Time sync
None (no critical issues specified in UP specifications)

NR-U harmonization	Comment by Xiaomi: According to our paper in R2-2201374, the interval between the subsequent uplink grant and the deprioritized autonomous retransmission could be smaller than the PUSCH preparation time.
It is better to make the UE behaviour clear whether the UE is forced to select the immediate next CG for retransmission.	Comment by Samsung_116bis: The issue from Xiaomi contribution is not related to RAN1 feature. Also, in our understanding, it is not a critical/urgent issue which make our spec broken without this. Thus, I didn’t include the issue here. If this issue is classified as a critial issue, there are many more open issues to be captured similarly.

But I admit this could be an issue to be discussed by company contributions, even though some companies may have different understanding.
None (There are some issues addressed by companies, but there is no urgent/critical issue for WI completion. Other remaining open issue will be discussed based on company contributions in RAN2#117-e.) 

QoS	Comment by Xiaomi: There are quite a lot of companies who want to have N>1 for the HARQ NACK triggering the survival time entry. This is also to fulfill the real surival time requirement as provided in ” 3GPP TS 22.104”, which could be up to even ”60 seconds”.	Comment by Samsung_116bis: My intention not to include N>1 was it may not be a critical issue but one of important remaining issues for this WI. Although many companies supported N>1 in RAN2#116bis-e, only Xiaomi expressed the concern that it should be disucssed in this document. It may be interpreted by other compnaies that it’s not a critical issue. But considering companies may not have enough time to check this list, I will quickly check if companies agree this issue should be discussed here as a critical issue. 
None (There are some issues addressed by companies, but there is no urgent/critical issue for WI completion. Other remaining open issue will be discussed based on company contributions in RAN2#117-e.) 
TBD: Survival Time State with N>1 (check companies views at the beginning of the phase-2 discussion after RAN2 inactive period)

RAN1 features with potential UP Impacts
1.  DRX Impact of enhanced HARQ feedback (SPS HARQ ACK deferral, Enhanced type 3 codebook, one-shot HARQ ACK retransmission, PUCCH cell switching) [R2-2200321, R2-2201131/2, R2-2201373]	Comment by Apple: Apart from SPS HARQ-ACK deferral, One-shot HARQ-ACK request (enhanced type-3 CB), and HARQ-ACK codebook retransmission, another HARQ feedback enhancement feature impacting the operation of DRX timers in Rel-17 is PUCCH cell switching. Details and text proposals can be found in R2-2201131 and R2-2201132. These four RAN1 features affect a similar area, they may even be combined (configured together). Thus, it might be appropriate to discuss them together, that is, we propose to add PUCCH cell switching to the list.	Comment by Samsung_116bis: Ok, added. The intention of this bullet is to discuss about potential impact of newly added RAN1 features which was not considered by RAN2.
- Whether to enhance DRX features to support the one-shot feedback, especially HARQ RTT Timer control. RAN2 should first focus whether Rel-17 RAN1 features require RAN2 spec change.
- If RAN2 agreed to support, RAN2 should decide whether a unified solution covering both R16 and R17 one-shot feedback or only R17 enhancement. 

2. Prioritization between SR and UL-SCH considering simultaneous PUCCH-PUSCH transmission [R2-2201368]
- Whether or how to support simultaneous PUCCH-PUSCH transmission in MAC spec which assumed it is not allowed.

3. Prioritization of COT-initiated UL grant in LCH-based Prioritization [R2-2201226]
- Whether to specify behavior considering UE-initiated COT. Rel-16/17 LCH-based Prioritization does not consider COT. (Note that the WID states that “a. Specify support for UE-initiated COT for FBE with minimum specification effort” RAN2 should first check whether RAN2 enhancement is the case.)

UP CR specific issues
1. Modeling of Survival Time StateTBD 
- In the current running CR, the survival time operation is modeled as two-step: 1) HARQ NACK -> entry to Survival Time State, 2) Survival Time State -> PDCP Duplication with all configured RLC entities. Whether this two-step approach is preferred by companies should be discussed. (Note that this issue is merely about MAC CR, whereas configuration survivalTimeStateSupport is already captured in both RRC and MAC CRs.)
– (can be added after the discussion on running CR)


