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1   Introduction

In this document – based on comments received and captured in R2-2002120 (plus comments from two additional companies submitted after upload of R2-2002120, but taken into account nevertheless) – the discussion rapporteur would like to propose a set of candidate proposals for straightforward approval via email. For these proposals there were zero or just one company objecting and therefore they are obvious candidates for ‘easy’ approval. 
2   Proposals for discussion and approval (Set I)
The rapporteur has re-organized (and in a small number of cases, reworded or dropped certain) proposals into several groups, keeping the same proposal numbering as in the discussion document (‘[AT109e][022][IAB] User Plane Aspects…’). Those below should be quite straightforward to agree due to underlying consensus. Each of the proposals is followed by the ratio of companies in favour of the proposal.
Proposal 1: Pre-emptive BSR will only support formats already available for “normal” BSR, i.e. we will not support pre-emptive BSR formats with special content (e.g. timing information) not used for “normal” BSR, nor will we support pre-emptive BSR formats not based on LCG reporting. (13/13)
Proposal 2: Periodic pre-emptive BSR is not supported. (13/13)
Proposal 5: Logical channels shall be prioritized in accordance with the following order (highest priority listed first):
-
C-RNTI MAC CE or data from UL-CCCH;
-
Configured Grant Confirmation MAC CE;
-
MAC CE for BSR, with exception of BSR included for padding;
-
Single Entry PHR MAC CE or Multiple Entry PHR MAC CE;
-
MAC CE for pre-emptive BSR;
-
data from any Logical Channel, except data from UL-CCCH;
-
MAC CE for Recommended bit rate query;
-
MAC CE for BSR included for padding. 
(12/13)

Proposal 7: Pre-emptive BSR reports exclusively the volume of data expected but not yet received. (13/13)
Proposal 8: The mapping of LCGs between the ingress and egress links is left to implementation. (13/13)
Proposal 9: RAN2 to insert a NOTE in TS 38.321 to acknowledge the ambiguity that can occur when BH RLC channels of a single ingress link LCG are mapped to different egress BH link LCGs. (13/13)
Proposal 10: RAN2 will not specify any normative solutions to handle perceived “double-counting” of the buffer data. (12/13)
Proposal 17: RAN2 to make the clarification in the MAC spec that it is allowed to have a pre-emptive BSR MAC CE and a non-pre-emptive BSR MAC CE in the same MAC PDU. (12/13)
Proposal 18: SR triggered by pre-emptive BSR can always be sent (assuming the relevant SR configuration has available resources, and assuming of course the BSR itself cannot be sent) i.e. it is not delayed by the use of a timer or mask. (13/13)
Proposal 23: RAN2 will design one single fixed-length Guard Symbols MAC CE, containing values (or indices mapped thereto) of all 8 parameters introduced by RAN1. (12/13)
Below is a Table where companies can if they wish enter any comments on the above, but since the views have already been collected the focus should be on approving the proposals above in the relevant email thread.

	Company
	Comments

	Futurewei
	My only concern is with Proposal 23. Does this configuration have to be done via a new MAC CE? Or can existing signaling protocols (e.g. RRC) be used?

	Apple
	Our question is in regards to Proposal 7. What does “expected” here mean? How is the expected calculated? 

	Lenovo&MM
	I wonder if proposal8 and proposal 9 can be applied to both non-DC and DC case. The contribution [13] analyzes the ambiguity issue in both non-DC and DC case. My understanding is that both proposal8&9 can be used to solve the ambiguity of both non-DC and DC case. 

	Ericsson
	We have concerns about Proposal 5 and in our view, further discussion and motivation are needed to agree on it.

This means that buffered data has less priority than information about future data that has not even arrived. In general, intermediate nodes will have large buffers as they aggregate data from other UEs/nodes. Thus, information about future data has less value as the scheduler will still have to provide grants for the buffered data. Once that “future data” arrives in the buffer, the information will be provided by one of the legacy BSRs.

The pre-BSR might help when the buffers are relatively unloaded and, in that case, even if the priority of the BSR is below of the user data, it will be able to be scheduled.

About proposal 17, can it be clarified that then the MT is allowed to follow legacy, i.e., transmit 1 BSR (in which case, legacy should prevail?) per MAC PDU, as well as 2 BSR (being one of them the pre-BSR) per MAC PDU?

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Proposal 9: To us any NOTE seems unnecessary given the LCG mapping is left for implementation (as per Proposal 8).

	QC
	We are fine with all of these proposals.
Clarification FW’s question on Proposal 23: We need to use MAC CE because the number of guard symbols depends on the timing advance between parent and child node. The CU does not know about this.

	Intel
	Proposal 7: it is important to say what constitutes expected data volume (even if it is not normative).

Proposal 10: We do not support this proposal as it stands. This issue has not even been discussed.

We think there needs to be some clarity about how this is handled. Even if no normative solutions are provided, there needs to be some clarity about how this is handled (e.g., a note saying the MT makes adjustments, or saying the parent DU makes adjustments, is needed). Note that in the previous round several companies mentioned adding such a note.


3   Conclusions

Following the comments phase, this set of proposals has remained stable (with zero or one single company objecting to a handful of the above proposals), and, as per the advice from the Chair and in order to speed up progress, the rapporteur will include all of these proposals in the stage-3 implementation discussion.
� Note on Proposal 5: there is only 1 company objecting to this proposal. In addition, 3 other companies would like to see padding pre-emptive BSR on this list (but they have no issues with the list itself, assuming padding pre-emptive BSR can be discussed, and this will be done in the next round of proposals). In summary, the list in Proposal 5 does not preclude padding pre-emptive BSR (although I do need to note that only 3 companies are supporting it).





