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Introduction
In this contribution, we provided the outcome of email discussion [106-e-NR-eMIMO-03], which is to discuss the draft CR R1- 2107716. After the discussion, the following conclusion was achieved.
	Conclusion
· For MAC CE with action delay counting from the slot with ACK transmission, the slot is counted from the last slot of the ACK transmission when the ACK is repeated across multiple slots
· Above is applied for both Rel-15 and Rel-16





Companies’ view
During the preparation phase, some companies think this is a common issue and the proposal should be common understanding.
Q1: Do you think the action delay for the MAC CE for PL-RS update should be counted from the last slot of transmission of ACK?
	Company
	Views

	ZTE
	Yes

	Intel
	Yes

	vivo
	Yes

	Lenovo/MotM
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	Ericsson
	Yes

	OPPO
	YEs

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	LG
	Yes

	DOCOMO
	Yes

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes



Q2: Do you think action delay of other MAC CE, which is counted from the slot with ACK transmission, should use the same way as MAC CE for PL-RS update?
	Company
	Views

	ZTE
	Yes

	Intel
	Yes

	vivo
	Yes

	Lenovo/MotM
	Yes

	Samsung
	Yes

	Ericsson
	Yes

	OPPO
	Yes

	Qualcomm
	Yes

	LG
	Yes

	DOCOMO
	Yes

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Yes

	CATT
	Yes



Q3: Do you think whether a conclusion is sufficient or we should change the corresponding spec to make it clear, e.g. to endorse the draft CR? 
	Company
	Views

	ZTE
	We prefer to have a general conclusion for RAN1 common understanding on this issue. But, if only applying to PL-RS is agreed, unfortunately, we can live with the draft CR.

	Intel
	We are fine with conclusion, but prefer CR to make spec clearer

	vivo
	A conclusion would be fine.

	Lenovo/MotM
	We prefer to have a conclusion.

	Samsung
	A conclusion would be sufficient.

	Ericsson
	A general conclusion is crucial. Otherwise, we have an NBC issue with R15 specs as well. 

	OPPO
	A general conclusion on MAC CE would be preferred to avoid changing everywhere in the specs

	Qualcomm
	We prefer to have CR. The issue indeed has ambiguity. 

	LG
	We believe that it is a common understanding that k refers to the last slot of HARQ-ACK when HARQ-ACK is repeated across multiple consecutive slots via PUCCH/PUSCH repetition for all spec text describing timing of k+X slots. If this needs to be clarified, it should be a general conclusion. 

	DOCOMO
	We prefer CR to avoid ambiguity of spec. Not all companies may check chairman’s note. We prefer to update all related part of specs.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Prefer a general conclusion. 

	CATT
	A CR is fine. 



