification, i.e., “beamFailureRecoveryTimer for the SpCell beam failure recovery procedure;

	Samsung
	Disagree
	There is no issue with current text.
‘BFR’ is triggered in case of SCell and RA procedure is triggered in case of SpCell

2>	if BFI_COUNTER >= beamFailureInstanceMaxCount:
3>	if the Serving Cell is Scell:
4>	trigger a BFR for this Serving Cell;
3>	else:
4>	initiate a Random Access procedure (see clause 5.1) on the SpCell.

	Vivo
	Disagree
	Agee with the comments from Samsung.

	ZTE
	Agree with change
	In the abbreviation part in MAC specification, the BFR is explained as below:
BFR	Beam Failure Recovery
It is obvious that the BFR is including both SpCell and Scell case, at least including the SpCell beam failure recovery  since the abbreviation of BFR is introduced since Rel-15.
Thus for the current description in 38.321:
--------------------- From 38.321 g10 ---------------------
The MAC entity shall:
3> if the Beam Failure Recovery procedure determines that at least one BFR has been triggered and not cancelled:
2>	if UL-SCH resources are available for a new transmission and if the UL-SCH resources can accommodate the BFR MAC CE plus its subheader as a result of LCP:
3>	instruct the Multiplexing and Assembly procedure to generate the BFR MAC CE.
2>	else if UL-SCH resources are available for a new transmission and if the UL-SCH resources can accommodate the Truncated BFR MAC CE plus its subheader as a result of LCP:
3>	instruct the Multiplexing and Assembly procedure to generate the Truncated BFR MAC CE.
2>	else:
3>	trigger the SR for Scell beam failure recovery for each Scell for which BFR has been triggered and not cancelled.
------------------- From 38.321 g10 ------------------------------
If BFR is interpreted as the definition in abbreviation part, we should exclude the SpCell BFR from BFR which is suggested by our CR. Otherwise, we suggest to correct the abbreviation of BFR as below:
BFR       Scell beam failure recovery

	Ericsson
(Mats Folke)
	Disagree
	RAN2 agreed to amend the legacy BFR procedure on SpCell with the BFR MAC CE. This CR reverses that decision and removes important functionality.

	Qualcomm
	Disagree
	The spec is clear. Share the same view with Samsung.

	Intel
	Agree with changes
	Our understanding is that BFR (procedure itself in 5.17) is triggered by Scell only as Samsung indicated. On the other hand, it seems “SpCell beam failure recovery” is referred in 5.1.3a/5.1.4 when random access is initiated upon beam failure detection. In that sense, ZTE’s clarification seems useful that we clarify Pscell beam failure recovery and Scell beam failure recovery. 
  

	Sharp
	Disagree
	Share the same view with Samsung.

	APT
	Agree with changes
	The original term introduces some ambiguities.

	CATT
	No strong view
	The changes seem not wrong, but the original spec does not give much room for misunderstanding though. We’d follow majority’s view here…

	OPPO
	Disagree 
	We see no issue with the current spec.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Disagree
	Agree with Samsung.

	MediaTek
	Disagree
	Share same view with Samsung.

	ASUSTeK
	Disagree
	Share the same view with Samsung that ‘BFR’ is triggered by SCell beam failure so no change is needed. On the other hand, clarification for the use of beamFailureRecoveryTimer can be adopted if needed.

	Lenovo
	Disagree
	Same view as Samsung

	Huawei, HiSilcion
	Partial agree
	For the clarification on beamFailureRecoveryTimer, we are fine with the change.
For the other change, agree with SS that BFR is only triggered for SCell. The change is not necessary



Summary: Based on companies’ views, proposal is to not pursue the CR R2-2007526.

5. Others
R2-2007895    Correction on AP and SP SRS MAC-CE    Asia Pacific Telecom co. Ltd

	Company
	Agree as is; Agree with changes; Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	LG
	Disagree
	This MAC CE is used to carry PHY signalling. If something is needed, input from RAN1 is required.

	Samsung
	-
	For proposal 1, it seems fine to merge two similar procedures into the one section but this would be minor change. 

For proposal 2, it requires some functional changes i.e. current operation allows to control individual resource but it would not allowed if this change is accepted.

	vivo
	Agree with the first change.
	We are ok with the first change. 
Regarding the second change, we agree with Samsung that some operation seems not allowed according to the proposed changes. 

	   ZTE
	-
	For proposal 1. it is having another aspect to describe. It seems refining the current specification.
For proposal 2, Have no strong point of view. We can follow the majorities.

	Ericsson
(Helka-Liina Maattanen)
	Disagree
	RAN2 has sent LS to ask if this MAC CE has also activation functionality. Our understanding is that it does not.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	

	Sharp
	Agree
	

	APT
	Agree as is
	Please let us clarify more on Proposal 2. 
Currently, the enhanced SP/AP SRS MAC-CE provides three functionalities: 
· Indicate UL beams for each SRS in an AP SRS resource set 
· Activate an SP SRS resource set and indicate UL beams for each SRS in the set
· Deactivate an SP SRS resource set
Based on the MAC-CE structure as quoted below, obviously for purpose of deactivating an SP SRS resource set, those octets for indicating UL beams (i.e. Oct 3 to Oct 2N+2) are not needed and can be saved. The Resource Serving Cell ID and Resource BWP ID fields can already be saved by setting C field as 0. The left steps are to save F and Resource ID fields as proposed. With above said, this proposal can achieve noticeable signalling overhead reduction. 
[image: ]

To LG: Proposal 2 is only related to MAC-CE design and does not impact what RAN1 desires from the beginning (i.e. use MAC-CE to indicate UL beams for AP-SRS). Hence, we do not think it requires RAN1’s input. 
To Ericsson: It seems you are referring to another one MAC-CE, i.e. 6.1.3.29	Serving Cell Set based SRS Spatial Relation Indication MAC CE. 

	CATT
	See comments
	1st change should be OK
2nd change needs further checking, sounds like an optimization. 

	OPPO
	 
	The first change is OK for us.
And for the second one, we share similar view with Samsung.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Disagree
	P1 would duplicate the text of 5.18.3 in 5.18.7 – we think it’s not necessary.
P2 is an signalling optimization that also removes functionality (as Samsung pointed out) – hence, we think it’s not needed.

	MediaTek
	Agree
	

	ASUSTeK
	Agree with the first change
	We agree to complete the spec with additional text from the first change. We can go with majority for the second change.

	Lenovo
	Agree with first change
	Second proposal is an signalling optimization in our view which is not essential

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Agree
	


Summary: 
For Proposal 1:
· 1 company provides the proposed text is duplicated which is described in 5.18.13.
· 2 companies didn’t provide the preference on this proposal but marked with “Disagree” so it seems this proposal is not agreed
· Majority (11/14) mentioned this proposal is fine because it would be better to locate similar feature at the same section. In addition, we have same examples in 5.18.8.
· Rapporteur suggest that the proposal 1 is agreed, but the redundant section (5.18.13) should be Voided.
For Proposal 2:
· 5 companies’ view is that proposed change is agreeable.
2 companies have no strong view on this proposal and mentioned that they follow the majority view.
· 8 companies think that this proposal is not needed, it is true this change requires some UE operation change but this proposal is not critical issue (i.e. to optimize the signalling overhead).
· Rapporteur suggest that the proposal 2 is not accepted based on the companies’ view. 

Based on companies’ views only proposal 1 is agreed with some additional change.


R2-2008053    Correction on the definition of Ci field in BFR MAC CE      Qualcomm Incorporated

	Company
	Agree as is; Agree with changes; Disagree
	Detailed Comments

	LG
	Disagree
	Ci field should be used to indicate the beam failure of a SCell. If Candidate RS is not evaluated, the UE should send BFR MAC CE with AC field set to 0. It is important for the UE to send a BFR MAC CE immediately when a beam failure is detected even if a Candidate RS is not evaluated.

	Samsung
	-
	Note can be added to clarify that information about failed Scell may not be included in MAC CE if candidate RSs are not evaluated. 
However changes to Ci field are not needed.

	Vivo
	Maybe an LS to RAN1/4 to describe the issue due to the BFR MAC CE generation.
	Regarding the NOTE, it seems that the intension is to allow the UE not to generate a BFR MAC CE when beam failure information is not ready to report, e.g. due to the candidate beam measurement. We think this should be probably be discussed in RAN1/4 whether the error case (e.g. UE hasn’t completed its search for a suitable candidate beam for the beam recovery when trigger the BFR) would happen.
If companies consider that this issue could happen, we should probably send an LS to RAN1/4 to ask whether/how this issue can be resolved.

	ZTE
	Disagree
	Share the same view with LG

	Ericsson
(Mats Folke)
	Would like to know more
	We would not like to change the interpretation of the Ci bit, as it makes it difficult for the network to have different interpretations in different Ues. Is it possible for the UE to always delay the BFR MAC CE until the measurements have been made? The proposed note anyway hints in that direction. Is there a test case preventing the UE to do that today?
Minor comment: the second changes are not made with change marks.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	For the Ci field correction, our view is that when the beam failure is detected, it is important for UE to have enough time to evaluate and determine the best candidate beam by UE itself. Otherwise, network may take longer time to perform beam management procedure for the failed Scell to the UE than the UE sending a BFR MAC CE with the new candidate beam for the failed Scell. From an end-to-end perspective on all the RAN1/2/4 procedures involved, sending a BFR MAC CE without candidate beam information immediately would not necessarily result in faster recovery than allowing UE to spend a bit time to find a suitable candidate beam and report it in its BFR MAC CE. Thus, we think if UE has not finished evaluating candidate beams for Scell which has beam failure triggered, Ci field set to 0.
For the second change on the Note, we think it is needed. Because UE has to report a dummy MAC CE if UE has not finished the evaluation on candidate beam for any Scell that BFR is triggered.
Regarding the comments from vivo, we think it is not an error case. Because RAN4 spec, session 8.5.5/6 of TS 38.133 already has defined that evaluation period TEvaluate_CBD_SSB and TEvaluate_CBD_SSB that UE is required to evaluate and determine a new candidate team when BFR is triggered. Thus, no LS is needed.
Regarding the comments from Ericsson, it is actually defined in the latest RAN4 spec, session 8.5.9.2 of 38.133, for the SR based BFR for Scell case, that UE is only required to transmit SR within a period of T, where T is related to TEvaluate_CBD and D (2m UE processing time). For the available UL grant for MAC CE case, the requirement for UE to complete finish the measurement should be consistent with SR based BFR case. (This is also why we think the added Note is needed)

	Intel
	Would like to know more
	Same as other companies who get more information. One question is when the UE start candidate beam detection. Is it upon MAC triggering beam failure recovery or upon PHY providing beam failure instance? If it is latter case, it might not be so rare case given that MAC wait until BFR is triggered with beamFailureInstanceMaxCount and beamFailureDetectionTimer. However, we also found that RAN4 requirement can be at least 25ms which seems not trivial. Actually,  we are still waiting for our RAN4 input. 



	APT
	
	Can go with the majority view. 

	CATT
	Agree with Samsung comments
	

	OPPO
	Disagree 
	The change will increase the latency for SCell BFR procedure. And we think it is network implementation to handle the case that UE is unable to find a candidate beam.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	
	We are not comfortable to change the Ci bit interpretation given this would then not tell anything to NW in practice. However, we’re not sure if the UE would not be allowed to search for candidates already, isn’t this similar to SpCell BFR case?

	MediaTek
	Would like to know more
	From our RAN1 input, UE will monitor candidate beam even before beam failure is detected. So, the case that UE needs more time to perform beam management procedure seems not a common case (maybe we are wrong). 

	Lenovo
	
	We also think that UE would monitor candidate beams before beam failure is occurring. More discussion required

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Need more study
	Not clear why this is needed. BFR is not detected means that it has not been detected at the time of PDU assembly. But it is ok for us to have more time to study



Summary: 
· 3 companies’ view is that the BFR MAC CE should be sent even if candidate beam evaluation is not done.
· 1 company’s view is to send LS to RAN1/4 to ask whether/how this issue can be resolved
· 6 companies think that more discussion is needed
· 2 company is ok to add a note to clarify that information about failed SCell may not be included in MAC CE if candidate RSs are not evaluated

Based on companies’ views, proposal is to further discuss the CR R2-2008053 online.

6. Conclusions
Proposal 1: Agree the CR R2-2006779 with TP as shown below:
“Candidate RS ID: This field is set to the index of an SSB with SS-RSRP above rsrp-ThresholdBFR amongst the SSBs in candidateBeamRSSCellList or to the index of a CSI-RS with CSI-RSRP above rsrp-ThresholdBFR amongst the CSI-RSs in candidateBeamRSSCellList. Index of an SSB or CSI-RS is the index of an entry in candidateBeamRSSCellList corresponding to the SSB or CSI-RS. Index 0 corresponds to the first entry in the candidateBeamRSSCellList, index 1 corresponds to the second entry in the list and so on. The length of this field is 6 bits.” 
Proposal 2: Agree the CR R2-2007736 as is.
Proposal 3: Agree the CR R2-2007485 with TP as shown below: 
“Pending SR triggered prior to the MAC PDU assembly for beam failure recovery of an SCell shall be cancelled and respective sr-ProhibitTimer shall be stopped when the MAC PDU is transmitted and this PDU includes an BFR MAC CE or Truncated BFR MAC CE which contains beam failure recovery information of that SCell. Pending SR triggered for beam failure recovery of an SCell shall be cancelled upon deactivation of that SCell (as defined in clause 5.9).”

Proposal 4: The CRs CR R2-2006797 and R2-2007526 are not pursued.
Proposal 5: Further discuss the CR R2-2008053 online.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 6: Approve the Text Proposal 1 (in R2-2007895) for activation/deactivation of SP SRS resource set. The redundant sub-clause 5.18.8 is removed (i.e. can be Voided).
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