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1. Introduction
This document is to report the result of the following email discussion in RAN2#115-e Meeting:
[AT115-e][011][NR15] User plane corrections (Huawei)
	Scope: Determine agreeable parts in a first phase, for agreeable parts agree on CRs. Treat R2-2108264, R2-2108265, R2-2108600, R2-2108601, R2-2108597, R2-2108598, R2-2108599, R2-2108782, R2-2108819, R2-2107224, R2-2107616, R2-2108844, R2-2108845, 
	Intended outcome: Report, agreed CRs if applicable
	Deadline: Schedule 1

Note from Chair: Discussions with Deadline Schedule 1:
A first round with Deadline for comments Thursday Aug 19 1200 UTC to settle scope what is agreeable etc A Final round with Final deadline Thursday Aug 26 1200 UTC. to settle details / agree CRs etc. Additional check points etc if needed are defined by the Rapporteur. In case some parts of an email discussion need more time, doesn’t converge, need on-line treatment etc Rapporteur please contact chair. 

2. Contact Information
	Company
	Contact: Name (E-mail)

	ZTE
	dong.fei@zte.com.cn

	Ericsson
	mats.folke@ericsson.com

	Qualcomm
	Linhai He (linhaihe@qti.qualcomm.com)

	vivo
	Yitao Mo (yitao.mo@vivo.com)

	Nokia
	Benoist Sébire (benoist.sebire@nokia.com)

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Chong Lou (louchong@huawi.com)

	MediaTek
	Guanyu Lin (guanyu.lin@mediatek.com)

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Joachim Löhr (jlohr@lenovo.com)

	OPPO
	Xinlei Yu (yuxinlei@oppo.com)

	LG Electronics
	SeungJune Yi (seungjune.yi@lge.com)

	Apple
	Fangli XU (fangli_xu@apple.com)

	Xiaomi
	Xiaowei Jiang (jiangxiaowei@xiaomi.com)

	Samsung
	Jaehyuk Jang (jack.jang@samsung.com)

	NEC
	Hisashi Futaki (hisashi.futaki[at].nec.com)

	CATT
	Pierre Bertrand (pierrebertrand@catt.cn)

	Sequans
	Olivier Marco (omarco at sequans.com)

	Intel
	Yujian Zhang (yujian.zhang@intel.com)



3. Phase 1 discussion
3.1 MAC CEs of semi-persistent resources and states 
MAC CE initial state
[1] R2-2108264	Correction on the term of the handover in handling of MAC CE	ZTE Corporation, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.12.0	1142	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
[2] R2-2108265	Correction on the term of the handover in handling of MAC CE	ZTE Corporation, Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell	CR	Rel-16	38.321	16.5.0	1143	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core

Regarding the handover is only referring to the PCell change, UE behavior for handling the MAC CE will be restricted to only PCell change case, i.e. the “state” will be automatically “deactivated” when “handover”. However, the UE behavior when PSCell change is not clear. Note that for PCell addition case, the rapporteur thinks it can be considered as “initial configuration” on the SCG so the current MAC spec is already clear to cover this case. As the rapporteur, we also would like to note that such changes may bring the risk of NBC.

Q1: Do you agree to change the term “handover” into “reconfiguration with sync” for handling the following MAC CEs as proposed in [1][2][3][4] for both Rel-15 and Rel-16 MAC spec?
· 5.18.2 de-/activation of SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM resource set MAC CE,
· 5.18.4 de-/activation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state MAC CE,
· 5.18.6 de-/activation of SP CSI reporting on PUCCH MAC CE,
· 5.18.7 e-/activation of SP SRS MAC CE,
· 5.18.9 de-/activation of SP ZP CSI-RS resource set MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CEs are applicable to both Rel-15 and Rel-16
· 5.18.17 de-/activation of SP SRS for positioning MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CE is applicable to only Rel-16
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE (Proponents)
	Yes
	To our understanding , this correction is much like a wording issue rather than a NBC issue.

	Ericsson
	
	Should be fine, but we could also send an LS to RAN1 and double-check if "handover" meaning "PCell change" was chosen deliberately or not.
Comments/Questions on the cover sheet:
- We noted NR standalone is not listed as an impacted architecture. Is that because it is assumed that for NR SA there would be no change to functionality as the only reconfiguration with sync which could occur is PCell change, and the behaviour for PCell change is already described (implying PCell change is the same as "handover")?

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	As agreed at the last meeting

	vivo
	Yes
	We are fine with the proposed changes.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Proponent

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comments
	We share the similar concern as Ericsson, and it would be safer to send LS to RAN1 for double check before capturing the changes into MAC spec. From RAN2 point, the changes can be considered as RAN2 assumption/common understanding.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Fine with the changes.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	We are fine with the changes. It would be also OK to us to send a LS to RAN1 as suggested by Ericsson

	OPPO
	Yes
	We are ok on the changes so that PSCell change/addition can be involved further. 

	LG
	Comments
	First, we’d like to confirm our understanding on terminologies.
- Handover = PCell change
- Reconfiguration with sync = SpCell change (i.e. PCell change and PSCell change)
If our understanding is correct, we prefer to replace all the “handover” and “reconfiguration with sync” with “PCell change” or “SpCell change”.
As “handover” and “reconfiguration with sync” are not clearly defined in MAC specification, the readers would be still confused about those terminologies.

Regarding the usage of MAC CEs, it would be safe to ask RAN1 about it, i.e. whether they are used only for PCell change or for both PCell change and PSCell change.

	Apple
	Yes
	We are fine with the changes. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	We are fine with the proposed changes, but are also fine to check with RAN1.

	NEC
	Yes, but
	we agree with the intention, but would like to confirm whether “SpCell change” is workable or not? Because PSCell addition case (which is also described in cover page) is already clear w/o CR. If not, what aspect is not covered by SpCell change then? 

	CATT
	Yes
	Fine with the changes.

	Sequans
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	Yes
	We are fine with the proposed changes. In our understanding, terminologies related to handover were unified to “reconfiguration with sync” in the RRC spec, because it was too complicated. We think that NR MAC spec should also reflect such changes.



Summary: All companies are fine the intention for above MAC CEs as proposed [1][2][3][4]. 5 companies mentioned it would be safe to check with RAN1 for the intended UE behavior. The rapporteur think it is worthy sending LS to RAN1 to ask for clarifications in order to make sure RAN2 correction are in line with RAN1, by taking all the concerns from RAN2 during this offline discussions. So MAC CRs can be postphoned until RAN1 has replied.
[3] R2-2108600	Clarification on the activation status for semi-persistent resource and indications	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.12.0	1151	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
[4] R2-2108601	Clarification on the activation status for semi-persistent resource and indications	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.321	16.5.0	1152	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core

The rapporteur think that, [3][4] further point out another MAC CE of activation/deactivation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource should be also considered to follow the same principle, and the reconfigured resources and states in RRC reconfiguration (not initially configured) should be also taken care.

Q2: Do you agree to change the term “handover” into “reconfiguration with sync” for handling the following particular MAC CE as proposed in [3][4] for both Rel-15 and Rel-16 MAC spec? As the rapporteur, we also would like to note that such changes may bring the risk of NBC.
· 5.18.8 de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CE is applicable to both Rel-15 and Rel-16
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	No
	This is a NBC change. For example, in the case that UE is reconfigure with a number of PUCCH-SpatialRelationInfos for one BWP and one active spatial relation of a PUCCH resource is removed from the list,  before the de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE is received, the current UE behavior is to keep the old spatial relation until the new activation MAC CE is received. If we have this change, UE shall deactivate the spatial relation for a PUCCH resource, it seems not rational in the case that one valid PUCCH resource but have no any spatial relation is associated with.
In addition, at this stage for release 15, we would like not to consider the new MAC CE which is not including ‘initially deactivated’ part if we can not identify any critical issue.

	Ericsson
	Disagree
	We think this CR goes beyond a simple wording change as the previous one claims to be. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Since MAC is reset upon RRC reconfig with sync, it makes sense to deactivate those radio resources upon RRC reconfig with sync. 

	vivo
	No
	We think the change may incur misalignment between MAC spec and PHY spec. For example, according to the section 9.2.2 in 38.213 spec, if the UE is configured with a single value for pucch-SpatialRelationInfoId as part of Reconfiguration with sync procedure, then the UE can make the spatial setting based on the configuration. In this sense, the configured spatial relation for a PUCCH resource is not initially deactivated.

	Nokia
	No
	See R2-2108264 / R2-2108265 instead.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comments
	We share the similar view as QC, and fail to understand why the UE behaviour should be different between this MAC CE and others. For instance, the UE can be also configured with a single value for UE-specific PDSCH TCI state and just use it for reception, which is similar to spatial relation of PUCCH resources. We are okay to ask RAN1’s view if it is done deliberately in the LS to end-up the potential further discussions.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We share same view as QC.

	Lenovo
	Comments
	Similar to Huawei, we suggest to ask RAN1 on this. In our understanding the proposed changes are fine. We share here QC’s view. 

	OPPO
	Yes
	We are fine to send LS to further check the understanding with RAN1.  

	LG
	No
	We think it is NBC change. 

	Apple
	Yes
	We share same view as QC, and propose the UE behavior on this MAC CE aligned with others. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We share the same view as QC, but prefer to check with RAN1.

	Samsung
	-
	We are fine to send an LS to RAN1 for checking the intended behavior.

	NEC
	No
	Unlike other parts, this change would cause the UE behaviour change.

	CATT
	Yes
	We think the changes are same as that in Q1.

	Sequans
	See comments
	Same view as Huawei

	Intel
	Disagree
	The proposed change for clause 5.18.8 is new behavior and there is potential NBC risk.

	DOCOMO
	Comments
	We prefer to ask RAN1 for checking the understanding. 



Summary: Company’s views are quite diverging (YES: 9/17) and 7 companies mentioned it is fine to send an LS to RAN1 for checking the intended behaviour, similar to Q1. The rapporteur thinks we can also ask RAN1 for the intended behaviour of this MAC CE. So MAC CRs can be postphoned until RAN1 has replied.

Q3: Do you agree to add the term “reconfiguration” to ‘configuration’ for handling of pre-mentioned all the MAC CEs as proposed in [3][4] for the both Rel-15 and Rel-16 ?
· 5.18.2 de-/activation of SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM resource set MAC CE,
· 5.18.4 de-/activation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state MAC CE,
· 5.18.6 de-/activation of SP CSI reporting on PUCCH MAC CE,
· 5.18.7 e-/activation of SP SRS MAC CE,
· 5.18.8 de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE,
· 5.18.9 de-/activation of SP ZP CSI-RS resource set MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CEs are applicable to both Rel-15 and Rel-16
· 5.18.17 de-/activation of SP SRS for positioning MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CE is applicable to only Rel-16

	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	No, maybe
	It seems not a critical correction, in our understanding the ‘configuration’ here already includes the reconfiguration case.

	Ericsson
	
	Let the rapporteur decide to strive for consistency. To us, there is no difference between "configuration" and "reconfiguration". The term "configuration" can mean both.

	Qualcomm
	No
	We do not agree that those radio resources should be deactivated at every reconfiguration. Often time network changes the configuration of a resource set just to change some parameter (e.g. p0 in SRS-resourceSet) instead of the resource set itself. There clearly is no need for deactivation in those cases.   
In either case, we think network has full control, e.g. if necessary, network can deactivate a resource before reconfiguration and then reactivate again. So we consider the proposed change associated with reconfiguration is more of an optimization. 

	vivo
	No
	This change may also incur misalignment between MAC spec and PHY spec. For example, regarding the activation/deactivation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state, according to section 5.1.5 in 38.214 spec, we can know that the configured TCI states for PDSCH are initially deactivated when UE receives an initial higher layer configuration of TCI states. And the UE still assumes that the DM-RS ports of PDSCH are quasi co-located with the RS given by the previously indicated TCI state after higher layer reconfiguration.

	Nokia
	No
	Agree with Ericsson.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	The NW is recommended to follow the same principle of handling of initial configuration, reconfiguration and reconfiguration with sync.

	MediaTek
	No
	Agree with QC.

	Lenovo
	No
	

	OPPO
	No
	Share the same view with Ericsson.

	LG
	Comments
	Before discussing whether those MAC CEs are used for only “initial configuration” case or for both “initial configuration” case and “reconfiguration” case, we’d like to discuss first whether “configuration” means both “configuration” and “reconfiguration”.
We are now confused about what “upon configuration” means, i.e. whether it is only for “upon initial configuration”, or for both “upon initial configuration” and “upon reconfiguration”. 
For PHR, it is clearly specified that it is for both “upon initial configuration” and “upon reconfiguration”.
- upon configuration or reconfiguration of the power headroom reporting functionality by upper layers
However, following two cases are not clear.
- Upon configuration of a configured grant Type 1
- Upon configuration of an SCell
Thus, it is proposed for RAN2 to discuss first whether they are applied to only for “initial configuration”, or for both “initial configuration” and “reconfiguration”.

Regarding the usage of MAC CEs, we think it would be still safe to ask RAN1 about it, i.e. whether they are used only for “initial configuration” or for both “initial configuration” and “reconfiguration”, same as Q1.

	Apple
	No
	Agree with QC. 
The change may introduce the misunderstanding between the legacy UE and NW. And the safe way is to let NW to deactive the resource before reconfiguration. 

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with QC

	Samsung
	-
	From our understanding, the term 'configuration' here means both "initial" configuration and "re"-configuration (so, the radio resources should be deactivated at every (re)configuration, which seems different understanding from Qualcomm and many others), but agree that the text seems misleading, so we are fine to update the text. Since the opinions are diverging, we also think that it should be safe to ask RAN1 for checking the intended behaviour.

	NEC
	
	Normally configuration would include reconfiguration case but it is not correct that is always the case. As very simple/clear example, “upon configuration of SCell” does not always include “upon reconfiguration of SCell” in 5.9 Activation/Deactivation of SCells. We are fine to let/ask Rapporteur to check and make consistency.

	CATT
	No
	

	Sequans
	-
	It would be good to clarify what is the expected behavior in case of a reconfiguration. We agree with Samsung to ask RAN1.

	Intel
	No
	Given that we’re discussing Rel-15 behavior and companies have different views on whether the initial state is deactivated upon reconfiguration, we don’t think the change is needed.

	DOCOMO
	No
	We share the same view as Ericsson's comment. We agree that the same handling should be treated upon both “initial configuration” and “reconfiguration", but there is no need to rephrase.



Summary: Unfortunately company’s views are quite diverging in terms of UE behaviour upon “initial configuration” and “reconfiguration”. The rapporteur indeed sees some confusion in RAN2 and thinks we can also ask RAN1 for the clarifications in the LS. So MAC CRs can be postphoned until RAN1 has replied.

Q4: Do you think if there is any missing MAC CEs in addition to the ones proposed in [1][2][3][4] is also applicable? If so, please indicate in the comments. For example, one MAC CE mentioned in [10] 
· [bookmark: _Toc29239867]5.18.5 Indication of TCI state for UE-specific PDCCH

	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	No
	This is a NBC change. The same reason as Q2.
Also, at this stage for release 15, we would like not to consider the new MAC CE which is not including ‘initially deactivated’ part if we can not identify any critical issue.

	Ericsson
	??
	We don't get the question. [10] is about capturing a common understanding regarding the details for SCell activation. There is very little resemblance to the issues in [1][2][3][4] as we understand it. 

	vivo
	No
	This change may also incur misalignment between MAC spec and PHY spec. This is because according to the current PHY spec, if the UE is configured with a single value for TCI state as part of Reconfiguration with sync procedure, then the UE can determine the TCI state based on the configuration.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	See comments to Q2

	LG
	No
	We think it is NBC change. 

	Samsung
	No
	-

	CATT
	No
	

	Intel
	No
	Same comment as Q2.

	DOCOMO
	No
	



Summary: There is not sufficient replies to Q4 and it seems companies are reluctant to abroaden the discussions. The rapporteur thinks vivo has a point that RAN1 spec has taken care of this, so it is not needed to ask RAN1 views. 
Proposal 1a: RAN2 assumes that the corresponding radio resources/states are initially “deactivated” for SCG which are de-/activated by the following MAC CEs after a PSCell addition/change from TS 38.321.
5.18.2 de-/activation of SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM resource set MAC CE,
5.18.4 de-/activation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state MAC CE,
5.18.6 de-/activation of SP CSI reporting on PUCCH MAC CE,
5.18.7 de-/activation of SP SRS MAC CE,
5.18.9 de-/activation of SP ZP CSI-RS resource set MAC CE,
5.18.17 de-/activation of SP SRS for positioning MAC CE.
Proposal 1b: RAN2 has no consensus on the intended UE behavior upon configuration and after PCell change and PSCell addition/change relevant to “5.18.8 de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE” from TS 38.321.
Proposal 1c: RAN2 has no consensus on differences of UE behaviors upon initial configuration and reconfiguration by RRC relevant to above MAC CEs from TS 38.321.
Proposal 2a: RAN2 to send an LS to RAN1 to ask the currently assumed behaviour in their respective specifications for UE behavior when PSCell addition/change, initial configuration and reconfiguration relevant to above MAC CEs.
Proposal 2b: R2-2108264, R2-2108265, R2-2108600, R2-2108601 are postphoned.

Misc
[10] R2-2107224	Clarification on UE behaviors for de-/activation MAC CEs	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core

The rapporteur thinks that, [10] discuss the MAC CEs for the SCell activation and deactivation case. One issue is when the UE receives an SCell activation MAC CE, [10] proposed to clarify the UE behaviors of these MAC CEs as follows:
· When UE receives an SCell activation MAC CE to activate a deactivated SCell, the target SCell is considered deactivated until after the minimum timing requirement for SCell activation defined in TS 38.213.
· It is an error case if UE receives a MAC CE activating radio resources/states configured on a deactivated SCell. 

Q5: Do you agree above clarifications as proposed in [10] for handling of the following MAC CEs when the UE receives an SCell activation MAC CE?
· 5.18.2 de-/activation of SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM resource set MAC CE,
· 5.18.4 de-/activation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state MAC CE,
· 5.18.5 Indication of TCI state for UE-specific PDCCH,
· 5.18.6 de-/activation of SP CSI reporting on PUCCH MAC CE,
· 5.18.7 e-/activation of SP SRS MAC CE,
· 5.18.8 de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE,
· 5.18.9 de-/activation of SP ZP CSI-RS resource set MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CEs are applicable to both Rel-15 and Rel-16
· 5.18.17 de-/activation of SP SRS for positioning MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CE is applicable to only Rel-16

	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	See commentsYes for the first bullet

	We would like echo that the ambiguous period for SCell activation can be seen as the inactive status. 
For the restriction of reception of MAC CE in the ambiguous period, we think this is a risk for NW implementation.But we still have a concern this maybe a NBC issue for R15, so we would like to hear more voice from companies. And we will update this comments upon other companies reply.

	Ericsson
	No
	The proposal does not clearly capture the views presented in the paper. It is about how MAC CEs can be combined in one MAC PDU. 
We think so far there have been no restrictions how MAC CEs can be combined in a MAC PDU, implying that a smart UE implementation can determine that MAC CEs referring to an SCell implies the SCell has to be activated first, and thus the corresponding MAC CE in the same MAC PDU should be taken into account. The contribution adds a restriction which probably is non-backwards compatible.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	We think this clarification is necessary. Otherwise, there would be ambiguity in exactly when an SCell can be considered activated. In addition, processing of one MAC CE (e.g. activation MAC CE for a resource) would have to wait and depend on the final outcome of another (e.g. SCell activation MAC CE). That creates a huge dependence among MAC CEs received in the same slot.

	vivo
	Yes
	We share a similar view with Qualcomm.

	Nokia
	No
	This seems to introduce new restrictions, especially when considering that (in our understanding), RAN4 requirements allows sending MAC CE for activation and TCI state change at the same time.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	From the NW vendor point, we are okay to leave it to sensible NW implementation. 

	MediaTek
	Yes
	We share same view with Qualcomm, and we are supportive to remove such ambiguity.

	Lenovo
	Yes 
	Agree with Qualcomm, that the processing/interpretation of one MAC CE should not depend on the processing of another MAC CE. 

	OPPO
	Yes
	This issue can be avoided by NW implementation indeed, but we agree for this clarification. For another understanding that UE activates the radio resourse/state after SCell activation, this means the handling of a MAC CE depends on other MAC CE, which would lead to large spec impact.

	LG
	Comments
	We are ok with the first bullet.
- When UE receives an SCell activation MAC CE to activate a deactivated SCell, the target SCell is considered deactivated until after the minimum timing requirement for SCell activation defined in TS 38.213.
However, the issues in the second bullet can be avoided by the NW implementation.
- It is an error case if UE receives a MAC CE activating radio resources/states configured on a deactivated SCell.

	Apple
	Yes
	We share the QC’s view. The clarification can avoid the ambiguity during the transition period of the SCell activation and simplify the UE implementation.  

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We prefer to have this clarification.

	Samsung
	No
	We share the view with other network vendors that it introduces new restrictions, so does not need to have such text. Also, please see our response for Q6 which answers the issue.

	NEC
	No, hopefully
	Our preference is to leave some room for network implementation about exactly when a MAC CE is sent.

	CATT
	No
	We already discussed the relationship between SCell activation/deactivation and PDCP duplication activation/deactivation before, resulting in no specification change. The clarification is not needed since smart gNB/UE can treat the cases correctly by implementation.

	Intel
	-
	We don’t have strong view, but think this issue can be left to UE implementation as SCell activation timing requirement is clearly defined.

	DOCOMO
	No
	For following two reasons, we don't think that Understanding B violates the specification, and we think that RAN2 clarify that Understanding B is intended behavior.
- As clause 6.1.2 in TS 38.321 describes, one MAC PDU consist of one or more MAC subPDUs. Each MAC subPDU can consist of A MAC subheader and a MAC CE. Thus Understanding B does not violate the principle that  multiple MAC CEs are included in a TB.
- In our understanding, it is not prohibited that UE receives a MAC CE for TCI states change while all UL/DL BWP of SCell is deactivated. Furthermore, the specification does not prohibit UE from monitoring TRS while SCell is deactivated, so active TCI states can be changed even if SCell is deactivated for perspective of current NR MAC spec.
If we go to Understanding A, UE may apply old TCI state of the SCell immediately after activation. Then UE may not receive PDCCH on the SCell, which causes delay on schedulingof the SCell. Thus, we think that UE should receive multiple MAC CEs in the same TB or slot to reduce scheduling delay.


 
Summary: Company’s views are diverging unfortunately, and intra and UE vendors hold different views on how to handle this issue. The rapporteur think the proposal can be discussed separately for two bullets. For the first bullet, it seems some companies share the similar understandings. However, NW vendors may have concerns on the restriction of network implementation. Therefore, the rapporteur think we can have a second-round after more time to check.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to further discuss the proposal 1 as in R2-2107224 in Phase 2 discussions.
Another issue is when the SCell is deactivated, [10] proposed to consider these MAC CEs to be automatically “deactivated” as follows, which is also aligned with the spirit of [1][2][3][4] when reconfiguration with sync, in the rapporteur’s view.
· After an SCell is deactivated, all radio resources/states on that SCell which are de-/activated by MAC CEs are deactivated. They remain deactivated until network re-activate them by their respective activation MAC CEs. 
As the rapporteur, we also would like to note that such changes may bring the risk of NBC.

Q6: Do you agree above clarifications as proposed in [10] for handling of the following MAC CEs when an SCell is deactivated?
· 5.18.2 de-/activation of SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM resource set MAC CE,
· 5.18.4 de-/activation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state MAC CE,
· 5.18.5 Indication of TCI state for UE-specific PDCCH,
· 5.18.6 de-/activation of SP CSI reporting on PUCCH MAC CE,
· 5.18.7 e-/activation of SP SRS MAC CE,
· 5.18.8 de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE,
· 5.18.9 de-/activation of SP ZP CSI-RS resource set MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CEs are applicable to both Rel-15 and Rel-16
· 5.18.17 de-/activation of SP SRS for positioning MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CE is applicable to only Rel-16

	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	See commentsYes
	But we still have a concern this maybe a NBC issue for R15, so we would like to hear more voice from companies. And we will update this comments upon other companies reply.We are fine with this common understanding.

	Ericsson
	Yes
	We agree with the proponent and found great joy reading about the many descriptive ways a UE may stop doing something. This understanding is important as otherwise the UE could start using resources the network has assigned to other UEs while the SCell was deactivated. This is similar to how the UE, when losing TA, releases PUCCH, SRS etc. In that case those resources have to be reconfigured later and are not implicitly re-activated.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	If there are already different UE implementations in the field, then the clarification proposed in [10] is compatible with both types of UE implementations, i.e. network always send activation MAC CEs to reactivate radio resources when an SCell is reactivated. Other interpretation (i.e. radio resources stay activated even after SCell is deactivated) can create interoperability issue for some UE implementations already in the field.

	vivo
	Yes
	It seems this should be a common understanding. 

	Nokia
	Yes
	

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We are fine to capture the common understanding in the Chairman notes.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	NW can avoid misalignment between UE and NW by NW implementation, i.e., NW can explicitly deactivate all radio resource/state before NW deactivates SCell, and reactivate the radio resource/state explicitly after NW reactivates SCell.
But we are fine to clarify this understanding. If SCell is deactived, all the resources and state should be deactived, and UE does not need to maintain the states which is deactived before, thus it’s benefit to UE. 

	LG
	Yes
	

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	We are not sure whether such clarification is needed according to the following text in MAC, and think that those resources remain activated upon SCell deacivation, and (implicitly) resumed upon SCell re-activation.
	[bookmark: _Toc29239859][bookmark: _Toc67413123][bookmark: _Toc46525395][bookmark: _Toc52582366]5.15      Bandwidth Part (BWP) operation
…
For each activated Serving Cell configured with a BWP, the MAC entity shall:
1>  if a BWP is activated:
…
2>  transmit SRS on the BWP, if configured;
…
1>  if a BWP is deactivated:
…
2>  not transmit SRS on the BWP;
…


It should be noted that the MAC CEs carry Cell ID and BWP ID, and we think that all such resources can be activated by the MAC CEs even when the SCell is in deactivated state (also the case in Q5) so that the activated resources (e.g. TCI state) can be used immediately after SCell activation. Hence, the proposed change would cause the interoperability issue.

	NEC
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	We think it is common understanding and OK to clarify it in Chairman’s notes.

	Sequans
	Yes
	

	Intel
	Yes
	

	DOCOMO
	No
	We don’t agree with the proposal in [10]. See the comment in Q5



Summary: There is sufficient support to this proposal (YES: 16/17). The rapporteur thinks we can follow the majority view and clarify it in Chairman notes.
Proposal 4: RAN2 confirms that after an SCell is deactivated, all radio resources/states on that SCell which are de-/activated by MAC CEs are deactivated. They remain deactivated until network re-activate them by their respective activation MAC CEs. No change to the specifications.
3.2 Suspended RB
Suspended RB
[5] R2-2108597	Discussion on MAC behavior for suspended radio bearers	Huawei, HiSilicon	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core	R2-2105749
[6] R2-2108598	Correction on MAC behavior for suspended radio bearers for Rel-15	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-15	38.321	15.12.0	1149	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
[7] R2-2108599	Correction on MAC behavior for suspended radio bearers for Rel-16	Huawei, HiSilicon	CR	Rel-16	38.321	16.5.0	1150	-	F	NR_newRAT-Core
[8] R2-2108782	Handling of suspended RB	LG Electronics UK	discussion	NR_newRAT-Core
[9] R2-2108819	On BSR calculation for suspended raio bearers	MediaTek Inc.	discussion	Rel-15

How to handle the suspended RBs from the perspective L2 protocol has been discussed for several times in recent RAN2 meetings. The rapporteur thinks that, RAN2 should first discuss and attempt to achieve common understandings on the controversial issues can be summarized as 
· Whether the suspended RBs shall be considered for BSR calculation
· Whether the data for a logical channel corresponding to a suspended RB can be considered for LCP
· Whether L2 entities do not transmit/receive any data to/from lower/upper layers for suspended RBs

Q7. Please indicate your answers between Option 1 and Option 2 as proposed in [9] for both Rel-15 and Rel-16 MAC spec.
· Option1. The suspended RBs “shall” be considered for BSR calculation
· Option2: The suspended RBs “may” be considered for BSR calculation
	Company
	Option1//Option2
	comments

	ZTE
	Option 1
	Slightly Prefer not to change the current spec, it seems option 1 is more aligned with the current spec.

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	This is how the specification is written today. Option 2 is NBC.

	Qualcomm
	See comment
	We think it is a common understanding that no data from a suspended bearer should go OTA. If that is agreeable, then suspended bearers do not need to be included in BSR calculation.

	vivo
	Option 1
	After reviewing companies’ opinions in the previous meeting, we think option 1 is the intended meaning specified in NR spec.

	Nokia
	Option 1
	Agree with Ericsson and ZTE.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comment
	We share the similar concerns as QC. Option 1 implies the PDCP/RLC entity can still calculate and indicate the data volume to the MAC entity, which seems to be a bit contradictory with the intention of “suspended RBs” where the PDCP/RLC entity can be considered as “forzen”. Even if the BSR calculation could be performed, the reported BS will exclude the “new arrival data” for the suspended RBs, which makes the BS value incorrect.

	MediaTek
	Option 1
	Prefer Option 1 which is aligned with current spec. Understand that Option 2 is NBC. If we go with Option 1, we can capture the understanding in Chairman’s note and no MAC CR is needed.

	Lenovo
	Option1
	

	OPPO
	Option 1
	

	LG
	Option 1
	There may be unacknowleded PDCP SDUs stored in the PDCP buffer during e.g. handover, which shall be considered in BSR calculation. This is intention of NR specification, and there is no point of misunderstanding.

	Apple
	See comments
	Same view as QC. 
We donot think the suspended DRB will be transmitted, so the the suspended DRB’s BS donot need to be calculated in the BSR. Therefore, Option 2 seems has no NBC issue.

	Xiaomi
	See comments
	Since data cannot be transmitted for suspended RBs as discussed in Q8, there is no need to consider the buffer from suspended RBs.
But since there might already be UEs implemented with considering buffer from suspended RBs, we can implement the change from R16/R17.

	Samsung
	Option 1
	As written in the current specficiation.

	NEC
	Option 1
	although suspended RBs are not intended for transmission until it is resumed, current spec looks going with this direction.. 

	CATT
	Option 1
	

	Sequans
	Option 1
	

	Intel
	See comment
	Agree with Qualcomm and Huawei that it is not necessary to consider suspended RBs for BSR calculation.



Summary: There is sufficient support to Option 1 (YES: 12/17). The rapporteur thinks we can follow the majority view and clarify it in Chairman notes.
Proposal 5a: RAN2 confirms that the suspended RBs “shall” be considered for BSR calculation. No change to the specifications.

Q8. Do you agree that “the data for a logical channel corresponding to a suspended RB cannot be considered for LCP” as proposed in [5][6][7] for both Rel-15 and Rel-16 MAC spec?
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	No strong point of view
	We can follow the majorities view since this is a UE inner behavior

	Ericsson
	Disagree to the proposals and CRs.
	One of the questions from the previous meeting was whether this was a real problem observed in the field or not. The proponents have not addressed this and therefore we cannot see how this can be so critical it needs to be corrected in Rel-15.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	

	Nokia
	-
	Although it would be good to have perfect specifications, comes a point in time (after freeze) where we need to focus on essential corrections only. Since the proponents still have not clarified whether there are IODT issues, this can only be considered as Rel-17 improvement when creating a new version of the specification.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	We are fine to capture the common understanding in the Chairman notes for clarification.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	LG
	No
	The CR makes more confusion in that the RLC entity of suspended RB may submit RLC PDUs to MAC entity, which is not correct. Thus, we don’t agree with the CR.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	No
	We do not see the need for adding the sentence, as no real problems are observed in the field as many others said above.

	NEC
	No strong view
	similar view as ZTE, and rather we do not see a strong need for clarification..

	CATT
	Yes
	

	Sequans
	Yes
	

	Intel
	See comment
	Our understanding is that the data for a suspended RB should not arrive at MAC. Therefore, it is not essential to capture in MAC that data for suspended RBs is not considered for LCP. It could be captured as a clarification in Chair’s notes or as a NOTE in MAC spec.


 
Summary: All companies have the same understanding on the intended UE behaviour. Although there is majority view to support this correction (YES: 11/17), the rapporteur thinks it can be covered by the proposal as in Q9 which would make the spec much clearer.
[bookmark: _Hlk80131089]Q9. Do you agree that “all the L2 entities do not transmit/receive any data to/from lower/upper layers for suspended RBs” as proposed in [8] for both Rel-15 and Rel-16 MAC spec?
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	No strong point of view
	We can follow the majorities view since this is a UE inner behavior. But we think if we would like to clarify something, we echo the suggestion from LG in the preceding meeting, we need to clarify it in each layer.

	Ericsson
	Agree to the proposals in [8]
	We think [8] is correct in that no change is required to current specifications, as no real problem has been shown. 

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	It seems straightforward. 

	Nokia
	-
	See answers to Q8.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	See comments
	Not essential, RLC/PDCP handling is UE internal implementation without inter-operability issue, given that MAC handling in terms of BSR and LCP are sufficiently clear. Our intention is not to expand the past discussions but to confrim RAN2 understandings on the expected UE behaviour.

	MediaTek
	Yes
	

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	

	LG
	Yes (proponent)
	We think it is common understanding that suspended RB does not transmit/receive SDUs/PDUs from/to upper layer/lower layer. Thus, no change is required to clarify the L2 behaviour for suspended RBs. If companies still want to clarify something, we are ok to capture this common understanding in the chair’s note.

	Apple
	Yes
	

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	-
	No need to make any agreement even if it is correct. See answers to Q8.

	NEC
	No strong view
	similar to previous question Q8.

	CATT
	Yes
	And no specification change is needed.

	Sequans
	Yes
	

	Intel
	-
	See comments to Q8.



Summary: There is sufficient support to this proposal, and it seems majority is fine to capture the common understanding in the Chairman notes, which can also address the issue raised in Q8.
Proposal 5b: RAN2 confirms that all the L2 entities do not transmit/receive any data to/from lower/upper layers for suspended RBs. No change to the specifications. 
Proposal 5c: R2-2108598 and R2-2108599 are not pursued.

3.3 GSMA LS
[11] R2-2107616	Discussion on GSMA LS on SPARROW attack	Apple	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core

[11] discuss the risk of the SPARROW attack and potential AS layer solutions to mitigate this attack. From the rapporteur’s understandings, the LS was discussed and noted in the last RAN2 meeting and thus no further action in RAN2 is needed for now. Note that the LS should be applicable to both LTE and NR.
R2-2106454	Stealth Pirating Attack by RACH Rebroadcast Overwriting (SPARROW) (FSAG Doc 93_009)	GSMA	LS in	To:SA3, RAN2
[000] Noted

Q10: Do you agree with the rapporteur that “no action is needed for RAN2 for GSMA LS on SPARROW attack”?
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	Yes
	If needed, we think the discussion can start in SA3.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	We agree with the rapporteur. 
That said, the proposal in the paper seems to resolve the issue (but should be checked with security experts). However, as we would still need to retain the legacy way of attaching to the network we cannot see how this would really solve anything as an attacker would identify as a Rel-15 UE using the legacy procedure. The proposal could be revisited for 6G at earliest.

	Qualcomm
	Agree
	We agree with the rapporteur. In addition, if we understood the proposal correctly, it does not seem to be backward compatible with legacy UEs.

	vivo
	Yes
	We share the same view with the rapporteur.

	Nokia
	Yes
	Agree with Rapporteur on how to proceed.
Agree with Ericsson on the suggested fix : allowing one legacy UE in the network will void any benefit the HASH function might bring.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes
	

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Agree with the rapporteur, and agree with Qualcomm that the proposed change is not backward compatiable to a Rel-15 UE.

	DENSO
	Yes
	Should wait for the SA3 feedback to see if there is anything that RAN2 have to work. Given that the problem stated in the GSMA LS could occur from Rel-8 LTE and onwards, solutions which impacts UE cannot be considered. If possible and needed, this problem should be handled by NW somehow.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	

	OPPO
	Yes
	Agree with Rapporteur. It can be postponed until SA3 has an evaluation.

	LG
	Yes
	

	Apple
	See comments
	RAN2 can provide some anlaysis based on RAN knowledge on this issue, but we are fine to leave the discussion in SA3 if it’s majority’s view. 

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Samsung
	Yes
	Agree with the rapporteur.

	NEC
	Yes
	

	CATT
	Yes
	Not in Rel-15.

	Sequans
	Yes
	Up to SA3 to decide.

	Intel
	Yes
	We agree there is no need for RAN2 action at this time.  The threat level, need for solution and security assessment of the solution should be done first in SA3.



Summary: All companies are fine to leave the discussions in SA3.
Proposal 6: No need for RAN2 action for GSMA LS on SPARROW attack (until SA3 has an evaluation). 

3.4 RLC clean-up
[12] R2-2108844	RLC Clean-up CR	Samsung, MediaTek	CR	Rel-15	38.322	15.5.0	0041	1	F	NR_newRAT-Core
[13] R2-2108845	RLC Clean-up CR	Samsung, MediaTek	CR	Rel-16	38.322	16.2.0	0042	1	A	NR_newRAT-Core
Several typos (“:” added) are spotted and corrected in [12][13]. The rapporteur thinks that, it is straightforward to fix these typos for consistency in the NR RLC spec, and the remaining issue is if individual CRs with pure editorials can be agreeable considering the bar of R15 and R16 CRs. Note that there is no other RLC CRs proposed for Rel-15. 

Q11: Do you agree the changes as proposed in [12][13] as individual CRs for both Rel-15 and Rel-16 RLC spec?
	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	ZTE
	No strong view
	It is not a critical issue, we can follow majorities.

	Ericsson
	No strong view
	It seems non-functional. If the rapporteur is ok, we are ok.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	

	vivo
	Yes
	We are fine with the intention and proposed changes.

	Nokia
	No
	This is not a critical issue and this can be fixed when producing the first Rel-17 version.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	No
	Agree with Nokia

	MediaTek
	Yes
	Proponent

	Lenovo
	
	It seems not a critical issue. Therefore we don’t have a strong opinion. 

	OPPO
	Neutral
	It is not a technical issue. The editorial change can be up to rapporteur.

	LG
	No
	RLC rapportuer may clean-up when the next version is produced.

	Apple
	No strong view
	The change is correct but not critical.

	Xiaomi
	Yes
	We are ok with the proposed changes

	Samsung
	Yes
	Proponent. We acknowledge that it is not a critical issue but think RLC is very stable (e.g. more than 2 years for Rel-15), so do not see any chance to correct the errors for the legacy specficiations by the RLC rapporteur, and that is why we submitted the CRs.

	NEC
	No
	As these are purely editorial corrections, do not see need for frozen releases. If majority support it, then it should be a Rapporteur’s clean up CR instead of company CR. Otherwise, Rapporteur can correct those from Rel-17.

	CATT
	No strong view
	It can be treated by rapporteur.

	Sequans
	Neutral
	Up to rapporteur.

	Intel
	No strong view
	We’re OK either to accept the CRs or incorporating the changes when producing Rel-17 version, as proposed by Nokia.
We’re wondering whether the Rel-15 CR should be category “D” (editorial modification) instead of “F” (correction).



Summary: All companies acknowledge the typos needs to be corrected, but several companies are reluctant to accept the CRs. The rapporteur think we should stick to the high bar of agreeing R15 and R16 CRs and the typos can be corrected when next RLC spec version is produced.  
Proposal 7: R2-2108844 and R2-2108845 are not pursued and the change will be captured by the RLC rapporteur when available.
4. Phase 2 discussion
Misc
[10] R2-2107224	Clarification on UE behaviors for de-/activation MAC CEs	Qualcomm Incorporated	discussion	Rel-15	NR_newRAT-Core
· Bullet 1: When UE receives an SCell activation MAC CE to activate a deactivated SCell, the target SCell is considered deactivated until after the minimum timing requirement for SCell activation defined in TS 38.213.
· Bullet 2: It is an error case if UE receives a MAC CE activating radio resources/states configured on a deactivated SCell. 
· 
Q12: Do you agree the bullet 1 as proposed in [10] for handling of the following MAC CEs when the UE receives an SCell activation MAC CE?
· 5.18.2 de-/activation of SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM resource set MAC CE,
· 5.18.4 de-/activation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state MAC CE,
· 5.18.5 Indication of TCI state for UE-specific PDCCH,
· 5.18.6 de-/activation of SP CSI reporting on PUCCH MAC CE,
· 5.18.7 e-/activation of SP SRS MAC CE,
· 5.18.8 de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE,
· 5.18.9 de-/activation of SP ZP CSI-RS resource set MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CEs are applicable to both Rel-15 and Rel-16
· 5.18.17 de-/activation of SP SRS for positioning MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CE is applicable to only Rel-16

	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	LG
	 Yes
	It is already clear in TS38.321. 

	Nokia
	No
	Timing requirements are not up to RAN2. From RAN2 viewpoint, what matters is that there are no restrictions on the MAC CEs sent.

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Nokia, the focus in RAN2 should be on the contents of the MAC PDU and the MAC CEs, not the timing.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	According to TS38.213 subclause 4.3, UE applies SCell activation and the associated actions no earlier than the minimum timing requirement for the activation (i.e. k in the text below), except for activation of CSI reporting. 
Therefore, we think the spec is quite clear that after UE receives an SCell activation MAC CE, the target SCell should still be considered deactivated until after the minimum timing requirement for the activation, because no actions associated with that SCell except CSI reporting can be applied before then.
----- text excerpt from TS38.213, subclauss 4.3 -----
With reference to slots for PUCCH transmissions each consisting of  symbols as defined in [4, TS 38.211], when a UE receives in a PDSCH an activation command [11, TS 38.321] for a secondary cell ending in slot n, the UE applies the corresponding actions in [11, TS 38.321] no later than the minimum requirement defined in [10, TS 38.133] and no earlier than slot [image: ], except for the following:
-	the actions related to CSI reporting on a serving cell that is active in slot [image: ]
-	the actions related to the sCellDeactivationTimer associated with the secondary cell [11, TS 38.321] that the UE applies in slot [image: ]
-	the actions related to CSI reporting on a serving cell which is not active in slot [image: ]that the UE applies in the earliest slot after [image: ] in which the serving cell is active.
The value of [image: ] is  where slot n+m is a slot indicated for PUCCH transmission with HARQ-ACK information for the PDSCH reception as described in Clause 9.2.3 and [image: ] is a number of slots per subframe for the SCS configuration [image: ] of the PUCCH transmission as defined in [4, TS 38.211].

	OPPO
	Yes
	Bullet 1 is a clear in specs. In our understanding, confirmation of bullet 1 is for further discussion on bullet 2, even though the timing requirement seems to be out of RAN2 scope. 

	Samsung
	See comments
	As commented in phase 1 discussion, we still think that such MAC CEs can be transmitted even when the corresponding SCell is in deactivated state, and if so, the answer should be NO. Otherwise, we are fine to go with YES.
Here, we think RAN2 should consult with RAN1 (again, unfortunately), since RAN1 determined to add the fields 'Serving Cell ID' and 'BWP ID' in the MAC CEs.
Then, we could add the following additional questions in the LS for Proposals 1 and 2 from the rapporteur.
	The following MAC CEs defined in TS 38.321 include Serving Cell ID (and its BWP ID) according to the input from RAN1 in the past. RAN2 wonders whether the MAC CEs can be transmitted for the deactivated SCells or activated SCell but deactivated BWP.
- SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM Resource Set Activation/Deactivation MAC CE
- TCI States Activation/Deactivation for UE-specific PDSCH MAC CE
- TCI State Indication for UE-specific PDCCH MAC CE
- SP CSI reporting on PUCCH Activation/Deactivation MAC CE
- SP SRS Activation/Deactivation MAC CE
- PUCCH spatial relation Activation/Deactivation MAC CE
- SP ZP CSI-RS Resource Set Activation/Deactivation MAC CE
- SP Positioning SRS Activation/Deactivation MAC CE




	Xiaomi
	Yes
	

	Lenovo, MotM
	Yes
	In our understanding this is already the behaviour according to the specifications, e.g. TS38.213. 

	Intel
	Yes
	We agree with the timing requirement for SCell activation is specified.

	NEC
	No
	Agree with Nokia and Ericsson. Also, fine with Samsung approach

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes with the intention,  but not captured in minutes
	It is already clear in the current spec. However, we understand the discussion should be for common understanding on the intended UE behaviour if the UE receives the multiple MAC CEs when sending SCell activation and it is in “inactive”. So probably we don't need to capture the timing requirement in the RAN2 minutes as it doesn't help to progress the discussions.

	DOCOMO
	No
	Agree with Nokia and Ericsson.



Q13: Do you agree the bullet 2 as proposed in [10] for handling of the following MAC CEs when the UE receives an SCell activation MAC CE?
· 5.18.2 de-/activation of SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM resource set MAC CE,
· 5.18.4 de-/activation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state MAC CE,
· 5.18.5 Indication of TCI state for UE-specific PDCCH,
· 5.18.6 de-/activation of SP CSI reporting on PUCCH MAC CE,
· 5.18.7 e-/activation of SP SRS MAC CE,
· 5.18.8 de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE,
· 5.18.9 de-/activation of SP ZP CSI-RS resource set MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CEs are applicable to both Rel-15 and Rel-16
· 5.18.17 de-/activation of SP SRS for positioning MAC CE,
Note: above MAC CE is applicable to only Rel-16

	Company
	Yes/No
	comments

	LG
	See comments 
	The real question should be whether the error handling in the UE side is to be specified or not, and we think it should be left up to the network. In our view, there is no difference between the case where SCell is deactivated and the case where SCell is being activated, i.e., considered to be deactivated. Currently, the UE behaviour is not specified for the case where the UE receives the listed MAC CE for activating resources/states while the SCell is already deactivated. 

	Nokia
	No
	NBC change that would also contradict RAN4 specifications (see for instance TS38.133 sub-clause 8.3.2). 

	Ericsson
	No
	Agree with Nokia.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	During the Phase-1 discussion, companies have confirmed that semi-persistent radio resources of a SCell are deactivated when the SCell is deactivated. Therefore, those radio resource should not and cannot be activated as long as the SCell is still in deactivated state. That, for example, allows network to re-allocate those radio resources configured on that SCell to other UEs. 
We think it is useful to confirm this understanding, either within or without the context of this discussion.

	OPPO
	No
	Agree with Nokia. RAN4 spec has taken into account multiple MAC CEs received at the same time, and bullet 2 would lead to misalignment with RAN4 spec.

	Samsung
	No
	See the comments above.

	Xiaomi
	No
	Agree with Nokia that it is allowed to send SCell activation command together with other comands,e.g. semi-persistent CSI-RS activation command and TCI state activation command.

	Lenovo, MotM
	
	Agree with LG, that the discussion should be whether UE behaviour is specified for such cases or not.  

	Intel
	No
	Agree with Nokia. Multiple MAC CE (including SCell activation) reception at the same time has already been supported in RAN4 specifications.

	NEC
	No
	we also understood this is supported 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	Agree with LG. Given the situation, quite a few companies especially NW vendors are not okay to restrict from multiplexing multiple MAC CEs into one MAC PDU in this case. However, the UE behaviour when receiving multiple MAC CEs in one MAC PDU for this case is not specified in the MAC spec. We think the best compromise is not to agree anything and thus nothing is broken. We can rely on sensible UE and NW implementations to avoid potential inter-operability issue. Of course, if it is real problem in field test, the proponent can bring it back and ask for if any compromise can be made, but not for now.

	DOCOMO
	No
	Agree with Nokia. 
In addition, technicaly we think we should clarify that understanding B in the [10] is RAN2’s common understanding due to our comment in Q5. 



Summary: For Bullet 1, 7 out of 12 agree with the intention and think it has been already clear in the current spec. However, as the rapporteur, we think it is more important to clarify the intended UE behaviour when receiving multiple MAC CEs on an deactivated SCell. Unfortunately, the company’s views are still diverging and quite a few companies (8 ouf of 12) are not okay to introduce the restriction that will contradict with the current RAN4 spec. Given the situation, the rapporteur thinks the best way forward is not to capture anything and leave it to be sensible UE/NW implementation. In case the proponent see a value for the clarification, we can come back to this issue later. So far, we think nothing is broken with the current specifications. 
Proposal 8: R2-2107224 is “Noted”. 

LS out
[bookmark: _GoBack]In parallel to above discussions, the LS out is also discussed in Phase 2 and the final version is in R2-2109098.
Proposal 9: The LS out is approved in R2-2109098.
5. Conclusion
Phase 1 discussion
Proposal 1a: RAN2 assumes that the corresponding radio resources/states are initially “deactivated” for SCG which are de-/activated by the following MAC CEs after a PSCell addition/change from TS 38.321.
5.18.2 de-/activation of SP CSI-RS/CSI-IM resource set MAC CE,
5.18.4 de-/activation of UE-specific PDSCH TCI state MAC CE,
5.18.6 de-/activation of SP CSI reporting on PUCCH MAC CE,
5.18.7 de-/activation of SP SRS MAC CE,
5.18.9 de-/activation of SP ZP CSI-RS resource set MAC CE,
5.18.17 de-/activation of SP SRS for positioning MAC CE.
Proposal 1b: RAN2 has no consensus on the intended UE behavior upon configuration and after PCell change and PSCell addition/change relevant to “5.18.8 de-/activation of spatial relation of PUCCH resource MAC CE” from TS 38.321.
Proposal 1c: RAN2 has no consensus on differences of UE behaviors upon initial configuration and reconfiguration by RRC relevant to above MAC CEs from TS 38.321.
Proposal 2a: RAN2 to send an LS to RAN1 to ask the currently assumed behaviour in their respective specifications for UE behavior when PSCell addition/change, initial configuration and reconfiguration relevant to above MAC CEs.
Proposal 2b: R2-2108264, R2-2108265, R2-2108600, R2-2108601 are postphoned.
Proposal 3: RAN2 to further discuss the proposal 1 as in R2-2107224 in Phase 2 discussions.
Proposal 4: RAN2 confirms that after an SCell is deactivated, all radio resources/states on that SCell which are de-/activated by MAC CEs are deactivated. They remain deactivated until network re-activate them by their respective activation MAC CEs. No change to the specifications.
Proposal 5b: RAN2 confirms that all the L2 entities do not transmit/receive any data to/from lower/upper layers for suspended RBs. No change to the specifications. 
Proposal 5c: R2-2108598 and R2-2108599 are not pursued.
Proposal 6: No need for RAN2 action for GSMA LS on SPARROW attack (until SA3 has an evaluation). 
Proposal 7: R2-2108844 and R2-2108845 are not pursued and the change will be captured by the RLC rapporteur when available .
Phase 2 discussion
Proposal 8: R2-2107224 is “Noted”. 
Proposal 9: The LS out is approved in R2-2109098.
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