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[bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]After a week of preparatory discussion, following is summarized, description of issues can be found in [1]:
· Issue 1 is discussed after receiving LS reply from RAN2
· Issues 2, 3, 6, 8 and 13 are recommended for discussion next week
· Issues 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 11 and 12 are excluded for discussion next week.

	Company
	Issue1
	Issue2
	Issue3
	Issue4
	Issue5
	Issue6
	Issue7

	Intel
	High
	High
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	High
	Medium
	Medium
	low
	Low
Not necessary since no UL to DL sharing happens in FBE mode
	Medium
It is better if this issue is discussed in channel access session 
	low

	 OPPO
	 High
	The value is needed in 38.331, but we propose not to use a whole email thread only for this issue.   
	The value is needed in 38.331, but we propose not to use a whole email thread only for this issue.   
	Low
	 High
	 High
	 Medium

	 Qualcomm
	 High (and I believe there is a RAN2 LS as a response to our LS)
	 Medium (need discussion but may not be controversial)
	 Medium (need discussion but may not be controversial)
	 Low
	 Low (UL to DL sharing not supported in 37.213 already)
	 High
	 Low

	 Huawei, HiSilicon
	 High
	 Medium 
	  Medium
	 low
	 Not needed
	 low
	  Medium

	Sony
	High
	Medium
	Medium
	Low
	Not needed
	High
	Low

	LG
	High
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	High
	Low

	ZTE
	High
	High
	High
	Medium
	Medium
	Low
	Low

	Samsung
	High
	Medium
	Medium
	Low
	Low
	High
	Medium

	Nokia, NSB
	High
	High
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	Ericsson
	High to address []. But that should be treated as LS response and separate email discussion initiated by AI 5, and not this AI. Hence, we should not consider this issue as one of potential issues for email discussion for this AI  
	High
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low (COT sharing information in our view can be updated, but the information should not be conflicting. If that needs clarification, we can discuss)
	Low (It seems the TP addresses a CG PUSCH repetition and overlapping with PUCCH. That is already covered in Section 9 and the rule is the earliest PUSCH. Hence, this TP suggests a new behavior that needs discussion).






	Company
	Issue8
	Issue9
	Issue10
	Issue11
	Issue12
	Issue13
(Editorial)

	Intel
	Medium
#TP2 may require some discussion. If this issue is discussed in this AI, TP8 of R1-2003728 should be also discussed: it is a different way to implement the same concept and solve the same issue. 
	low
	low
	low
	Medium
	OK

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	low
	low
	low
	low
	low
	OK

	 OPPO
	 Low
	the motivation of this TP is not clear
	 Low
	 Low
	 Low
	OK with modifications

	 Qualcomm
	 High
	 Low
	Low 
	 Low
	 Low
	 Oppo’s edit seems to be good.

	 Huawei, HiSilicon
	  Medium
	 Low
	 low
	  Medium
	 low
	 OK, in principle

	Sony
	Medium
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Ok

	LG
	High
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low

	ZTE
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	OK

	Samsung
	High
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	OK

	Nokia, NSB
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	Low
	OK

	Ericsson
	Low (It seems the issue is to consider the CBG case. But is seems the TP implies how to interpret ACK or NACK for a TB in case of CBG, which is already defined in spec. Not sure the TP is needed, but we can discuss if there is a strong preference.

	Low (please see comment on issue#10) It is not clear why SUL is an exception. But having that aside, I think we will face these kind of issues because the condition, is unnecessary on the channel (being licensed or unlicensed), instead of related RRc parameter.
	The issue here that the agreement in RAN2 to condition DFI on unlicensed, results in an artificial restriction such that we can not use CG in Rel-15 or in URLLC in Rel-16 for operation on unlicensed, for example for FBE. This is a very unfortunate outcome for Rel-16. We have to do a lot of work in Rel-17, just because DFI was  conditioned on unlicensed and hence, any CG without DFI is ruled out for unlicensed.
	Low/medium?(Not sure if there is a inconsistency. If there is, we should address it. The way I understand the CR, for Type 2 FDRA u=1, all ‘0’ is used and for Type 0, all ‘1’ (as part of Otherwise).
	Low (It is not clear to us why UE-ID is needed, specially when CG resources are configured UE specifically)
	Disagree with TP (We think the same principle should be also applicable for NR-U. The proposed text, relaxes the condition for unlicensed, which implies that the using the same HARQ process is allowed which would cause for more severe consequences. On the other hand, since the gNB configured the UE with a set of HARQ IDs for CG NR-U, the gNB can decide which HARQ ID to use to avoid conflict. 
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