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1   Introduction
Good progress was made at RAN2#108 (Reno, November 2019) on working out the details of the LCID space extension (which had previously been agreed for IAB backhauling). More specifically, the following decisions were made and the relevant TP agreed (please note that the agreements below are not from Chair’s notes, but rather from tdoc R2-1916539 which summarizes the relevant Offline):
· To identify IAB–related MAC CEs in Rel-16, we will use existing LCID space (rather than the eLCID space).

· We will use value 33 (dec) to indicate use of eLCID, both on UL and DL; the final value may be changed by the NR MAC spec rapporteur depending on the reserved values used by other Rel-16 WIs and any potential clashes.

· If different value is chosen by MAC rapporteur, we prefer that as a minimum the same value is used for UL and DL if possible.

· A NOTE will be added specifying code points (binary) for the eLCID space (i.e. the mapping of code points to indices).

· We will reserve 128 values in the top of the eLCID space.

Additionally, at the RAN2#109-e meeting in February 2020, the following was agreed as part of the discussion on overall, ‘organizational’ (non-IAB specific) aspects of Rel-16 NR:

Agreements [AT109e][012][R16]

· LCID spaces for both DL and UL MAC CEs are extended from Rel-16.
· To extend LCID spaces for MAC CEs, a new MAC subheader with one-byte eLCID field is introduced. Tentatively LCID value 34 is used for both DL and UL for the new MAC subheader.

· When the new MAC subheader with one-byte eLCID field is used, eLCID values 0 to 255 indicates LCID values 64 to 319, accordingly.

· The LCID range in IAB running CR (i.e. 64 to (216 – 65)) is updated to '320 to (216 + 319). It is FFS whether to keep reserved LCID values in IAB running CR.
· For the selection of set1 (below 64) or set2 (above 64), the general principle is that less frequent and low priority MAC CEs should be assigned to set2, and more frequent and high priority MAC CEs (which also requires low overhead) can be assigned to set1 based on consensus. With this principle, the final decision is made by each WI discussion.

· No restriction (e.g. always to have L field) is needed to assign MAC CE to set2.

In this tdoc we treat the issue highlighted above. As part of the IAB WI, we have already assigned values in the LCID space for the MAC CEs introduced as part of the IAB WI. However, this was before the extension agreed above was introduced. We now have two sets of LCID values (not counting the additional, two-octet eLCID extension introduced specifically for IAB): set1 (below index value 64) or set2 (above index value 64). All our IAB-related MAC CEs currently sit in set1. This may violate the RAN2 agreement highlighted in blue above. In this tdoc we analyse each of the MAC CEs introduced by the IAB WI and propose whether they should remain in set1 or be moved to set2. 
2   Discussion and way forward
Based on the agreement highlighted in turquoise above, the key factor to take into account when deciding whether to place a MAC CE in set1 or set 2 should be the overhead. Moving of a MAC CE from set1 to set2 means that transmission of this MAC CE would incur higher signalling overhead, but also free up a space in the very crowded set1. For the backhaul links, this overhead may not be such an issue, and RAN2 should first decide whether all MAC CEs introduced by the IAB WI could simply be moved to set2.
Proposal 1: RAN2 to agree whether all MAC CEs introduced by the IAB WI could simply be moved to set2. 

If the answer to Proposal 1 is ‘no’, we ask RAN2 to take into account our brief analysis below. In the Table below we give our views on where each IAB-related MAC CE should be placed:
	MAC CE
	More frequent? 
	High priority?
	Brief analysis
	Proposed set (set1 or set2)

	Number of Provided Guard Symbols
	Likely no
	Relatively high
	Changes in the 8 values are infrequent (these parameters are static/semi-static)
	set2

	Number of Desired Guard Symbols
	Likely no
	Relatively high
	Changes in the 8 values are infrequent (these parameters are static/semi-static); importance regulated by LCP
	set2

	Timing Delta
	Likely yes
	Relatively high
	This is potentially both a frequent and an important MAC CE
	set1

	Pre-emptive BSR
	Likely yes
	Relatively low
	Depending on configuration, pre-emptive BSR may be sent quite frequently, despite its relatively low importance (already regulated by LCP)
	set1


Proposal 2: Assuming RAN2 decides to revisit existing arrangements in more detail (as opposed to Proposal 1), RAN2 is asked to review the Table above, which outlines one sensible way forward on this issue.
3   Conclusions
In this tdoc we discussed whether we should keep all the MAC CEs introduced by the IAB WI within set1, move them all to set2, or do a more detailed case-by-case analysis. Essentially, we propose the following:
Proposal 3: RAN2 to agree whether all MAC CEs introduced by the IAB WI could simply be moved to set2. 

Proposal 4: Assuming RAN2 decides to revisit existing arrangements in more detail (as opposed to Proposal 1), RAN2 is asked to review the Table above, which outlines one sensible way forward on this issue.[image: image1.png]



