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Introduction
This document summarizes contributions [1][2] submitted to agenda item 8.3.3 in RAN1#109-e that include issues related to URLLC/IIoT operations in unlicensed bands and captures the corresponding preparatory email discussions tagged with NR-U enh. under the following email thread:
	· [109-e-Prep-AI8.3 R17 URLLC/IIoT] Preparation phase for Rel-17 URLLC/IIoT maintenance
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Issue#1: COT association for PUSCH scheduled via RAR
In [1] it is discussed that in the current TS 37.213, UE behaviours for scheduled UL transmissions are specified according to whether a scheduling UL transmission and the corresponding scheduling DCI are confined within same gNB FFP or within different gNB FFP. On the other hand, the case where a PUSCH transmission is scheduled via the corresponding RAR (during RACH procedure) doesn’t seem to be covered. To address this, a TP is provided for TS 37.213 is proposed in [1].
Please share your view regarding this issue for potential discussion during RAN1#109-e.
	Collection of views regarding issue#1

	Company
	Comment

	Intel
	We are fine with this CR.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We are Ok in priciple. Exact wording can be discussed. 

	ZTE
	We are fine to discuss this CR.

	vivo
	We are fine to discuss the CR.

	LG
	We are also fine to discuss this CR as proponent.

	New H3C
	OK to discuss the CR during this meeting

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine to discuss the CR

	[bookmark: _Hlk101945373]Futurewei
	We are fine to discuss the CR.

	Apple
	Fine to discuss the CR.

	Moderator
	Based on the inputs, Moderator recommends to consider Issue#1 for Email discussion during RAN1#109-e.
Recommnedation: Issue#1 for Email discussion during RAN1#109-e



Issue#2: Maximum values for offsetUE in SemiStaticChannelAccessConfigUE
In [2] section 3.1, it is discussed that the value range of the ue-Offset parameter in ue-SemiStaticChannelAccessConfig in the table of RRC parameters sent to RAN2 in R1-2112976 is incorrect as the proper corresponding maximum values should be 139/279/559 for 15/30/60kHz SCS rather than 279/559/1119.

Please share your view regarding this issue for potential discussion during RAN1#109-e.
	Collection of views regarding issue#2

	Company
	Comment

	Intel
	We agree with HW assessment, and we are also fine to send an LS to RAN2 to notify them about this issue.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We support the proposal in [2] as the proponent to send an LS to RAN2 capturing the correct maximum vlaues and value range for OffsetUE. 
The current values are in contradiction to the field description in the RAN2 running CR which is based on our agreement from RAN#104-e
SemiStaticChannelAccessConfigUE information element
-- ASN1START
-- TAG-SEMISTATICCHANNELACCESSCONFIGUE-START

SemiStaticChannelAccessConfigUE-r17 ::=    SEQUENCE {
    periodUE-r17                                 ENUMERATED {ms1, ms2, ms2dot5, ms4, ms5, ms10, spare1, spare2},
    offsetUE-r17                                 INTEGER (0..1119)
}

-- TAG-SEMISTATICCHANNELACCESSCONFIGUE-STOP
-- ASN1STOP

offsetUE
Indicates the number of symbols from the beginning of the even indexed radio frame to the start of the first period within that radio frame that the UE can initiate a channel occupancy (see TS 37.213 [48], clause 4.3), based on the smallest SCS among the configured SCSs in the serving cell. The offset duration indicated by this field is less than the period duration indicated by periodUE. The maximum value is 279, 559 and 1119 for 15, 30 and 60 kHz subcarrier spacing, respectively.

	ZTE
	Agree to discuss this issue and fine to send an LS to RAN2 for notification.

	vivo
	We are fine to discuss the issue and send LS to RAN2 for the correction. 

	LG
	We are also fine to discuss this issue (and potential LS to RAN2).

	New H3C
	OK to discuss this issue during this meeting

	Nokia, NSB
	We are fine to discuss the CR and the LS, if necessary.

	Futurewei
	We are fine to discuss the CR.

	Apple
	Fine to discuss

	Moderator
	The Issue#2 is valid and also brought up by RRC Running CR’s rapporteure in RAN2.
In order to avoid unneccesary LS, Moderator suggests the following:
· Moderator to follow the status of RAN2 Running CR on this issue.
· If by start of RAN1#109-e, the issue is still pending in RAN2, Moderator includes the changes for Issue#2 in the updated RRC parameters list under corresponding Email discussion for IIoT/URLLC RRC parameters to be kicked-off by Rapporteure.
· If by start of RAN1#109-e, the issue is resolved in RAN2, Moderator reports the status. No action would be needed from RAN1.

Recommendation: Issue#2 for IIoT/URLLC RRC parameters Email discussion during RAN1#109-e if it is not resolved by RAN2 by start of RAN1#109-e.




Issue#3: Editorial corrections
In [2] section 3.2, a text proposal as TP#2 for TS 37.213 v17.1.0 is suggested that captures some editorial corrections for clarity, alignment with similar clauses, and accuracy of the specifications. Highlights are provided in the corresponding TP where applicable to help explain the need for such an editorial correction.
Please share your view regarding this issue for potential discussion during RAN1#109-e.
	Collection of views regarding issue#3

	Company
	Comment

	Intel
	The editorials seem not be needed, and the spec is already clear. 
Also proposed changes into Sec. 4.3.1.2.4.1 and 4.3.1.2.4.2 were already discussed.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	We think the editorials are needed due to the following:
4.3.1.1		Channel occupancy initiated only by gNB
This is the only clause under 4.3.1 that does not relate a channel occupancy initiated by gNB to “a period of duration Tx “
4.3.1.2.2		Channel occupancy initiated by UE and sensing procedures
When gNB is sharing a channel occupancy that is initiated in a period of duration  by a UE, the UE has already initiated the channel occupancy as recited in the remaining of the same paragraph. 
[bookmark: _Toc98582261]
4.3.1.2.3		Association with initiated channel occupancy for configured UL transmissions
Similar to corrections we have done earlier,  the use of “the” with the second occurrence is essential 
“if the UE has already determined that the gNB has initiated a channel occupancy in that period as …..transmission is associated with a channel occupancy that is initiated by the gNB.”
4.3.1.2.4.1		Intra-period scheduled UL transmissions
4.3.1.2.4.2		Cross-period scheduled UL transmissions
“of whether they are transmitted on the same or different carrier”
Two transmissions are either transmitted on a same carrier or on [two] different carriers

	ZTE
	We don’t see the need to make these editorial changes, current spec is clear.

	vivo
	Agree with others that the change is not necessary. 

	LG
	Simila view with other companies that the change doesn’t seem to be essential.

	New H3C
	It isn’t essential to make editorial change.

	Nokia, NSB
	We do not see these modifications as critical.

	Futurewei
	We think the modifications are critical

	Apple
	The editorial changes do not seem essential.

	Moderator
	Majority of the companies share the view that the changes are not essential. However two companies consider that the changes are needed.
Since the spec is not frozen yet, Moderator suggests to include the changes as part of Editorial changes when Issue#1 is discussed under Email discussion in RAN1#109-e to improve the readabiity of the spec, such that companies can quickly review witohut spending much time.
Recommnedation: Issue#3 for Email discussion during RAN1#109-e as editorial CR (aim for quick review of proposed TPs)



Conclusion
Based on the inputs, Moderator recommends considering the following topics for discussion under an Email discussion to be assigned by Chair during RAN1#109-e.
Moderator’s Recommendation:
· Issue#1: COT association for PUSCH scheduled via RAR (R1-2204618)
· Issue#2: Correction of maximum value of RRC parameter offsetUE (R1-2204893) for IIoT/URLLC RRC parameters Email discussion during RAN1#109-e if it is not resolved by RAN2 by start of RAN1#109-e.
· Issue#3: Editorial TPs for 37.213 (R1-2204893) conditioned that are quickly supported without controversy. Otherwise drop Issue#3 for discussion.
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