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1 Introduction
This document is intended to facilitate view exchange and discussions for the following assigned email discussion by Mr. Chairman:

[103-e-NR-IIoT-URLLC-03] Email discussion/approval for enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC/IIoT– Sorour (Ericsson)

· 1st check point: 11/5

· 2nd check point: 11/10

· 3rd check point: 11/12

This document is a revised version of R1-2009601. 
The recommendations for 1st round of discussion have been discussed with higher priority until 1st check point. The list of recommendations can be found in section 1.1 of R1-2009601.  Proposal 1-2 was also discussed during the GTW meeting on Monday, October 9th. 
Based on the discussion so far, the moderator has updated the recommendations for 2nd round of discussions where a summary is provided in section 1.1. The motivation and clarification for the recommendations, as well as other proposals can be found in corresponding discussion sections. 

Companies are encouraged to share their views on the Discussion points listed in this document, and prioritize the recommendations in section 1.1, if needed.

1.1 Recommendations for Round 2
Based on the discussion so far, the following proposals can be considered for potential agreements for the 2nd round:

	Proposals for potential agreements for Round 2
	Moderator comment

	Conclusion 1-1:
For operation on unlicensed channels and irrespective of the adopted LBT mechanism (LBE or FBE), all transmissions in DL and UL are controlled by gNB similarly to licensed channels, and potential collisions or blocking are controlled/mitigated by gNB.


	Recommendation: Useful conclusion to adopt
Status: Currently stable 

	Proposal 1-2:
· In semi-static channel access mode, a single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) at a given time which can be used for the purpose of channel occupancy. The FFP configuration that is used for initiating channel occupancy purposes, is such that it shall not be changed for at least 200ms

	Recommendation: To agree to Proposal.
Status: Currently stable


	Proposal 1-3:
In semi-static channel access mode:
· FFP Period for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP period for gNB-initiated COT.
· At least the following values are supported for the period of an FFP for the UE-initiated COT:
· 1ms, 2ms, 2.5ms, 4ms, 5ms, 10ms
· FFS on other values or conditions
· Note: Any additional value for the period shall be at least 1ms and at most 10ms.
· Note: Aim for low complexity solutions to handle gNB and UE COT interactions

	Recommendation: To agree to Proposal 1-3.

Proposal 1-3 reflects Alt-a. 
Alt-b/c suggests restrictions on configuration for ease of managements. 
Complexity cna be discussed, but separately, as indicated in Notes.

Status: No consensus yet
Companies views:

· Alt-a: CATT, Futurewei, Xiaomi, vivo, DCM, Panasonic, Samsung, Nokia, NSB, Sony, TCL, Intel, InterDigital, Lenovo/MOT, Charter, Apple, Ericsson, Sharp, Sony, ZTE, ETRI (20)

· Alt-b/c: NEC(b), QC(b), ETRI(b), OPPO(b/c), HW/HiSi (b/c), LG(c) (6)



	Conclusion 1-5:
If a device X at a given time is initiating a COT, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to with X. 

If a device X at a given time is sharing a COT initiated by a device Y, the applicable FFP for the device X  is the FFP associated to with Y.

Note: One of the devices X and Y is a UE and the other is its serving gNB.

Note 2: Whether or not there is additional restriction on idle period is still FFS. 

	Recommendation: To consider the conclusion. 
Status: Currently stable


	Proposal 1-6:
UE-to-gNB COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode with a gap > 16us is supported

	Recommendation: To agree to Proposal 1-6.

Status: Currently stable


	Proposal 1-7: 
· The gNB configures a UE to initiate semi-static CO in an unlicensed channel(s) only if the gNB configures the UE also with the higher layer parameters of the gNB’s initiating semi-static CO in the same channel(s).

· Note: UE initiated FBE configuration is configured per serving


	Recommendation: To agree to Proposal 1-7.

Status: Currently stable


	Proposal 1-9: 
· In semi-static channel access mode, further study if a UE can be explicitly signaled whether or not to initiate a COT in an upcoming FFP associated to the UE.

· FFS on signaling e.g. DCI, MAC CE, RRC

· FFS whether any potential explicit signaling precludes the option of implicit determination of initiating a COT in an upcoming FFP associated to the UE


	Recommendation: If possible, agree to proposal and FFS on details.
The proposal intended to have focused study on the feature for a decision later.

Status:

Companies are OK to study, except vivo and Lenovo/Mot (?).


	Proposal 2-2: 

For semi-static channel access mode, configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum at least when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured. 

· FFS for dynamic channel access mode
· Note: this proposal does not preclude the UE from choosing its own HARQ-ID as in Rel.16 when harq-ProcID-Offset2 is not configured.


	Recommendation: To agree for not having a bias towards any Option in Proposal 2-3.

Status:
Updated companies view:
· Support: vivo, DCM, Samsung, Nokia, NSB, OPPO, Intel, Interdigital, HW/HiSi, Ericsson, QC (11)
· Defer to P2-3 outcome: CATT, Panasonic, ZTE, Apple (4)


	Proposal 2-3:
Select one of the following options:

· Option 1: Both “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures” are enabled or disabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.
· Option 2-a: “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures” are independently enabled or disabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter, i.e. new parameter X and cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16, respectively.
· Option 2-b: “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures” are independently enabled or disabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter, i.e. new parameter X and new parameter Y where X, respectively where X and Y are different from cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.
· Option 3: CG-UCI based procedures are supported for unlicensed. CG-DFI based procedures are enabled or disabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16

· Note: Procedures based on CG-UCI rely on UE including CG-UCI in CG PUSCH at least as in Rel-16 where the content of CG-UCI is decided by UE.

· Note: Procedures based on CG-DFI rely on automatic re-transmission on CG configuration and reception of CG downlink feedback information (DFI) in DCI for re-transmissions. 

· Option 2a includes cg-RetransmissionTimer and Option 2b excludes cg-RetransmissionTimer.
	Recommendation: Agree to the Proposal, and preferably one of the options. Otherwise, progress is questionable.
Status: No consensus.
Companies view :

· Option 1: vivo, HW/HiSi, LG, Ericsson*, ETRI, Nokia, NSB (7) 

· Option 2 (a or b): Samsung(b), Intel(b), Sony, OPPO, DCM, Ericsson(a), Sony(b), InterDigital, Panasonic (9)

· Option 3: CATT, ZTE, QC, TCL? (4)


	
	


2 Support of UE-initiated COT for FBE

2.1 On Collision and Blocking in UL and DL transmission

When discussing the proper configuration of FFP parameters, few companies discussed the potential of different UEs blocking each other when accessing the channel or the collision between DL and UL transmissions and corresponding solutions to avoid such blocking or collisions. In order to have a better understanding, it would be helpful to understand views with respect to the following observation.

Discussion point#1-1
	Observation 1-1:

Irrespective of operation on unlicensed channels and the adopted LBT mechanism (LBE or FBE), all transmissions in DL and UL are controlled by gNB (scheduled or configured), similarly to licensed channels.

Applying LBT mechanisms and in particular UE initiated COT in FBE, do not imply that UEs can cause collisions with UL or DL transmissions. Starting and ending of all transmissions, if they occur due to LBT success, are controlled by gNB as in licensed band. The only difference is the occurrence of transmission due to LBT success or failure. 



	Question: 

What is your view on this observation? 

	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We agree with FL observation

	Futurewei
	Agree. Note that the text represents a design principle and framework rather than a simple observation. It should be a proposal rather than an observation. 

	ETRI
	We support the observation.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with FL observation.

	Vivo
	We agree with the observation. There will be no collision or blocking in DL and UL transmissions. The transmissions are controlled by gNB either via scheduling or via configuration.

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the observation

	Panasonic
	We agree with the observation.

	Samsung 
	Agree with the observation.

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree with the observation.

	Sony
	Agree with the observation on DL & UL collision.

	ZTE
	Agree with the observation

	OPPO
	This observation tries to say the DL/UL is under the control of gNB. But we don’t see a clear linkage to the conclusion that this is no collision. It indeed depends on the gNB scheduling, e.g. bad scheduling, the collision might still happen. This is same for either licensed or unlicensed. Thus, we don’t know the motivation of this proposal. 

	Intel
	We do not fully agree with the above observation, for the following reasons:

1. For configured grant UEs, while the TDRAs are scheduled and controlled by the gNB, it is still left up to the UE when the exact transmission may occur, and how long this may last within the scheduled time domain resources. If TDRAs are not orthogonally scheduled, collision and blocking with other UEs may occur.

2. While the system operation is targeted for controlled environment where incumbent technology may be absent, this in our understanding is not yet equivalent to the operation of the system in licensed channel. In situations where the LBT procedure may fail due to for example the persistent presence of an interferer at the edge of the deployment, it may be still beneficial for a gNB to overprovision resources to that UE so that to give it more opportunities to transmit in the case LBT may fail and provide more flexibility to the UE on when to transmit, therefore the chances of blocking and collision among devices may be possible.

3. Even if the TDRAs are orthogonally scheduled, blocking among UEs and gNB are possible if a transmission of a device occurs within the idle period of another nearby device, since the first would be prevented the later from succeeding LBT, and acquiring the COT for the subsequent FFP.



	InterDigital
	We agree with the observation

	LG
	Similar impression with OPPO. It seems necessary to clarify the motivation of this proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	We appreciate the effort to ensure that the understandings on the basic principles are aligned. We note though that it might be difficult to draw a useful conclusion from discussing different sentences of such a high level observation. 

In any case, we do agree that in principle gNB is in control of DL and UL transmissions scheduled or configured and that applying LBT mechanisms do not necessarily imply that UEs can cause collisions with UL or DL transmissions. This is because, for UE initiated CO in particular, if the gNB configures the FFP starting points for a UE to be aligned with some of the FFP starting points of the gNB or another UE, collisions are expected even if LBT failure had no impact.   

Furthermore, despite the gNB’s control of DL and UL transmission, there would be uncertainties even at the gNB irrespective of the LBT result. For example, although the gNB configures the resources for configured UL transmissions for the UE initiated CO, the gNB would not be aware whether the UL transmission would start or not even if LBT is successful. Also, the gNB would not be aware of the actual ending point of the configured UL transmission. Therefore, some restrictions may need to be applied to avoid over provisioning of the resource allocation.        

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree with the observation, maybe a more precise wording is:

Irrespective of operation on unlicensed channels and the adopted LBT mechanism (LBE or FBE), all transmissions in DL and UL are controlled by gNB (scheduled or configured), similarly to licensed channels.

Applying LBT mechanisms and in particular UE initiated COT in FBE, implies that avoiding collisions/blocking, if any, can be controlled by the gNB do not imply that UEs can cause collisions with UL or DL transmissions. Starting and ending of all transmissions, if they occur due to LBT success, are controlled by gNB as in licensed band. The only difference is the occurrence of transmission due to LBT success or failure. 

In our view, it is up to gNB to control the collision/blocking by configuring FFP parameters of UEs.



	Charter Communications
	The observation appears to be a fundamental principle of NR-U, we don’t see how it adds anything to the IIoT context. Not all collisions are undesirable either, for example, for multiplexing purposes on PRACH and PUCCH.

	Apple
	Agree

	Ericsson
	We agree with observation.

Even if collision happens, it is controlled by gNB, as it would be in licensed band. Operation on unlicensed or FBE, does not contribute in any additional collision to require special treatment or to be a factor for design choices.

	Moderator
	Observation 1-1:
Irrespective of operation on unlicensed channels and the adopted LBT mechanism (LBE or FBE), all transmissions in DL and UL are controlled by gNB, with potential collisions or blocking are controlled by gNB, similarly to licensed channels.



	Sharp
	We agree with the observation.

	Qualcomm
	We agree with the observation

	Intel
	We are still not OK with the observation above, since this reads as no collisions or blocking are possible regardless of the framework that we agree on. Furthermore, in our understanding the issue of blocking is quite unique for unlicensed operation due to LBT: stating that we do not have blocking in our understanding would mean that for both LBE and FBE operation the gNB is able to make sure that transmissions would never overlap the instances of time where the CCA procedure is performed, which unless we develop a proper framework we fail to understand how the gNB may be able to handle this by itself especially for LBE, which boils down to proposal 2-1 and our related comments. Given the comments above, we therefore suggest the following changes highlighted in red:

Observation 1-1:
Irrespective of operation on unlicensed channels and the adopted LBT mechanism (LBE or FBE), all transmissions in DL and UL are controlled by gNB similarly to licensed channels, and with potential collisions or blocking are controlled mitigated by gNB, similarly to licensed channels.



	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We agree with the observation if “,similarly to licensed channels” is removed. In our view, the purple text might contradict with the intention of proposal 1-9, which can be one way of controlling collision/blocking.

	HW/HiSi
	We think the observation could be agreed but we are not sure if it adds value or helps with the WI progress.

	Apple
	Agree. 

	Moderator
Round 2
	@All: As explained in the preamble text, the reason for having this discussion was due to the some companies inputs discussing scenarios where different UEs blocks each other or gNB when accessing the channel. Hopefully, based on this discussion point, it has been clarified that gNB would be in control of all transmission and if collisions occurs (for example gNB  allowing different UEs using the same TDRA as Intel explained), still gNB would be aware of possibility of such collision and can control and mitigate potential interference.
Considering the input, the following update has been made, hopefully it captures well the spirit of the discussion. 
Please note that it is not recommended spending a lot of time on detailed wording of the proposed conclusion.

Question to all: Do you agree to capture the following conclusion?
Conclusion 1-1:
Irrespective of For operation on unlicensed channels and irrespective of the adopted LBT mechanism (LBE or FBE), all transmissions in DL and UL are controlled by gNB similarly to licensed channels, and with potential collisions or blocking are controlled/mitigated by gNB, similarly to licensed channels.



	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal

	Samsung 
	Support conclusion 1-1.

	vivo
	We are fine with the conclusion and agree that we should not spend much time on the wording. 

	Xiaomi
	Support FL proposal

	Sharp
	We agree with the updated conclusion.

	Panasonic
	Support the conclusion.

	Sony
	Agree with the observation but do we have to capture this in the Chairman notes?  

	Apple
	Agree.

	HW/HiSi
	We agree with the conclusion but it should be deprioritized to use the limited GTW time more efficiently. 

	Intel
	We are OK with the observation, and agree with HW/HiSi.

	InterDigital
	We agree with the conclusion 

	OPPO
	OK

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the conclusion

	DOCOMO
	Agree with the conclusion

	Sharp
	We agree with the conclusion.

	ETRI
	We agree with the conclusion.


2.2 On single or multiple FFP 

Few companies (Xiaomi, Sony) discussed the aspects related to possibility multiple UE FFP configurations per UE and the corresponding complications. On the other hand, another company (Sony), discusses the advantages of multiple FFP configuration for better adoption to different traffic types, like eMBB and URLLC.

However, considering the requirements on ETSI BRAN Harmonized standard, one interpretation could be that a single FFP is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) which can be changed not earlier than 200ms: 

“This shall be within the range of 1 ms to 10 ms. 

Transmissions can start only at the beginning of a Fixed Frame Period. An equipment may change its Fixed Frame Period but it shall not do more than once every 200 ms.”

Therefore, it would be beneficial to have a common understanding on where multiple FFPs can be configured to a UE, and if yes. Would that be beneficial or not.
Discussion point#1-2  

	Observation 1-2:

A single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE). The FFP can be changes not earlier than 200 ms.



	Question: 

What is your view on this observation?

	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We are fine with FL observation

	Futurewei
	We agree with the first part of the observation. We prefer that the FFP configuration change to be left to gNB decision depending on traffic conditions, and specific applications. 

	ETRI
	We support the observation.

It seems not clear to us whether the ETSI spec allows or prevents for a node to use multiple FFPs. But apart from that, we think multiple FFP configurations may complicate the operation while its expected benefit is small.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with FL observation.

	Vivo
	Agree with the observation. Multiple configured FFPs can be beneficial to adapt to different traffics or services but the change of the FFP should follow the regulation, i.e. no earlier than 200ms. 

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the observation

	Panasonic
	We agree with the observation.

	Samsung
	Agree with the observation. 

BTW, though I understand the 2nd sentence in observation 1-2 “The FFP can be changes not earlier than 200 ms” is the same meaning of  “An equipment may change its Fixed Frame Period but it shall not do more than once every 200 ms” from ETSI, it would be clearer to reuse the sentence from ETSI to avoid any potential miss-understanding.  

Observation 1-2:

A single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE). The device may change the FFP but it shall not do more than once every 200ms.


	Nokia, NSB
	We agree with the observation in principle. However, some rewording might be beneficial, e.g.:

An initiating device (gNB or UE) is at a given time associated with only a single FFP (periodicity and offset). The FFP cannot be changed more often than every 200 ms.

	Sony
	UE can be pre-configured with more than one FFPs configurations, e.g. per different sub-band and able to switch from one to another.  Also, if we support UE initiated COT in Idle Mode, then UE would need to operate in two different FFP configurations, one for each mode.

	ZTE
	Agree with the observation

	OPPO
	The observation is inline with the regulation. 

	Intel
	We agree with the observation, and comments made in the online section. Therefore we believe that multiple FFPs cannot be supported at the same time for any initiating device due to the aforementioned limitation that the ETSI BRAN mandates. 



	InterDigital
	Agree in principle. As Samsung have mentioned, the second sentence needs to be clarified. For the case where the UE can be configured with a common FFP in IDLE mode and a UE-specific FFP in CONNECTED mode, it might be beneficial to enable a quicker switch from IDLE mode FFP to CONNECTED mode FFP.

	LG
	Agree with the observation.

	HW/HiSi
	Agree with the observation if it means that the device initiates a CO based on a single active FFP and not to switch to another active FFP before AT LEAST 200ms.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree with FL’s proposal. Maybe the following text would make the proposal more concrete:

“A single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE). The FFP parameters cannot change sooner than every 200 ms.”



	Charter Communications
	Agree with the observation.

	Apple
	We support the observation in principle. Also support adding “at a given time” for the first sentence to be clearer as suggested by Nokia. Some other wording suggestions for the second sentence are also fine with us.

	Ericsson
	Agree with observation with the updates which is more accurate.

	Moderator
	Proposal 1-2:
· In semi-static channel access mode, a single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) at a given time which can be used for the purpose of channel occupancy. The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, cannot be changed more often than every 200 ms.



	CATT
	 We are fine with FL proposal 1-2

	Sharp
	We agree with the FL proposal. Under the regulation of 200ms change time, it is difficult to take advantage of multiple FFP configurations on an initiating device.

	Qualcomm
	Support  the proposal.

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal

	OPPO
	Agree

	Intel
	We are OK with the proposal. However, we find the text ambiguous regarding from when the 200 ms are counted. Therefore, we believe it may be better to clarify this point, and we have modified the original proposal as in red: 
Proposal 1-2:
· In semi-static channel access mode, a single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) at a given time which can be used for the purpose of channel occupancy. The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, once configured it cannot be changed more often than every 200 ms.



	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree with the proposal. Maybe better to clarify the second sentence as follows: “The FFP parameters cannot change sooner than every 200 ms.”

	Moderator
	@Intel: The configuration of FFP is not relevant. The regulation is about the FFP that is used. That is why “…which can be used for the purpose of channel occupancy.”

@Lenovo. Agree. Hopefully OK to keep it as it is , for people not have time to check.



	HW/HiSi.
	Given the revised sentence “The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, cannot be changed more often than every 200 ms”, we would like first to confirm the interpretation of the regulation regarding this 200ms limitation. Our interpretation of “An equipment may change its Fixed Frame Period but it shall not do more than once every 200 ms.” Is that once the device uses an FFP it shall not change it before 200ms. Which was accurately described by the original text “The FFP can be changes not earlier than 200 ms”. Based on some comments it is not clear our understanding is the common understanding.  

We think the proposal is agreeable otherwise 

	Apple
	Agree

	Samsung 
	We suggested to revise “The FFP can be changes not earlier than 200 ms.

” to “The device may change the FFP but it shall not do more than once every 200ms” to be aligned with ETSI (“An equipment may change its Fixed Frame Period but it shall not do more than once every 200 ms”) to avoid potential miss-understanding, because we should not violate the regulation. 

Unfortunately, it seems it still causes miss-understanding, e.g. we didn’t intend to escape the 200ms requirement between common and dedicated FFP ( 
Regarding FL’s proposal, “The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, cannot be changed more often than every 200 ms”, if we add ‘once’, i.e., “The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, cannot be changed more often than once every 200 ms”, it is aligned with the regulation according to our understanding. Maybe we can delete ‘’often’ , i.e. “The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, cannot be changed more often than once every 200 ms” which is exactly same wording as the regulation. 
Having said that, we’re fine with FL’s proposal, if the group thinks there is no ambiguity. 

	NEC
	Agree with the proposal.

	Moderator
	Proposal is update as follows:

Proposal 1-2:
· In semi-static channel access mode, a single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) at a given time which can be used for the purpose of channel occupancy. The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, cannot be changed more often than once every 200 ms.



	Moderator
Round 2
	This proposal was discussed during GTW. Based on the discussion, it appeared that clarification is needed is needed not to mix this proposal for “configuration of FFP”.

Please note that it is a separate discussion how many FFPs UE can be provided. However, an example by HW was given during the call where UE FFP1 (10ms periodicity) during common configuration and FFP2 (5ms periodicity) with dedicated configuration. When UE uses FFP1 for channel access, it should use it at least 20 periods, then it can uses FFP2. For example, after 22 periods (220ms), UE can switch to FFP2 that should use at least for 40 periods.

Hence, the 200ms, is not about when FFP1 is configured or when FFP2 is configured and the timing between them. From regulation point of view, the UE can be configured with multiple FFPs where their periodicity is shall be between 1 and 10ms. However, the UE can use one FFP at a time and when it uses one, it should use it at least for 200ms.

The following Note is added to clarify above, however, I think the note is not needed. But if that helps clarification, we can keep the note-
Question to all: Do you agree to capture the following proposal? Is the Note needed?
Proposal 1-2:
· In semi-static channel access mode, a single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) at a given time which can be used for the purpose of channel occupancy. The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, is such that it shall be used for at least 200ms
· Note: The above is not related to the configuration of FFPs for initiating a channel occupancy. The above is related to the minimum time (200ms) that an FFP configuration can be used.



	CATT
	Based on above explanation, the duration of one FFP configuration should be at least 200ms

	Samsung
	Support the proposal 1-2. 

	vivo
	Agree with current proposal

	Xiaomi
	Support FL proposal

	Sharp
	1) We agree with the updated proposal in principle. It is better to remove the note once consensus on the main bullet is achieved.

2) We think that “can be used” expression might be ambiguous because “the given time” can be also interpreted as the time of FFP configuration (i.e., after a FFP is configured, the FFP can be used…). 

Thus, we suggest the following modifications:

· In semi-static channel access mode, a single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) at a given time which can be is used for the purpose of channel occupancy. The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, is such that it shall be used for at least 200ms

	LG
	Our understanding on the intention of this proposal is that once the parameters for a FFP is set or configured to an initiating device, the FFP should be used at least for 200ms without change or reconfiguration. Please let me know if this understanding is correct.


	Panasonic
	Support the proposal.

	Sony
	It is still unclear how this 200 ms is counted.  Which of the following is correct?

1) UE configured with 10 ms FFP.  UE used it at time t=0 but for only once.  At time t=200ms, UE is allowed to change to a different FFP.  That is the 200ms starts counting after the 1st usage and doesn’t matter how many times the UE uses it.

2) UE configured with 10 ms FFP.  UE used it at time t=0 and again at time t=190ms but not used in between.  UE can then change to a different FFP at time t =200ms.  After the 1st usage, the UE has to use it again at least one more time just before 200ms before it can change it.
3) UE configured with 10 ms FFP.  UE used it at time t=0.  It then used it again at time t=190ms.  At time t=200ms, it is NOT allowed to change FFP.  It has to keep using for 20 times, no matter how long it takes.  After 25 years, UE finally finished using it 20 times and can change the FFP.  The timer is counted on ACTUAL (accumulated) usage of the FFP, not just how long the FFP is kept.

	Apple
	Agree. We are fine with or without the note, but it is more important that everyone’s understanding is aligned.

For example, on Sony’s questions, my understanding is that the 200ms starts counting when a set of FFP parameters (periodicity and offset) becomes effective, NOT when the first time the UE tries to access the channel using the FFP parameters. For example, the gNB may activate a set of FFP parameters (periodicity and offset) at time t=100ms, and the UE does not need to access the channel for a while, and the gNB is allowed to activate another set of FFP parameters at t=300ms (even though the UE has not accessed the channel in the past 200ms).

	HW/HiSi
	Agree to capture the proposal from above from the FL. The note is not needed. However, it is Ok if deemed necessary by some companies.

We would also be fine with the following update from the FL on the reflector:

Proposal 1-2:
· In semi-static channel access mode, a single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) at a given time which can be used for the purpose of channel occupancy. The FFP configuration that is used for initiating channel occupancy purposes, is such that it shall be used not be changed for at least 200ms
· Note: The above is not related to the configuration of FFPs for initiating a channel occupancy. The above is related to the minimum time (200ms) that an FFP configuration can be used.



	Intel
	We are OK with the updated proposal, and we agree that the note was a bit ambiguous since the 200ms period was only defined as the lower bound of an interval of time where a specific FFP configuration can be used, without specifying that in this interval of time the FFP cannot be actually changed. 

	InterDigital
	We support the updated proposal.

	OPPO
	OK

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal

	Moderator
	Additional clarifications (shared also via email on reflector):

@Sony: Case 1 is correct understanding. More clarification below:

· Let’s use the figure from ETSI for FBE. When the rules are defined for a “Frame based equipment”, ETSI considered one FFP value. However, in 3GPP, we have more complex system where we can provide multiple configurations. But due to ETSI, only one of these configurations can be active/used at a time. That means that an initiating device cannot switch back and forth between different FFPs for initiating channel occupancy unless it fulfills the requirement for 200ms. Now, if it happens that the device, does not initiate channel occupancy for one of the periods of the FFP, the ETSI rule says that, the device has to defer to the next opportunity is the next period of the SAME FFP configuration. By that, it means that the requirement on 200ms does not means that there should be transmission is every period. If a period is not initiated, the device has to defer to the next period for any potential transmission.
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@All: The proposal is updated as the following. 
Proposal 1-2:
· In semi-static channel access mode, a single FFP (periodicity and offset) is associated to an initiating device (gNB or UE) at a given time which can be used for the purpose of channel occupancy. The FFP configuration that is used for initiating channel occupancy purposes, is such that it shall be used not be changed for at least 200ms
· Note: The above is not related to the configuration of FFPs for initiating a channel occupancy. The above is related to the minimum time (200ms) that an FFP configuration can be used.



	DOCOMO
	Agree with the proposal

	Sharp
	We agree with the proposal.

	ETRI
	We agree with the proposal.


2.3 On Periodicity and offset of FFP in UE-initiated COT

In the previous meeting the following agreement was made:

	Agreements:
For semi-static channel access mode, 

· Start of FFP for UE-initiated COT can be different from the start of FFP for gNB-initiated COT. 

· FFS: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.  




It was further discussed whether the periodicity of UE-initiated COT is the same as the periodicity of gNB initiated COT or can be different.

Summary of companies’ proposals is provided in the following:
Summary of proposals for Periodicity of FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT:
· Alt-1a: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.
· Intel, ZTE, vivo, Sony, LG?, Nokia, Apple, Samsung, Ericsson, Sharp, IDG, FUTUREWEI, Lenovo-Mot (?), MTK, DCM, Spreatrum comm, CATT, Xiaomi, Panasonic
· ZTE (Periodicity can be a sub-set of TDD configuration periodicity)
· Alt-1b: Provided FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT and for gNB-initiated COT can be the same, or one can be multiple integer of the other one. 
· QC, NEC (the case when gNB FFP periodicity is multiple integer of UE FFP periodicity)
· Alt-1c: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT is the same as FFP periodicity provided for gNB-initiated COT.
· HW, HiSilicon, OPPO
· OPPO (The UE’s COT end position and the gNB’s COT end position should be aligned)
· HW, HiSi (the UE should be enabled to stop its CO such that it ends before the CCA of a following UE’s frame in the same channel, if any.)
Discussion point#1-3
	Proposal 1-3:

In semi-static channel access mode, select one of the following alternatives:

· Alt-a: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.
· Alt-b: Provided FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT and for gNB-initiated COT can be the same, or one can be multiple integer of the other one. 
· Alt-c: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT is the same as FFP periodicity provided for gNB-initiated COT.


	Question: What is your view on Proposal 1-3?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We prefer to Alt-a

	Futurewei
	We agree with Alt-a where UE FFPs is a subset of the of the gNB set of FFPs values. This may lead or not that Alt b is satisfied.

	ETRI
	We do not have a strong preference. But if different periodicity is supported, Alt-b seems better than Alt-a.

	Xiaomi
	Sorry if we didn’t describe clearly, in fact we prefer Alt-a. we use a revision mark to put our company name in Alt-a now.

	Vivo
	Alt-a is preferred. 

	DOCOMO
	We prefer Alt-a

	Panasonic
	Our preference is Alt-1a to support more flexible use cases. The potential concern to support different periodicity between gNB and UE would be increase of scheduling complexity, but it could be handled by gNB implementation.

	Samsung
	Support Alt-a. 

Considering different requirement for DL and UL, e.g. different DL/UL physical layer procedure, different DL/UL traffic pattern, DL configuration with consideration of all serving Ues while UL configuration desirable for a single UE, it is reasonable to decouple gNB and UE FFP configuration.  

	Nokia, NSB
	We prefer Alt-a. If there are significant issues identified with some combinations of UE and gNB FFP periodicities, some limitations to periodicities may be agreed on top later.

	Sony
	Alt-1a. Note that if network wants UE to have same FFP, Alt-1a can achieve this by configuring all Ues with the same period as that of the gNB.

	ZTE
	Alt-a is preferred, FFP for UE-initiated COT can be a sub-set of TDD configuration periodicity, or a sub-set of gNB’s FFP set.

	TCL
	Alt-a is a more general case which can accommodate alt-b and alt-c as special cases.
We don’t see an issue in supporting the fully general alt-a configuration.

	OPPO
	As a supporting company for Alt-c, we think that the UE should be maximally operating in the gNB’s COT (concept of R16), thus, same UE FFP period as gNB period with an offset of the starting position can already give UE additional initiating COT opportunity. Moreover, it is still not clear yet, from gNB side, how to deal with UE FFP idle period. If gNB and UE have a same period, it would be easier for the idle alignment. Moreover, we believe Alt-c leads to minimized spec impact. 

	Intel
	Our preference is for Alt-a. We believe that this alternative could offer the system a better flexibility to handle different traffic conditions among UL and DL, and among different Ues. Furthermore, in case the group decides to allow a UE to operate as an initiating device within a valid gNB’s FFP, this option may offer higher spectral efficiency given that the overall idle period (calculated as sum of the idle periods of both devices) could be reduced by opportunely configuring the offset and FFP for the UE’s so that the idle period of the two devices may have some overlapping in time domain.

 

	InterDigital
	We prefer Alt-a

	LG
	Same view with OPPO. Alt-c is to be baseline and other alternatives seems to need more discussion and observation on the benefits as well as potential impacts.

	HW/HiSi
	Alt-c 

The WID clearly defines to specify a UE initiated COT with minimum specification impact. A UE that is configured with a UE initiated COT also has, in our view, to be configured with a gNB initiated COT. That is, because for FBE, the gNB needs to have the gNB initiated COT to communicate with the UE. Otherwise, the gNB could only act as a responding device.

Furthermore, configuring the IioT UE with an arbitrary FFP periodicity Pu  with respect to the gNB FFP periodicity Pg, unnecessarily increases the complexity at the UE which needs to observe the COT and idle period interactions/collision avoidance restrictions over a period of Po = LCM {Pu, Pg}. For instance, if Pg = 5ms and Pu = 4ms, Po = 20ms.

Since Ues would be typically unaware of the FFP parameters of each other, avoiding mutual blocking and collisions between the Ues configured with different arbitrary FFP periodicities become quite intricate to handle by gNB configuration.  While we could assume that complexity at the gNB would be handled by implementation, it should be noted that such an observation period from the gNB’s perspective is potentially much longer as the least common multiple of all FFP periodicities in the cell Po=LCM{Pu1, Pu2, …, Pg}.  



	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree with FL’s proposal. 

	Charter Communications
	Prefer Alt-a, the spec impact is minimal.

	Apple
	We prefer Alt-a. The FFP periodicity can be highly related to the traffic pattern, and Alt-a would the best way to accommodate the need. So far we haven’t seen any serious issue/complication identified yet to support such an approach.

	Ericsson
	Prefer Alt-1a.

In general, we do not prefer by design put restriction. Other alternatives can be achieved with Alt- 1a.

	Moderator
	Alt-a: 17+[1?]

Alt-b: [1]

Alt-c: 3 

Proposal 1-3:
In semi-static channel access mode:

· FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.


	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal 1-3.

	Sharp
	We support the updated FL proposal for the flexibility.

	Qualcomm
	We disagree this proposal and prefer alternate b because it is quite efficient by limiting the possible periods of the UE FFP. 

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal. Other alternatives can be achieved with Alt-a by gNB implementation.

	OPPO
	We do not support this proposal. The flexibility comes with prices. So far we have not yet had a clear view about the idle period interaction between UE and Gnb or between UE and other UEs. If any interaction is needed, flexible UE FFP period immediately leads to complexity burden. We suggest postponing this proposal before having a clear view on the idle period interaction. 

	Sony
	Agree with the proposal.  

Just for clarification, should we be talking about “period” rather than “periodicity”?  My understand is, “period” = duration of an event, whereas “periodicity” = how often an event occurs.  So far in this discussion “period” = “periodicity” since there are no gaps between two FFPs, so it will be good to clarify.

	Moderator
	More precise formulation as suggested by Sony.

Proposal 1-3:
In semi-static channel access mode:
· FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.



	Intel
	We are OK with the proposal above, with the following editorial changes:

Proposal 1-3:
In semi-static channel access mode:
· A FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.



	Moderator
	Please note Discussion on range values is still needed for Alt-a. 
It should not be controversial to use Rel-16 values as starting values. 
Additional bullets are added for this purpose to address the concern.
Proposal 1-3:
In semi-static channel access mode:
· FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.

· Rel-16 values for period in semi-static channel mode are used as starting point.

· FFS on other values.



	HW/HiSi
	We do not support this proposal.

Our initial position is 1-c. Agree with Oppo on the expensive cost. Based on the reasons brought up earlier and considering the diverged views of companies and the need to progress on this issue, we could regard Alt-b as some middle ground:  Therefore, we would be fine to compromise on a slightly modified version, that gives enough flexibility while still allowing for a somewhat simple handling of the COT interactions

.

· Alt-b*: Provided FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT and for gNB-initiated COT can be the same, or different based on the condition the UE is configured with an FFP periodicity that is an integer multiple of the shortest FFP periodicity configured in the cell. 


	Apple
	We are fine with the main bullet, but prefer to combine the two sub-bullets into a single one “FFS the values”.

	Samsung
	We’re generally fine with the proposal, except for the FFS point. 
For FFS point,  do we consider other values within the range of 1 ~ 10 ms (according to the regulation) or also the values out the range of 1~10ms, e.g. < 1ms ?  We have concern to introduce new values out of the range allowed by the regulation. 

	ZTE
	We are fine with the proposal.

	Moderator
	@HW/HiSi: The proposed Alt-b* formulation is not clear. It can be discussed further or added as FFS.
@Apple: We could discuss to merge two, but the intention was to give some level of comfort to proponent of Alt-b/Alt-c.
@Samsung: Valid point. However the discussion can be taken with FFS.


	NEC
	We propose that FFP periodicity for UE-initiated COT is derived from FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT. “FFS the values”.

Because 1) Independently configured UE FFP is unnecessary and increases the complexity in gNB’s collision handling for FBE. 2) It helps to solve the problem of UE’s FFP being randomly divided by its serving gNB FFP’s idle period, as gNB’s idle period should always be observed by its UEs, which was intended to address by ‘Discussion point#1-4’.

This proposal is also related to Proposal 1-7: The gNB configures a UE to initiate semi-static CO in an unlicensed channel(s) only if the gNB configures the UE also with the higher layer parameters of the gNB’s initiating semi-static CO in the same channel(s).

	Moderator
Round 2
	Companies views:

· Alt-a: CATT, Futurewei, Xiaomi, vivo, DCM, Panasonic, Samsung, Nokia, NSB, Sony, TCL, Intel, InterDigital, Lenovo/MOT, Charter, Apple, Ericsson, Sharp, Sony, ZTE (19)
· Alt-b: NEC, QC, ETRI (3)
· Alt-c: OPPO, HW/HiSi, LG (3)
Although the majority of companies are supportive of Alt-a, the proponent of Alt-b and Alt-c have raised the concerned that the flexibility allowed in alt-a, would result in increased complexity and many agrees of freedom such that managing the idle periods associated to UEs and gNB, as well as complexity at UE and gNB would be unmanageable.

Concern raised w.r.t. Alt-a is that there is no input on the range values supported by Alt-a.
Assuming, Alt-a is agreed, there would be a limited set of values for FFP periodicity.

There are few aspects that we need to consider if Alt-a would have been agreed:

· Assume X denotes a candidate range value for period in Alt-a and A is the set of range values for X. 
· Due to regulation, as Samsung indicated above, the values for periodicity would be between 1ms and 10ms.

· 1ms ≤X≤10ms
· It is not controversial that FFP periods in Rel-16 would be supported, that is (as shown below):

· B={1ms, 2ms, 2.5ms, 4ms, 5ms, 10ms}

· B⸦A

· If we consider the supported periodicity for SR or periodic CSI or configured grants (for 15 and 30 kHz, and 60 kHz being optional for unlicensed operation in 5 and 6 GHz), as shown below, we see the candidate values are basically a multiple of one the values above. 
· C is a set where each value in this set is a multiple integer of a value in set B.

· Also, integer number of a period should span 200ms as discussed in Discussion point#1-2.

· X*N=200ms where N is an integer number.

· Therefore, it seems that we start to actually discuss the values, we would end up with some structure as opposed to the understanding that Alt-a, would result in full-flexibility.

· When there is a structure, the concern for UE complexity, if any, is addressed to large extent.

Hence, a suggestion is to consider above as the starting point and discuss further the details.

With that intention, the proposal is updated as the following in a more concrete way.
gNB FFP periodicity
SemiStaticChannelAccessConfig ::=    SEQUENCE {

    period                               ENUMERATED {ms1, ms2, ms2dot5, ms4, ms5, ms10}

}

Scheduling request

periodicityAndOffset
SR periodicity and offset in number of symbols or slots (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 9.2.4) The following periodicities may be configured depending on the chosen subcarrier spacing:
SCS =  15 kHz: 2sym, 7sym, 1sl, 2sl, 4sl, 5sl, 8sl, 10sl, 16sl, 20sl, 40sl, 80sl
SCS =  30 kHz: 2sym, 7sym, 1sl, 2sl, 4sl, 8sl, 10sl, 16sl, 20sl, 40sl, 80sl, 160sl
SCS =  60 kHz: 2sym, 7sym/6sym, 1sl, 2sl, 4sl, 8sl, 16sl, 20sl, 40sl, 80sl, 160sl, 320sl
Configured grant

periodicity
Periodicity for UL transmission without UL grant for type 1 and type 2 (see TS 38.321 [3], clause 5.8.2).

The following periodicities are supported depending on the configured subcarrier spacing [symbols]:

15 kHz:
2, 7, n*14, where n={1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 10, 16, 20, 32, 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 320, 640}

30 kHz:
2, 7, n*14, where n={1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 10, 16, 20, 32, 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256, 320, 640, 1280}

60 kHz with normal CP
2, 7, n*14, where n={1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 10, 16, 20, 32, 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256, 320, 512, 640, 1280, 2560}

CSI reporting

CSI-ReportPeriodicityAndOffset ::=  CHOICE {

    slots4                              INTEGER(0..3),

    slots5                              INTEGER(0..4),

    slots8                              INTEGER(0..7),

    slots10                             INTEGER(0..9),

    slots16                             INTEGER(0..15),

    slots20                             INTEGER(0..19),
    slots40                             INTEGER(0..39),

    slots80                             INTEGER(0..79),

    slots160                            INTEGER(0..159),

    slots320                            INTEGER(0..319)
}

Question to all: Do you agree to the following proposal as the starting point?

Proposal 1-3:
In semi-static channel access mode:
· FFP Period for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP period for gNB-initiated COT.

· The following are supported for the range value of the FFP period in ms for the UE-initiated COT:

· A range value for the period is at least a value from the following set A:
A={1ms, 2ms, 2.5ms, 4ms, 5ms, 10ms}
· Any range value for the period is at least 1ms and at most 10ms.

· Any range value for the period is an integer factor of 200ms.

· [Any] range value for the period is a multiple integer of a value in set A
· FFS Decide on set of values that meet the conditions above

· FFS on other range values or conditions.


	CATT
	In principal, we are fine with main bullet of FL proposal and detail values/ parameters need be FFS

	Samsung 
	Generally fine with the proposal. 

Not sure 8) is necessary, 200ms is just the minimum duration for unchanged FFP, it seems no need to restrict 200ms is the multiple integer of a FFP.

Regarding 9), is the restriction of a multiple integer of a value in set A for easier coordination/alignment between UE and gNB FFP? 

	Vivo
	We are not sure about the “Any range value for the period is an integer factor of 200ms” because of discussion point#1-2. In proposal 1-2, it is said that “The FFP that is used for channel occupancy purposes, is such that it shall be used for at least 200ms”, which can be 220ms, 240ms, etc., why “X*N=200ms where N is an integer number.” Is needed? 
Our understanding for proposal 1-3 is, on detailed FFP value range, “A range value for the period is at least a value from the following set A” intends to support those values, while additional values if introduced, need to satisfy additional conditions i.e., “Any range value for the period is at least 1ms and at most 10ms” and “[Any] range value for the period is a multiple integer of a value in set A”. 

	Xiaomi
	We are fine FL proposal in principle. But if we have restrict:

6) A range value for the period is at least a value from the following set A:
A={1ms, 2ms, 2.5ms, 4ms, 5ms, 10ms}
I don’t see why we still need the following restrctions:

7) Any range value for the period is at least 1ms and at most 10ms.

8) Any range value for the period is an integer factor of 200ms.

Since 6) is more specific/narrow restriction than 7)/8).

	Sharp
	We have the similar concern on restriction in 8).

	LG
	We are not supportive to this proposal (we already indicated Alt-c as preference, but it was not counted by FL in the above). 

Before making something without discussion, further consideration is necessary at least in terms of potential impact as well as expected gain. We think that support of UE COT initiation on top of gNB COT sharing by UE based on same FFP periodicity would be sufficient for supporting URLLC, in other words, different FFP periodicity between UE and gNB is not to be used to avoid potential side effects such as unexpected UE transmission from gNB side.


	Panasonic
	We are supportive to the proposal. Although the details of periodicity could be FFS, we are also not sure 8) is necessary.

	Sony
	We support the main bullet of the proposal.  Are the sub-bullets, items 6 to 10,  options that we have to select in next meeting or all of them are configurable?  Can we just say values for period is FFS?

	Apple
	We support the main bullet of the proposal and would be fine to further discuss the values. We have the following concerns/comments regarding the sub-bullet:

1. On 6), it is probably just the wording, not the intention. But the current wording “A range value for the period is at least a value from the following set A” may be interpreted as we have to take the values out the set A, as commented by Xiaomi. I assume the intention is that we support these values at least, and we can also support additional values.

2. 8) is not necessary as pointed out by a few other companies.

3. 9) is too restrictive in our view. In fact, the periodicity for configured grant has been extended in Rel-16 as follows. Basically any integer number of slots (up to a certain value) is also supported now. The most important motivation for UE-initiated COT is to support configured grant. So we do not think we should add such a restriction.
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	HW/HiSi
	We would like to thanks the moderator for the diligent efforts to address the proponents’ concerns and to help converging to a solution. We would to clarify a few points though

1- It is understood that we can design a set of values C in which each element is an integer multiple of a value in set B or A (Rel-16 values). However, as long as there is NO rule defined to ensure that the integer multiple/inter-factor relationship is maintained in any   combination of Pg and Pu configured to the UE, the UE CANNOT expect such relationship is maintained. As such, the UE would have to be designed to handle the general case of any combination of Pg and Pu selected from the sets A and C, respectively, including those combinations that do not achieve the desired relationship.
2- We think that the condition “Any range value for the period is an integer factor of 200ms.” is not necessary. The switching of the period can happen, for instance, at any frame boundary after the 200ms has elapsed. 
3- To further clarify our formulation of Alt-b* which is our preferred compromise if Alt-c cannot be adopted, it simply captures the the integer multiple/inter-factor relationship in a simple rule, i.e., 

· “For UE semi-static CO, the UE is configured with an FFP periodicity that is an integer multiple of the shortest FFP periodicity used in the cell”

4- Note that since UEs would be configured with different FFP periodicities, the above formulation would also help reduce the complexity at the gNB side as the gNB needs to observe the COT and idle period restrictions over a period Po that is the least common multiple of all FFP periodicities in the cell Po=LCM{Pu1, Pu2, …, Pg}.  



	Intel
	We are OK with the first part of the proposal, but not Ok with its sub-bullet. 

· just as a clarification: is the goal here to list all the conditions that must be concurrently met in order to determine the set of FFP values? 

· If this is the case, we do not understand the need of the fourth sub-bullet ([Any] range value for the period is a multiple integer of a value in set A). Our understanding is that all the values captured by this bullet would be potentially included in the second bullet. Also this bullet would introduce some values that would not align with the concept of aligning the FFP every two radio frames, which was the based of Rel.16 for down selecting the values of FFP for the gNB, and in our understanding will cause an unnecessary misalignment between gNB’s FFP and UE’s FFP.   
· Also as other companies mentioned already the third bullet ( “Any range value for the period is an integer factor of 200ms.”) is not necessary, since it is not mandatory that switching will happen every 200ms.


	InterDigital
	We support the proposal. We also are not sure that (8) is necessary.

	OPPO
	Our preference is Alt-c for its simplicity and minimum spec impact. But if majority think we should go for Alt-a with independent configuration, we can discuss it. Regarding the proposal, we have the following comments

For 6), it is reasonable, as the A is the current Gnb FFP periods

For 7), it means if the period is not from A, it should be within 1-10 ms. But do we need such flexibility?  Would set A is sufficient ? 

For 8), if UE FFP period belongs to A, we don’t need 8) as it is naturally met. 

For 9), we don’t think it is needed. 

In summary, we think if independent FFP is configured for UE, we propose the period is selected from set A. The rest of the conditions are not needed. The reason is that we don’t see a big issue if 8 ms period is not supported. 
Proposal 1-3:
In semi-static channel access mode:
FFP Period for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP period for gNB-initiated COT from set A, where A={1ms, 2ms, 2.5ms, 4ms, 5ms, 10ms}. 

If the set A is agreeable, the following restrictions can be updated. 
gNB FFP periodicity
SemiStaticChannelAccessConfig ::=    SEQUENCE {

    period                               ENUMERATED {ms1, ms2, ms2dot5, ms4, ms5, ms10}

}

Scheduling request

periodicityAndOffset
SR periodicity and offset in number of symbols or slots (see TS 38.213 [13], clause 9.2.4) The following periodicities may be configured depending on the chosen subcarrier spacing:
SCS =  15 kHz: 2sym, 7sym, 1sl, 2sl, 4sl, 5sl, 8sl, 10sl, 16sl, 20sl, 40sl, 80sl
SCS =  30 kHz: 2sym, 7sym, 1sl, 2sl, 4sl, 8sl, 10sl, 16sl, 20sl, 40sl, 80sl, 160sl
SCS =  60 kHz: 2sym, 7sym/6sym, 1sl, 2sl, 4sl, 8sl, 16sl, 20sl, 40sl, 80sl, 160sl, 320sl
Configured grant

periodicity
Periodicity for UL transmission without UL grant for type 1 and type 2 (see TS 38.321 [3], clause 5.8.2).

The following periodicities are supported depending on the configured subcarrier spacing [symbols]:

15 kHz:
2, 7, n*14, where n={1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 10, 16, 20, 32, 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 320, 640}

30 kHz:
2, 7, n*14, where n={1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 10, 16, 20, 32, 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256, 320, 640, 1280}

60 kHz with normal CP
2, 7, n*14, where n={1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 10, 16, 20, 32, 40, 64, 80, 128, 160, 256, 320, 512, 640, 1280, 2560}

CSI reporting

CSI-ReportPeriodicityAndOffset ::=  CHOICE {

    slots4                              INTEGER(0..3),

    slots5                              INTEGER(0..4),

    slots8                              INTEGER(0..7),

    slots10                             INTEGER(0..9),

    slots16                             INTEGER(0..15),
    slots20                             INTEGER(0..19),
    slots40                             INTEGER(0..39),

    slots80                             INTEGER(0..79),

    slots160                            INTEGER(0..159),

    slots320                            INTEGER(0..319)
}



	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the main bullet. For the sub-bullets, 7) would be ok as well, with the understanding that we’ll further select a set of supported values in that range.

	Moderator


	Hopefully, it is clear that the intention of proposal is to find a common ground to at least have some progress. Considering all the discussion so far, it would be good to have some progress this meeting.
· Thanks for spotting the error in bullet 8 and suggestions for better formulation.
· Thanks Apple/Sigen for pointing out the extension of periodicities of CG in Rel-16. This was very important (I personally has missed) and I would like all to consider the information that she shared.

· @Question to proponent of Alt-b/c: Thank you that you are showing flexibility. Some thought to share:

· The main use case for UE-initiate COT was for CG. As Sigen mentioned, the periodicity for CG are extended (for example for 15 kHz, being 1,2,3,..,10ms). Putting restriction, completely defeat the purpose.

· In that case even proposal Alt-b/c, does not solve the issue that since all depends on configuration of offset value which is agreed to be separately configured. 

· How the idle periods are managed is still to be discussed independently as stated in section 2.5 (unfortunately we have not have time).  

· FL recommendation:  
·  It is recommended to adopt Alt-a in principle because:
· It is important to keep in mind the prime intention of supporting UE initiated COT to be to enhance uplink. Restrictions in range values and configurations by Alt-b/c defeat the purpose (see e.g. the CG).
· It is important to ensure complexity issues raised are addressed.
· Those issues are to be discussed when topics in section 2.5 are addressed.
· However, based on the comments, the following Note is added to ensure the concern is addressed (please suggestions to improve the note is more than welcome). 

· Note: Aim for low complexity solutions to handle gNB and UE COT interactions

@All, specially proponents of Alt-b/c, could the following proposal be considered? Any suggestion for improvement?
Proposal 1-3 (updated):
In semi-static channel access mode:
· FFP Period for UE-initiated COT is independently provided from FFP period for gNB-initiated COT.
· At least the following values are supported for the period of an FFP for the UE-initiated COT:
· 1ms, 2ms, 2.5ms, 4ms, 5ms, 10ms
· FFS on other values or conditions
· Note: Any additional value for the period shall be at least 1ms and at most 10ms.
· Note: Aim for low complexity solutions to handle gNB and UE COT interactions
· Any range value for the period is an integer factor of 200ms.

· [Any] range value for the period is a multiple integer of a value in set A

· FFS Decide on set of values that meet the conditions above
FFS on other range values or conditions.


	DOCOMO
	Agree with the proposal

	Sharp
	We agree with the proposal.

	ETRI
	We agree with the proposal.


· Summary of proposals for Offset and/or periodicity relations of FFP parameters:
· Alt -2a: The UE’s COT end position and the Gnb’s COT end position should be aligned
· OPPO
· Alt -2b: The UE should be enabled to stop its CO such that it ends before the CCA of a following UE’s frame in the same channel, if any.
· HW, HiSi
· Alt -2c: For UE-initiated COT in FBE, the offset range of the starting of FFP relative to the boundary of even indexed radio frame can be ms. The starting of the first FFP should align with the even indexed radio frame when the offset for UE-initiated COT is zero.
· ZTE
Discussion point#1-4
	Proposal 1-4:

In semi-static channel access mode, select one of the following alternatives:
· Alt –a: The UE’s COT end position and the Gnb’s COT end position should be aligned
· Alt –b: The UE should be enabled to stop its CO such that it ends before the CCA of a following UE’s frame in the same channel, if any.
· Alt –c: For UE-initiated COT in FBE, the offset range of the starting of FFP relative to the boundary of even indexed radio frame can be ms. The starting of the first FFP should align with the even indexed radio frame when the offset for UE-initiated COT is zero.


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-4?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We prefer to Alt-b

	Futurewei
	We are not sure what issue this proposal wants to address.  The language is ambiguous and is hard to see what the assumptions are. 

For Alt-a: Do Gnb and UE initiates COT for FFP separately and these COTs overlap? Is the COT shared or not between Gnb and UE?  

For Alt-b: Who enables UE to stop the COT? Is Gnb or upper layers? By definition of the semi-static operation the COT must ends before the idle period starts which implies that is before the CCA necessary for the following frame. We do not see why we need to discuss this. 

General comment to FL: We are not sure if these alternatives are necessary exclusive. Why do we need to select one?

	ETRI
	We prefer Alt-b because it can protect Gnb’s channel access when the ending points of Gnb FFP and UE FFP are crossed while not reducing the FFP configuration flexibility.

	Xiaomi
	From our view, this proposal is related to Proposal 1-3, if Alt-a of Proposal 1-3 is selected, then we don’t think there is a need to discuss the association of COT end position between UE and Gnb.

	Vivo
	Proposal 1-4 is not needed. We prefer no restrictions on the ending of the UE’s COT. One advantage of UE-initiated COT is to obtain longer COT than that shared from Gnb. 
Regarding Alt-b, it depends on Gnb’s scheduling/ configuration for UE’s UL transmissions and UE’s buffer status for configured grant transmissions. 

	DOCOMO
	We agree with Futurewei that it is unclear what issue should be addressed. It seems misconfiguration of Gnb. If Gnb wants UE to do such behaviour, why doesn’t Gnb configure the FFP for UE initiated COT to be aligned with that for Gnb initiated COT and/or those for other Ues?

	Samsung
	We share the similar view with Futurewei and DoCoMo that the purpose of this proposal is unclear to us. Alt-a/b are about how to end UE’s COT while Alt-c is about how to determine UE FFP offset. 

For Alt-a, it is unclear why we need such restriction. If it’s motivation is to avoid blocking to Gnb, it is sufficient to restrict UE not to transmit in Gnb’s idle period (e.g. in the middle of a UE’s COT) rather than ends UE’s COT. 

For Alt-b, if the purpose is to stop UL transmission in a UE’s COT, it seems existing mechanism can work, e.g. Gnb does not schedule UL transmission or Gnb cancels CG PUSCH transmission. 

For Alt-c, yes, we need to define the reference point for UE FFP offset. Whether we can use even indexed radio frame as reference point depends on whether 20ms is the integer of the period. If we reuse Rel-16 FBE candidate period, it works. If we introduce new candidate period e.g. 3ms or >20ms, we need a reference SFN as defined for Type-1 CG PUSCH. Therefore, we suggest to determine the candidate period of UE FFP first, and then, discuss how to determine the reference point for offset of the UE FFP later.

	Nokia, NSB
	We do not see a need for this proposal at least for now. It is more important to clarify what restrictions there are with respect to Ues or Gnb transmitting during idle periods of other nodes.

	Sony
	We have similar view with Futurewei, it is unclear what the objective of this discussion point is.  Since we already agreed that offset can be configured independently, then when the UE’s COT ends depends on the configuration.  At this point we do not see why there need to be any restriction on that.  The exact values of the offset can be discussed later.

	ZTE
	The proposal is unclear to us. If it is about the configuration of FFP offset, then our preference is that the offset is configurable from {0,20}ms and the reference point is the even indexed radio frame, i.e. Alt-c.

	TCL
	We are not sure why such restrictions are needed.
A proper configuration from the Gnb can achieve all such cases which are noted.

	OPPO
	First of all, we are confused by the selection of alt-a/b/c. These three alterative aim to address different target, and they are not literally ‘alternative’. Alt-a talks about the relationship of UE idle period and Gnb idle period; Alt-b aims to enable UE-COT stopping controlled by Gnb; Alt-c gives a more detailed design for configuring a UE COT. These three options are not mutual exclusive!

We are the supporting company for Alt-a. The issue was discussed in last meeting, i.e. if the UE is allowed to transmit in Gnb’s idle period and Gnb can transmit in UE’s idle period? In our opinion, if this is allowed, it might cause co-existence issue, e.g. UE can transmit in the Gnb’s idle period to block other devices from accessing the channel and leave 9 us gap before the next Gnb FFP starting position for the Gnb to initiate a Gnb COT, and vice versa. That was why in RAN1#102-e agreement there was an FFS for this purpose. With alt-a, the idle period starting positions of Gnb and UE are aligned, thus the co-existence issue can be solved.  

Agreements:

· For semi-static channel access mode,
· When Gnb operates as an initiating device 

· The Gnb is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the Gnb in which the Gnb initates a COT

· When a UE operates as an initiating device 

· The UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the UE in which the UE initates a COT

· When a UE shares a COT initiated by the Gnb during an FFP associated with the Gnb
· The UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of that FFP in which the UE shares the COT initiated by the Gnb
· When the Gnb shares a COT initiated by a UE during an FFP associated with the UE

· The Gnb is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of that the FFP in which the Gnb shares the COT initiated by the UE

· FFS whether/how to support additional restrictions to the idle period
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	Intel
	We are OK with Alt-a, and to align the end of a UE’s COT with that of the Gnb, as long as the UE is not allowed to transmit within the Gnb’s idle period, and this does not imply that the FFPs of the UE and the Gnb must be the same.

	InterDigital
	We agree with Futurewei and are unsure of the need for this proposal.

	LG
	Similar impression with other companies. The alternatives doesn’t seem to be for a same issue.

	HW/HiSi
	Agree with the Proposal 1-4.

If it should be down-selected among a and b, our preference is Alt b. 

The reason is that a UE is not aware the FFP offset from other (later) Ues.  To allow a later UE to acquire channel access, the transmitting UE should end its COT before the CCA start of a later UE.

In our understanding, Alt-b and Alt-c are not mutual exclusive. There is no conflict between them.

Alt-c is about the reference point for configuring the offset whereas Alt-b is about when to end the COT for the UE

	Charter Communications
	Proposal is not fully clear. There is no need to align the UE’s COT end position and the Gnb’s COT end position.

	Apple
	We share the view that this proposal is not needed at this point.

	Ericsson
	No need for any of these alternatives.

Not agree with 1-a and 1-c for the same reason as previous discussion point.

1-c can be controlled by gNb. No need for specifications impact.

	Moderator
	This proposal was based on the input from some companies as they explained above. However, it should have been formulated as whether any of the alternatives is needed 😊
However, 13 companies either found the motivation for the proposal unclear or found it unnecessary.

Among the rest, 2 companies preferred Alt-a, 3 companies Alt-b, and one company Alt-c.

It was also suggested to discuss this proposal in relation to other topics.

Therefore, the suggestion is to skip this proposal.
Proposal 1-4: Not necessary. 



	Sharp
	We agree with the updated proposal since we also found that the issue to be addressed was unclear..

	Qualcomm
	We agree that proposal 1-4 is not necessary

	Sony
	Agree with Proposal 1-4.

	Intel
	We are fine with the FL’s conclusion, and this could be discussed at a later stage.

	HW/HiSI
	We do not agree. A decision on the above options should be done.

We think that the proposal should be re-formulated given that 13 companies found it unclear or could not see its benefit. As some companies shared our view, at least 1-c is not alternative to what 1-a or 1-b trying to achieve.

Also, would like to clarify that 1-b is not dependent on the outcome of the previous proposal on whether the UE periodicity is the same or different from the gNB’s periodicity. Its benefit is to avoid blocking/collision using gNB configuration without overprovisioning of the resources.   

	Apple
	Agree it is not necessary

	Samsung 
	We think we may not skip 1-c of this proposal.
It is common understanding that UE FFP parameter includes periodicity and offset.  In last meeting, RAN1 agreed “Start of FFP for UE-initiated COT can be different from the start of FFP for gNB-initiated COT”. Then, it is natural to discuss how to design the offset to determine the start of UE FFP, including the granularity of the offset, e.g. in ms/slot/symbol, and the reference point for the offset.  

Therefore, we suggest to discuss UE offset. 1-c can be part of the discussion, but we don't limit our discussion to 1-c. 

	ZTE
	We share the same view as Samsung that 1-c the offset configuration is necessary to identify the UE’s FFP pattern. We think 1-a and 1-b could be discussed together with discussion point #1-8 (b)/(c).

	Moderator

Round 2
	Few companies have rightly suggested that Alt1-c addresses the candidate values for the offset of UE FFP where the following was agreed last meeting.

Agreement: Start of FFP for UE-initiated COT can be different from the start of FFP for gNB-initiated COT

The proposal in Alt1-c by ZTE (see R1-2008823) is similar to Rel-16. This proposal can be used as starting point to have progress on the offset values of FFP, as well as the range value of period being discussed in 1-3.
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Question to all: Could you consider the following proposal? Do you have any suggestion to improve the proposal? Note that the following proposal is based on Rel-16.
Please note that the relationship between idle periods, including more restrictions on idle periods in discussed in section 2.5.
Proposal 1-4:
In semi-static channel access mode, support at least the following for the offset of an FFP associated to a UE to initiate a COT:

· The offset range of the starting of FFP relative to the boundary of even indexed radio frame can be 
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· The starting of the first FFP should align with the even indexed radio frame when the offset for UE-initiated COT is zero.

· FFS on values of offset


	CATT
	We need discuss about the starting of the first UE FFP aligned with the boundary of gNB  FFP
 and detail value of offset need be FFS.

	Samsung 
	1st sub-bullet is OK. 

For 2nd sub-bullet, it depends on the period value discussed in proposal 1-3. For example, if the FFP is not the integer factor of 2 radio frame, e.g. 8ms, using even indexed radio frame as the reference lead to ambiguity, if UE and gNB has different understanding for which even indexed radio frame is used as the reference. For example, assuming offset =4ms, FFP=8ms, if we use SFN=0 as the reference, then, the start of a FFP is 4,12,20,28,36… if we use SFN=2 as the reference, the start of a FFP is 24, 32,40,…..  One way to avoid ambiguity is to use reference SFN as type-1 CG PUSCH.  Therefore, we suggest to  put FFS on this sub-bullet, and further discuss it after we decide the FFP value in proposal 1-3.  

	Xiaomi
	It seems the theme of Proposal 1-4 has completely switched. Now it’s about only the FFP of UE, instead of FFP alignment between UE and Gnb.

For the FFP of UE, we have a question (maybe have already discussed in R16). If FFP period is restricted to 10ms at maximum, why the offset can be as large as 20ms?

	Sharp
	We agree with the updated proposal in principle but still have the following concerns:

1) offset = 20 ms seems to be unnecessary.

2) The second bullet specifies a special case of zero offset. We think that specification for general cases might be required.

Thus, we suggest the following modifications on the first two bullets:

· The offset range of the starting of FFP relative to the boundary of even indexed radio frame can be 0≤offset <20 ms.
· The offset of an FFP configuration associated to a UE is defined as time difference from the starting of the first FFP to the starting of the even indexed radio frame. [The starting of the first FFP should align with the even indexed radio frame when the offset for UE-initiated COT is zero.]

	LG
	We understood that the proposal is intended to follow the existing offset configuration (for gNB FFP) even for UE FFP. 
But, we think another approach to configure the offset for UE FFP relative to the starting of gNB FFP, so it seems to need further discussion.


	Apple
	Similar to Samsung’s comments, we would need to know better what values for periodicity we are going to support before deciding how to signal the offset.

	HW/HiSi
	We agree.

	Intel
	The proposal requires further discussion, and in our understanding it is too early to agree upon the specifics of the offset values without having a clear understanding of the FFP values.

	OPPO
	We are fine with the proposal in principle, but we don’t think it is necessary to have 0≤offset <20 ms, when gNB FFP period is smaller than 20 ms, it is not necessary to configure offset>Gnb FFP period. Thus, we propose to restrict the offset to [0, Gnb FFP period), i.e. 0≤offset < gNB FFP period.

	Nokia, NSB
	It should be straight forward to agree the offset values once there is consensus on the supported FFP periodicities. It may be hard to nail details down before that.

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal in principle, but it would be better to conclude the values for FFP Period at first before discussing the 2nd sub-bullet.

	ZTE
	We are fine to leave the detailed values FFS until the values for periodicity is set. The reference point can be decided first.

	ETRI
	We agree with the proposal in principle, and share the view with Samsung that it is related to the FFP period discussion.


2.4 On UL-DL gap in COT sharing
In the previous meeting the following agreement was made:

	Agreements:
· UE-to- gNB COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode is supported.

· The gNB determines a COT in an FFP associated to a UE, that is initiated by the UE, if the gNB detects a UL transmission from the UE starting from the beginning of the FFP and ending before the idle period of the FFP.

· FFS details

· When the gNB determines a UE has initiated a COT in an FFP associated to the UE, the gNB can transmit within the FFP and before the idle period corresponding to the FFP.

· FFS whether/how UE to gNB COT sharing when the gap is >16us


Based on the agreement above, in a UE-initiated COT, a UL-DL COT sharing can occur if the gap between UL and DL is at most 16us.
One of the companies (ZTE) with respect to gaps, has made a comparison with LBE operation where in UL-to-DL COT sharing, gaps more than 25 us is not allowed. From ZTE point of view, it should be clarified whether the same constraint as LBE are applied for FBE based operation. In order to clarify this issue, the following observation for triggering the discussion.
Discussion point#1-5

	Observation 1-5:

FBE operation is independent from LBE operations.
In case of UE-to-gNB COT sharing for FBE, the UE can share its maximum channel occupancy with gNB even if the gap is more than 16 us, similarly to gNB-to-UE COT sharing for FBE as in Rel-16.
However, usefulness of gaps more than 16us for UE-to-gNB COT sharing for FBE, was questioned during the last meeting and there was no consensus whether it was beneficial to support or not.


	Question: 
What is your view on this observation?


	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	Based on the agreement in the last meeting, there is one remaining issue on whether/how UE to gNB COT sharing when the gap is >16us. When the gap is >16 us, UE to gNB COT sharing should be allowed because the benefit of allowing UE to gNB COT sharing when the gap >16us would be mainly latency as compared to gNB waiting for the start of the next gNB-initiated COT which may be blocked due to LBT failure although LBT is executed.

	Futurewei
	We prefer to clarify what does mean COT sharing for FBE, in terms of the semi-static periodicity, idle period, etc. In our opinion to share a COT both devices must have the same parameters and they will transmit during COT. Having said this, we are OK with keeping the same rules as for gNB sharing its COT for FFP with UE.

	ETRI
	We support the observation.
The last sentence can be deleted. In our view, allowing UE-to-gNB COT sharing only for the gap <16us is problematic when UE initiates a COT by transmitting a short UL burst (e.g., a few symbols). In that case, gNB would not immediately detect the UL and should wait until successful UL detection to transmit DL. Thus, larger gap may be required between UL and DL.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with CATT’s view.

	Vivo
	Agree with the observation. LBE and FBE are independent operations. We just follow the regulations for FBE.

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the observation

	Samsung
	Agree with the observation. 

From our point of view, the gap more than 16us is beneficial for some cases. For example, gNB wants to transmit UL grant/DFI according to PUSCH decoding results in the same COT initiated by the UE, or gNB wants to transmit PDSCH carrying DL traffic in response to UL traffic carried by the PUSCH, wherein the processing latency of PUSCH is more than 16us.

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree that gaps > 16 us should be supported for UE-gNB COT sharing. Instead of an observation, we think it is clearer to agree directly on a corresponding proposal: 

“In case of UE-to-gNB COT sharing for FBE, the UE can share its maximum channel occupancy with gNB even if the gap is more than 16 us, similarly to gNB-to-UE COT sharing for FBE as in Rel-16.”

	Sony
	Agree with observation, i.e. UE-to-gNB COT sharing is allowed for gap more than 16 (s.
It would also be good to clarify what the gNB sharing the COT can do, e.g. whether the gNB, as a responding device, is allowed to schedule other Ues.

	ZTE
	Not sure if the observation is needed given that it is also captured in proposal 1-6?

And it seems our contribution is quoted here but the question is not correctly captured, actually our question is whether the COT should be released when the gap is > 25 us.

	OPPO
	In RAN1#102-e, the following agreement says that the UE to gNB COT sharing should follow the same condition as gNB to UE COT sharing in Rel.16. In our opinion, R16 supports gNB to UE COT sharing when gap > 16 us. Thus, the same condition should be applied for UE to gNB COT sharing. 
Agreements:

· Conditions on the channel access procedures with respect to sensing duration and transmission gap for UE-initiated COT with UE-to-gNB COT sharing is similar as those for gNB initiated COT and gNB-to-UE COT sharing in Rel-16 by exchanging UE and gNB roles.


	Intel
	We believe that while gaps larger than 16 us should be avoided in order to reduce LBT overhead, this should be supported to avoid high latency scenarios, that may occur when in case a possible error may happen where a transmission cannot be performed or is not decodable. In this cases, if gaps larger than 16us are not supported, this may lead to the complete loss of the FFP where a gap larger than 16us may occur, given that both the initiating and the responding device(s) may not be allowed to continue transmission any further within that FFP.



	InterDigital
	Agree with the observation.

	LG
	Agree on first two sentences. UE-to-gNB COT sharing and Rel-16 gNB-to-UE COT sharing could be symmetric.

	HW/HiSi
	The observation is correct. There was no consensus to support this gap that is larger than 16 us.

	Charter Communication
	Agree with Nokia.

	Apple
	We agree that we should support gap > 16us for UE-to-gNB COT sharing. If not supported, the gNB would need to wait until the next FFP to attempt to access the channel to respond/transmit to the UE, which can be a very long delay. We do not see why we should have such a constraint.

It is unclear what purpose this proposed observation serves. Isn’t the discussion of proposal 1-6 sufficient already?

	Ericsson
	Agree with observation

	Moderator
	On the open issue of allowing gap>16us on COT sharing, some companies have used LBE as the reference. The intention of the discussion was to clarify that the group agrees that is not the case. 

@Futurewei: In principle, there is no need that both devices to have same parameters to share a COT. In fact, if a device X at a given time is initiating a COT, the applicable FFP is the FFP associated to X. If a device X at a given time is sharing a COT initiated by device Y, the applicable FFP is the FFP associated to Y. In other words, although two devices have their own FFP, depending if they are acting as initiating or responding devices, one of the FFP would be applicable at a time.

Based on the discussion, the Observation can be updated at the following:

Observation 1-5:
If a device X at a given time is initiating a COT, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to X. 

If a device X at a given time is sharing a COT initiated by a device Y, the applicable FFP for the device X  is the FFP associated to Y.



	CATT
	We want to clarify whether device Y means only gNB or not. If  yes, we suggest changing “device Y”to “gNB”. If not, UE to UE COT sharing can’t be supported.

	Sharp
	We agree with the observation.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the proposal.

	OPPO
	It seems the updated observation 1-5 is deviated from the original observation 1-5. We would like to know what the difference is w.r.t. the following agreement 

Agreements:

· For semi-static channel access mode,
· When gNB operates as an initiating device 

· The gNB is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the gNB in which the gNB initates a COT

· When a UE operates as an initiating device 

· The UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the UE in which the UE initates a COT

· When a UE shares a COT initiated by the gNB during an FFP associated with the gNB

· The UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of that FFP in which the UE shares the COT initiated by the gNB

· When the gNB shares a COT initiated by a UE during an FFP associated with the UE

· The gNB is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of that the FFP in which the gNB shares the COT initiated by the UE

· FFS whether/how to support additional restrictions to the idle period
If the observation tries to address the FFS point, maybe we need to discuss it together with point#1-8

	Nokia, NSB
	This is agreeable in principle. However, for the second case if X is gNB and Y is a UE that initiates a COT, an additional default restriction is needed, preventing the UE from transmitting, as initiating device, during its serving gNB idle period. Also, in this case, as UE may need to suspend its COT if it detects the serving gNB has initiated a COT”. 

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the observation

	Sony
	Is this an observation or proposal?  Since LBE does not use FFP, I take it this is new to FBE and so shouldn’t this be a proposal instead?

	Moderato
	The reason for this conclusion is to clarify that based on the fact that a device, can be both initiating or responding device, which FFP is applicable considering there are two FFPs associated to two devices.
Further restriction on idle periods is discussed under other topics.
@OPPO: Yes, it is updated based on the comment to reflect the part that may create confusion.

@Nokia: The restriction will be discussed separately.

@CATT: X and Y can be gNB  and UE. COT sharing between both is supported. This doesn’t exclude any of those.



	Intel
	We are OK with the observation.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Ok with understanding that restrictions will be discussed later. In our view, a UE which initiated a COT, should not transmit in its serving gNB’s idle period.

	HW/HiSi
	We agree in principle but we also share the same concern as CATT that the language may be misinterpreted as X and Y can be both UEs or gNBs. Therefore, we suggest adding a note as follows

Observation 1-5:
If a device X at a given time is initiating a COT, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to with X. 

If a device X at a given time is sharing a COT initiated by a device Y, the applicable FFP for the device X  is the FFP associated to with Y.
Note: One of the devices X and Y is a UE and the other is its serving gNB.

	Apple
	We miss the connection between the new observation 1-5 and the old observation 1-5, which is about the gap > 16us. But in any case, we agree with the new observation 1-5, and are also fine with HW’s suggestion. 

	Samsung 
	OK with the observation. 

	ZTE
	OK with the observation with HW’s edit.

	Moderator
	Adopted HW, HiSi suggestion to address the concerns.
Observation 1-5:

If a device X at a given time is initiating a COT, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to with X. 

If a device X at a given time is sharing a COT initiated by a device Y, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to with Y.

Note: One of the devices X and Y is a UE and the other is its serving gNB.

	OPPO
	The conclusion does not intend to address the FFS point left from the last RAN1 agreement and you have confirmed this point in your comment section. So in order to avoid a wrong impression, we'd better to make it clear in the chairman notes, e.g.
Conclusion 1-5:
If a device X at a given time is initiating a COT, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to with X.
If a device X at a given time is sharing a COT initiated by a device Y, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to with Y.
Note1: One of the devices X and Y is a UE and the other is its serving gNB.
Note 2: Whether or not there is additional restriction on idle period is still FFS. 


	Moderator
Round 2
	The addition of Note 2 is addresses OPPO’s concern is fine.

As mentioned earlier, we have to discuss the inter-action between COTs and potential restrictions on idle periods. These topics are intended to be addressed in section 2.5. Hence, the follow-up on Note 2 should be addressed in section 2.5.

Hopefully, when some progress is achieved on the basic proposals, we can have more discussions on section 2.5.

Question to all: Do you agree to the following conclusion as the starting point?

Conclusion 1-5:
If a device X at a given time is initiating a COT, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to with X.
If a device X at a given time is sharing a COT initiated by a device Y, the applicable FFP for the device X is the FFP associated to with Y.
Note1: One of the devices X and Y is a UE and the other is its serving gNB.
Note 2: Whether or not there is additional restriction on idle period is still FFS. 


	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Samsung 
	OK with conclusion 1-5. 

	vivo
	We are fine with the current version

	Xiaomi
	Support FL proposal

	LG
	We are also fine with the latest proposal except for clarification on Note 2.

Isn’t there any relationship between other part and Note 2 in the proposal?


	Panasonic
	Support the conclusion.

	Sony
	Support the conclusion (shouldn’t this be an agreement?)

	Apple
	Support

	HW/HiSi
	Agree with the updated conclusion

	Intel
	The conclusion seems OK to us.

	InterDigital
	Support the conclusion.

	OPPO
	We are fine with the conclusion. 

@LG, what is the ‘other part’? do you refer to section 2.5 or do you refer to the conclusion 1-5 without note 2? could you please elaborate your concern? 

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the conclusion

	DOCOMO
	Agree with the conclusion

	Sharp
	We agree with the conclusion.

	ETRI
	We are fine with the conclusion.


 It was further discussed whether larger gaps than 16us in COT sharing is allowed.
· Alt 1: UE-to-Gnb COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode with a gap > 16us is supported.

· Intel, vivo, Ericsson, Sharp, MTK, DCM, CATT, Samsung, ZTE, Sanechips
· Alt 2: UE-to-Gnb COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode with a gap > 16us is NOT supported.

· HW, HiSilicon
Among the proponent of Alt 1, it is argued that such a restriction not only lacks technical motivation, but it also jeopardizes URLLC operation. The reason is that only a DL transmission that occurs immediately after a UL that initiated the COT, can benefit from COT sharing with UE. Any DL transmission not occurring immediately after UL, should be delayed until the next FFP based on the proposed restriction while it would be legitimate to occur during the current FFP before the idle period. 

The proponent of Alt 2 reasons that despite the fact that when both Gnb-initiated COT and UE-initiated COT are configured, there is less motivation to introduce UL-DL COT sharing, it would be specifically beneficial for the Gnb to transmit CG-DFI immediately after the UL burst without LBT (16us gap). The benefit would be mainly from latency perspective as compared to Gnb waiting for the start of the next Gnb CO which may be prone to some blocking due to sporadic interference. Otherwise, the Gnb could use its own COT to respond. It was raised however in the previous meeting that the Gnb’ s periodicity is rather long for URLLC applications, since the shortest configurable periodicity is 1ms. But this actually means that DL traffic that is not in response to uplink can anyway only be used for scenarios with moderate latency requirements in DL. Thus, the only use case for which an UL-DL gap >16us could be beneficial is where low latency is required only in UL but not in DL. Such a use case should be rather rare and the system should not be optimized for it.
Based on the majority of view, the following is proposed. 
Discussion point#1-6
	Proposal 1-6:

In semi-static channel access mode
· UE-to-Gnb COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode with a gap > 16us is supported.



	Question:
What is your view on Proposal 1-6?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal

	Futurewei
	We are OK with proposal.

	ETRI
	We support the proposal.

	Xiaomi
	Support FL proposal.

	Vivo
	Support the proposal. According to the regulation, gaps larger than 16 us in COT sharing for FBE are allowed. Therefore, we see no motivation to exclude such case.

“The Responding Device that does not proceed with such transmissions within 16 μs after the last

transmission from the Initiating Device that issued the grant, shall perform a Clear Channel Assessment

(CCA) on the Operating Channel during a single observation slot within a 25 μs period ending

immediately before the granted transmission time. If energy was detected with a level above the ED

Threshold Level (TL) defined in clause 4.2.7.3.1.4, point 6), the Responding Device shall proceed with

step 3). Otherwise, the Responding Device shall proceed with step 2).”

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal

	Panasonic
	We are fine with the proposal.

	Samsung
	Support the proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	We support the proposal

	Sony
	We support the proposal.

	ZTE
	Support FL proposal. Also put our company name under Alt.1 in revision mode.

	OPPO
	Agree 

	Intel
	We are OK with the FL’s proposal, and as mentioned above in the context of low latency and high reliable applications we see the benefit of supporting gaps larger than 16us.



	InterDigital
	We agree with the proposal

	LG
	Agree with the proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	We still don’t see the need for a gap of more than 16 us. The Gnb could simply use the next FFP. 

The reason is as described by the FL above: It is not necessary to reduce the latency given that the shortest FFP periodicity for the Gnb initiated COT is 1ms.

This means that DL traffic that is not in response to uplink can anyway only be used for scenarios where this periodicity is fine. The time interval between the UL transmission and the start of the Gnb’s next FFP will always be shorter than 1ms. Thus, the only use case for which an UL-DL gap >16us could be beneficial is where low latency is required only in UL but not in DL. Such a use case should be rather rare and the system should not be optimized for it, especially not when taking the WID into account that prescribes minimum specification effort.

It would be good if proponents to support even larger gaps can give an example for the use case that needs to have this feature supported.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Support. 

Not clear why such a restriction (forcing Gnb to share the UE-initiated COT only within a short period of the first UL transmission burst) is useful. Besides the impact on DL latency as mentioned by the FL, forcing Gnb to access the UE-initiated COT shortly after (e.g., <16 us) the first transmission burst might also impact UL latency, as the UE might have data to send in a second CG resource (e.g., few symbols) after the first transmission burst. By giving Gnb the choice when to access the UE-initiated COT, the Gnb might access the channel after the second CG resource.

 

	Charter Communications
	Support the proposal.

	Apple
	Support

	Ericsson
	Support the proposal

	Moderator
	 Support: 19 companies

Not support: 1 company

Proposal 1-6:
UE-to-Gnb COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode with a gap > 16us is supported



	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Sharp
	We agree with the updated FL proposal.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the proposal. We would like to clarify if UE can take back the COT after sharing to Gnb.

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal 

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal

	OPPO
	Agree

	Sony
	Agree.

	Intel
	We agree with the latest version of this proposal

	HW/HiSi
	We are still sceptical.

We understand that there is large number of proponents. But as in many other topics, the decision should be based on technical merits and not only on the number of supporting companies. The technical merits provided by almost all companies are referring in a way or another to facilitating more opportunities for Gnb to transmit in UE initiated COT at the expense of additional CCA whereas the Gnb FFP itself is limited to a minimum of 1ms. Companies have not commented on the usefulness though of such a use case in which the Gnb depends on the UE-initiated COT to achieve the DL latency requirements.
Therefore, we don’t think that this function is essential for defining a UE initiated COT.

If proponents can describe for which use case the functionality has benefits, we would be more comfortable with agreeing to it.

	Apple
	Support

	Samsung 
	Support

	ZTE
	Support

	Moderator
	Companies have provided technical motivations, e.g. R1-2007709

	Moderator

Round 2


	Companies view:

· Support: CATT, Futurewei, ETRI, Xiaomi, vivo, DCM, Panasonic, Samsung, Nokia, NSB, Sony, ZTE, OPPO, Intel, InterDigital, LG, Lenovo/MOT, Charter, Apple, Ericsson, sharp, QC (22)
· Not support: HW/HiSi

As HW/HiSi requests, at least few companies have provided justifications why the proposal should be supported (R1-2007657 , R1-2009103 , R1-2007709).

Hopefully, HW/HiSi feels more comfortable and agree to the following proposal.

Question to HW/HiSi: Is the following proposal agreeable?

Proposal 1-6:
UE –to- gNB COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode with a gap > 16us is supported



	Xiaomi
	Support FL proposal

	Sony
	Support

	Apple
	Support

	HW/HiSi
	Given the level of interest in the group, we are flexible and do not object to the proposal.

	Intel
	We are OK with the proposal.

	OPPO
	Support

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal

	Moderator


	Thanks HW/HiSi for being flexible!



	ETRI
	Support


2.5 On determination of gNB and UE COTs
The following was proposed by HW, HiSilicon. Which seems to be a common understanding. However, it is beneficial to confirm if the group share the same common understanding and if not, the discussion on whether and how the operation would be affected is necessary.
Discussion point#1-7

	Proposal 1-7: 
The gNB configures a UE to initiate semi-static CO in an unlicensed channel(s) only if the gNB configures the UE also with the higher layer parameters of the gNB’s initiating semi-static CO in the same channel(s).


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-7?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	In order to reduce the interference on gNB-initiated COT from UE-initiated COT and the conflict on UE-initiated COT among Ues, it is desirable that gNB can notify UE which UE-initiated COT can be allowed to use among the multiple configured UE-initiated COTs.
So gNB can inform UE a transmission pattern to indicate which COT(s) can be used for UE initialization.

	Futurewei
	Disagree. UE can be configured with two sets of parameters one for gNB initiated COT and one for UE initiated COT. They can differ, and gNB may instruct UE to switch between these two as gNB finds necessary.

	ETRI
	We think the operation with ‘UE FFP configuration only’ can also be considered. Such operation is better than ‘gNB FFP configuration only’ in terms of UL latency (which is more critical than DL latency in URLLC), because UE can immediately transmit UL without suffering from DL detection processing delay, and is simpler than ‘both gNB FFP configuration and UE FFP configuration’.
However, we do not have a strong view, and we are also fine with the proposal if the majority supports it.

	Xiaomi
	Does the proposal mean, if for certain band, there is no gNB’s initiating semi-static CO, then UE should also not be able to be configured to transmit in FBE manner on this band? For now, we don’t quite understand why this restriction is necessary.

	Vivo
	Yes, the FFP parameters for both gNB and UE should be configured to UE.

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal.

	Panasonic
	We don’t think the restriction in the proposal is necessary.

	Samsung
	Support the proposal. 

Though it seems more flexible to also support gNB to configure UE initiated COT alone without configuring gNB initiated COT, it materially reduces DL transmission opportunity and it would complicate the whole design to introduce new mechanism to increase DL transmission opportunity in such case. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We may need to study this further, e.g. whether a given device can be an LBE responding device and FBE initiating device. In any case one should not spend much time optimizing for such mixed scenario.  

	Sony
	Support the proposal. 

	ZTE
	Not clear about the proposal. Is the motivation to exclude the case that only UE’s FFP is configured in a band while no gNB’s FFP is configured? If so we think it is reasonable.

	TCL
	The UE should be configured with the parameters for UE and gNB configuration.

	OPPO
	agree

	Intel
	We are OK with this proposal, and it reflects also our common understanding.

	InterDigital
	We agree with Nokia and this needs to be further studied.

	LG
	Same question with ZTE. If the intention is that gNB’s FFP configuration is to be prerequisite for UE’s FFP configuration, then it is agreeable.

	HW/HiSi
	We agree with the proposal. 

In our view, both the UE and the serving gNB should be operating in the semi-static channel access mode. 

We would like to clarify that this is not related to the discussion on the relationship between the gNB and UE FFP parameters. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	While we think the proposal is probably the most typical configuration, we like to understand what would be the need to have such a restriction. For instance, why the gNB cannot access a UE-initiated COT to send DL URLLC data to other Ues?

	Apple
	Support the proposal.

It is unclear to us whether the regulation allows a device to be an LBE responding device and FBE initiating device. Our feeling is not. Supporting such a case could cause complication for the design, and there may not be much benefit.

	Ericsson
	Our first thought was that it was obvious from proposal that should be the case.

But now, considering Samsung and Nokia’s input, it would be good to discuss more the operations Nokia has in mind.

	Moderator
	@CATT: Proposal is about whether “only UE initiated COT” should be supported or not.
@FW: In case there is a misunderstanding, the proposal in fact suggests to configure a UE with two sets of parameters (gNB FFP and UE FFP) and exclude the case that only “UE initiated COT is enabled”.
OK: 9 companies

NO: 1 company

FFS: 7+[Samsung?]

Proposal 1-7: 
Further study whether the gNB can configure a UE to initiate semi-static CO only if the gNB configures the UE with the higher layer parameters of the gNB’s initiating semi-static CO in the same channel(s).


	Sharp 
	We agree with the updated FL proposal.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with this proposal.

	Sony
	Agree.

	Intel
	We agree with the updated FL’s proposal. 

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	ok

	HW/HiSi
	We think, it does not need to be studied further ( It could be agreed directly.

The proposal simply says that gNB has to be also operating as an FBE in order to configure the UE to operate as an FBE. 

Please note Moderator’s preamble “The following was proposed by HW, HiSilicon. Which seems to be a common understanding.” 

Now, we think we need to find out what the common understanding is. (


	Apple
	We also do not think this needs to be further studied, and we agree with the original proposal.

If companies have different views at this time and cannot converge, we do not see much point of agreeing to Proposal 1-7 either.

	Samsung 
	Actually, we support the original proposal. We don’t want to introduce new mechanism to resolve the mixed scenario, e.g. gNB works as LBE while UE works as FBE. 

One clarification question, is the “channel” in the proposal referred to the serving cell, or LBT bandwidth?  ‘channel’ in TS 37.213 can be LBT bandwidth, but channelAccessMode-r16 is configured per serving cell. 
“the Gnb configures a UE to initiate semi-static CO in an unlicensed channel(s) only if the Gnb configures the UE also with the higher layer parameters of the Gnb’s initiating semi-static CO in the same channel(s).”



	ZTE
	Agree that the original proposal, as clarified, should be the common understanding.

	Moderator

Round 2
	The intention of this proposal was not clear. To clarify, the intention is as LG stated that gNB’s FFP configuration is prerequisite for UE’s FFP configuration.

Question to Xiaomi, Panasonic, Nokia, Interdigital: 
· Could you please clarify the reasons for not agreeing to the proposal?
· In more details, how do you envision the operation if the condition in the proposal is not fulfilled?
Question to all: Is the following proposal agreeable?
Proposal 1-7: 
· The gNB configures a UE to initiate semi-static CO in an unlicensed channel(s) only if the gNB configures the UE also with the higher layer parameters of the gNB’s initiating semi-static CO in the same channel(s).


	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal based on FL explanation on the proposal in fact suggests to configure a UE with two sets of parameters (gNB FFP and UE FFP)

	Samsung 
	OK with the proposal 1-7. 

	Vivo
	We are fine with the proposal. 

	Xiaomi
	After reading the collected comments, if it just means that gNB has to be also operating as an FBE in order to configure the UE to operate as an FBE, we are fine with FL proposal.

	Sharp
	We agree with the proposal.

	Panasonic
	We share the same view with Xiaomi. OK with the proposal.

	Sony
	Agree to previous proposal.  For this one can we clarify what “channel” here means?  Is this a band or a cell or a BWP?

	Apple
	Agree. But tend to agree with Sony that “channel” seems a bit unclear here.

	HW/HiSi
	Support

	Intel 
	We are OK with the proposal.

	InterDigital
	We were unsure why the proposal is required. We are fine with it given the majority supports it.

	Nokia, NSB
	OK with the updated proposal

	Moderator


	Thanks Xiaomi, Panasonic, Nokia, Interdigital for being flexible!
@Sony: The term channel(s) in context of channel access (TS37.213, Clause 4.0) is part of the carrier that UE does LBT. In Rel-16 that is defined for be at least 20 MHz.
Proposal 1-7: 
· The gNB configures a UE to initiate semi-static CO in an unlicensed channel(s) only if the gNB configures the UE also with the higher layer parameters of the gNB’s initiating semi-static CO in the same channel(s).


	DOCOMO
	Agree with the proposal

	Sharp
	We agree with the proposal.

	ETRI
	We are OK with the proposal.

	Moderator
	Based on discussion on reflector, it was clarified that the configuration of FFP parameters are per serving cells. In order to avoid confusion with “channel(s)”, it was suggested by Samsung to add the following Note.

Proposal 1-7: 
· The gNB configures a UE to initiate semi-static CO in an unlicensed channel(s) only if the gNB configures the UE also with the higher layer parameters of the gNB’s initiating semi-static CO in the same channel(s).

· Note: UE initiated FBE configuration is configured per serving




In order to establish the framework, the proposals with respect to UE and Gnb behaviour at the presence of Gnb and UE FFPs, are categorized. Your input with respect to each category is very appreciated to have a better understanding on the group preference.

Discussion point#1-8
	Inter-relation between FFP configurations and initiated/shared COT 

Proposal 1-8: 
For semi-static channel access mode, decide which of the following rules are supported:
a) A UE can initiate a COT within a Gnb-initiated COT, and Gnb can initiate a COT within a UE-initiated COT
b) As initiating device, the Gnb can transmit during any UE FFP idle periods.

c) As initiating device, a UE can transmit during other Ues FFP idle periods.

d) A responding device can still transmit in the shared COT even if its transmission collides with the idle period of FFP configured for the responding device 

e) A UE may operate as an initiating device within a Gnb’s FFP only in case that Gnb has not initiated that FFP.

f) By default, a UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the serving Gnb (regardless whether the serving Gnb initiates a COT in that FFP).
· Collected from Nokia, Panasonic, ETRI, Lenovo-MOT, Samsung, Xiaomi, Intel, spreadtrum


	Question: 
What is your view on the options in Proposal 1-8?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	 We prefer to option c) and the agreement as below is enough  in the last meeting
· For semi-static channel access mode,
· When Gnb operates as an initiating device 

· The Gnb is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the Gnb in which the Gnb initiates a COT

· When a UE operates as an initiating device 

· The UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the UE in which the UE initiates a COT

· When a UE shares a COT initiated by the Gnb during an FFP associated with the Gnb
· The UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of that FFP in which the UE shares the COT initiated by the Gnb
· When the Gnb shares a COT initiated by a UE during an FFP associated with the UE

· The Gnb is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of that the FFP in which the Gnb shares the COT initiated by the UE

· FFS whether/how to support additional restrictions to the idle period
We needn’t further restrict UE behaviour like option f)

	Futurewei
	The language needs clarifications. In a) “within” means that the COT of one device needs to be completely contained in the COT of the second device or they can overlap?  Not clear.

We agree that devices can transmit in each other idle period if they do not share the COT. Therefore, we are OK with b) and c).   

For d) in our understanding if a responding device transmit in a shared COT it must respect the FFP and idle period associated to that COT, which means that it does not use the FFP for the responding device if they are not the same.

e) we prefer that Gnb controls the UE behaviour. The UE may initiate a COT for FFP after CCA even if Gnb initiated a FFP,  the Gnb may validate or invalidate the UE COT i.e. can ask the UE to use the Gnb initiated COT and switch to Gnb semi-static parameters or let UE continue its FFP.

f) We do not agree. Gnb controls UE therefore it could switch UE to a new FFP. Otherwise UE should be listening to the channel and identify which FFP is in operation. This would require additional signalling for each transmission to identify in each FFP takes place. It would also require additional listening to the channel with increased power consumption.



	ETRI
	We support a), b), c), d), and do not agree with e), f).

For e), it needs to be allowed for UE to initiate a COT within a Gnb FFP as needed regardless of whether Gnb occupied the channel in the Gnb FFP or not. 

For f), we prefer the opposite direction such as “by default, as initiating device, a UE can transmit during any Gnb FFP idle period.”

	Xiaomi
	Support a)/b)/ c)/d), not support e)/f). e)/f) put additional restrictions on UE and for now we don’t see the necessity.

	Vivo
	We support a)-d).
For better resource usage, flexibility and obey the regulation rule, we support a) –d).

For e), it is unnecessarily to prioritize sharing the Gnb initiated COT over the UE initiated-COT, sharing COT may not be aligned with UE’s traffic profile. 

For f), this is also unnecessary restriction since UE’s UL transmission is under Gnb’s control via scheduling and/or configuration. If Gnb configures/schedules UL transmission in Gnb’s idle period, when the COT is initiated by UE, UE can transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the serving Gnb .



	DOCOMO
	We support b/c/d/e.

For a), we don’t see the necessity of this condition from URLLC perspective as COT sharing is available for both Gnb and UE-initiate COT.

For e), we think this condition is necessary as COT sharing is available for the case when Gnb has initiated its FFP.
For f), we are not sure how to interpret “by default”, but if the intention of f) is as follows, we don’t see the necessity of this condition.

As initiating device, a UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the serving Gnb (regardless whether the serving Gnb initiates a COT in that FFP)

	Panasonic
	We support b), c), and e. 
For d), we agree with the Futurewei’s comment, i.e., if a responding device transmit in a shared COT it must respect the FFP and idle period associated to that COT, which means that it does not use the FFP for the responding device if they are not the same. 
f) would be needed from the perspective of coexistence with other RAT.

	Samsung
	In our understanding, at least a) b) d) is already covered by the agreement in last meeting cited by CATT.  It seems c) is also covered by the agreement, but it would be beneficial to further clarify c).  

c) is reasonable, because inter-UE blocking can be avoided by proper Gnb scheduling/coordination as  

captured in discussion point #1-1, there is no need to always forbid a UE’s UL transmission in another UE’s idle period. And apparently, it is difficult that a UE knows where is another UE’s idle period. Therefore, we support c). 

We object e). It excludes the possibility that a Gnb can skip its next FFP if the next FFP is overlapped with a UE’s COT and starts later than the UE’s COT. However, such scenario is beneficial for Gnb power saving and avoid unnecessary DL transmission. 

For f), we think it is beneficial to ensure fair co-existence with other nodes, and also easier for inter-Gnb coordination. For example, if FFP for 2 gNBs are aligned, and Ues of each Gnb is not transmitted in Gnb’s idle period, the UE from Gnb1 does not block Gnb2.  

	Nokia, NSB
	a) We see no use case for UE initiating a COT within a Gnb COT, but Gnb initiating its COT within a UE COT may be useful, e.g. if the Gnb has data to transmit to other Ues than the COT initiator

b)
Support.

c)
Support.

d)
Support 

e)
Support.

f)
Agree, as the default mode of operation. However, the Gnb may still indicate to the UE if the opposite is allowed, e.g. when the Gnb is not planning to initiate an FFP 

- e.g. when a Gnb operates as a responding device and does not intend to initiate an FFP, a UE could be allowed to transmit during the Gnb idle period

	Sony
	We are fine with b), c) & d).  

Item a) needs a bit more clarification.  Are we talking about the scenario in figure below, i.e. UE initiated a COT at time t2 where this COT overlaps with Gnb’s Idle period at time t3 & t5.  Here the Gnb can initiate a COT at time t5.  What happens to the remaining of the UE’s COT between time t5 and t6?  If this is not the scenario in item a), please clarify the scenario.

[image: image6]


	ZTE
	We support b), d) (partially), e) and f). 

· For b) and f) we agree that a UE’s COT shall not block the Gnb initiating a COT and a UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the serving Gnb.
· For d) and e), we think the UE shall be prioritized to share the COT of the Gnb within a valid Gnb FFP. Thus a UE should be allowed to transmit in the COT shared by the Gnb even if its transmission collides with the idle period of FFP configured for the UE. However, for UE-to-Gnb COT sharing, both the UE and the Gnb should not be able to transmit in the idle period of Gnb’s FFP.
· For c), it can be avoid by configured all UE with the same FFP (periodicity and offset) or other implementation scheme.

	TCL
	From our understanding, each device should operate according to its FFP configuration. The configuration can result in supporting a-e. 
If f is desired, that should be result of the configuration and not a limitation on top of configuration.

	OPPO
	For a), could FL please clarify the definition of Gnb initiated COT within a UE initiated COT? Does it intend to say there are two initiated COT simultaneously present and overlapped in time? Or does it refer to a Gnb initiated COT is after the UE initiated COT and they are TDM’ed ?

For b) c) f), we are fine. 

For e), we are fine in principle but we are open for the case without this restriction too

For d), we are not fine if the responding device is Gnb. 

	Intel
	Option a): our understanding is that the latency problematic that we are trying to solve arises only when the Gnb is not able to acquire a FFP. Given that from Rel.16, a UE is able to determine whether a Gnb’s FFP is valid or not, the operation of a UE as an initiating device may be constrained only in case of invalid Gnb’s, which would lead to very few specification changes, and more importantly would ensure low contention and blocking among devices. Therefore, we do not support this option.

Option b) Given a framework according with we provide higher priority to a Gnb’s FFP over a UE’s FFP, and we do not allow concurrent operation of a UE and a Gnb as an initiating device, we believe it is OK for a Gnb to transmit within the UE’s idle period when the first operates as an initiating device.  Therefore, we support this option based on the assumption we described.

Option c) We support this option. However, we believe that blocking among Ues could be mostly prevented from Gnb’s proper scheduling. 

Option d) We are not very clear about this option. In our understanding, the responding device should not transmit within the initiating device’s idle period.

Option e) We do support this option since we believe this could lead to mitigate greatly blocking and contention among Gnb and Ues and to a more simplified behaviour with minimal specification impact. 

Option f) We support this option, and we believe that we should always prioritize a Gnb’s FFP over a UE’s transmission or UE initiating a new FFP, and this could be achieved by preventing a UE from transmitting within a Gnb’s idle period.



	InterDigital
	We support (a), (b), (c), (d). For € we think that this is too restrictive and there are cases (e.g. misdetection by UE) where a UE could initiate a COT without knowing that the Gnb had initiating one in its overlapping FFP. For (f) we think this would lead to wasted resources especially for UE initiated COTs (where both UE and Gnb idle periods would be unused).

	LG
	a) Further clarification/discussion is necessary.

b) OK.

c) OK.

d) Further clarification/discussion is necessary.

e) OK.

f) OK in principle, but it can be seen as an extension of idle period of UE’s FFP.

	HW/HiSi
	First, we think it should be clarified if the views are to be provided from the perspective of allowance by regulations or from the perspective of whether or not these rules are beneficial to 3GPP design

Second, we think it is a bit early to down select from these rules. Our initial preferences would be as follows:  

Support: 

A, 

B (Only if the Gnb has NOT responded within the UE’s FFP as per the previous agreement), 

C,  

D (Only if the responding device is a UE and NOT a Gnb), 

F(Although the transmission is allowed by regulation, the restriction would be helpful to prioritize Gnb’s COT) 

Not support: E

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	a) Don’t see the need. Also, would complicate the specifications for handling potential misunderstandings between UE and Gnb
b) Ok subject to the agreements made last meeting

c) Ok especially when a UE-FFP contains multiple idle periods for other Ues

d) No. Gnb idle period should be respected

e) Prefer to discuss it later. As it stands, it may require extra mechanism (beyond LBT) to detect whether the Gnb has initiated an FFP.

f) Yes. Would be good to clarify what does the intention of adding  “By default”

	Apple
	We support a/b/c/d.

The reason we support a) but not e) is that UE-initiating COT may allow the UE to use a different ED threshold compared to Gnb-initiated COT, which may allow the UE to acquire the channel with higher probability. This is beneficial for URLLC with tight latency requirement.

We do not immediately see the need for restriction in f). It is also unclear what “by default” means. If it means that this 
ehaviour may be configurable by the Gnb, we can discuss further.

	Ericsson
	OK a to d

On f) we need further discusisons.

	Moderator
	Discuss urhter

	Sharp
	a) Support

b) Support

c) Support

d) Support 
e) Not support. By allowing UE COT initiation within a Gnb’s FFP also in case that Gnb has initiated that FFP, the channel can be utilized more efficiently.

Support

	Qualcomm
	Discuss further

	Sony
	It will be good to give an example scenario for some of these proposals, e.g. is the scenario we described above correct for Item a)?

	Intel
	We also believe this requires further consideration and discussions.

	HW/HiSi
	Ok to discuss further

	Samsung 
	Ok to discuss further

	ZTE
	OK to discuss further

	NEC
	a) Support

b) Support

c) Support

d) Do not support 

e) Do not support

f) Support. Or else multiple UEs may persistently block the gNB’s idle period and prevent gNB from initiating COT.

	ETRI
	OK to discuss further


Discussion point#1-9
	Support of explicit indication to UE to initiate COT in the next FFP

Proposal 1-9: 
Select one of the following alternatives:

· Alt a: A UE can be explicitly indicated by DCI whether or not to initiate a COT in a next FFP associated to the UE.

· Panasonic, 
· Alt b: Explicit indication to á UE to initiate a COT in a next FFP associated to the UE is not supported.

· MTK, DCM


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-9?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	In order to reduce the interference on gNB-initiated COT from UE-initiated COT and the conflict on UE-initiated COT among Ues, it is desirable that gNB can notify UE which UE-initiated COT can be allowed to use among the multiple configured UE-initiated COTs.

For notifying UE which UE-initiated COT can be allowed to use, gNB can configure transmission pattern for each UE with dedicated RRC signaling or MAC CE by gNB-initiated COT or sharing UE-initiated COT.
We would like to propose  below Alt.c

Alt.c : Explicit indication to á UE to initiate a COT in a next FFP associated to the UE by RRC signaling or MAC CE

	Futurewei
	Support Alt-a

	ETRI
	Support Alt a.

	Xiaomi
	Not quite sure what the “explicit indication” mean. For example, we think a possible scenario can be, if a UE receive a UL grant DCI to schedule a UL transmission which is within the COT of the next FFP associated to the UE, then UE can decide to initiate the COT of the next FFP. (Padding signals may be needed if the UL transmission is not starting from the beginning of the COT). Since this UL grant DCI is just a normal DCI with no special field designed only for this propose, then can we say the UL grant is “explicit indication”? if no, then we go to Alt b.

	vivo
	Support Alt b. A UE can choose to initiate a COT according to the alignment between the configured or scheduled resources and the FFP starting boundary. If the resources align with the FFP starting boundary, UE will initiate its own COT, otherwise, UE shares the gNB-initiated COT. The benefits/use case for additional signalling is not clear. 

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal and prefer Alt b because of the same reason with vivo. 

	Panasonic
	Support Alt a since explicit indication gives more flexibility and more efficient for gNB to control the channel change.

	Samsung
	Support Alt b. We share the similar view with VIVO and DOCOMO. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We are not sure if the two options are mutually exclusive;

· Alt a could simply be an LBT type indication in the UL grant (see also proposal 1-10)

· Alt b could be e.g. a GC-PDCCH, disabling UE-initiated COTs for some upcoming slots

We are open to consider both options

	Sony
	Just to clarify, we did not propose an explicit DCI indicator to allow UE to initiate a COT.  Our proposal is that the UE that has already initiated a COT can stop using the COT and let the gNB use the remaining of its COT to scheduling other Ues.

	ZTE
	Alt-b is preferred. Explicit indication is not necessary given that the implicit method (by UL scheduling) has been agreed in the last meeting.

	TCL
	We support Alt-a.

	OPPO
	We support Alt-a.

	Intel
	We prefer Alt. b, and we believe that no new mechanisms should be introduced to indicate explicitly to a UE whether it should operate as an initiating device or not. 



	InterDigital
	Support Alt. b. We agree with vivo.

	LG
	Support Alt-a at least for the purpose of UE congestion control.

	HW/HiSi
	Alt b

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	In our view, this issue can be discussed later. However, we think if the need for an explicit indication is justified, the first step is to consider the mechanisms already available (such as DCI format 2_0 or 2_4).  

	Apple
	Alt b, but we are open to hear what exact benefit can be achieved by Alt a (something more specific than more control at the gNB).

	Ericsson
	We are positive in general but we need more discussion.

	Moderator
	Views are split. It is preferred to discuss more. 

Proposal 1-9: 

· In semi-static channel access mode. Further study if a UE can be explicitly signalled whether or not to initiate a COT in a next FFP associated to the UE.

· FFS on signalling: DCI, MAC CE, RRC



	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Qualcomm
	Agree with the proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal. Maybe “a next” could be replaced with “an upcoming” to be more generic.  

	DOCOMO
	We are fine with the proposal

	OPPO
	Agree

	Sony
	OK to further study.

	Intel
	We are OK to leave the explicit signalling for further study.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	In our view, this issue can be discussed later.

	Moderator
	Updated based on comment from Nokia.

Updated based on comment from FutureWei

Reverted to previous version based on comments from Intel and Lenovo, MOT

Proposal 1-9: 
· In semi-static channel access mode, further study if a UE can be explicitly signalled whether or not to initiate a COT in a next an upcoming FFP associated to the UE.
· FFS on signalling: DCI, MAC CE, RRC



	HW/HiSi
	We share the same view as FW thanks for updating the proposal on the reflector. This proposal above does not capture the edits yet. 

	Apple
	We prefer to leave this to further study (i.e. support Proposal 1-9 above). We see the benefit of leaving some flexibility to the UE especially in terms of choosing the ED threshold value. We are happy to discuss further, but want to keep it open for now.

	Samsung
	OK with updated proposal 1-9. 
Regarding the comment from Apple, it seems UE choses different ED threshold value for initiating a COT and responding a COT. We’re not sure whether same or different ED threshold is used in case of FBE. According to the regulation, it seems the same threshold is applied no matter UE acts as initiating device or responding device.  

	NEC
	Do not support proposal 1-9. We prefer this to be done implicitly, e.g. following a cancellation of UE initiated COT. Signalling overhead will be high if UE needs to be explicitly signalled whether or not to initiate a COT in an upcoming FFP. 

	Moderator
Round 2
	Few companies have concern to agree to the supporting signalling to indicate next FFP.

Majority of companies are in favour of supporting that, and few have strong preference to support this feature.

Then, it would be reasonable to discuss more to understand the details and then make a decision.

Question to all: Is the following proposal agreeable?

Proposal 1-9: 

· In semi-static channel access mode, further study if a UE can be explicitly signalled whether or not to initiate a COT in a next an upcoming FFP associated to the UE.

· FFS on signalling: DCI, MAC CE, RRC



	Samsung 
	Fine with proposal 1-9, i.e. we’re ok to further study whether explicit signalling is needed. 
Regarding the FFS point, it seems all possible signalling ways are listed (DCI, MAC CE, RRC). Maybe it is sufficient to just keep “FFS on signalling”.  

	Vivo
	No, we prefer not to study this feature unless obvious advantage or important issue can be identified. Could any supporting company explain the merits of using explicit signalling? We believe implicit way with minimum spec impact can achieve the same effect.

	Xiaomi
	Fine with FL proposal.

	Sharp
	A question: by stating “a UE can be explicitly signalled”, does it mean implicit determination is not excluded?

	Panasonic
	OK with the proposal.

	Sony
	OK to further study.  Fine with proposal for this meeting.

	Apple
	OK to further study, but not sure if we need to agree on the proposal. Generally speaking, it is not so necessary to agree to every aspect some companies intend to further study.

	HW/HiSi
	In our view the proposal can be discussed with low priority given the limited GTW time.

We have the following concerns with the current proposal:

1- The main bullet of the proposal is an FFS and there is a number of open issues in this WI that we do not need to agree to study

2- Does “explicitly signalled” imply that implicit signaling using DCI will not be studied? 

How can the proposal solve the same issue for UE initiated CO using configured UL which is most likely use case for IIoT/URLLC?

	Intel
	Even if it is not our preference, we are OK to further study an explicit signalling, and continue discussion on this topic.

	InterDigital
	We agree with the proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal. Editorial: “a next” should be deleted, as discussed earlier.

	Moderator


	The proposal is updated as the following. It is clarified that any potential explicit signalling does not preclude implicit determination rules.

Some companies still do not see the need as oppose to some other company. A study is recommended to provide better clarity for making decision.

Question to all: Is the following proposal agreeable?

Proposal 1-9: 

· In semi-static channel access mode, further study if a UE can be explicitly signalled whether or not to initiate a COT in a next an upcoming FFP associated to the UE.

· FFS on signalling e.g. DCI, MAC CE, RRC
· Note: Any potential explicit signalling does not preclude the option of implicit determination of initiating a COT in an upcoming FFP associated to the UE



	DOCOMO
	Fine with the proposal

	Sharp
	We agree with the proposal.

	ZTE
	We are confused by the added note. Implicit determination is already supported in last meeting, right?

	ETRI
	We agree with the proposal.

	Moderator
	HW/HiSi: We have the following concerns with the current proposal:
3- The main bullet of the proposal is an FFS and there is a number of important issues in this WI that we did not have to agree to focus the study on them.

4- We appreciate the motivation of adding the note below clarifying that implicit determination is not be precluded. However, in our view, these two methods are mutually exclusive; once a UE receives an explicit indication it wouldn’t be allowed to override the explicit indication from gNB.    

· Note: Any potential explicit signalling does not preclude the option of implicit determination of initiating a COT in an upcoming FFP associated to the UE

Therefore, in order to have an efficient discussion of the proposal in the GTW, we think that the proposal should be revised to equally consider FFS on implicit determination of initiating a COT in an upcoming FFP associated to the UE.

Note has changed to FFS suggested by HW/HiSi. Please note that the whole proposal is FFS.

Proposal 1-9: 
· In semi-static channel access mode, further study if a UE can be explicitly signalled whether or not to initiate a COT in an upcoming FFP associated to the UE.

· FFS on signaling e.g. DCI, MAC CE, RRC

· FFS whether any potential explicit signaling precludes the option of implicit determination of initiating a COT in an upcoming FFP associated to the UE




Discussion point#1-10
	COT associated indication for scheduled UL transmission

Proposal 1-10: 
A UE should be able to determine, exclusively from information in the scheduling DCI, whether a scheduled UL transmission should be transmitted according to shared gNB COT or UE-initiated COT.

· Nokia, QC, Ericsson (also applicable to scheduled DL), OPPO, Samsung, vivo(?)


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-10?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	 From our perspective, it is not clear how UE can determine a scheduled UL transmission by shared gNB COT or UE-initiated COT.
This need gNB indication for whether UE-imitated is allowed or not. If not allowed or LBT failure case, UE can share gNB COT.

	Futurewei
	Support proposal.

	ETRI
	Support the proposal in general.
It would be good if the meaning of ‘determine’ is further clarified. For example, does it mean ‘determine autonomously’ or ‘determine based on a rule’ or any possibility? 

	Xiaomi
	We can support “A UE should be able to determine, whether a scheduled UL transmission should be transmitted according to shared gNB COT or UE-initiated COT”. As to the detailed method of how it is determined, further discussion may be needed.

	Vivo
	We only support to determine according to the alignment between the scheduled resources and the FFP starting boundary. 

	DOCOMO
	We share the same view with vivo.

	Panasonic
	We support the proposal.

	Samsung
	Support the proposal.

Just to clarify, this proposal does not imply that we need additional/dedicated bit field to enable/disable UE COT, the proposal only says UE can determine whether to enable/disable UE COT by the scheduling DCI. The details for how UE determine whether to enable/disable UE COT by the DCI is FFS.

	Nokia, NSB
	We support the proposal. It could be seen as the same as Proposal a in 1-9.

	Sony
	It would be good to clarify in which scenario this applies.  It seemed to suggest that the gNB that has initiated a COT sends an UL Grant to the UE scheduling a PUSCH that is outside the gNB’s COT.  Otherwise it isn’t clear why the UE needs to initiate a COT if the PUSCH still falls within the gNB’s COT since the UE can be a responding device.

	ZTE
	We share the similar view with vivo. The agreement made in the last meeting is sufficient.

	OPPO
	Support the proposal

	Intel
	Our understanding is that for a DG UE, operating within a gNB’s COT or as initiating device would be transparent from a UE’s perspective as in LBE, since in this case the whole UE’s behaviour is under gNB’s control (e.g., length of the UL transmission as well as the LBT type to use). Therefore, we believe that same principles and procedures adopted in LBE for COT sharing could be used for FBE as well, and no new signalling is needed. In this matter, we believe it would be good to conclude the related ongoing discussion within the NR-U channel access agenda item.



	InterDigital
	Support the proposal.

	LG
	Similar view with vivo.

	HW/HiSi
	We think that ‘exclusively’ needs to be clarified. If this means that if the UE is scheduled to start at the beginning of its FFP and ends before the idle period of that FFP, then it is an initiating device and otherwise it is according to shared gNB COT, then this should be fine.  

We think there are two cases here when the UL transmission is not starting at the beginning of the UE FFP:

-If the UE has already initiated CO in the UE FFP in which the UL transmission is scheduled ( UL TX in UE COT

-If the UE has not initiated CO in the UE FFP in which the UL transmission is scheduled ( UL TX is sharing gNB COT



	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Few clarification questions related to the proposal:

· What field in DCI is to be used for such determination?

· With this indication, would it be possible to switch back and forth between shared gNB COT and UE-initiated COT within a time window (e.g., within gNB-FFP)?

· Why exclusively from the scheduling DCI, and not e.g. information in 2_0 as well?



	Charter Communications
	We don’t think this 
ignallin is possible even in NR-U (UE may or may not detect DL COT information in SFI).

	Apple
	We do not support the proposal. We think the UE should have the flexibility to choose one of the two based on certain rules.

We may need to be more specific on the options for a UE to determine which one instead of staying on high level, so that we understand better the implication of the proposal.

	Ericsson
	Support.

DCI fields for LBT in case of FBE, is already supported. gNB can indicate to UE whether to perform CCA of 9us or no LBT. In addition, gNB can indicate whether the transmission is based on gNB-initiated COT or UE initiated COT. 



	Moderator
	Views are diverged. 

More discussion is needed.



	Sony
	It will be good to clarify what scenario this is supposed to address:
1) UE has not initiated a COT yet and gNB has already initiated a COT.  In the DCI gNB tells UE to initiate a COT.  Also when can the UE initiate this COT?

2) UE has already initiated a COT and somehow gNB also initiated a COT.  In this case DCI tells UE to use its own COT.  What scenario leads to both devices simultaneously operate in their own initiated COT.

	Intel
	We agree with the FL’s conclusion

	Samsung
	Ok to further discuss. 

	NEC
	We do not agree to this proposal as the wording means that we need additional/dedicated bit field in DCI to select UE initiated FFP or gNB initiated FFP. 

	OPPO
	According to companies comments, we suggest the following updates and hope it can address the companies concerns. 

Proposal 1-10: 
When a scheduled UL transmission is aligned with UE FFP boundary, A UE should be able to determine, exclusively from information in the scheduling DCI, whether a the scheduled UL transmission should be transmitted according to shared gNB COT or UE-initiated COT.

FFS: whether or not introduce additional bit field in DCI



	ETRI
	OK to discuss further


Discussion point#1-11
	COT associated indication for configured UL transmission

Proposal 1-11:
When a transmission opportunity of a configured UL transmission starts the starting position of the FFP associated with UE and ends before the idle period of that FFP, the UE can initiate the COT to perform the UL transmission.

· Vivo, Ericsson, OPPO(?),DCM


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-11?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal

	Futurewei
	OK with proposal.

	ETRI
	Support the proposal.

	Xiaomi
	Support FL proposal

	vivo
	We support the proposal

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal

	Panasonic
	We support the proposal.

	Samsung
	Support the proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	This seems to correspond to Proposal 1b in 1-9. We support this, but it may be good to be able to disable this too. This may also depend on whether there is an ongoing gNB COT at the same time, see the discussion under Proposal 1-8

	Sony
	We are fine with the proposal but didn’t we already agree that the UE can initiated a COT for any scheduled/configured UL transmissions?  How is this different?

	ZTE
	When the configured UL transmission is not in a valid gNB’s FFP, we support the proposal. Otherwise, sharing the gNB’s COT should be prioritized.

	OPPO

	We think another possibility is option e) of point 1#9

	Intel
	We believe that in general we should indeed align the start of an UL transmission with a FFP, so that immediate transmission could occur after the CCA procedure. However, we believe that:

1. A UE should be allowed to operate as an initiating device only within an invalid gNB’s FFP. 

2. Alignment between the time domain resources for an UL transmission and the UE’s FFP could be handled by gNB’s scheduling and implementation, and this proposal is not needed.



	InterDigital
	Support the proposal

	LG
	Similar view with Sony.

	HW/HiSi
	Agree

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We are fine with the proposal in principle. There might be some restrictions on the FFP or CG configuration(s) (especially for relatively frequent and short UE-FFP durations) such that gNB/other Ues can access the channel. 

	Apple
	Support

	Ericsson
	Support

	Moderator
	The proposal seems to be agreeable in general but it seems it is better not to be discussed in isolation.

Continue to discuss Proposal 1-11 in combination with 1-8, 2-9, 1-10.


	Sony
	It isn’t clear how this proposal is different to the one agreed in RAN1#102-e:
Agreements:
· For semi-static channel access mode, support using the transmission of any scheduled/configured UL channel/signal to initiate a COT by a UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode

· FFS the case when the UE is IDLE/INACTIVE mode



	NEC
	Agree with this proposal. However, we should further discuss what if a transmission opportunity of a configured UL transmission does not start from the starting position of the FFP associated with the UE, given multiple configured grants and configured grants of different UEs may overlap.

	ETRI
	OK to discuss further


Discussion point#1-12
	Support of group-common signalling

Proposal 1-12: 
For gNB-to-UE COT sharing, the following options can be further considered:

· Option 1: UE detects group-common or broadcast signalling from the beginning of the FFP configured for gNB.

· Option 2: gNB indicates the remaining COT duration as zero if it shares the COT initiated by other UE.

· Option 3: gNB indicates the initiating of a COT to UE.

· vivo



	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-12?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We prefer to Option1

	Futurewei
	We support the Option 1. We suggest reformulating it as “UE detects a gNB transmission burst at the beginning of the FFP configured for gNB” to make it more general and in agreement with ETSI specifications of FFP initiation

	ETRI
	Option 1 seems a baseline operation that is already supported. We’d like to know if there is a new point compared with Rel-16.

Option 2/3 can be further discussed.

	Xiaomi
	Does Option 3 means “gNB indicates the sharing of a COT to UE.”? If so, we can support Option 3 and Option1.

We don’t quite understand what Option 2 mean.

	Vivo
	In Rel-17, since gNB can share the UE-initiated COT, simple DL signal detection in Rel-16 will not be able to distinguish the gNB-initiated COT. The DL signals may be sent in the UE-initiated COT shared by gNB. Therefore, the detection mechanism of gNB-initiated COT should be enhanced to adapt to the new feature in Rel-17.

	DOCOMO
	Option 1 seems Rel.16 behaviour for gNB-initiated COT. Options 2/3 can be further discussed for UE-to-gNB COT sharing.

	Panasonic
	We prefer Option 1.

	Samsung
	Is it to down-select one of the solutions, or can consider more than one solutions listed here? 

It seems some of the options are not exclusive, e.g. option 1 and option 2 can work together. 

Besides, I think this proposal only focus on group-common signalling, it does not mean other mechanisms to determine whether a gNB shares its COT to a UE are excluded, right ?

For example, it is open whether a UE can assume gNB has initiated its COT if the UE detects the unicast PDCCH at the beginning of gNB FFP ?  

Maybe we can first discuss whether Rel-16 FBE mechanism is sufficient to determine whether a gNB has initiated a COT when UE initiated COT is configured in Rel-17, and then, we can discuss potential new mechanisms, if we agree Rel-16 FBE mechanism is insufficient. From our point of view, Rel-16 FBE mechanism of detection any DL signals in gNB’s COT as the confirmation of gNB initiated COT 

is insufficient to distinguish whether gNB transmits as an initiating device or as an responding device.

	Nokia, NSB
	The same mechanism should be applicable as in the case of LBE

	Sony
	We have similar views with Futurewei.  Is the intention of this proposal to tell the UE that the gNB has initiated a COT?  If so, why is this restricted to only GC-DCI & broadcast message since as pointed out by Futurewei, it should be just any gNB transmission burst at the beginning of the FFP.

	ZTE
	Option 1 is preferred.

	OPPO
	We prefer option 1

	Intel
	We are not supportive for any of the above options, since we are failing to understand their technical need. Perhaps, additional clarifications are needed. Our understanding is that for DL to UL COT sharing the Rel.16 procedure could be reused.

	InterDigital
	We support option 1 and option 3.

	LG
	Prefer Option 1.

	HW/HiSi
	We think there no need to discuss this point as it supported as in NR-U R16

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	In our view, we can discuss this after more design details of UE-initiated COT/UE-to-gNB COT sharing is decided.

	Apple
	We are open to discuss the options further.

Is option 1 the same as R16 mechanism?

Option 2 seems to be a special case of Option 3.

We also have another issue that even if we introduce explicit indication of gNB-initiated vs UE-initiated COT, R16 Ues still cannot differentiate. R16 Ues would assume it is gNB-initiated COT whenever it detects any DL transmission in the FFP.

	Ericsson
	Option 1. We think it is already supported in Rel-16. Some details may need to be fixed. 

	Moderator
	Most o the companies assume this functionality is already supported in Rel-16. 

Whether any enhancement is needed, is not clear.

The recommendation is that more discussion is needed.



	Sharp
	Need to clarify the motivation to discuss gNB-to-UE sharing signalling. Our understanding is that it is required to enable differentiation on whether a detected DL burst is based on gNB-initiated COT or another UE’s UE-initiated COT. However, Rel-16 FBE UE cannot differentiate them anyway. In this sense, GC-PDCCH may not be a complete solution.

	Samsung 
	We share similar view with Sharp that Rel-16 FBE UE cannot differentiate whether a detected DL burst is based on gNB-initiated COT or another UE’s UE-initiated COT, when UE detects broadcast DL signals. 

It would be helpful, if companies can explain a bit more how Rel-16 mechanism can support such differentiation. 

	Vivo
	We would like to clarify the motivation for the proposal. In Rel-16, since only gNB is allowed to initiate COT, any DL signal within the FFP can indicate that gNB has initiated a COT, no matter the DL signal is from the beginning of the FFP or in the later part of the FFP. E.g., gNB schedules UE1 at the beginning of FFP, UE1 receives DL signals and knows that gNB has initiated the COT. After DL transmission to UE1, gNB may schedule UE2 or transmit group common or broadcast signals. Although the (CG-) PDCCH or PDSCH or broadcast signals received by UE2 is not from the beginning of the FFP, UE2 can still assume that gNB has initiated the COT. Therefore, UE2 can share the gNB-initiated COT. However, in Rel-17, UE2 cannot make such assumption if it receives CG-PDCCH or broadcast signals which are not from the beginning of the FFP associated to gNB, they may be sent from the COT that gNB shared from another UE, e.g., UE3. Therefore, to ensure that DL signal detection is still valid, we need to constrain the DL signals for COT sharing indication to be sent from the beginning of the FFP.
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In order to share to more Ues, gNB should send GC-DCI or broadcast signals or sending remaining COT duration for FBE. If gNB indicates zero remaining COT, it means that gNB has not initiated a COT, no more remaining COT is available. We would like to modify the proposal as below: 

For gNB-to-UE COT sharing, UE can differentiate between gNB initiating the COT and gNB sharing other UE’s COT by following options:

· Option 1: UE detects group-common or broadcast signalling from the beginning of the FFP configured for gNB.

· Option 2: gNB indicates the COT information signalling.

· FFS details on the COT information signalling.



	OPPO
	R16 does not have such issue and R17 needs to make such differentiation. 


Discussion point#1-13

	Support of explicit indication from UE to gNB that UE has initiated a COT
Proposal 1-13:
Select one of the following alternatives:

· Alt 1: A UE can send an indication that it has initiated a COT in an FFP.

· IDG, Charter, FUTUREWEI(?)

· Alt 2: No support of new signalling transmitted by UE to indicate whether a UE has initiated the COT. 

· Samsung, Panasonic, DCM



	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-13?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We prefer to Alt.2

	Futurewei
	The UE should not send an indication that it initiated a COT. 

The UE shall be able to send to gNB an explicit request to initiate a COT for FFP or to start a semi-static operation.

	ETRI
	We prefer Alt. 2.

	Xiaomi
	Support Alt 2

	vivo
	For scheduled UL transmission, gNB will know if the UE has initiated a COT as explained in 1-9. For Configured UL transmission, gNB will anyway detect from the beginning of the UE’s FFP to see if there is CG PUSCH, therefore, gNB will know if the UE has initiated a COT. Therefore, Alt 2 is preferred.

	DOCOMO
	We prefer Alt 2.

	Panasonic
	Support Alt 2. It is sufficient that the gNB just needs to detect the UL transmissions which are configured/scheduled by the gNB. Then, the above proposal is not necessary.

	Samsung
	Support Alt 2.

	Nokia, NSB
	Alt 2. So far we have not identified a need for new signaling

	Sony
	We support some indication on UE usage of the COT, e.g. it would be more useful if the UE tells the gNB that it no longer needs the COT so that the gNB can use the remaining of the COT.

	ZTE
	Alt.2 is preferred.

	OPPO
	In Rel.16 LBE, at least UE can use COT-sharing information in CG-UCI to indicate a UE initiated COT. This should be naturally supported in Rel.17 FBE. 

	Intel
	We support Alt 2, since we believe that there is no need to support any new signalling from the UE to indicate whether the UE operates as an initiating or responding device.

	InterDigital
	Alt 1. There may be cases where the UE initiates a COT during an active gNB COT and an indication would ensure the updated COT parameters are known by both UE and gNB.

	LG
	Prefer Alt.2.

	HW/HiSi
	Alt 2. Could proponents of Alt 1 elaborate on its benefits?

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	In our view, the proposal can be related to discussion points 10 and 11 and may not be needed based on those proposals. Also, if different indications used for different UL transmissions, the specification impact might be noticeable.  

	Apple
	Is this proposal trying to decide whether to reuse R16 signaling or design new 
ignalling for the purpose? Unless we can identify the existing 
ignalling is not sufficient, we would support Alt 2.

	Ericsson
	Alt 2

	Moderator
	About 13 vs 3 companies are supportive of Alt 2.
Discuss further if Alt 2 is agreeable,

Proposal 1-13:
No support of new Signalling transmitted by UE to indicate to gNB whether a UE has initiated the COT. 


	Sharp
	We agree with the updated FL proposal.

	Qualcomm
	Need to clarification that the content in CG-CUI is not new Signalling. If yes, we agree.

	Intel
	We agree with the FL’s proposal.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Ok. Clarification of “new Signalling” would be good.

	HW/HiSi
	Agree with proposal

	Apple
	Even though we do not see strong motivation yet, we are a little bit concerned that we may be making the decision too soon before getting into detailed design. What if we find that we need to do some minor changes the contents? Would it be safer if we wait until we know better the design.

	Samsung 
	Agree with proposal

	ZRE
	Agree with the updated proposal

	vivo
	Agree with proposal 1-13

	NEC
	Agree with Alt-2

	Panasonic
	Agree with the proposal.

	InterDigital 
	Our intention is not a new signalling.

	ETRI
	Agree with the proposal.


Discussion point#1-14
	Support of cancellation of UE-initiated COT

Proposal 1-14: 

DCI format 2_0 can be used to cancel UE-initiated COT at least for configured uplink transmission.

· OPPO


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-14?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	It isn’t necessary for cancellation mechanism of UE-initiated COT because it is better that gNB informs UE a transmission pattern to indicate which COT(s) can be used for UE initialization

	Futurewei
	We are OK with proposal.

	ETRI
	Seems related to Option 3 of Proposal 1-12. Can be further discussed.

	Xiaomi
	We don’t see the need to cancel a UE-initiated COT. If UE has no data, then it can just stop transmitting.

	Vivo
	Not sure what is the motivation to cancel the UE-initiated COT, the transmission/reception collisions are under gNB’s control.  

	DOCOMO
	We don’t see the necessity of this function.

	Samsung
	OK with the proposal. 

Considering it is already supported that SFI can cancel the CG PUSCH transmission, and if UE does not transmit a UL at the beginning of a UE’s FFP, UE does not initiate a COT,  this proposal is more like a clarification.  

	Nokia, NSB
	It may be too early to agree yet, but DCI-2_0 is a good candidate for this.

	Sony
	We are fine with the proposal.  However, it would be good to clarify what the gNB can do after the COT cancellation.  Can the gNB then use the remaining of the UE’s COT to scheduling other Ues?

	ZTE
	We do not think the proposal is necessary.

	OPPO
	Our proposal is that in DCI 2_0 SFI can cancel the CG transmission (supported since Rel.15), when a CG resource can be used for COT initiation and cancelled by SFI, the UE naturally cannot initiate a COT. 

	Intel
	We are in principle OK with this proposal if the aim is to reuse the Rel.16 procedure to cancel CG UL transmissions lying within a UE’s FFP. However, we believe it is too early to agree on it.

	InterDigital
	This requires further discussion.

	LG
	OK in principle. But it seems to need discussion.

	HW/HiSi
	We think that the question is not clear. If the UE has initiated COT, how will an ongoing transmission be cancelled. If it is just for the configured UL resource, NR-U Rel 16 mechanism on configured UL can be reused here.
Additional enhancements are not needed. The study on the feasibility and benefits is outside the scope of the WID.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	We can decide which DCI format (e.g., 2_0 or 2_4, etc.)  to be used once it is decided that UE-initiated COT needs to be cancelled.

	Apple
	The purpose is not exactly clear to us. Would suggest we discuss use case first.

	Ericsson
	Same view as Nokia. It is good to have a means to cancel.

	Moderator
	Further discuss.

	Sharp
	We think there is no need to change the existing SFI-based behaviours.

	Sony
	OK to further discuss.  

	Samsung 
	We share the same view with Sharp that no need to change the existing SFI-based behaviours.

	Vivo
	Agree with Moderator.

	NEC 
	It is necessary to support a cancellation mechanism for UE-initiated COT, as signalling overhead is increased significantly if gNB informs UE a transmission pattern to indicate which COT(s) can be used for UE initialization, also gNB does not know in advance. However, Rel-15 DCI format 2_0 has the drawback of changing the slot formats for URLLC upon cancellation, so we propose that COT release indication is a unified solution for both configured and scheduled UE transmission. 

	ETRI
	OK to further discuss.  


Discussion point#1-15

	Support of sharing COT between Ues via gNB
Proposal 1-12: 
Study the scheme that UE can share its COT to the other Ues through gNB.

· QC



	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-15?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	UE can share its COT to the other Ues through Gnb shouldn’t be allowed because it is so complicated scheme. Only Gnb sharing UE COT is enough.

	Futurewei
	The question is not well posed. In our opinion once a UE initiates a COT is up to Gnb to decide if that COT FFP parameters should be configured to other Ues such that multiple Ues share the same COT with the same FFP parameters. The Gnb has the necessary information to decide if the UE should share a COT or not.

For instance, when multiple Ues share the same COT, the Gnb may decide that the COT uses the Gnb semi-static parameters, thus all Ues share Gnb initiated COT. Each UE is configured with UE semi-static parameters and Gnb semi-static parameters, therefore Gnb semi-static parameters and Hnb initiated COT may be a common denominator for all UE to share that COT.

	ETRI
	We are not sure if such two-hop COT sharing is allowed by the regulation.

	Xiaomi
	Seems quite complex? And will it violate regulatory?

	Vivo
	Out of WI scope. Should not supported in Rel-17.

	DOCOMO
	We don’t see the necessity of this function.

	Panasonic
	We share the same view with CATT.

	Samsung
	If it does not violate the regulation, it can be considered if time allows.

	Nokia, NSB
	We are not convinced of the benefits of this proposal

	Sony
	The question isn’t clear.  If this is proposing that the gNB as a responding device to a UE initiated COT can schedule another UE that did not initiate the COT, then we support this as it reduces latency as described in our T-doc. 

	ZTE
	If the proposal is to support the two hop UL-DL-UL COT sharing, we do not support it.

	OPPO
	Maybe we can postpone the decision after having a clear view of the issue. If the benefits are clear and the regulation allows, we are open for discussion. 

	Intel
	We do not support this proposal, and we do not thing this behaviour is allowed by the ETSI BRAN. In our understanding the ETSI BRAN distinguishes between an initiating and a responding device so that the initiating device is the only one allowed to grant transmissions to other responding devices, but a responding device is not allowed to grant transmissions to other responding devices. In fact, in either Sec. 4.2.7.3.1.4 and 4.2.7.3.1.5 of 301 893, it is only stated that an initiating device can grant an authorization to one or more associated responding devices:

3) An Initiating Device is allowed to grant an authorization to one or more associated Responding Devices to transmit on the current Operating Channel within the current Channel Occupancy Time. A Responding Device that receives such a grant shall follow the procedure described in clause 4.2.7.3.1.5.



	InterDigital
	Should be considered.

	LG
	It seems necessary to be deprioritized than other issues. 

	HW/HiSI
	Not needed. The study on the feasibility and benefits is outside the scope of the WID.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	It can be further discussed. It seems to be a useful feature to serve URLLC Ues.

	Apple
	We do not think this is allowed by the regulations, or at least it is questionable.

	Ericsson
	We think it is useful to enable such functionalities if time allows.

	Moderator
	There is no strong support to study this proposal.



	Sharp
	We agree with the updated FL proposal. We might need to discuss how to avoid sharing COT between Ues via gNB.

	Sony
	It will be good to clarify the proposal a bit.  If this is to allow gNB to schedule other Ues, then we think this is beneficial.

	Vivo
	Agree with Moderator

	NEC
	We do not support proposal 1-15.

	ETRI
	Agree with Moderator


2.6 On UE-initiated COT in IDLE/INACTIVE mode
The following agreement was made during last meeting.  It was also discussed whether UE FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT can be provided before dedicated RRC. Currently, only gNB-initiated COT is supported before dedicated RRC.
	Agreements:
· For semi-static channel access mode, support using the transmission of any scheduled/configured UL channel/signal to initiate a COT by a UE in RRC_CONNECTED mode

· FFS the case when the UE is IDLE/INACTIVE mode




The summary of companies views on high level is captured in the proposal below.

Discussion point#1-16
	Support of UE-initiated COT in IDLE/INACTIVE mode

Proposal 1-13: Select one of the following alternatives:

· Alt 1: For semi-static channel access mode, UE-initiate COT in IDLE/INACTIVE mode is supported
· QC, vivo, Sony, LG(?), Nokia, ETRI, Samsung, Ericsson, OPPO, Sharp, IDG, MTK, WILUS, Charter

· Alt 2: For semi-static channel access mode, UE-initiate COT in IDLE/INACTIVE mode is not supported

· HW, HiSilicon, DCM, CATT, Spreadtrum

· Alt 3: The decision on whether to support RACH transmission to initiate a COT by UE in RRC IDLE/INACTIVE mode could be up to RAN2
· Panasonic


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-16?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We prefer toAlt.2. UE-initiated COT for configured/scheduled uplink transmissions in connection mode is a priority and it is well suitable for the IioT uses cases with the low latency requirement in our view. Considering the limited time budget, it is proposed that UE-initiated COT is not supported when the UE is IDLE/INACTIVE mode. Consequently, FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT provided by SIB-1 needn’t be supported.

	Futurewei
	Support Alt-2. We do not support having UE to initiate a COT in idle mode, as this operation is not controlled by the gNB it can collide with other UE initiated COT or gNB initiated COT. Moreover, the gain of supported COT in the IDLE mode is marginal as it happens very infrequently that a UE needs to initiate a COT and not be activated already. We prefer to focus on solving the issues of the ACTIVE mode first, which should be the basic framework for all other possible states initiated COT (if any). We are OK to further discuss if the support is necessary for INACTIVE state.

	ETRI
	Firstly, we think SIB-1 signalling is beneficial in terms of signalling efficiency. And as a consequence of introducing SIB-1, we are fine with Alt. 1. However, additional work specific to idle/inactive mode seems out of the scope and needs to be avoided/minimized.

	Xiaomi
	Support Alt 2. Form our view, LBE is a better choice for idle/inactive mode compared to FBE.

	Vivo
	Support Alt-1. Unified behaviour is preferred for RACH transmission for Ues in idle and connected mode. 

	DOCOMO
	We prefer Alt 2 as we should focus on URLLC perspective in this WI. Initial access is supported in Rel.16 for gNB-initiated COT and no enhancement is necessary.

	Samsung
	Support Alt-1.

	Nokia, NSB
	We support Alt 1

	Sony
	Support Alt-1.

	ZTE
	We are open to discuss it, but with a lower priority and the spec impact should be limited. The design for the connected mode should be prioritized, and once finished we can discuss whether or not to introduce the parameter for FFP configuration in SIB-1.

	OPPO
	Support Alt-1

	Intel
	For msgA and msg1 in the 2-step and 4-step RACH procedure, respectively, no explicit or implicit coordination between a UE and a gNB is possible on whether a UE can operate as a responding or initiating device. Therefore, uncoordinated transmissions may occur. For this reason, in this case we prefer to reuse the Rel.16 behaviour an operate a UE transmitting msgA or msg1 only as a responding device. 

For what concern the transmission of the HARQ-ACK information related to msgB for the 2-step, and msg3 for 4-step RACH, a UE could be instead instructed implicitly or explicitly by the gNB on whether to operate as a responding or initiating device through the use of msgB or msg2, respectively. In this case, our preference is to enable UE’s initiating device for semi-static channel access mode.



	InterDigital
	Support Alt 1.

	LG
	Still prefer Alt-2 since IA procedure is not related to URLLC traffic.

	HW/HiSi
	The support of IDLE/INACTIVE mode is outside of what has been discussed in URLLC for Rel-16. Therefore, in our view this is out of scope.

Additionally, since only one FFP period can be active at a time and has to be active for at least 200ms, there is no point for URLLC services in using different FFP parameters that are signalled over SIB-1.

We also note that a CONNECTED UE would need to perform RACH procedure, e.g., to regain UL synch. Switching to a common FFP would thus adversely impact the latency whereas attempting to utilize the Ros, that were configured based on the common FFP, during the dedicated UE FFP could very difficult.        

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	It can be further discussed later. On one hand, by supporting UE-initiated COT in IDLE/INACTIVE mode, gNB does not need to initiate a COT only to enable a potential PRACH transmission. On the other hand, in settings such as a factory, PRACH transmissions might be more predictable. Besides, initial access has not been considered for licensed URLLC and HRLLC in LTE.  

	Charter Communications
	Support Alt-1. There is no guarantee a gNB will have DL traffic for COT sharing to cover every RACH occasion.

	Apple
	We are open to consider it for initial access but we also agree with some companies that the connected mode operation should have higher priority.

	Ericsson
	Support.

Our view is that by design we should not put limitation for 3GPP technologies when not required by regulation.

	Moderator
	View are split. About 9 bs 7.

Continue discussion to decide whether to support this feature or not.



	Sharp
	We prefer Alt 1.

	Vivo
	OK to discuss further. 

	ETRI
	OK to discuss further. 


In the following, some proposals are listed that provide more details on the design in case UE-initiated COT in idle mode is supported. It would be appreciated if you provide your views. Even if you are not supportive of the features, your feedback on the feasibility or complexity is appreciated.
Discussion point#1-17
	On FFP parameters for UE initiated COT in idle mode, if supported

Proposal 1-17: 
In semi-static channel access mode, if UE-initiated COT for idle/inactive mode is supported

· Consider to define the FFP including or starting with essential UL transmission occasions such as PRACH (similarly to SSB for DL) as default FFP for UE initiated COT in idle mode
· LG


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 1-17?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	First of all, We need discuss about Proposal 1-16 and then  we can discuss about proposal 1-17.

	Futurewei
	We agree with CATT

	ETRI
	In our view, SIB-1 signalling can be used (if introduced) for that purpose.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with CATT

	vivo
	UE can obtain FFP information from SIB-1. No need to define default FFP.

	DOCOMO
	We agree with CATT

	Panasonic
	We agree with CATT.

	Samsung
	Can be discussed after the decision of proposal 1-16.

We share the same view with vivo that UE can obtain FFP information from SIB-1, no need to define default FFP. 

	Nokia, NSB
	This can be discussed later

	Sony
	UE in Idle Mode can obtain FFP information from SIB-1.

	ZTE
	Agree with CATT

	OPPO
	We agree with FL proposal 1-17. 

	Intel
	Before discussing this detailed option, we would prefer to first conclude on Discussion point#1-16.

	InterDigital
	This can be discussed later.

	LG
	It seems that our proposal was not correctly captured by FL.( The original proposal is to define default gNB’s FFP and relevant UE behaviour (e.g. not to make UE-initiated COT) for the FFP containing some DL essential signal such as SSB. It is not related to whether to support idle mode UE.

	HW/HiSi
	Not support

	Charter Communications
	Agree with CATT

	Apple
	If supported, we share the view that FFP information can be obtained from SIB-1.

	Ericsson
	If it is supported, this would be good solution.

	Moderator
	View are split. About 9 bs 7.

Continue discussion to decide whether to support this feature or not.



	
	


Discussion point#1-18

	 Additional design details for UE initiated COT in idle mode, if supported
Proposal 1-18A: Study the following alternatives for PRACH transmission in idle mode:

· Alt.1: Supporting UE initiated COT by PRACH transmission in idle mode;

· Alt.2: Allowing PRACH transmission in idle period of an FFP.

Proposal 1-18B: Study the following two alternatives for SSB to PRACH mapping:

· Alt.1 Divide PRACH occasions into two groups and SSB is mapped to PRACH occasion per group;

· Alt.2: Introduce two PRACH configurations and SSB is mapped to PRACH occasions per PRACH configuration.

Proposal 1-8C: Study the following alternatives for MsgA transmission in idle mode:

· Alt.1: Supporting UE initiated COT by MsgA transmission in idle mode;

· Alt.2: Allowing MsgA transmission in idle period of an FFP.

Proposal 1-18D: Study the following for RO-to-PO mapping:

· Alt.1: Divide PUSCH occasions into two groups and PRACH occasion is mapped to PUSCH occasion per group;

· Alt.2: Introduce two sets of PUSCH configurations and each PUSCH configuration is associated with one PRACH configuration.

· QC



	Question: 
What is your view on Proposals 1-18A to 1-18D?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	First of all, We need discuss about Proposal 1-16 and then we can discuss about proposal 1-18.

	Futurewei
	We agree with CATT

	ETRI
	We agree with CATT. Even if UE COT in idle mode is supported, only essential function can be considered in this WI.

	Xiaomi
	Agree with CATT

	vivo
	Not support considering the complexity and ambiguity for gNB if some Ues are allowed to transmit the PRACH in gNB’s idle period and some Ues are not allowed to transmit in gNB’s idle period. In addition, it avoids the regulation that transmit the PRACH in gNB’s idle period when the UE shares gNB’s COT.

	DOCOMO
	We agree with CATT

	Panasonic
	We agree with CATT.

	Samsung
	Can be discussed after the decision of proposal 1-16. 

In general, though PRACH transmission in gNB’s idle period when UE initiates its COT does not violate the regulation, the potential blocking to gNB LBT should be carefully studied. For connected UE, gNB can cancel PRACH transmission which would block gNB LBT, but for idle UE, it seems no sufficient way to cancel the PRACH transmission.

	Nokia, NSB
	This can be discussed later

	Sony
	This are details for idle mode operation which can be discussed later.

	ZTE
	Agree with CATT

	OPPO
	Proposal 1-18A: we support Alt-1 and we don’t support Alt-2. 
Proposal 1-18C: we support Alt-1 and we don’t support Alt-2.

Proposal 1-18B/1-18D: this depends on the discussion of point#1-8 f), if the gNB idle period is not allowed for the UE to transmit, we may not need proposal 1-18B and 1-18D. 

	Intel
	As above, before discussing this detailed option, we would prefer to first conclude on Discussion point#1-16.

	InterDigital
	This can be discussed later.

	LG
	Same view with CATT. 

	HW/HiSI
	No support. 

In our view the support IDLE/INACTIVE is out of scope. 

Furthermore, the WID says minimum specification effort. The high number of proposals related to IDLE/INACTIVE give a clear indication that this cannot be achieved with minimum specification effort.

	Apple
	This can be discussed later.

	Ericsson
	If supported, we prefer Alt-1 in 18A and 18C.

We need to discuss others.

	Moderator
	Continue exchanging views. 



	
	


2.7 Other topics
Additional topics were discussed by companies with corresponding observations and proposals as listed in Appendix. Among them, few topics are listed below:
Proposals addressing the priority in semi-static channel mode operation:
· Consider supporting the configuration of a priority level restriction for PUSCH, SR, HARQ-ACK for triggering UE-initiated COT (Apple)
· UE COT initiation enabling/disabling is determined from the traffic priority (MTK)
· gNB may send a PDCCH to cancel a low priority UE’s transmission and release the corresponding UE initiated COT in order to support high priority URLLC transmission of another UE (NEC)
· Support configuration of phy-PriorityIndex field for CG operation in unlicensed band. The field of pusch-RepTypeIndicator is NOT configured for operation with shared spectrum channel access for Type 1 CG (vivo)
· For the case of UE-initiated COT with configured grant PUSCH transmission, solutions should be considered to avoid LBT before a high priority UL transmission at the beginning of the acquired FFP (Lenovo, MOT)
Proposals addressing at least the following topics:
· ED threshold in UE-to-gNB COT sharing (QC)

· Assumption on FFP type for multiple RB sets in a carrier/BWP under the unaligned FFP structure (LG)

· Issues related to CP extension (ETRI, Panasonic)

· Issues related to UE’s processing time for DL detection (ETRI)
· Issues related to wideband operation (clarification on whether it is under the scope) (ETRI)
· Whether gNB can schedule other Ues whilst under a UE initiated COT, i.e. gNB gets ownership of COT from the UE: (Sony)
The complete list of proposals is provided in Appendix.
3 Harmonization of UL Configured Grant
Harmonization of UL CG was extensively discussed during the previous meetings. Three following options were discussed with majority of views in 
avour of either Option 2 or Option 3:
· Option 1: Operation based on only URLLC CG features

· Option 2: Operation based on either URLLC CG features or NR-U CG features (NW configurability between two independent operational modes)
· Option 3: Operation based on combined URLLC and NR-U CG features
Since views were not converged, the following guideline for follow-up work was concluded:

	Conclusion:

Further study and decide how to harmonize the CG features for Rel-16 URLLC and Rel-16 NR-U. Table 1 in R1-2005376 can be used as a starting point for the corresponding discussion and decision




3.1 Mandatory RRC parameters for unlicensed operation
In the previous meeting, cg-RetransmissionTimer was agreed to be an optional RRC parameter for unlicensed band operation using semi-static channel access mode (a.k.a. FBE).
	Agreements:
· At least for FBE, configuration of (cg-RetransmissionTimer) should not be mandated when configured grant Type 1 or Type 2 are configured on unlicensed spectrum.


Whether the above agreement should be extended to dynamic channel access mode was not decided. 

The proponent of extending the agreement to LBE, argue that it is important to note that although FBE based channel access is conceptually simpler, however, that does not imply that LBE channel access is not applicable for URLLC/IioT operations in controlled environments. The arguments to consider cg-RetransmissionTimer optional for FBE is equally valid to keep this feature optional for LBE. On the other hand, one company makes an observation on lack of strong motivation for the extension.  

Therefore, the following is proposed for discussion and decision:
Discussion point#2-1

	Proposal 2-1: 
For dynamic channel access mode (a.k.a. LBE), configuration of (cg-RetransmissionTimer) should not be mandated when configured grant Type 1 or Type 2 are configured on unlicensed spectrum.
· QC, DCM, Ericsson

· Sony (not supportive?)



	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 2-1?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal.

	Futurewei
	We are OK with proposal.

	ETRI
	We basically think that LBE is not proper to many URLLC applications even in controlled environment due to possibility of random backoff. We prefer to focus on FBE in Rel-17.

	Vivo
	We think the decouple of the cg-RetransmissionTimer and unlicensed spectrum only applies to Rel-17 FBE mode.

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal

	Panasonic
	We are fine with the proposal.

	Samsung
	OK with the proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal

	Sony
	We are not supportive of the proposal.  It isn’t clear what the motivation is to also mandate this for LBE since LBE is not in a controlled environment and the entire Rel-16 NR-U CG-PUSCH design using cg-RetransmissionTimer is based on this assumption. 

	ZTE
	We are fine with the proposal.

	TCL
	We support the FL proposal.

	OPPO
	We think that FBE is not proper for URLLC, so we prefer to focus on FBE in Rel-17. If majority view support proposal, no additional spec impact for LBE is expected.

	Intel
	We are not supportive of this proposal. We do not see any motivation to enable LBE channel access mode in controlled environment for URLLC applications. From our point of view, it is important to note that in NR-U the LBE design has been envisioned and designed to combat frequent LBT failures, and therefore operating this in controlled environment may lead to high level of contention/ blocking and high delays especially given that Cat-4 LBT is needed, and synchronism across cells may not be trivial.

	InterDigital
	We are fine with the proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	We do not support the proposal. 

From the perspective of usage scenario, FBE is the main mode for URLLC in controlled environment. Considering its similarity to licensed band, CG of Rel-16 URLLC can be used. If we consider LBE, more flexible HARQ timing should be used considering asynchronous deployment is the typical case.

	Apple
	We are fine with the proposal.

	Ericsson
	Support.

Currently, with the restriction in spec, Rel-16 URLLC CG (that is without CG-UCI) cant be used for unlicensed.

	Moderator
	11 companies are supportive of the proposal while 5 companies against.

Continue discuss further 

	Qualcomm
	We do not support the proposal 2-1 but agree to further discussion

	LG
	Same view with Sony/Intel/HW. Enabling LBE itself is hard to be motivated for supporting URLLC in controlled environment. 

	Sony
	We still do not support Proposal 2-1.  There isn’t any clear justification to remove this for LBE.

	Vivo
	No support. 


Another topic raised by a company is the constraint on harq-ProcID-Offset2 that in Rel-16 is limited to licensed band. It is discussed that similarly to cg-RetransmissionTimer this constraint should be removed to enable harmonization of CG features for URLLC operation in unlicensed band.

Therefore, the following is proposed for discussion and decision:
Discussion point#2-2
	Proposal 2-2: 
Configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum.
· Ericsson


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 2-2?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	From our perspective, motivation of Configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 for unlicensed spectrum isn’t clear

	vivo
	Fine with the proposal. 

	DOCOMO
	We are fine with the proposal

	Panasonic
	We agree with CATT.

	Samsung 
	OK with the proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal

	ZTE
	Agree with CATT. HARQ ID for each CG can be reported by the UE in CG-UCI. We don’t see the need to introduce harq-ProcID-Offset2 for unlicensed spectrum.

	OPPO
	Agree with the proposal

	Intel
	We are generally fine with the proposal, but we are not clear whether this would preclude the use of the NR-U procedure. In fact, we believe that the HARQ-ID procedure from NR-U could be still used as well. 

	InterDigital
	We are fine with the proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	We think that if cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, harq-ProcID-Offset2 can be supported following URLLC R16 CG.

	Apple
	Agree with the proposal

	Ericsson
	Support.

Currently, with the restriction in spec, Rel-16 URLLC CG (that is without CG-UCI) can’t be used for unlicensed.

	Moderator
	cg-RetransmissionTimer
Indicates the initial value of the configured retransmission timer (see TS 38.321 [3]) in multiples of periodicity. The value of cg-RetransmissionTimer is always less than or equal to the value of configuredGrantTimer. This field is always configured for operation with shared spectrum channel access together with harq-ProcID-Offset. This field is not configured for operation in licensed spectrum or simultaneously with harq-ProcID-Offset2.
Harq-ProcID-Offset2

Indicates the offset used in deriving the HARQ process IDs, see TS 38.321 [3], clause 5.4.1. This field is not configured for operation with shared spectrum channel access

For usage of URLLC CG in unlicensed band, it is important to allow using this parameter in unlicensed band.

Proposal 2-2: 
Configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum.


	CATT
	From our perspective, motivation of Configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 for unlicensed spectrum isn’t clear. If  CGRT can’t be configured, harq-ProcID-Offset2 for CG-UCI can be used in NR-U.

	Qualcomm
	We support the proposal only in FBE mode without configuration of cg-RetransmissionTimer

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal 

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal at least for the case when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured

	OPPO
	Agree

	Moderator
	This proposal is needed for Option 1 and 2 in Proposal 2-3. Otherwise, UE always determines HP ID (Option 3). Considering situation for 2-3, it is recommended to remove this restriction and have a fair basis towards all three options. 


	Intel
	We are fine with the proposal.

	HW/HiSi
	Agree only when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured

	Apple
	We also would like to update our view as that this is supported at least when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, because this is related to whether we want to enable or disable the feature as a whole. We are not against dividing the feature into smaller components if it is well motivated, but we would like to understand the motivation better before agreeing.

	ZTE
	If this proposal is agreed, it may imply that the HARQ-ID could be determined by URLLC mechanism once harq-ProcID-Offset2 is configured. It means Option 3 in Proposal 2-3 would be ruled out. So, we suggest to discuss it together with Proposal 2-3 or we discuss Proposal 2-3 first.

	Vivo
	Fine with the proposal. 

	Moderator

Round 2
	Companies view:

· Support: vivo, DCM, Samsung, Nokia, NSB, OPPO, Intel, Interdigital, HW/HiSi, Apple, Ericsson, QC (only for FBE)
· FFS?: CATT?, Panasonic?, ZTE?

Some companies suggest that the proposal should be applicable when cgRetransmissionTimer is not configured. Some companies are supportive of the proposal. 

CATT and Panasonic raised concern on condition of RetransmissionTimer configuration. 

ZTE comment to discuss with 2-3. This proposal is needed to establish a fair framework for 2-3.

Based on the comments, the proposal is updated as the following.

Question to all: Is the following proposal agreeable?

Proposal 2-2: 
Configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum at least when when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured.


	CATT
	We want to clarify whether harq-ProcID-Offset2 is used to enable URLLC CG features or not.

In addition, based on above modified proposal, we hope to clarify whether harq-ProcID-Offset2 can be configured when cg-RetransmissionTimer is configured ( NR-U mechanism enabling)
Anyway, we think discussion point #2-3 need be discussed firstly. This topic is related to conclusion of discussion point #2-3. 

	Samsung
	Generally fine with the proposal. 
We also want to ask for the clarification of the relation between harq-ProcID-Offset2 and other RRC parameters other than cg-RetransmissionTimer, i.e. RRC parameter X and Y in proposal 2-3. 

	Vivo
	We are fine with the proposal. 

	Panasonic
	We share the view from CATT. This issue could be discussed after concluding harmonization of CG features in Section 3.2.

	Apple
	Even though we are not against the proposal in principle, we share the feeling that we should understand the framework better (e.g. in the end, what functionality we want to support together/separately) before making individual/isolated decision.

We do not think not agreeing to this proposal would put some options in disadvantage, because we need to provide sufficient motivation to agree to any new changes. We should not just agree to something solely for the purpose of putting different options on equal footing.

	HW/HiSi
	We agree.

	Intel
	We are generally OK with the proposal, but we should also clarify that this is also only applicable if the cg-UCI is not carried, given the implications this may have on proposal 2-3. 

	InterDigital
	We are fine with the proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal

	Moderator
	Updated companies view:
· Support: vivo, DCM, Samsung, Nokia, NSB, OPPO, Intel, Interdigital, HW/HiSi, Ericsson, QC (only for FBE)
· Defer to P2-3 outcome: CATT, Panasonic, ZTE, Apple

The issue with harq-ProcID-Offset2 is similar to cg-RetransmissionTimer where in Rel-16, the latter was always mandated in unlicensed for CG operation and the former can only be configured in licensed band.
Hence, it is not possible to do harmonization and using Rel-16 URLLC CG where the HARQ process ID is determined based on timing. This RRC parameter should be applicable to unlicensed as well for the harmonization purpose.

@Intel: Note is added to clarify CG-UCI is not included in PUSCH if this parameter is configured.

@QC: FFS added to address your preference.

Proposal 2-2: 
Configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum at least when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured. 

· Note: If harq-ProcID-Offset2 is configured, CG-UCI is not included in PUSCH.

· FFS only for semi-static channel access mode



	DOCOMO
	Agree with the proposal

	ZTE
	As we commented before, if this proposal is agreed, it may imply that the HARQ-ID could be determined by URLLC mechanism once harq-ProcID-Offset2 is configured. Then, it would automatically mean that we need an RRC parameter to differentiate between URLLC mechanism and NR-U CG-UCI based mechanism. In other words, Option 3 in Proposal 2-3 would be ruled out.

So, instead of discussing separately with Proposal 2-3, we suggest to leave this proposal and add a note for Proposal 2-3, e.g., ‘Note: For Option 1, Option 2-a and Option 2-b, configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum at least when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured.’

	ETRI
	We are fine with the proposal.

	Moderator
	QC: 

Proposal 2-2: 
Configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum at least when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured. 
· Note: If harq-ProcID-Offset2 is configured, CG-UCI is not included in PUSCH.

· FFS only for semi-static channel access mode
Comment 1: the parameter harq-ProcID-Offset2 is related to the HARQ-Process ID determination for licensed band. If we consider this parameter in unlicensed band, it should work under FBE mode. Therefore, I suggest to add the FFS item to main proposal.

Comment2: for the note part, I think  harq-ProcID-Offset2 and CG-CUI can work together since CG-CUI can carry some important information (for example COT sharing, ED threshold) other than HARQ-process ID. 
In a word, I suggest the following revision for Proposal 2-2:

Proposal 2-2: 

For semi-static channel access mode, configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum at least when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured. 
Intel: We actually share a similar view as QC on the previous text of proposal 2-2, and we prefer to state directly in the body of the proposal that this is for semi-static channel access mode.  As for the note, I acknowledge that we have not yet discussed the content of the CG-UCI itself. However, as of now the proposal may seem to preclude the NR-U way of determining the HARQ-ID when the cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured. Therefore, perhaps instead of removing the note, we could just clarify this aspect by adding the following note:
  Proposal 2-2 (updated): 

For semi-static channel access mode, configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum at least when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured. 

· FFS only for semi-static dynamic channel access mode
· Note: this proposal does not preclude the UE from choosing its own HARQ-ID as in Rel.16 when harq-ProcID-Offset2 is not configured.

Therefore, proposal is updated as the following:

Proposal 2-2: 

For semi-static channel access mode, configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 is supported for unlicensed spectrum at least when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured. 

· FFS for dynamic channel access mode
· Note: this proposal does not preclude the UE from choosing its own HARQ-ID as in Rel.16 when harq-ProcID-Offset2 is not configured.




3.2 Harmonization of CG features (excluding PUSCH repetition)
Companies views on harmonization of NR-U CG features and URLLC CG features (without considering PUSCH repetition) vary a lot between different companies as summarized below:

Summary of proposals on CG harmonization (without considering PUSCH repetition)

· Alt 1: Applying either NR-U CG features or URLLC CG features based on configuration of cg-RetransmissionTimer

· HW, HiSilicon, Nokia, Ericsson, vivo(?),CATT, ETRI
· Alt 2: Applying either NR-U CG features or URLLC CG features based on LBT failure rate

· CATT, Apple

· Alt 3: Configurability for Rel-16 NR-U and URLLC HARQ enhancement independently from cg-retransmission timer
· Samsung

· Alt 4: When cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, 
· CG-UCI can be configured including at least HARQ process ID, RV ID and COT sharing information.
· the retransmission in CG resource is not allowed and there is no DFI transmission in PDCCH. 
· QC, DCM (?), Ericsson
· Alt 5: When cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, it is up to gNB’s on whether CG-UCI is carried or not and whether to use the NR-U retransmission procedure or not, including the use of DCI-DFI.
· Intel

· Alt 6: When configured grant Type 1 or Type 2 are configured on unlicensed spectrum, it would be useful that at least functions related to autonomous retransmission on CG and COT sharing are separately enabled/disabled by the configuration.
· Panasonic

· Alt 7: CG-CUI in CG PUSCH is configured including at least HARQ process ID, RV ID and COT sharing information.
· ZTE, LG, MTK, IDG, OPPO, TCL, Sony, Charter
Considering the views above, one can observer that the difference is whether CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are used for unlicensed or not. In Alt 1, both categories are bundled to cg-RetransmissionTimer. In Alt 2, the decision is based on LBT failure event. One can consider association to RRC parameter to enable or disable one category based on the event. Alt 3, Alt 4, Alt 5, Alt 6 are similar in a senesce that each category of features can be enabled/disabled by network by association to different RRC parameters.  Alt 7 assumes CG-UCI based procedure is always supported while CG-DFI based procedure can be enabled by RRC parameter. 
With this perspective, the views can be grouped on high level as the following:

High level grouping of preferences:

· Group 1: Both CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are enabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter.

· HW, HiSilicon, Nokia, Ericsson, vivo(?), CATT, Apple (Alt 1, Alt 2), ETRI, Samsung
· Group 2: CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are independently enabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter.
· Samsung, QC, DCM(?), Ericsson, Intel, Panasonic (Alt 3, Alt4, Alt5, Alt 6)

· Group 3: CG-UCI based procedures are supported for unlicensed. CG-DFI based procedures are enabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter.

One can see that difference between group 1 and group 2 is bundling all features to either one or more RRC parameters. Still, in both approaches, the usage of features is configurable by the network via RRC, even though more RRC parameters are used. Considering group 3, if applicability of CG-UCI is conditioned on unlicensed operation. If the applicability can be conditioned on an RRC parameter, then it could be harmonized with the approach adopted in group 2.
Therefore, in order to make progress, without losing any functionality, the following is suggested. 

Therefore, we propose the following:

Discussion point#2-3

	Proposals 2-3A, 2-3B, 2-3C, 2-3D in Table 1


	Question: 

What is your view on the suggested way forward, formulated as the proposals in Table 1 (Proposals 2-3 to 2-6)? 



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We prefer to Option 2-3D in Table 1 because Option 2-3D has the less spec impact and gNB can easily configure URLLC Type 1 / Type 2 CG for operation in unlicensed spectrum without cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16. 

	ETRI
	We support Proposal 2-3D. In our view, most CG features in Rel-16 NR-U are not much useful for unlicensed URLLC operation. A single RRC parameter ‘cgRetransmissionTimer’ is sufficient (group 1).

	Vivo
	Support proposal 2-3D. 

From our understanding, cg-RetransmissionTimer is tightly related to the CG-DFI, automatic re-transmission requiring CG-UCI carrying the HARQ ID, RV and NDI etc. 

For proposal 2-3B, for NR-U, the initial TO and the associated RV can be flexibly decided by the UE and the RV information needs to be indicated in CG-UCI. Hence still cg-RetransmissionTimer can be used to configure whether to use URLLC-like feature or NR-U feature. 

	DOCOMO
	We support Proposal 2-3A and Proposal 2-3C by the configuration of cg-RetransmissionTimer (group 2). 

	Panasonic
	Our understanding is that Proposal 2-3A means CG-UCI can be configured by RRC parameter X. If COT sharing information is also included in CG-UCI, we support Proposal 2-3A.

	Samsung 
	It is unclear the relation between these proposals. Does each proposal only apply to the corresponding row(s) ?  Are these proposals exclusive from each other ? It seems Proposal 2-3D and proposal 2-3A/B/C is mutually exclusive, while proposal 2-3A/B/C can be complementary to each other? 

For proposal 2-3A/B/C, does proposal 2-3A and C means 2 RRC parameters for row 2~4 and row 6-7 respectively? Does proposal 2-3B only apply to row 5 so that there’re up to 3 RRC parameters together with Proposal 2-3A and 3C, or 2-B applies to row 2~7 so that there is single RRC parameter for all features other than cg-retransmission timer ? 

In general, we prefer separate RRC configurations for different feature sub-groups, which are decoupled from cg-retransmission timer.

	Nokia, NSB
	In our view, it is sufficient to base the switching only on cg-RetransmissionTimer or alternatively on  another (new) single parameter. We would like to avoid unnecessary fragmentation of features.

	Sony
	We are fine with all these group of parameters being configurable independent of cg-RetransmissionTimer, i.e. agree with Proposal 2-3A, 2-3B and 2-3C.  
I believe Proposal 2-3D is already agreed in last meeting.   

	ZTE
	It seems Group 3 is not included in any of the proposals here. 

For CG-UCI, we prefer it is conditioned on unlicensed operation, i.e., no need any RRC parameter to enable or disable CG-UCI operation. 

For features other than CG-UCI and PUSCH repetition, we support Proposal 2-3D to use a single existing parameter cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16 for differentiation between URLLC and NR-U features.

	TCL 
	We are not fully aligned with the grouping proposed.
For RV determination, we see more benefit in adopting NR-U approach where UE chooses the RV. The RV sequence can though be configured. Further for the start of transmission, the transmission should be started at any TO which is similar to NR-U approach.

	OPPO
	We prefer to Proposal 2-3A due to CG-UCI can be configured for Rel-16 URLLC if required, and open to Proposal 2-3D due to small spec impact

	Intel
	We are supportive of both proposal 2-3A, and 2-3C, since we believe it may be beneficial to allow the network to choose whether CG-UCI and DFI-DCI should be used based on the deployment and use case.

However, for proposal 2-3B at the moment, we do not see a need to any additional RRC parameters, and before making a conclusion we would prefer to first conclude or have a better understanding on the harmonization of PUSCH repetitions.

As for proposal 2-3D, what would be new compared with what we have already agreed so far? 



	InterDigital
	We agree with Samsung and prefer separate RRC configurations decoupled from cg-retransmission timer.

	HW/HiSi
	We agree with Nokia’s view

	Apple
	The framework for the discussion seems a bit unclear to us. The relationship between these proposals is not clear. Do we intend to discuss each component in Table 1 one-by-one? Similar to Nokia, it is better to avoid unnecessary fragmentation. Like what we discussed in our paper, most of the features are directly tied to LBT handling, and we think it is sufficient to group them together instead of separate control for each of them.

	Ericsson
	Our preference is Group 1. But we are OK to compromise to Group 2.

On proposals in the table:

We think last three CG features can be enabled by cg-RetransmissionTimer.

· Combine 2-3C and 2-3D.

· Proposal 2-3C: Y=cg-RetransmissionTimer

· Ok with 2-3A. X can be a new RRC parameter.

· OK with 2-3B.



	Moderator
	Based on further discussions during GTW session, companies are encouraged to consider Option 2 below.
Further discuss whether the compromise is agreeable and what changes are needed to improve the proposal.

Proposal 2-3:
Companies are encouraged to consider the compromised proposal (Option 2). 

· Option 1: Both CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are enabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.
· Option 2: CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are independently enabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter, e.g. new parameter X and cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16, respectively.

· Option 3: CG-UCI based procedures are supported for unlicensed. CG-DFI based procedures are enabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.



	CATT
	We prefer to Option 3 because it is enough that CGRT is used for switching between CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures based on the clarification on option 1/2/3 by email.

For Option 2, we want to clarify whether both CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are supported simultaneously if both CGRT and new parameter X are configured as “on”.

	Qualcomm
	We prefer Option 3 because CG-UCI can provide more flexibility for UE.

	LG
	The original proposal 2-3D and corresponding Option 1 is preferred, with consideration of avoiding potential impacts (which would be larger than expected benefit) due to decoupling of the existing CG features.

	Nokia, NSB
	We prefer Option 1 to avoid unnecessary complexity.

	DOCOMO
	We prefer Option 2 as it is beneficial to enable/disable CG-UCI and CG-DFI independently depending on the deployment scenarios.

	OPPO
	Preference option1, but acceptable to option 2. 

	Sony
	We are fine with Option 2.

	Moderator
	Strongly recommend to adopt Option 2 for progress. Continuing discussion insisting on Option 1 or Option 3, will not change the situation and would be a waste of time.
The following description by LG, clarifies the options. Please note that description by Samsung in the thread for Option 2 reflects 2-3C and 2-3D. 

But, in order strengthen Option 2 as a compromise solution, it should be simplified to two MAIN RRC parameters. Please note that for any Options further details would be remained to address.
· Option 1

· There is only one RRC parameter “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16”.

· Given that, both CG-UCI and CG-DFI are automatically disabled simultaneously if “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r1” is configured as OFF.

· Or, both CG-UCI and CG-DFI are enabled if “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r1” is ON.

· Option 2

· There are two RRC parameters “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16” and “X”.

· Given that, CG-DFI is disabled if “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r1” is configured as OFF, or CG-DFI is enabled if “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r1” is ON.

· Independently from the above, CG-UCI is disabled if “X” is configured as OFF, or CG-UCI is enabled if “X” is ON.

· Option 3

· There is only one RRC parameter “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16”.

· Given that, CG-DFI is disabled if “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r1” is configured as OFF, or CG-DFI is enabled if “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r1” is ON.

· In this option, CG-UCI is always enabled regardless whether “cg-RetransmissionTimer-r1” is ON or OFF.

Updated the proposal. Please note text in [] is not part of proposal, but to emphasize the importance of having flexibility and be constructive 😊
Proposal 2-3:
For the purpose of harmonization of CG features with the focus on “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures”, the following three options are discussed.

Select one of the following options [Companies are encouraged to consider the compromised Option, that is Option 2.]:
· Option 1: Both CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are enabled or disabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.
· Option 2: CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are independently enabled or disabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter, e.g. i.e. new parameter X and cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16, respectively.
· Option 3: CG-UCI based procedures are supported for unlicensed. CG-DFI based procedures are enabled or disabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.


	Intel
	We are generally OK with the proposal and our preference is for the compromised solution (Option 2). However, we would prefer to remove “i.e” and reinstate “e.g.”. Our view is that the retransmission timer could be independent from the DFI and retransmission operation in NR-U, and the two are not necessarily coupled together. So at least at the moment, we would prefer not to constrain further this option.



	Moderator
	As explained in the email, by keeping “e.g”, it won’t be a compromise to supportive of Option 1 and Option 3. The proposal, intended to provide compromise on for all groups.
Text from email:

The reason for such formulation in the first draft was to reflect different companies input. If I recall correctly, Samsung expressed preferences to further divide the features under “CG-DFI procedures”.
However, the proposal is further updated for the sake of progress and helping us to compromise.

I fail to see any way out if supporters of Option 1 and 3 remain their respective positions. Option 2, is indeed a compromise. Now, on Option 2 itself, I think it is fair to have it more general and not exactly as proposals in 2-3C and 2-3D. That means to have two main RRC parameters to enable/disable either “CG-UCI procedures” or “CG-DFI procedures” as in LG description. If we introduce more RRC parameters for further configurability, it is not fair to supporter of Option 1 that they don’t see any need for any additional RRC parameter, and it is not fair to supporter of Option 3 that they don’t see a need for even having an RRC parameter for CG-UCI parameters. Therefore, the current updated proposal, it compromise for all, even initial supported of Option 2, e.g. Samsung. Ensuring no functionality is compromised. Hence, the technical benefits would remain.

Please note that details should be worked out when we settle on any option.

But I hope this discussion help all to assess and evaluate the situation to make a proper decision.



	HW/HiSi
	We prefer Option 1.

In order to discuss whether Option 2 is agreeable, we would first to agree on how to split the procedures as CG-UCI based and CG-DFI based and which set is dependent on CG-RetranmissionTimer. There seem to be different views about this.

	Apple
	It really boils down the motivations behind treating each component independently. We feel we should not rush into a decision before we understand the motivations of different companies better. 

	Samsung 
	Thanks Sorour for the explanation for revised option 2. We understand the intention and we also want to find a way out. 
Maybe let’s further elaborate on motivations of why we consider separate configuration for CG-UCI, CG-DFI and CG-RetranmissionTimer would helpful for the progress before we rush into a decision. From our point of view, CG-RetranmissionTimer is only related to whether to allow UE to autonomous retransmission when UE does not receive any feedback (either UL grant or CG-DFI) when the timer expires. For CG-UCI, it is relevant to UE autonomous HARQ ID/RV/NDI determination, enabling a more flexible transmission time (HARQ ID decoupled from transmission occasion), which is helpful to reduce the latency, especially when the traffic arrival time does not match well with the transmission occasion. Apparently, it is beneficial for URLLC no matter CG-RetranmissionTimer is configured or not. For CG-DFI, it enables early termination of repetitions when ACK is received, which improves resource efficiency. It also enables retransmissions/new transmissions without one-to-one UL grant, which saves PDCCH overhead and reduces latency. The benefit of CG-DFI above does not rely on whether CG-RetranmissionTimer is configured. Therefore, we think separate configuration of CG-UCI, CG-DFI and CG-RetranmissionTimer is beneficial for Rel-17 URLLC. 

	ZTE
	We prefer Option 3. 
CG-UCI based procedures defined in NR-U are more flexible by allowing UE to report its HARQ-ID, RV and NDI etc, instead of using some predefined fixed rule as defined in URLLC. Thus, we don’t see a need to use an RRC parameter to enable or disable CG-UCI based procedures.

	CATT
	We are fine with Option 3 with less specification impact. 
For Option3. CG-UCI related IIOT mechanism and CG-DFI related NRU CG mechanism can address different scenarios in NR-U. CG-UCI related IIOT mechanism is suitable for control environment in NR-U. CG-DFI related NRU CG mechanism is used for other scenarios in NR-U.
For Option2, the motivation of an RRC parameter to enable or disable CG-UCI based procedures isn’t clear. 
For Option 1, Combination of  CG-DFI procedure and CG-UCI procedure will unnecessarily increases the complexity.

	Vivo
	Fine with Proposal 2-3 above.

	Moderator

Round 2
	Option 1: vivo*, HW/HiSi, LG, Ericsson*, ETRI, Nokia, NSB 

Option 2 (a or b): Samsung(b), Intel(b), Sony, OPPO, DCM, Nokia, NSB, Ericsson(a), vivo?(a?),Sony(b), InterDigital, Panasonic

Option 3: CATT, ZTE, QC, TCL?

 Based on the comments so far, option 2b is also included.

Question to all: Could you please check if your preference is properly captured?
Proposal 2-3:
For the purpose of harmonization of CG features with the focus on “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures”, the following options are discussed.

Select one of the following options:

· Option 1: Both CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are enabled or disabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.
· Option 2-a: CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are independently enabled or disabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter, e.g. i.e. new parameter X and cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16, respectively.
· Option 2-b: CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are independently enabled or disabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter, e.g. i.e. new parameter X and new parameter Y where X, respectively where X and Y are different from cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.
· Option 3: CG-UCI based procedures are supported for unlicensed. CG-DFI based procedures are enabled or disabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.


	CATT
	In our understanding, Option 1 should be a subset of option 2-a and the difference between Option 1 and Option 2-a are for Option 1,  1 RRC parameter for  enabling/disabling Both CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures,  for Option2-a， 2 RRC parameters for enabling/disabling Both CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures.  We still need address potential conflict when both CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures are enabled
For Option 2-b,  feature by feature combination between CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures, it is so complicated 

Option 3 is still simple and straightforward way and should be made as baseline for harmonization of CG features with the focus on “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures”.

	 Samsung
	Our preference is correctly captured. 
We fail to see the benefit of making something default (CG-UCI) while we all agree that configurable features is beneficial (that’s why we agree to support configurable cg-RetransmissionTime in last meeting). If companies have concern on complexity of multiple RRC configurations, one compromise way would be one RRC parameter of CG-UCI and CG-DFI (X=Y) and one RRC parameter for cg-RetransmissionTime, rather than making CG-UCI as default function. 

	Vivo
	Our position is option 1. Either CG-UCI feature or CG-DFI feature was discussed in Rel-16 URLLC and neither of them is support since CG-UCI may impact the PUSCH reliability and CG-DFI is unnecessary since the false alarm detection of CG PUSCH is very low probability. 

For supporting URLLC in unlicensed band, any mix or segmentation of the sub-feature is sub-optimal. Only supporting CG-DFI is useless since UE cannot timely conduct autonomous Re-Tx by selecting the nearest CG resource carrying the NDI, RV and HPN due to no support of CG-UCI; only supporting CG-UCI also reduces its benefits for autonomous Re-Tx since UE cannot know whether the transmission is correct or not; The re-transmission needs to use UL grant, which makes the CG-UCI is not useful for Re-transmission.   

	LG
	We prefer Option 1 and largely agree with vivo. 

Basically, decoupling of CG-UCI and CG-DFI would not be suitable/undesirable (thus, useless) for supporting URLLC at least from latency perspective. It should be noted that we need to introduce the feature essentially required for URLLC rather than allowing any possible methods regardless whether those are essential for URLLC or not.



	Sony
	Option 2b. 

	Apple
	In the proposal, can we clarify what are included “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures” so that we are all on the same page? Is the table below intended to provide some definition/categorization?

Even though different companies have different preferences, overall we still do not see very concrete use cases/motivation provided for separating each individual component. In our view, at least CG-DFI should come together with CG autonomous retransmission (cg-RetransmissionTime), otherwise we are not sure how this feature would work properly.

	HW/HiSi
	We support option 1, it is simple and sufficient.

For option 2, we do not see the need to introduce a new RRC parameter. This is an unnecessary optimization in our view.

For option 3, as vivo and LG have pointed out, it is not desirable from the URLLC point of view.

	Intel
	We are OK with the proposal, and as mentioned above our preference is for option 2-b. We think, similarly as Samsung, that separating further CG-UCI, CG-DFI and the retransmission timer may offer the network the opportunity to accommodate for a more diverse set of URLLC use cases and deployments when operating in unlicensed spectrum for the following reasons:

1. From our point of view, the cg-retransmissionTimer is only relevant for consistent LBT failures, which may be not be a typical use case in a controlled environment. However, on the other hand the CG-DFI allows not only for early termination, but also for re-transmission over configured grant transmissions which allows a UE to potentially retransmit at an earlier instance limiting the possible latencies deriving from a potential LBT failure. Therefore, the two should be decoupled since they are meant to solve two different problematics.

2. The cg-UCI is a very important component in unlicensed, and its scope is also different than that of the cg-DFI and the cg-retransmissionTimer, and it carries very important information (e.g., COT sharing information and HARQ-ID) which allow a better utilization of the medium and also become highly beneficial in case of an LBT failure, since for instance allows to decouple the HARQ-ID determination from the time-domain resources and allows a UE to transmit at an earlier occasion.
 

	InterDigital
	Our preferences (2a or 2b) are correctly captured. CG-UCI and CG-DFI address different problems and therefore their configuration need not be coupled.

	Nokia, NSB
	As discussed in our previous reply, we support option 1.The benefits of other options are unclear, while creating new combinations of features will increase complexity and specification effort.

	Moderator


	Companies view :

· Option 1: vivo, HW/HiSi, LG, Ericsson*, ETRI, Nokia, NSB 

· Option 2 (a or b): Samsung(b), Intel(b), Sony, OPPO, DCM, Ericsson(a), Sony(b), InterDigital, Panasonic

· Option 3: CATT, ZTE, QC, TCL?

@Apple: Table 1 can be used to understand “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures”. Notes are added for more clarifications.
Question to all: Could you please check if your preference is properly captured?

Proposal 2-3:
For the purpose of harmonization of CG features with the focus on “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures”, the following options are discussed.

Select one of the following options:

· Option 1: Both “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures” are enabled or disabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.
· Option 2-a: “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures” are independently enabled or disabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter, i.e. new parameter X and cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16, respectively.
· Option 2-b: “CG-UCI based procedures” and “CG-DFI based procedures” are independently enabled or disabled for unlicensed using respective RRC parameter, i.e. new parameter X and new parameter Y where X, respectively where X and Y are different from cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16.
· Option 3: CG-UCI based procedures are supported for unlicensed. CG-DFI based procedures are enabled or disabled for unlicensed using one RRC parameter i.e. cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16
· Note: Procedures based on CG-UCI rely on UE including CG-UCI in CG PUSCH at least as in Rel-16 where the content of CG-UCI is decided by UE.

· Note: Procedures based on CG-DFI rely on automatic re-transmission on CG configuration and reception of CG downlink feedback information (DFI) in DCI for re-transmissions. 

· Option 2a includes cg-RetransmissionTimer and Option 2b exclude cg-RetransmissionTimer.


	Sharp
	We prefer Option 2-a.

	ETRI
	We are OK with the proposal.


Table 1: CG features supported in Rel.16 NR-U and Rel.16 URLLC with proposals for Rel-17
	CG features
	Rel.16 URLLC
	Rel.16 NR-U
	Rel-17 URLLC

	Multiple CG configurations
	Supported 
	Supported 
	Supported

	HARQ process number/ ID determination
	Associated with the configured/indicated first TO, calculated based on the equation defined in TS 38.321
	Decide and reported by the UE in CG-UCI
	Proposal 2-3A:
Configurable between Rel.16 URLLC and Rel-16 NR-U features by RRC parameter X

· X different from cg-RetransmissionTimer

· FFS: details of X

	Management of HARQ process number/ ID among multiple CG configurations
	Not shared between different CG configurations in the same BWP
	Can be shared between different CG configurations in the same BWP
	

	RV determination 
	One of the three RV sequence can be configured and associated with TO

{0,0,0,0}; {0,3,0,3}; {0,2,3,1}
	Decide and reported by the UE in CG-UCI
	

	Flexible initial transmission occasion (TO) 
	If the CG is configured with Configuredgrantconfig-StartingfromRV0 set to 'off', the initial transmission only starts at the first TO of the K repetitions; otherwise, the initial transmission TO depends on the configured RV sequence and K repetitions. 
	Multiple consecutive potential TOs are configured by cg-nrofPUSCH-InSlot-r16 and cg-nrofSlots-r16, can start initial transmission at any TOs depending on the LBT results.
	Proposal 2-3B:
Configurable between Rel.16 URLLC and Rel-16 NR-U features by RRC parameter(s) different from cg-RetransmissionTimer
· FFS: details of RRC parameter(s)

	CG-Downlink feedback information (DFI)
	No support. If Re-scheduling UL grant is not received, UE assumes ACK.
	Support, If CG-DFI is not received, UE assumes NACK. 
	Proposal 2-3C:
Configurable between Rel.16 URLLC and Rel-16 NR-U features by RRC parameter Y

· Y different from X

·  FFS: Y different from cg-RetransmissionTimer
· FFS: details of Y

	CG Re-transmission scheme
	Only support Re-transmission scheduled by UL grant
	Support automatic re-Transmission on the same or different CG configuration decided by UE, and support re-Transmission scheduled by UL grant
	

	CG Re-transmission timer
	No support
	Support and always configured
	Proposal 2-3D:
Configurable between Rel.16 URLLC and Rel-16 NR-U features by cgRetransmissionTimer


The complete list of proposals is provided in Appendix.
3.3 Harmonization of PUSCH repetition
With respect to harmonization of PUSCH repetition, majority of views are in favour of using any of the repetition schemes, that is Type A, Type B or NR-U repetition. However, the view differs whether these schemes can be combined, specially using Type A and Type B in combination for NR-U resource allocation.

In order to facilitate the discussions, the proposals are categorized from high level perspective towards more details to facilitate the discussions and better progress. The complete list of proposals is provided in Appendix.
Discussion point#2-4
	High level harmonization for NR-U PUSCH repetition and Type-A repetition

Proposal 2-4: 
Select one of the following:

· Alt 1: The use of PUSCH repetition type-A together with NR-U based multi-slot allocations should not be considered.

· Nokia (?)

· Alt 2: The use of PUSCH repetition type-A together with NR-U based multi-slot allocations should be considered with potential enhancements

· QC



	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 2-4?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We need not apply for harmonization for NR-U PUSCH repetition and Type-A repetition because CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures address different scenarios.

	ETRI 
	We agree with CATT. Prefer Alt. 1.

	vivo
	Alt.1. Lack of motivation for URLLC on unlicensed band with controlled environment and complicated. NR-U based multi-slot allocations e.g. by cg-nrofPUSCH-InSlot-r16 and cg-nrofSlots-r16 is neither PUSCH repetition Type B nor PUSCH repetition Type A. it is kind of back-to-back repetitions within one slot without segmentation and same resources cross multiple slots. Alt.2 requires lots of specification work on harmonization.  

	DOCOMO
	We prefer Alt 1. 

	Samsung
	Support Alt 1.  URLLC type-A repetition can be implemented by NR-U CG PUSCH with cg-nrofSlots-r16 =1 and cg-nrofPUSCH-InSlot-r16=1.

	Nokia, NSB
	We prefer Alt 1 

	ZTE
	We support Alt 1.

	TCL
	We support Alt-1

	OPPO
	We prefer Alt 1

	Intel
	We prefer Alt.1, since we believe that unless we modify the paradigm and framework of this repetition scheme, gaps among repetitions are unavoidable, which are detrimental from a latency and reliability perspective in unlicensed operation where a CCA procedure is mandated. Also, we believe that even if the framework for this repetition scheme is enhanced, this would lead to a scheme which may not be effectively any different from the current repetition scheme adopted in NR-U.

 

	HW/HiSi
	We do not support Alt 2. Nevertheless, Alt 1 is not clear; our understanding is that NR-U based multi-slot allocations is already supported under PUSCH repetition type A in Rel-16

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Alt 2 can be supported to allow the possibility to schedule non-contiguous repetitions of multiple TBs 

	Apple
	It is not clear to us how the two schemes should be harmonized. Therefore, we prefer Alt 1.

Samsung also has a good point that repetition Type A can be achieved by using proper configuration for NR-U CG.

	Ericsson
	Alt 1

	Moderator
	Alt 1 is supported by all.

Lenovo, MOT seems to be flexible.

Proposal 2-4: 
· The use of PUSCH repetition type-A together with NR-U based multi-slot allocations should not be considered.



	CATT
	We are fine with FL proposal 2-4

	LG
	From our perspective, Alt 2 can be considered with a unified CG RA scheme covering both type-A and type-B repetition.

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the proposal 

	DOCOMO
	We agree with the proposal

	OPPO
	Agree

	Moderator
	@LG: For Type A, could you consider to be flexible? 😊

	Intel
	We are OK with the FL’s proposal.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	In our view, if NR-U PUSCH repetition and Type-B repetition would be supported according to discussion point#2-5, then we think Type-A repetition could also be supported as there might not be major spec impact difference between the two versions

	HW/HiSI
	Could this proposal be clarified: Our understanding is that NR-U based multi-slot allocations is already supported under PUSCH repetition type A in Rel-16

	ETRI
	We agree with the proposal.


Discussion point#2-5
	High level harmonization for NR-U PUSCH repetition and Type-B repetition

Proposal 2-5: 
Select one of the following:

· Alt 1: The use of PUSCH repetition type-B together with NR-U based multi-slot allocations should not be considered.

· Nokia

· Alt 2: The use of PUSCH repetition type-B together with NR-U based multi-slot allocations should be considered with potential enhancements

· QC, ZTE, vivo, Samsung, Intel, LG, Apple, Sony


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 2-8?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We need not apply for harmonization for NR-U PUSCH repetition and Type-B repetition because CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures address different scenarios.

	ETRI
	We agree with CATT. Prefer Alt. 1.

	vivo
	Benefits do not worth the specification efforts considering NR-U repetition type is also kind of back to back repetition. 

	DOCOMO
	We prefer Alt 1.

	Samsung 
	Support Alt 2

	Nokia, NSB
	We prefer Alt 1 to avoid unnecessary complications

	Sony
	We support Alt 2.

	ZTE
	We support Alt 2. NR-U based multi-slot allocations can solve the possible LBT failure by configuring   TOs in multiple slots, but it will bring additional latency if cross-slot segmentation offered by PUSCH repetition type B is not supported. 

	TCL
	We support Alt-2.

	OPPO
	Support Alt 2. Cross-slot boundary feature is supported in NR-U CG to ensure continuous transmission. 

	Intel
	We prefer Alt. 2, and we believe that both type B and the NR-U repetition scheme should be enhanced with the aim to converge into a single repetition scheme, which may be used regardless of whether the cg-RetransmissionTimer is configured or not. 

 

	HW/HiSi
	Support Alt 1

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Alt 2 can be supported to schedule contiguous repetitions of multiple TBs

	Apple
	The language of “use of PUSCH repetition type-B together with NR-U based multi-slot allocations” seems a bit strange. I assume it means harmonization? We do not have a very strong view but we are open to discuss it.

	Ericsson
	Support Alt 1

	Moderator
	Views are split (almost 7 vs 6).

Needs further discussion. 

	LG
	As commented earlier, Alt 2 can be considered with a unified CG RA scheme covering both type-A and type-B repetition.

	Intel
	We agree with LG, and once again we prefer Alt.2.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Based on the comments, we think it should be further discussed as from our point of view, it could be beneficial for improving the reliability and latency of multi-PUSCH transmissions by allowing Type-B repetitions

	vivo
	 Ok to further discuss. 

	ETRI
	 Ok to further discuss. 


Discussion point#2-6

	Details of combining Type A/B PUSCH repetitions and NR-U repetition

Proposal 2-9: 
If the use of PUSCH repetition type-A/B together with NR-U based multi-slot allocations is supported, decide whether to consider any of the following enhancements:
a) NR-U CG-PUSCH shall support type A PUSCH repetition introduced in Rel.16 URLLC by reinterpreting the # of repetitions in consecutive slots as the # of repetitions in consecutive transmission occasions (QC)
b) Study type-B repetition enhancement including multiple transmission occasions when cg-nrofSlots-r16 is configured, (Samsung, QC, ZTE, Intel). 

c) When segmentation is applied to a PUSCH transmission occurring across a slot boundary and when CG-UCI is configured to be transmitted, this is included in every actual repetition. (Intel)

d) If Configuredgrantconfig-StartingfromRV0 is set to ‘on’, it is configurable to enable or disable the feature for starting the initial transmission at the last repetition when K≥8. If Configuredgrantconfig-StartingfromRV0 is set to ‘off’, Rel-16 URLLC behaviour is used. (ZTE)

e) CG PUSCH can be transmitted with or without CS-UCI (Intel)

f) Introduce following three resource allocation parameters replacing existing parameters to support harmonized CG operation (LG). 

· A RRC parameter for the number of consecutive PUSCH occasions

· A RRC parameter for the number of repetition of consecutive PUSCH occasions in slot-level 

· A RRC parameter for the number of PUSCH occasion used for a TB 

g) Study how to generate LBT gap for non-contiguous Type-B repetitions, e.g. how to generate LBT gap for actual repetition after SS/PBCH, CORESET 0, and how to generate LBT gap to support FDMed UEs with different starting symbols (Samsung)


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 2-9?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	We need not apply for combination for NR-U PUSCH repetition and Type-A/B PUSCH repetition because CG-UCI based procedures and CG-DFI based procedures address different scenarios.

	ETRI
	We agree with CATT.

	DOCOMO
	At first, we should discuss Proposals 2-4/5 and then we can discuss proposal 2-6.

	Samsung
	As commented in proposal 2-4, no need of a). 

It seems b) and f) are relevant, which can be studied together. 

c) & e) seems reasonable to support with limited standard impact.  
We add g). Though we add it here, it should be studied even if there is no combination of URLLC type-B repetition and NR-U repetition. For any operation over unlicensed band, if there is a gap >16us, UE should perform LBT. For URLLC type-B repetition, if 2 repetitions are non-continuous with gap>16us, e.g. segment due to SS/PBCH or CORESET 0, UE should perform LBT before 2nd repetition, but Rel-16 URLLC design does not leave a gap without any DL or UL transmission before 2nd repetition. Besides, considering UL traffic arrival time may be different for different Ues, even if the CG PUSCH time domain resources are aligned for these Ues, one UE with earlier traffic arrival transmits type-B repetition without gaps in-between would block LBT from another UE with later traffic arrival. Therefore, we propose to study enhancement for LBT gaps for URLLC type-B repetition.

	Nokia, NSB
	We agree with CATT

	Sony
	We can consider these items later and it should not only be restricted to these items.

	ZTE
	We support b), c) and d). We agree DOCOMO that Proposal 2-4 and 2-5 should be first resolved. 

	OPPO
	Segmentation from Type B PUSCH repetition should be considered in NR-U CG. And corresponding enhancement needs to further study, e.g. CG-UCI multiplexing, gap from orphan symbols

	Intel
	Option a) As mentioned above, we do not support enabling the type A PUSCH repetition scheme since we believe this is not suitable for unlicensed operation unless we decide to change the framework or paradigm over which this is based upon.

Option b) We support this proposal, and we believe that multiple transmission occasions would be highly beneficial in unlicensed operation regardless of the LBT failure rate to exploit the full MCOT by reducing the overall LBT overhead.

Option c) We support this proposal, and we believe if CG-UCI is carried when segmentation is applied the principles of NR-U should be reused and CG-UCI should be transmitted in each actual repetition.

Option d) Before concluding on this detailed proposal, we think we should first conclude on how and whether the NR-U and URLLC features are enabled first. 

Option e) This proposal is equivalent to 2-3A, and as mentioned above we are supportive of this proposal. @ Sorour: Our proposal related to DCI 0_2 enhancement is missing and we are not sure whether we should add that here or not. However, we added that in the “Other topics” section.

Option f) If the group decides to enhance the type B repetition and NR-U scheme our preference would be to reuse and reinterpret the existing RRC parameters as much as possible, rather than defining new ones. 



	HW/HiSi
	As mentioned earlier in the previous two discussion points, we are not supportive of enhancements to ombine URLLC PUSCH repetitions with NR-U multi-PUSCH/multi-slot time domain resource allocation. 

Due to the requirements on time domain resource allocation to avoid gaps between the consecutive UL transmissions in the unlicensed channel, either the TDRA enhancements introduced for Rel-16 eURLLC, e.g., PUSCH repetition type B, or for NR-U under PUSCH repetition type A, are suitable for configuring/scheduling the time domain resources for UL transmissions within the UE-initiated CO. We note that gaps due to potential ‘orphan symbols’ resulting from segmenting a nominal repetition across the slot boundary could be avoided by proper configuration.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	all the above can be considered if PUSCH type A/B is supported along with multi-PUSCH scheduling. Additional bullet could be added as follows:

h) Multiplexing pattern of multiple PUSCH TBs and corresponding repetitions

	Apple
	It is probably better to discuss these details at a later stage.

	Ericsson
	It is good to see the details of proposal. But the discussion can be postponed.

	Moderator
	Discuss at a later stage if needed

	LG
	Basically, it is desirable to strive for a unified CG RA scheme to support both type-A and type-B repetition.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	As commented earlier, we think that it needs to be further discussed on how the multi-PUSCH TBs and their corresponding repetitions (with Type-A/B, if agreed) can be multiplexed in time-domain. Two simple alternatives would be:

Alt. 1: First all multi-PUSCH TBs (NR-U based) are transmitted and then followed of repetition (Type A/B, if agreed) of all TBs

Alt. 2: Each TB scheduled by multi-PUSCH DCI is first repeated (according to Type A/B, if agreed) and followed by next TBs (NR-U based)


Discussion point#2-7
	Harmonization of TDRA table

Proposal 2-10: 
Consider the following enhancement for TDRA table:

· The TDRA table is extended with the indication of number of repetitions. Each TB is indicated by a SLIV and number of repetitions. A SLIV only corresponds to one TB and not to PUSCH repetition of a TB.

· The number of entries in the new TDRA table increases based on the number of the scheduled TBs, the maximum allowed number of repetitions for each TB, the number of bits in TDRA field of DCI.

· TCL, HW, HiSilicon(?)


	Question: 
What is your view on Proposal 2-8?



	Company
	Comment

	CATT
	From our perspective, motivation of enhancement for TDRA table is not clear.

	ETRI
	We agree with CATT.

	vivo
	No support. Not sure about the motivation and unclear benefits. 

	DOCOMO
	We don’t agree with the proposal as the motivation is unclear.

	Panasonic
	We support the proposal.

	Samsung
	Share the same view with CATT. 

	Nokia, NSB
	We are unsure of the benefits of the proposal and do not support it

	ZTE
	We prefer not to change the TDRA table.

	TCL
	We support the extension of TDRA table where each TB can be indicated suitable SLIV and the number of repetitions individually. In our understanding, this could be helpful in many scenarios e.g. different traffic flows, and also when resource availability is fragmented.

	OPPO
	Share view with CATT.

	Intel
	We share same view as Nokia, and Vivo.

	S
	We think our views on TDRA in our tdoc were misinterpreted in this proposal. We are not supportive of enhancing the TDRA tables. 

Our view is rather that either the TDRA enhancements introduced for Rel-16 eURLLC, e.g., PUSCH repetition type B, or for NR-U under PUSCH repetition type A, are suitable for configuring/scheduling the time domain resources for UL transmissions within the UE-initiated CO without gaps. We note that gaps due to potential ‘orphan symbols’ resulting from segmenting a nominal repetition across the slot boundary could be avoided by proper configuration

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	this would be a natural extension of PUSCH repetition type B is supported for multi-PUSCH scheduling by single DCI (with dynamic indication for number of repetitions)

Regarding indicating the number of repetitions, different alternatives can be considered:

-
Alt 1: Separate indication of number of repetitions for each SLIV

-
Alt 2: Common indication of number of repetitions for all SLIVs

	Apple
	The motivation is not exactly clear to us.

	Ericsson
	Proposal by Motorola is fine with us. We cold be OK to discuss Lenovo proposal, if time allows.

	Moderator
	Majority of views are not supportive of this proposal.

	LG
	Same view with other companies. The motivation is not clear.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	If NR-U PUSCH and repetition Type A/B are agreed to be supported together, then if no TDRA enhancement is specified, how is it expected to dynamically indicate number of SLIVs and repetition factor?

For this reason, we think that we need to consider enhancement for TDRA table

	vivo
	Agree with FL.


The complete list of proposals is provided in Appendix.
3.4 Other topics
Additional topics were discussed by companies with corresponding observations and proposals as listed in Appendix. Among them, few topics are listed below:
PHY multiplexing/prioritization and Interaction of CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK codebooks (Nokia, vivo)

· Proposal: PHY multiplexing/prioritization introduced in Rel-16 is supported also with NR-U CG. Interaction of CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK codebooks of different priorities is FFS.

· Proposal: RAN1 should decide which Agenda Item (8.3.2 or 8.3.3) to handle the issue of UCI multiplexing and prioritization on unlicensed spectrum.
MCS issues

· Proposal: Consider enhanced CG-UCI on unlicensed to allow the UE to autonomously adapt certain transmission parameters such as MCS (Apple)

Configuration issues

· Proposal: Support of dynamic group (re)configuration of the UE semi-static channel access parameters set (FUTUREWEI).

LBT gap enhancement for type-B repetition 
· Proposal: Study how to generate LBT gap for non-contiguous Type-B repetitions, e.g. how to generate LBT gap for actual repetition after SS/PBCH, CORESET 0, and how to generate LBT gap to support FDMed UEs with different starting symbols (Samsung)

Interaction with DL/UL directions

· Proposal: For the interaction with DL/UL directions for Type 1 CG PUSCH and Type 2 CG PUSCH without the first PUSCH (including all the repetitions), Rel-16 NR-U feature is used with modifying the repetition to actual repetition. (ZTE)
Support of DFI information within DCI 0_2:

· Proposal: DCI 0_2 should be enhanced to carry a configurable field with the DFI information (Intel)
The complete list of proposals is provided in Appendix
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5 Appendix
5.1 List of observations and proposals in contributions
R1-2009259
Qualcomm Incorporated
Uplink enhancements for URLLC in unlicensed controlled environments
Observation 1: Either supporting UE initiated COT in IDLE/INACTIVE mode or allowing PRACH transmission in idle period can provide more chances for the UE to send PRACH.

Proposal 1: Study the following alternatives for PRACH transmission in idle mode:

Alt.1: Supporting UE initiated COT by PRACH transmission in idle mode;

Alt.2: Allowing PRACH transmission in idle period of an FFP.
Proposal 2: Study the following two alternatives for SSB to PRACH mapping:

Alt.1 Divide PRACH occasions into two groups and SSB is mapped to PRACH occasion per group;

Alt.2: Introduce two PRACH configurations and SSB is mapped to PRACH occasions per PRACH configuration.

Proposal 3: Study the following alternatives for MsgA transmission in idle mode:

Alt.1: Supporting UE initiated COT by MsgA transmission in idle mode;

Alt.2: Allowing MsgA transmission in idle period of an FFP.

Proposal 4: Study the following for RO-to-PO mapping:

Alt.1: Divide PUSCH occasions into two groups and PRACH occasion is mapped to PUSCH occasion per group;

Alt.2: Introduce two sets of PUSCH configurations and each PUSCH configuration is associated with one PRACH configuration.
Proposal 5: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be same, or integer multiple of, inter factor of the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.

Proposal 6: gNB can send a dynamic indicator in a DCI for UE to initiate COT by LBT, while gNB maintains the FFP structure for UE by properly picking the granted UL transmission time.

Proposal 7: Study ED thresholds selection when UE share its COT to gNB.

Proposal 8: Study the scheme that UE can share its COT to the other UEs through gNB.

Proposal 9: When cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, the retransmission in CG resource is not allowed and there is no DFI transmission in PDCCH.  

Proposal 10: When cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, CG-CUI can be configured including at least HARQ process ID, RV ID and COT sharing information.

Proposal 11: For LBE, configuration of (cg-RetransmissionTimer) should be mandated when configured grant Type 1 or Type 2 are configured on unlicensed spectrum.

Proposal 12: NR-U CG-PUSCH shall support type A PUSCH repetition introduced in Rel.16 URLLC by reinterpreting the # of repetitions in consecutive slots as the # of repetitions in consecutive transmission occasions.

Proposal 13: NR-U CG-PUSCH shall support type B PUSCH repetition introduced in Rel.16 URLLC with the proposal in this contribution.  

R1-2007568
Huawei, HiSilicon
Uplink enhancements for URLLC in unlicensed controlled environments
Observation 1: In a controlled environment, if a gNB configures a UE to initiate its own CO, any DL transmissions that are not transmitted in response to UL transmissions by the initiating UE would have to be transmitted within a gNB-initiated semi-static CO.

Observation 2: Although some agreements achieved in the last meeting assume the presence of a configured gNB FFP, it is necessary to clarify that the support for UE-initiated semi-static CO under this WI is limited to the case when gNB also operates in the semi-static channel access mode.

Proposal 1: In a controlled environment, the gNB configures a UE to initiate semi-static CO in an unlicensed channel(s) only if the gNB configures the UE also with the higher layer parameters of the gNB’s semi-static CO in the same channel(s).

Proposal 2: For IIoT/URLLC operation in unlicensed spectrum, providing the UE with FFP parameters by SIB-1 is not supported.

Observation 3: For IIoT/URLLC operation in unlicensed spectrum, transmission of initial access signals/channels is not an adequate use case for UE-initiated CO and it should be rather conducted within the gNB-initiated CO. 

Observation 4: For IIoT/URLLC operation in unlicensed spectrum, enhancements in RRC_CONNECTED mode are needed whereas enhancements only useable for IDLE/INACTIVE are not.

Proposal 3: For IIoT/URLLC operation in unlicensed spectrum, UE-initiated semi-static CO is not supported when the UE is in IDLE/INACTIVE mode.
Proposal 4: For UE-initiated semi-static CO in a given unlicensed channel, the UE should be configured with an offset to the beginning of the coexisting gNB frame in the same channel.

Observation 5: If the gNB and the UE have different FFP periodicities, Pg and Pu, both the gNB and the UE need to observe the COT and idle period interactions over a period of Po =LCM{Pg , Pu} where LCM is the least common multiple. Thus defeating the purpose of providing more flexibility to the UEs

It is even a more complicated situation if another UE is configured with a different periodicity Pv  since Po would then be calculated to Po =LCM{Pg , Pu , Pv}

Observation 6: UEs of different periodicities would not be aware of the FBE frame start points of each other, avoiding mutual blocking/collisions among these UEs through gNB configuration becomes quite intricate if not infeasible in some cases.

Observation 7: Configuring the UEs to reuse the gNB’s frame period to initiate respective semi-static COs in the same channels attains the following benefits:

Simplifies observing the COT and idle period interaction rules; 

Simplifies avoidance of mutual blocking between UEs configured with different offsets

Allows for alignment of the UEs’ CCAs, e.g., FDMed UE group; 

Gives more time span for UEs’ COs and gNB CO.

Proposal 5: For UE-initiated semi-static CO in a given unlicensed channel, the UE should be enabled to stop its CO such that it ends before the CCA of a following UE’s frame in the same channel, if any.

Proposal 6: For UE-initiated semi-static CO in a given unlicensed channel, the periodicity of the UE’s frame is the same periodicity configured for the gNB’s frame in the same unlicensed channel.

Observation 8: UE-to-gNB COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode with a gap > 16us is not beneficial for the use case of IIoT/URLLC operation in unlicensed. 

Observation 9: TDRA enhancements introduced in Rel-16 either for URLLC, e.g., PUSCH repetition type B, or for NR-U under PUSCH repetition type A, are suitable for configuring consecutive PUSCH transmissions without gaps.

Observation 10: While not restricted to be used only with NR-U, FDRA Type 2 is suitable to fulfill the OCB and PSD requirements in the unlicensed channel compared to FDRA Type 0/1.

Observation 11: Rel-16 NR-U and URLLC CG enhancements related to HARQ information and procedures are comparable in an unlicensed controlled environment.  

Observation 12: For supporting IIoT/URLLC transmission with CG in unlicensed controlled environment in Rel-17, there is no need to support a combination of the Rel-16 NR-U and URLLC enhancements.

Proposal 7: For harmonizing UL CG enhancements in Rel-16, if the higher-layer parameter cg-RetransmissionTimer-r16 is provided in ConfiguredGrantConfig, NR-U CG enhancements shall be adopted, otherwise, URLLC CG enhancements shall be used instead.
R1-2008986
Intel Corporation
Enhancements to Enable URLLC IIoT in Unlicensed Band
Proposal 1: While in general gaps larger than 16us should be avoided to minimize the LBT overhead, these should be also supported to avoid to increase latency in case a transmission cannot be performed or is not decodable.

Proposal 2: A UE may operate as an initiating device within a gNB’s FFP only in case that FFP is not valid. A valid FFP is a FFP for which the initiating device has succeeded to perform the LBT procedure and has accessed that the channel is idle within the latest IDLE period.

Proposal 3: The set of FFP values for a UE operating as an initiated device can be different from that for a gNB’s initiated COT, and the two sets of values are signalled separately. 

Proposal 4: A new RRC parameter is introduced to explicitly configure the UE’s FFP. FFS: the exact values to adopt.

Proposal 5: Before a gNB can transmit within a UE’s FFP, it is up to gNB on how to determine whether a UE’s FFP is valid or not. A valid FFP is a FFP for which the initiating device has succeeded to perform the LBT procedure and has accessed that the channel is idle within the latest IDLE period.

Proposal 6: For 2-step RACH procedure and for semi-static channel access mode, a UE is allowed to initiate its own FFP at least when transmitting the HARQ-ACK feedback information for msgB.

Proposal 7: For 4-step RACH procedure and for semi-static channel access mode, a UE is allowed to initiate its own FFP at least for a msg3 transmission.

Proposal 8: UE’s FFP parameters are provided within SIB1 

Proposal 9: When cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, it is up to gNB’s on whether CG-UCI is carried or not and whether to use the NR-U retransmission procedure or not, including the use of DCI-DFI.

Observation 1: Even if Type A is further enhanced for unlicensed operation, LBT overhead may be still unacceptable for URLLC use cases, given that gaps across slots are often unavoidable.

Proposal 10: Both the NR-U’s repetition scheme and Type B repetition scheme from Rel.16 URLLC design should be further enhanced, potentially to converge into a single repetition scheme. 

Proposal 11: When segmentation is applied to a PUSCH transmission occurring across a slot boundary and when CG-UCI is configured to be transmitted, this is included in every actual repetition.

Observation 2: When operating in unlicensed spectrum, the orphan symbol deriving from segmentation is highly detrimental for transmissions within either a UE or a gNB’s initiated COT.  Therefore, RAN1 should discuss how to prevent a UE from performing an additional LBT due to the occurrence of an orphan symbol. 

Proposal 12: DCI 0_2 should be enhanced to carry a configurable field with the DFI information.  

R1-2008823
ZTE
Discussion on unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: For UE-initiated COT in FBE, 

The FFP can be configured independently.

The FFP can be a subset of the periodicity of tdd-UL-DL configuration.

The offset range of the starting of FFP relative to the boundary of even indexed radio frame can be ms.

The starting of the first FFP should align with the even indexed radio frame when the offset for UE-initiated COT is zero.

Proposal 2: The COT of the gNB can block the UE initiated COT, but the COT of the UE shall not block the gNB initiated  COT.

Proposal 3: For the us, UE-to-gNB COT sharing is similar as those for gNB initiated COT and gNB-to-UE COT sharing in Rel-16 by exchanging UE and gNB roles.

Proposal 4: For FBE, it should be clarified whether the channel will be lost similar to LBE when the gap exceeds 25us or the channel is always valid for initiating device which the initiating device has succeeded to perform the LBT procedure and has accessed that the channel is idle within the latest idle period.

Proposal 5: The operation of multiple CG configurations is based on Rel-16 NR-U CG feature. 

Proposal 6: The operation of HARQ ID determination per CG is based on Rel-16 NR-U CG feature. 

Proposal 7: The operation of RV determination is based on Rel-16 NR-U CG feature. 

Proposal 8: For CG repetition pattern in the time domain, a combined feature based on both Rel-16 URLLC feature and NR-U feature is supported . 

Back-to-back repetitions with segmentation across the slot boundary or invalid symbols is supported as in Rel-16 URLLC.

Configuring additional transmission occasions across a number of slots to ensure K repetitions is supported as in Rel-16 NR-U.

Proposal 9:  For he interaction with DL/UL directions for Type 1 CG PUSCH and Type 2 CG PUSCH without the first PUSCH (including all the repetitions), Rel-16 NR-U feature is used with modifying the repetition to actual repetition.

If dynamic SFI is not received and not provided EnableConfiguredUL-r16, the actual repetition is not transmitted if it conflicts with a semi-static flexible symbol. 

If dynamic SFI is not received but provided EnableConfiguredUL-r16, the actual repetition can be transmitted.

Proposal 10:  For URLLC over unlicensed band, CG-UCI is transmitted per actual repetition.

Proposal 11: If Configuredgrantconfig-StartingfromRV0 is set to ‘on’, it is configurable to enable or disable the feature for starting the initial transmission at the last repetition when K≥8. If Configuredgrantconfig-StartingfromRV0 is set to ‘off’, Rel-16 URLLC behavior is used.

Proposal 12: If cg-RetransmissionTimer is configured, the CG re-transmission including introducing of DFI is based Rel-16 NR-U CG features, and is based on Rel-16 URLLC CG feature otherwise.
R1-2007657
vivo
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: FFP periodicity should be explicitly configured via dedicated RRC signaling or SIB-1.
Proposal 2: FFP periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.

Proposal 3: The transmission restriction only applies to an active idle period. There is no need to prioritize any inactive idle period. 

Proposal 4: When the configured or scheduled UL resources are aligned with the starting position of the FFP associated with UE, UE initiates the COT to perform UL transmission.

Proposal 5: gNB can detect either configured or scheduled transmissions from the beginning of the FFP to determine if the UE has initiated a COT.

Proposal 6: gNB can share the UE initiated COT regardless of the gap between the UL transmission and the DL transmission.

Proposal 7: For gNB-to-UE COT sharing, the following options can be further considered:

Option 1: UE detects group-common or broadcast signalling from the beginning of the FFP configured for gNB.

Option 2: gNB indicates the remaining COT duration as zero if it shares the COT initiated by other UE.

Option 3: gNB indicates the initiating of a COT to UE.

Proposal 8: UE-initiated COT should be supported for IDLE mode UE.
Proposal 9: For harmonizing UL configured-grant enhancements in NR-U and URLLC introduced in Rel-16 to be applicable for unlicensed spectrum, focus on following

Proposal 10: Clarify the configuration of cg-RetransmissionTimer is per CG or per cell when multiple CGs are configured for an unlicensed carrier.

Proposal 11:

Support configuration of phy-PriorityIndex field for CG operation in unlicensed band.

The field of pusch-RepTypeIndicator is NOT configured for operation with shared spectrum channel access for Type 1 CG.

Proposal 12: It is necessary to enhance the cg-UCI-Multiplexing field to support CG using NR-U like mechanism for URLLC traffic by taking into account intra-UE prioritization/multiplexing.

Proposal 13: To ensure the URLLC reliability for CG PUSCH using NR-U mechanism, startingFromRV0 can be used to control whether the RV for initial CG-PUSCH determined by the UE should be 0.
R1-2008357
Sony
Considerations in unlicensed URLLC
Observation 1: If the FFP duration between the gNB and UE cannot be different, the UE may face delay for its UL transmission. 

Observation 2: A UE that has initiated COT may use only a fraction of that COT, which may cause delay for a gNB in accessing the channel in scheduling other UEs.

Observation 2: By supporting CG-UCI in URLLC, HARQ process number/ID can be flexibly determined.

Observation 3: By supporting CG-UCI in URLLC, HARQ process number/ID can be shared between different CG configuration in the same BWP.

Observation 4: By supporting CG-UCI in URLLC, RV for repeated PUSCH can be flexibly determined.

Observation 5: It has been agreed in RAN1#102e that configuration of (cg-RetransmissionTimer) is not mandated at least for FBE. There is no strong motivation to apply it for LBE.

Observation 6: By using CG retransmission timer and CG-DFI, automatic retransmission of CG-PUSCH on the same or different CG configuration can be supported.
Proposal 1: The FFP duration (period) for the gNB and UE can be configured to be different.

Proposal 2: The starting FFP offset and FFP duration are independently configured for each UE.

Proposal 3: A UE can be configured to support multiple FFP configurations.

Proposal 4: Consider introducing gaps between two FFPs of a UE where the UE cannot initiate a COT.
Proposal 5: Allow a UE that has initiated a COT to release ownership of the COT to the gNB.

Proposal 6: UE initiated COT for semi-static channel access is supported in Idle Mode.
Proposal 7: Harmonisation for multiple CG configurations is not required, since both Rel-16 URLLC and NR-U already support multiple CG configurations.

Proposal 8: CG-UCI is supported in Rel-17 unlicensed URLLC.

Proposal 9: The parameters “cg-nrofPUSCH-InSlot-r16” and “cg-nrofSlots-r16” should be used in Rel-17 unlicensed URLLC. 

Proposal 10: Cross-slot transmission occasion (TO) configuration should be considered if cross-slot TO and PUSCH segmentation are supported.

Proposal 11: Rel-17 unlicensed URLLC supports PUSCH segmentation.

Proposal 12: Rel-17 unlicensed URLLC supports CG-DFI.

Proposal 13: The parameter “enableConfiguredUL” should always be supported in Rel-17 unlicensed URLLC.

Proposal 14: If some other URLLC parameters (e.g. Type B repetition) are enabled, the parameter “enableConfiguredUL” should also be enabled.

Proposal 15: Rel-17 unlicensed URLLC should support L1 priority indication in CG-PUSCH.
R1-2008059
LG Electronics
Discussion on unlicensed band URLLC IIOT
Proposal #1: Consider gNB-controlled UE-initiated COT structure/mechanism for FBE based U-band operation, in order to avoid potential collision/blocking between UE’s UL transmission and gNB’s essential DL transmission.

Proposal #2: Support unaligned FFP timing between the FFP stating with gNB-initiated COT and the FFP starting with UE-initiated COT.

Proposal #3: Consider to support dynamic indication of whether to allow UE-initiated COT for the next FFP based on the transmission of UE (group)-common DCI, at least for the control of potential congestion among multiple UEs in a same FFP.

Structure of the common DCI signaling (with indication of COT duration and SFI information) designed in Rel-16 NR-U can be reused. 

Proposal #4: Consider LBT type configuration for the configured UL resource in terms of whether the configured UL is allowed to initiate COT by UE.

It is FFS whether some handling is needed to apply the CP extension for transmission of the configured UL at the beginning of FFP.

Proposal #5: Consider to define the FFP including or starting with essential DL/UL transmission occasions (such as SSB or PRACH) as default FFP-g or default FFP-u.
Proposal #6: Consider to align the assumption of FFP type for multiple RB sets in a carrier/BWP under the unaligned FFP structure between UE and gNB.

Proposal #7: Consider to adopt PUSCH repetition type B for NR-U CG resource allocation. 

Proposal #8: Introduce following three resource allocation parameters replacing existing parameters to support harmonized CG operation. 

A RRC parameter for the number of consecutive PUSCH occasions 

A RRC parameter for the number of repetition of consecutive PUSCH occasions in slot-level 

A RRC parameter for the number of PUSCH occasion used for a TB 

Proposal #9: Consider to keep 1 symbol length PUSCH after segmentation under some condition in unlicensed band

Proposal #10: Consider new equation for determining HARQ process ID in order to support multiple TB transmission per periods.

Proposal #11: Consider NDI indication with less overhead other than CG-UCI
R1-2008568
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
UL enhancements for IIoT URLLC in unlicensed controlled environment
NR/NR-U CG enhancements harmonization:

Proposal 1: Two operation modes can be considered independently; NR IIoT Rel-16 based CG with NR based HARQ procedure and without CG-UCI, and NR-U based CG including CG-UCI and possibility of UE COT sharing.

Proposal 2: PUSCH repetitions type-B should be supported for unlicensed band operation when using NR IIoT Rel-16 based CG, without NR-U specific enhancements. FFS: required spec changes, if any. 

Proposal 3: The use of PUSCH repetition type-B together with NR-U based multi-slot allocations should not be considered.

Proposal 4: When cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, NR-U specific CG features such as CG-UCI, COT sharing indication, UE-selected HARQ process ID,  and consecutive allocations are not supported.

Proposal 5: PHY multiplexing/prioritization introduced in Rel-16 is supported also with NR-U CG. Interaction of CG-UCI and HARQ-ACK codebooks of different priorities is FFS.

Proposal 6: RAN1 should decide which Agenda Item (8.3.2 or 8.3.3) to handle the issue of UCI multiplexing and prioritization on unlicensed spectrum.
Proposal 7: FFP periodicity for a UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT

Proposal 8: As initiating device, the gNB can transmit during any UE FFP idle periods.

Proposal 9: As initiating device, a UE can transmit during other UEs FFP idle periods. 

Proposal 10: By default, as the initiating device, a UE cannot transmit during its serving gNB’s idle period. 

Proposal 11: Introduce support for gNB-controlled UE-initiated UL transmissions during gNB idle periods, when the gNB has no intention to acquire the COT in the subsequent FFP. 

Proposal 12: A UE should be able to determine, exclusively from information in the scheduling DCI, whether a scheduled PUSCH transmission should be transmitted according to shared gNB COT or UE-initiated COT. 

Proposal 13: Support UE-initiated COT for semi-static channel access mode in IDLE/INACTIVE mode. 

Proposal 14: Assuming support of UE-initiated COT for semi-static channel access mode in IDLE/INACTIVE mode is agreed, FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT also need to be provided to the UE by SIB-1.

Proposal 15: FFS whether the UE FFP start and periodicity are explicitly configured, or implicitly determined based on other higher layer configurations such as RACH configuration, UL CG configuration, etc. 

Proposal 16: a UE may initiate a COT, by transmitting at the beginning of the configured UE FFP, if it has not detected an overlapping gNB-initiated COT or if gNB has previously allowed UE to do so. Otherwise, the UE is still allowed to transmit, but following the principles of gNB-shared COT. 

R1-2008462
Apple
URLLC uplink enhancements for unlicensed spectrum
Proposal 1-1: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT. FFP periodicity and offset is explicitly configured to a UE via UE-specific RRC signaling.

Proposal 1-2: If the start of the UE’s transmission falls outside a gNB initiated COT, the UE is allowed to initiate its own COT. If the start of the UE’s transmission falls within a gNB-initiated COT, the UE can autonomously choose whether to share gNB’s COT or initiate its own COT.

Proposal 1-3: If the start of the UE’s transmission falls within gNB-initiated COT, and if the transmission overlaps with gNB-FFP’s idle period, it shall overlap with the sensing slot for gNB’s next FFP in order to be allowed to initiate the COT.

Proposal 1-4: Consider supporting the configuration of a priority level restriction for PUSCH, SR, HARQ-ACK for triggering UE-initiated COT.

Proposal 2-1: For the cases in unlicensed access where LBT is not a concern, the CG design for licensed spectrum is directly reused for unlicensed spectrum without modification.

Proposal 2-2: For the cases where LBT effect needs to be considered, at least the following functionalities from NR-U CG enhancements should be retained: flexible start of CG transmission; CG autonomous retransmission; the autonomous determination of HARQ ID/NDI/RV, and the transmission of HARQ ID/NDI/RV in CG-UCI; CG-DFI.

Proposal 2-3: For the cases where LBT effect needs to be considered, further consider the support of modified PUSCH repetition Type B with flexible start on unlicensed spectrum.

Proposal 2-4: Consider enhanced CG-UCI on unlicensed spectrum to allow the UE to autonomously adapt certain transmission parameters such as MCS.

R1-2009012
ETRI
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: For FBE, the followings are supported.

Whether or not UE initiates a COT in a UE FFP is determined by gNB’s indication/configuration

Whether or not UE initiates a COT in a UE FFP is decided by UE itself.

Proposal 2: For FBE, a UE can initiate a COT within another COT initiated by another UE.

Proposal 3: For FBE, a UE can initiate a COT within a gNB-initiated COT, and gNB can initiate a COT within a UE-initiated COT (as in Fig. 2(b)).

Proposal 4: For FBE, UE’s COT can be shortened, i.e., the ending position of UE’s COT can be configured/indicated by gNB.

Proposal 5: For FBE, FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT can be provided by SIB-1.
Proposal 6: Discuss how to handle the CP extension when the CP extension is configured to CG-PUSCH allocated to the starting position of a UE FFP.

Observation 1: The UL reliability performance of unlicensed URLLC can be severely degraded if UE’s processing time for DL detection for COT sharing is unknown to gNB.

Proposal 7: For FBE, define processing time for UE’s DL detection.

Proposal 8: For FBE, consider defining processing time for gNB’s UL detection for UE power saving purpose.

Proposal 9: Conclude whether or not to consider wideband operation (i.e., multiple RB sets in a BWP) in this WI.

Observation 2: The enhancements on CG-PUSCH should mainly target the case where cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured under this WI.

Proposal 10: For FBE, when cg-RetransmissionTimer is not configured, a symbol overlapping with idle period of a gNB FFP is regarded as invalid symbol for PUSCH mapping type B.
R1-2008161
Samsung
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Observation: A gNB can dynamically allow/cancle a UE’s COT by the existing signaling/mechanism. No motivation/benefit of a new signaling to explicitly indicate to UE to initiate a COT has been identified yet.   

Proposal 1: Support the transmission restriction on gNB’s idle period to ensure fair co-existence with other FBE nodes, i.e. the transmission from neither a gNB not its UE is allowed in gNB’s idle period. 

Proposal 2: Support UE-initiated COT for idle UE.
Proposal 3: Support explicit configuration of FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT 

Independent period configuration for UE and gNB-initiated COT 

UE-specific offset with reference to a certain radio frame or with reference to the start of gNB’s FFP
The configuration can be provided by both SIB1 and UE-dedicated RRC signaling 

Proposal 4: No support of new signaling/mechanism to allow/disablea UE to initiate a COT. Existing signaling/mechanism is sufficient. 

Proposal 5: No support of new signaling transmitted by UE to indicate whether a UE has initiated the COT. 

Proposal 6: Support configurability for Rel-16 NR-U and URLLC HARQ enhancement independently from cg-retransmission timer. 

Proposal 7: For PUSCH repetition over unlicensed band, 

Support configurability for Rel-16 NR-U with/without CG-UCI and URLLC type-A/type-B repetition. 

Study type-B repletion enhancement including multiple transmission occasions when cg-nrofSlots-r16 is configured, and gap enhancement to enable LBT operation. 

R1-2007709
Ericsson
Enhancements for IIoT URLLC on Unlicensed Band
Observation 1 Any restriction on UE-initiated COT design should be strongly justified to avoid compromising NR operation in unlicensed bands

Observation 2 Many different NR-U CG features are coupled with same higher layer parameter (e.g. cg-RetransmissionTimer).

Observation 3 Without decoupling features from the same higher layer parameter, combining URLLC and NR-U features is not feasible. One possibility is to use same RRC parameter for features under a single attribute, but different RRC parameters for features in different attribute.

Proposal 1 For semi-static channel access mode, FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.

Proposal 2 For semi-static channel access mode, UE-initiated COT is supported before dedicated RRC and is enabled by SIB-1.

• UE FFP periodicity and offset are implicitly determined based on PRACH configuration corresponding to a PRACH transmission outside the gNB-initiated COT.
Proposal 3 In semi-static channel access mode, UE to gNB COT sharing is supported when the gap between DL transmission and the UL transmission is more or less than 16 us.

• Note: If the gap is at most 16 us, no sensing before the DL transmission is required. Otherwise, a 9 us sensing immediately before the DL transmission is required.

Proposal 4 In semi-static channel access mode, when a UE is provided with both gNB FFP and UE FFP, the valid idle period associated to a DL or UL transmission is determined as follows:

• For scheduled transmissions, the associated valid idle period is indicated in the scheduling DCI;

• For configured transmissions, apply a rule to determine the associated valid idle period.

Proposal 5 Configuration of cg-RetransmissionTimer is optional when configured grant Type 1 or Type 2 are configured on unlicensed spectrum.

Proposal 6 Ensure NR-U UL CG features (CG-UCI, CG-DFI, cg-RetransmissionTimer) are enabled with configuration of an RRC parameter (e.g. cg-RetransmissionTimer)

Proposal 7 Ensure UL CG operation based on Rel-16 URLLC features is fully supported in unlicensed as in licensed.

• Enable configuration of harq-ProcID-Offset2 for unlicensed

Proposal 8 Enable configuration of cg-nrofSlots-r16, cg-nrofPUSCH-InSlot-r16 for UL CG without CG-UCI.

• Simplified repetition Type B (without segmentation)
R1-2008281
OPPO
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: FFP configuration for UE to initiate a COT should be supported with minimum specification effort.

the UE FFP length can be the same as the gNB FFP length.

the UE FFP can be determined by a configured offset value to the gNB FFP.

the UE’s COT end position and the gNB’s COT end position should be aligned.

configure a common FFP via SIB1 for idle/inactive UE to transmit PRACH.
Proposal 2: DCI format 2_0 can be used to cancel UE-initiated COT at least for configured uplink transmission.

Proposal 3: UE should determine the LBT type for UL transmission. 

the LBT type for a scheduled UL transmission is indicated by the channel access indication in the DCI.

the LBT type for a configured UL transmission with COT sharing information is autonomously determined by the UE.

the LBT type for a configured UL transmission without COT sharing information is determined by a predefined rule.

Proposal 4: It is necessary to harmonize NR-U configured grant and NR configured grant, at least for PUSCH resource allocation and CG-UCI transmission.

Proposal 5:  cg-RetransmissionTimer can be configured for each configured grant independently.
R1-2008954
Panasonic Corporation
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Observation 1: Multiple starting time offset for configured grant, which is configured as the amount of CP extension, can be reused to support UE-initiated COT.

Observation 2: It should be clarified that whether the difference of CP extension is called as the change of FFP or not.

Observation 3: If DG PUSCH is used for UE-initiated COT together with CG PUSCH, to support CP extension for multiple starting time offset as in CG PUSCH for DG PUSCH could be considered.

Observation 4: If the difference of CP extension is called as the change of FFP, the start of FFP might be always CG PUSCH if DG PUSCH does not have CP extension. If DG PUSCH supports CP extension, the amount of CP extension for DG PUSCH should be same as that configured to CG PUSCH.

Proposal 1: The UE is not allowed to transmit during the idle period of any FFP associated with the serving gNB (regardless whether the serving gNB initiates a COT in that FFP).

Proposal 2: FFP periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.

Observation 5: The decision on whether to support RACH transmission to initiate a COT by UE in RRC IDLE/INACTIVE mode could be up to RAN2.

Observation 6: If UE-initiated COT is supported in IDLE/INACTIVE mode, FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT should be provided to the UE by SIB.
Proposal 3: A UE can be explicitly indicated by DCI whether or not to initiate a COT in a next FFP associated to the UE.

Proposal 4: No explicit indication to indicate to the gNB that it has initiated a COT in an FFP is necessary.

Proposal 5: When configured grant Type 1 or Type 2 are configured on unlicensed spectrum, it would be useful that at least functions related to autonomous retransmission on CG and COT sharing are separately enabled/disabled by the configuration.
R1-2007885
TCL Communication Ltd.
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Observation 1: Multiple configurations help combat the random packet arrival without incurring large latency but it introduces signaling overhead.

Observation 2: The main limitation of the existing CG standardization in URLLC and NR-U is related to transport block confined within a period.

Observation 3: DL symbols in the middle of an UL transmission reduce the transmission time, which gets further reduction due to LBT requirement after the gap.

Observation 4: Dropping a transmission over semi-statically configured flexible symbols causes a QoS degradation.

The discussion and the observations have led to the following proposals in this document:

Proposal 1: CG-UCI is always transmitted even when the CG PUSCH is being transmitted over a licensed carrier.
Proposal 2: It is proposed to further investigate the scenario when DL symbols occur in the middle of an UL scheduled resource.

Proposal 3: For CG transmission, if dynamic SFI is configured but the UE cannot decode dynamic SFI, semi-static flexible symbols in the scheduled resource are used for PUSCH.

Proposal 4: The TDRA table is extended with the indication of number of repetitions. Each TB is indicated by a SLIV and number of repetitions. A SLIV only corresponds to one TB and not to PUSCH repetition of a TB.

Proposal 5: The number of entries in the new TDRA table increases based on the number of the scheduled TBs, the maximum allowed number of repetitions for each TB, the number of bits in TDRA field of DCI.
R1-2009135
Sharp
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: Prefer to allow UE to initiate a COT-u in a FFP-g with initiated COT-g.

Proposal 2: When the UE initiates a COT-u in a FFP-g with initiated COT-g, the UE shall pause the transmission during the IP-g.

Proposal 3: Periodicity of FFP-u can be configured to be different from or the same as periodicity of FFP-g.
Proposal 4: When the gNB detects UL transmission that begins at the starting of a FFP-u, the gNB shall determine that a COT-u has been initiated. The UL transmission should not be considered as a part of COT-g.

Proposal 5: When the gNB determines a UE has initiated a COT in an FFP associated to the UE, the gNB can transmit within the FFP and before the idle period corresponding to the FFP, regardless of whether the gap > 16us or not.

Proposal 6: FFP-u parameters can be provided by SIB-1 and PRACH transmission of idle UE in FFP-u shall be supported.
Proposal 7: Support inheriting Rel-16 URLLC CG features and the feature of multiple CG configurations.

Proposal 8: Support configuration of multiple UL transmission opportunities in frequency domain, e.g., by configuring multiple CGs with the same configurations except for RB set.
R1-2009084
InterDigital, Inc.
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: IDLE/INACTIVE mode UEs can initiate COTs in FBE at least for PRACH transmission.
Proposal 2: A UE can send an indication that it has initiated a COT in an FFP.

Proposal 3: A UE can be configured with multiple FFP configurations on which it may initiate a COT.

Proposal 4: An FFP configuration includes periodicity.

Proposal 5: For URLLC in controlled environment, a UE selects the HARQ Process ID by implementation from a configured pool of processes for an initial transmission on a CG, as in NR-U.

Proposal 6: A UE can prioritize transmissions over retransmissions on CG resources. The conditions to do so are FFS.
R1-2007551
FUTUREWEI
UE initiated COT for FFP
Proposal 1: The gNB should provide the UE with the configurations of gNB and UE COT opportunities for semi-static channel access. The configurations can be different.

Proposal 2: The UE shall be able to request gNB to allow UE to initiate COTs in semi-static channel access. Such requests may contain UE semi-static access desired parameters.

Proposal 3: Two devices share a COT during semi-static channel access if they use the same set of semi-static channel access parameters (FFP duration and idle duration) for their transmissions and their FFP are synchronized.

Proposal 4: The UE transmissions in semi-static channel access shall belong to the same (a single) COT until that COT ends unless instructed by gNB otherwise.  

Proposal 5: The gNB should support dynamic change of UE’s initiated COT in semi-static channel access.      

Proposal 6: The UE may be provided with the necessary resources for UE initiated COT in semi-static channel access via CG Type 2.

Proposal 7: The UE shall support dynamic group (re)configuration of the UE semi-static channel access parameters set.

Proposal 8: The semi-static channel access configurations shall avoid capturing the channel.

Proposal 9: The UE shall support capabilities signaling to inform gNB that it can initiate COTs for semi-static channel access. 

R1-2009103
Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: Start of FFP for UE-initiated COT is not associated with start of gNB-FFP.
Proposal 2: UE is not allowed to transmit during idle period of any FFP associated with the gNB.

Proposal 3: Support allowing only UEs with high priority data/control to initiate a COT for FBE.

Proposal 4: For the case of UE-initiated COT with configured grant PUSCH transmission, the number of repetitions applied to a transport block at the beginning of the acquired FFP is less than the number of repetitions associated with PUSCH transmissions of the configured grant (in transmission occasions other than those of the beginning of the acquired FFP).

Proposal 5: For the case of UE-initiated COT with configured grant PUSCH transmission, the transmit power at the beginning of the acquired FFP can be higher than the transmit power associated with PUSCH transmissions of the configured grant (in transmission occasions other than those of the beginning of the acquired FFP).

Proposal 6: For the case of UE-initiated COT with configured grant PUSCH transmission, solutions should be considered to avoid LBT before a high priority UL transmission at the beginning of the acquired FFP. 

R1-2009065
MediaTek Inc.
On the enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: The UE is configured to initiate a COT for PRACH transmission. 

· E.g. UEs with high Priority traffic or mixed high/low priority traffic could have this functionality enabled by gNB.  

Proposal 2: UE-initiated COT carrying PRACH is automatically shared with the gNB without any additional indication.
Proposal 3: During a gNB-initiated COT: 

· If the UE has an UL CG transmission and if CG-UCI Channel Occupancy Time (COT) sharing information bit-field is enabled it is interpreted as the UE didn’t start its own COT. 

· If the UE has an UL CG transmission and if CG-UCI Channel Occupancy Time (COT) sharing information bit-field is disabled, it is interpreted as the UE started its own COT. 

Proposal 4: UE to gNB COT sharing is supported when the gap is >16us
Proposal 5: UE COT-initiating functionality is RRC (or dynamically) configured to the UE. 
Proposal 6: UE COT initiation enabling/disabling is determined from the traffic priority.

Proposal 7: FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT could be provided by SIB-1.
Proposal 8: UE FFP periodicity determined from higher layer parameters but overridden by explicit dedicated signalling.

Proposal 9: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT

Proposal 10: No DCI indication for UE COT-initiation in next FFP and restrict UE COT-initiation to high priority traffic.

R1-2009184
NTT DOCOMO, INC.
Discussion on enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC
Proposal 1: UE in IDLE/INACTIVE mode does not initiate COT, i.e., PRACH is not used to initiate COT in IDLE/INACTIVE mode.

Proposal 2: FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT can be provided to the UE by dedicated RRC signalling only, i.e., not provided by SIB1.
Proposal 3: FFP periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT and can be different among UEs

Proposal 4: FFP periodicity for UE-initiated COT is explicitly configured by dedicated RRC signalling to each UE

Proposal 5: No additional specification is necessary for the indication to initiate a COT in a next FFP associated to the UE

Proposal 6: No explicit indication is necessary for UE to indicate to gNB that it has initiated a COT in an FFP

Proposal 7: No more condition is necessary for the following case:

The gNB determines a COT in an FFP associated to a UE, that is initiated by the UE, if the gNB detects a UL transmission from the UE starting from the beginning of the FFP and ending before the idle period of the FFP

Proposal 8: 9 us CCA is applied to the gNB’s transmission in UE-to-gNB COT sharing when the gap is > 16us

Proposal 9: Support CG-PUSCH with/without CG-UCI by configuration in unlicensed band

Proposal 10: Configuration of cg-RetransmissionTimer is not mandated when CG is configured on unlicensed spectrum for both FBE and LBE
R1-2008108
Spreadtrum Communications
Discussion on enhancements for unlicensed band URLLCIIoT
Proposal 1: UE in IDLE/INACTIVE mode need not use semi-static channel access mode.
Proposal 2: Regarding the period of UE-initiated COT (Tx_UE), it can be separately configured by higher layer singling.

Proposal 3: FFP Periodicity for UE-initiated COT can be different from the FFP periodicity for gNB-initiated COT.

Proposal 4: Regarding relationship of gNB-initiated COT and UE-initiated COT, it does not allow a UE to operate as an initiating device within a valid gNB’s FFP. And a UE never operates as an initiating device within a valid gNB’s FFP

Proposal 5: RRC parameters configures either URLLC CG features or NR-U CG features. And not support combined URLLC and NR-U CG features.
R1-2007902
Beijing Xiaomi Software Tech
Enhancement for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Observation 1: It is not necessary to configure multiple FFP configurations for gNB/UE, a single FFP configuration for an initiating device is enough.

Proposal 1: A responding device can still transmit in the shared COT even if it collides with the idle period of FFP configured for the responding device.

Proposal 2: Further studied how to enable gNB to indicate a UE which initiates a COT to share channels to the gNB.

Proposal 3: Configuring periodical UL channels, such as CG-PUSCH, at the beginning of FFP, will facilitate UE to initiate a COT successfully.
Proposal 4: To guarantee continuous channel occupation, padding signals or repetition of transmitted channels may be needed to fill the gaps between multiple UL channels in a UE initiated COT.

R1-2007851
CATT
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT provided by SIB-1 are not supported. 

Proposal 2: UE FFP periodicity is explicitly configured by gNB. 
Proposal 3: gNB can inform UE a transmission pattern to indicate which COT(s) can be used for UE initialization.

Proposal 4: UE to gNB COT sharing should be supported when the gap is >16us.
Proposal 5: Option 2 is taken as baseline for supporting UL CG for URLLC in unlicensed band. LBT failure rate can be made as switching condition between URLLC CG mechanism and NR-U CG mechanism in unlicensed band.
R1-2009247
WILUS Inc.
Discussion on enhancement for unlicensed URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: For Rel-17, regarding the signaling for FBE operation when a UE operates an initiating device, it should be supported that a gNB provides FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT to the UE by SIB-1 in addition to dedicated RRC signaling similar to that of a gNB initiated COT in Rel-16 NR-U.

Proposal 2: For semi-static channel access mode, it should be allowed to support using the transmission of any scheduled/configured UL channel/signal to initiate a COT by a UE regardless of DL transmission burst’s reception within one channel occupancy even for the case when the UE is in IDLE/INACTIVE mode.
Proposal 3: It should be further discussed on collision issue of UL transmission within a channel occupancy of initiated COTs by multiple UEs.

Proposal 4: It should be further discussed whether or not to possibly transmit configured-grant PUSCH with repetition at candidate SS/PBCH block positions with the same SS/PBCH block index after the detection of the SS/PBCH block index.
R1-2008891
NEC
Enhancements for unlicensed band URLLC IIoT
Proposal 1: UE’s FFP should be configured within a gNB’s FFP.

Proposal 2: The periodicity of gNB FFP is an integer N multiple of the periodicity of UE FFP.

Proposal 3: The configuration of UE’s FFP for URLLC should not collide with each other.

Proposal 4: gNB may send a PDCCH to cancel a low priority UE’s transmission and release the corresponding UE initiated COT in order to support high priority URLLC transmission of another UE.

Proposal 5: Once a UE initiated COT is released by gNB, the UE may not initiate another COT for the same transmission/service until gNB reschedules its UL transmission.

R1-2008834
Charter Communications
Unlicensed aspects for IIoT
Proposal 1: For semi-static UL channel access mode, if the UE is in IDLE/INACTIVE mode, then CO initiation by the UE should be allowed for at least RACH procedure transmissions (msg1/3/A).
Proposal 2: For UE-to-gNB COT sharing in semi-static channel access mode, gNB detection of a UL transmission and COT sharing decisions can be based on Rel-16 CG-UCI COT sharing information.
Proposal 3: FFP parameters for UE-initiated COT are also provided by SIB-1.
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