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Source:		Moderator (vivo)
Title:		Summary of [108-e-R16-NR-U-02] Issue#T1: Channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmissions
Agenda Item:		7.2.2
Document for: 	Discussion and Decision
1. Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk79934029]The document is to collect companies’ inputs and provide a summary for the email discussion thread 
[bookmark: _Hlk96357589][108-e-R16-NR-U-02] Email discussion/approval on channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmissions (Issue T1 in R1-2202492) by February 25 – Gen Li (vivo)
Companies are highly appreciated providing your Round 1 inputs before the 1st checkpoint:
· [bookmark: _Hlk96357607]1st checkpoint: 22nd Feb. 23:59 UTC
· 2nd checkpoint: 24th Feb. 23:59 UTC
· 3rd checkpoint: 25th Feb. 23:59 UTC
2. Discussions
Background
In RAN1#100bis meeting, the following agreement is made for multiple PUSCHs scheduled by a single UL grant:
Agreement:
For LBT type and CP extension, after failing to transmit first PUSCH(s) of a set scheduled by a single UL grant,
· If a UE fails to access the channel with UL Type 2B channel access, Type 2A UL channel access shall be used for the following consecutively scheduled transmissions.
· If a UE fails to access the channel prior to the first of the consecutive UL transmissions, it shall use “0” CP extension for the subsequent UL transmissions irrespective of the CP extension indicated in the scheduling grant.
In TS 37.213 [1], the channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s) are described as below:[bookmark: _Toc44669019][bookmark: _Toc35593611][bookmark: _Toc51607168][bookmark: _Toc28873153][bookmark: _Toc74647499][bookmark: _Hlk81560946]4.2.1.0.1	Channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmission(s)
For contiguous UL transmission(s), the following are applicable:
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure.

In [1], it is found that the above spec is not aligned with the above agreement since the “otherwise” part includes the case that multiple consecutive UL transmissions are scheduled by multiple UL grant(s). This misalignement may bring problem for some certain scenarios such as the following example:


If following current spec below in 37.213, if Type 2B for PUSCH 1 failed, PUSCH2 and PUSCH3 will be transmitted by performing Type 2A LBT, which is not correct since it is already out of COT. Therefore, CRs in [3] and [4] are proposed to solve the misalignment. 
Company views (Round 1, Closed)
Please kindly provide your views in the table below.
Question 1: Do you agree that the above-mentioned spec in TS 37.213 is not aligned the agreement made in RAN1#100bis meeting?
· Please provide the reason if you don’t agree.
	Company
	Agree or not
	 Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Not agree
	This issue has been discussed before. We think that the current spec is clear enough. It is true that “otherwise” part includes the case of multiple consecutive UL transmissions scheduled by multiple UL grant(s). However, this should be handled by proper gNB scheduling. For instance, in the example shown in the figure above, gNB would not schedule consecutive PUSCH2 and PUSCH3 immediately after PUSCH1 with Type 1 channel access procedure indicated while there is no time gap to perform the Type 1 procedure and initiate a new COT in the first place.
Therefore, we do not think the proposed TP is needed.

	Intel
	Disagree
	Our view is that the agreement as intended has been indeed correctly captured in the spec, and we do not think the proposed TP is needed. The highlighted issue could be simply solved/handled by proper gNB’s scheduling.

	Samsung
	Agree
	We believe with the change, the spec is more clear on the UE behavior and allow more flexibility in gNB’s implementation. 

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Disagree
	We think that gNB should ensure that the above mentioned scheduling behavior does not occur. Even if the part of the scheduling PUSCHs falls outside the COT, then naturally UE cannot use the LBT type other than Type1 to access channel. So we believe that the spec is clear.

	LG Electronics
	Disagree
	We think gNB can schedule so that the above issues do not occur.

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Agree
	We think this issue needs to be resolved without any assumption that gNB can avoid the aforementioned case. Different gNB vendors may have different scheduling policies. If the issue can be resolved with clearer and minor standardization effort, it could be better than restricting gNB scheduling flexibility.

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree
	As we have stated before, the use of “otherwise” leads to ambiguity. We are open to discuss further how to exactl correct this.  

	vivo
	Agree
	As we indicated in our contribution, the agreement is clearly for multiple PUSCHs by a single UL grant. However, in current spec, the use of “otherwise” leads to ambiguity, which includes the case of multiple consecutive UL transmissions scheduled by multiple UL grant(s).
Clearly it is not aligned with the agreement.

	Ericsson
	Agree
	There are two statements that are indepdently valid. Using “otherwise” in between couples them unnesarily. So, it is better to remove “otherwise” and decouple these two.
@HW: Your comment is correct and maybe the figure used for the discussion is misleading. But if you consider these two cases, the way I see, both yellow and cyan texts are correct. Imagine UL shares gNB Cot and D1 to D4 all indicate Type 2B. Now, if LBT for USCH1 is failed, we can use Type 2A for PUSCH2. Now, this event is coupled to another scenario that is not correct.
If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure


	Huawei, HiSilicon 2
	Agree on removing ‘otherwise’
	We agree that the use of “otherwise” causes ambiguity and coupling of cases. So, we agree to remove “otherwise” in this clause
However, we do not understand how the TP proposed by Vivo or the TP with Samsung wording in Question 2 address the case in consideration wherein multiple contiguous UL transmissions are scheduled by multiple DCIs after indicated Type 2B fails. For instance, consider the alternative example provided by Ericsson: 
@Ericsson, for your alternative example wherein D1 through D4 indicate Type 2B within gNB COT and the first Type 2B fails, according to the proposed TPs, “if the next transmission is scheduled by a different UL grant or DL assignment from that for the transmission, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment,” the 1st of the next transmissions would be transmitted according to Type 2B although the gap would be larger than 16us. 


	Intel 2
	Agree on removing ‘otherwise’
	We agree with HW assessment, and that if  “otherwise” causes ambiguity, we could simply remove it from this clause.

	LG Electronics 2
	Agree on removing ‘otherwise’
	We agree with HW assessment and ‘otherwise’ can be removed to avoid the ambiguity.

	Ericsson
	Agree on removing ‘otherwise’
	Yes to HW. Thanks!
It seems removing “otherwise” is sufficient.


Question 2: Do you support the following TP for solving the mis-alignement?
· TP1 in [1]
[bookmark: _Hlk96351364]------------------------------------------------------TP1 for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1---------------------------------------------------
<unchanged part omitted>
4.2.1.0.1	Channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmission(s) 
For contiguous UL transmission(s), the following are applicable:
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and 
- if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, 
- if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure and if the next transmission is scheduled by the same UL grant or DL assignment as that for the transmission, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure. Otherwise, if the next transmission is scheduled by a different UL grant or DL assignment from that for the transmission, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment.
<unchanged part omitted>
------------------------------------------------------TP1 for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1---------------------------------------------------
· Please provide your comment for TP1.
	Company
	Support or not
	 Comment

	Intel
	We do not support this TP
	See comments above.

	Samsung
	OK in principle
	We are proposing the following change for better clarity (the wording “otherwise” in original TP is a little bit misleading)
[bookmark: _Hlk96519097][bookmark: _Hlk96519191]-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and 
- if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, 
- if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure and,
- if the next transmission is scheduled by the same UL grant or DL assignment as that for the transmission, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure;., 
- if the next transmission is scheduled by a different UL grant or DL assignment from that for the transmission, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment.


	ZTE, Sanechips
	Do not support
	The same reason as the Q1

	LG Electronics
	Do not support
	

	Lenovo, Motorola Mobility
	Generally OK with us
	Prefer Samsung’s wording.

	Nokia, NSB
	OK in principle
	Prefer Samsung’s wording

	vivo
	Support
	We are fine with Samsung’s wording

	Ericsson
	OK in principle
	We also prefer Samsung’s wording

	Huawei, HiSilicon 2
	OK with removing “otherwise” only
	We agree that the use of “otherwise” causes ambiguity and coupling of cases. So, we agree to remove “otherwise” in this clause
However, we do not understand how the TP with Samsung wording  addresses the case in consideration wherein multiple contiguous UL transmissions are scheduled by multiple DCIs after indicated Type 2B fails. 
For instance, consider the alternative example provided by Ericsson wherein D1 through D4 indicate Type 2B within gNB COT and the first Type 2B fails, according to the proposed TPs, “if the next transmission is scheduled by a different UL grant or DL assignment from that for the transmission, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment,” the 1st of the next transmissions would be transmitted according to Type 2B although the gap would be larger than 16us which is definitely not the desired behavior. 
Given that the ‘set of UL transmissions’ is contiguous, gNB would schedule them within the same COT. There is no concern as such that a subsequent transmission in the set would be indiacted with Type 1. We suggest to keep the clause generic as follows:

For contiguous UL transmission(s), the following are applicable:
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, iIf the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure.



	LG Electronics 2
	Agree on removing ‘otherwise’
	We agree with HW assessment and ‘otherwise’ can be removed to avoid the ambiguity.

	Ericsson2
	Agree on removing ‘otherwise’
	After further thinking, we agree with HW.


Summary of Round1
Based on the received comments, here is summary of discussion status:
Question 1: Whether to agree that the above-mentioned spec in TS 37.213 is not aligned the agreement made in RAN1#100bis meeting?
· Agree: Samsung, Lenovo/Motorola Mobility, Nokia/NSB, vivo, Ericsson
· Disagree: Huawei/HiSilicon, Intel, ZTE, LGE

Question 2: Whether to support TP1 to solve the mis-alignment?
· Support TP1 with Samsung’s revised wording: Samsung, Lenovo/Motorola Mobility, Nokia/NSB, vivo, Ericsson
· Don’t support TP1: Intel, ZTE, LGE, Huawei
· Support removing “otherwise”: Huawei/HiSilicon, Intel, LGE

In the discussions, Ercisson raised a new case that gNB schedules 4 consecutive UL transmissions that are all indicated with Type 2B. Based on moderator’s understanding, this is not a valid case since the condition to indicate Type 2B by gNB is to guarantee the gap between DL and UL transmission is exactly 16us. However, if the first PUSCH is indicated as Type 2B, gNB can’t guarantee that the gap between DL transmission and the subsequent PUSCH is 16us so that they can’t be indicated as Type 2B. 
@Ericsson: Please check if the above understanding is correct.

On removing “otherwise” proposal supported by Huawei, moderator thinks that there may not help solve the problem. There may be some misleading by mentioning “otherwise part includes the case that multiple consecutive UL transmissions are scheduled by multiple UL grant(s)” in the above summary by moderator. Actually the problem lies in the first sentence “If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s)”. Even “Otherwise” is removed, the last sentence in the refered spec is equivalent to:
· If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure.
The above-mentioned problem is still existing, i.e. the first PUSCH indicated with Type 2B and the second PUSCH indicated with Type 1.
@Huawei, Intel and LGE: Please check if the above understanding is correct.

From the discussions, it seems that there are the following two alternatives to solve the mentioned problem:

Alt. 1: Adopt TP1 (with Samsung’s revised wording) to correct the channel access procedure for the above mentioned problem case
[bookmark: _Hlk96518259]Alt. 2: UE is not expected to handle the mentioned problem case by gNB scheduling, i.e. if Type 2B is identified for the first of the consecutive UL transmissions, a UE is not expected to be indicated with Type 1 for subsequential consecutive UL transmissions without gaps.

Even for Alt. 2, current spec still needs to be updated by banning the case. If looking at the following spec in Section 4.2.1.0.1, Type 2B+Type 1+Type 1 indication is allowed. 
· A UE is not expected to be indicated with different channel access types for any consecutive UL transmissions without gaps in between the transmissions, except if Type 2B or Type 2C UL channel access procedures are identified for the first of the consecutive UL transmissions. 

Base on the above discussions, the following two alternatives with TP are proposed:
· Alt. 1: Adopt TP1a to correct the channel access procedure for the above mentioned problem case
[bookmark: _Hlk96519269]------------------------------------------------------TP1a for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1--------------------------------------------------
<unchanged part omitted>
4.2.1.0.1	Channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmission(s) 
For contiguous UL transmission(s), the following are applicable:
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and 
- if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, 
- if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure and,
- if the next transmission is scheduled by the same UL grant or DL assignment as that for the transmission, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure;., 
- if the next transmission is scheduled by a different UL grant or DL assignment from that for the transmission, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment.
<unchanged part omitted>
------------------------------------------------------TP1a for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1--------------------------------------------------
· Alt. 2: Adopt TP2 to avoid the above mentioned problem case by gNB scheduling
------------------------------------------------------TP2 for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1--------------------------------------------------
<unchanged part omitted>
For contiguous UL transmission(s), the following are applicable:
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure.
<unchanged part omitted>
-	A UE is not expected to be indicated with different channel access types for any consecutive UL transmissions without gaps in between the transmissions, except if Type 2B or Type 2C UL channel access procedures are identified for the first of the consecutive UL transmissions. If Type 2B is identified for the first of the consecutive UL transmissions, a UE is not expected to be indicated with Type 1 for subsequential consecutive UL transmissions without gaps.
<unchanged part omitted>
------------------------------------------------------TP2 for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1--------------------------------------------------

Moderator suggests to continue discussion on the above two alternatives and TPs in Round 2.

Company views (Round 2, Closed)
Please provide your preferred alterntive and comment in the table below. If any unacceptable Alt from your side, please indicate it as well.

	Company
	Preferred Alternative
	Unacceptable Alternative
	 Comment

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Neither 
	Both
	Type 2B+Type 1 for two contiguous UL transmissions scheduled by two DCIs within gNB COT is allowed due to the following 2 clauses:
· A UE is not expected to be indicated with different channel access types for any consecutive UL transmissions without gaps in between the transmissions, except if Type 2B or Type 2C UL channel access procedures are identified for the first of the consecutive UL transmissions.
A different channel access type (Type 1or 2A) can be indicated after Type 2B   
· If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of  consecutive UL transmissions without gaps including PUSCH  using one or more UL grant(s), PUCCH using one or more DL grant(s), or SRS with one or more DL grant(s) or UL grant(s) and the UE transmits one of the scheduled UL transmissions in the set after accessing the channel according to one of Type 1, Type 2, Type 2A, Type 2B or Type 2C UL channel access procedures, the UE may continue transmission of the remaining UL transmissions in the set, if any.
UE understands that if Type 1 is indicated for the contiguous UL transmission following the one indicated with Type 2B, it would be directly transmitted disregarding Type 1 if Type 2B was successful    
Therefore, precluding that case as in Alt 2, is not needed.

However, if Type 2B was not suceesful, then the expected behavior is that Type 2A would be performed before the UL transmission indicated with Type 1 by the different DCI according to the following clause when “otherwise” is removed:   
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, iIf the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure.
Whereas, following proposed Alt 1 above would still mean that Type 1 would be performed before the UL transmission indicated with Type 1 by the different DCI even though it is within gNB COT and Type 2A can be used.

	LG Electronics
	Neither 
	Both
	We share the same view with Huawei and think that if only 'otherwise' is removed from the current specification, there is no problem with UE behavior in Type2B+Type1+Type1 scenario.

	vivo
	Alt1
	
	Regarding HW’s comment, we are not clear about the motivation to indicate Type1 within the gNB-initiated COT. We think Type 2A is enogh. We think gNB indicates Type 1 when gNB cannot guranteen that the transmission will be within the gNB-initiated COT.

	Nokia, NSB
	removing “otherwise”
	
	The root cause for ambiguity is the use of “otherwise”, which essentially covers all possible cases that are not explicitly listed. Removing it seems to resolve the issue.

	ZTE, Sanechips
	Neither
	Both
	We still think that there is no need to change current spec. For the mentioned scenario above, it can be avoided by gNB. Even if part of contiguous PUSCHs falls outside of the COT, Type1 channel access can be used.
For current spec, we think it just is applied for the case where all contiguous PUSCHs is within COT.

	Intel
	Neither
	Both
	We share same view with Huawei, and we still think that the current specification is sufficient, and this specific issue can be solved by proper gNB’s scheduling.

	Ericsson
	Agree on removing ‘otherwise’
	
	We realized that HW assessment is correct. So, we agree with HW to remove “otherwise”.

	
	
	
	



Summary of Round2
Based on Round 2 inputs, there are majority support of removing “otherwise” as proposed by Huawei. So the following proposal is made for further discussion:

Proposal: Adopt TP3a to resolve the ambiguity:
------------------------------------------------------TP3 for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1--------------------------------------------------
<unchanged part omitted>
For contiguous UL transmission(s), the following are applicable:
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. Otherwise, Iif the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure.
<unchanged part omitted>
------------------------------------------------------TP3 for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1--------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------TP3a for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1--------------------------------------------------
<unchanged part omitted>
For contiguous UL transmission(s), the following are applicable:
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), and 
-    if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment. 
 -    iOtherwise, if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure.
<unchanged part omitted>
------------------------------------------------------TP3a for 37.213 Section 4.2.1.0.1--------------------------------------------------

Company views (Round 3, Closed)
Please provide your comments on the above proposal
	Company
	Support or not
	 Comment

	Lenovo
	Support
	We slightly prefer adjusting the structure for crystal clear:
For contiguous UL transmission(s), the following are applicable:
-	If a UE is scheduled to transmit a set of UL transmissions using one or more UL grant(s) or DL assignment(s), 
· and if the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to one of Type 1, Type 2, or Type 2A UL channel access procedures, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to the channel access type indicated in the corresponding UL grant or DL assignment.
·  Otherwise, Iif the UE cannot access the channel for a transmission in the set prior to the last transmission according to Type 2B UL channel access procedure, the UE shall attempt to transmit the next transmission according to Type 2A UL channel access procedure.


	Moderator
	
	Thanks Lenovo for the comment. TP3 is updated to TP3a accordingly. Note that ‘and’ is replaced in the main bullet.
Draft CRs are also uploaded:
Draft Rel-16 CR on channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmissions
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG1_RL1/TSGR1_108-e/Inbox/drafts/7.2.2/%5B108-e-R16-NR-U-02%5D/R1-220xxxx_Draft%20Rel-16%20CR%20on%20channel%20access%20procedures%20for%20consecutive%20UL%20transmissions_v01.docx 
Draft Rel-17 mirror CR on channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmissions
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/WG1_RL1/TSGR1_108-e/Inbox/drafts/7.2.2/%5B108-e-R16-NR-U-02%5D/R1-220xxxx_Draft%20Rel-17%20CR%20on%20channel%20access%20procedures%20for%20consecutive%20UL%20transmissions_v01.docx 
Please continue to provide comments on TP3a and the draft CRs.

	
	
	

	
	
	




Conclusion
The following CR are endorced:
R1-2202740   Rel-16 CR on TS 37.213 on channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmissions
R1-2202741   Rel-17 mirror CR on TS 37.213 on channel access procedures for consecutive UL transmissions
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