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This document discussed the remaining RAN2 issues based on the RAN1 LSes, i.e., R1-2112832 and R1-2112805, and RAN2 agreements for L2 buffer size which made in the RAN2#116-e as shown below box.
	Agreement in RAN2#116-e:
#2: Keep the L2 buffer size definition as it reflects the upper bound of the L2 buffer size requirement.
#3: FFS whether UE capability is needed to address concern on too high L2 buffer size requirement. Companies should bring analysis on this to next meeting.
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LS on RA-RNTI and MSGB-RNTI for 480 and 960 kHz [1]
	RAN1 agreements on RA/MSGB-RNTI
· For 480kHz and 960kHz PRACH, reuse the RA-RNTI and MSGB-RNTI formula as FR2 and express the slot indexes t_id based on 120kHz SCS:
· RA-RNTI =1+s_id+14×t_id+14×80×f_id +14×80×8×ul_carrier_id
· MSGB-RNTI = 1 + s_id + 14 × t_id + 14 × 80 × f_id + 14 × 80 × 8 × ul_carrier_id + 14 × 80 × 8 × 2
· where the subcarrier spacing to determine t_id is based on the value of µ specified in clause 5.3.2 in TS 38.211 [8] for µ = {0, 1, 2, 3}
· and for µ = {5, 6}, t_id is the index of the 120 kHz slot in a system frame that contains the PRACH occasion (0 ≤ t_id < 80)
· Note: As per previous RAN1 agreement, there is only one 480 or 960 kHz PRACH slot in a 120kHz slot, such that RA-RNTI and MSGB-RNTI does not result in ID collision.



As per the RAN1 conclusions above, RA-RNTI and MSGB-RNTI formulas are reused for FR2-2, i.e., 480kHz and 960kHz PRACH, and only the definition of t_id needs to be updated. In addition, the above LS mentioned that RNTI ID collision is not an issue anymore. Thus, no remaining RAN2 issue is identified for 480kHz and 960kHz PRACH.
Observation 1. According to the RAN1 conclusion, RAN2 need to update the definition of t_id field in the RA/MSGB-RNTI formula and no other critical RAN2 issues are remained for 480kHz and 960kHz PRACH.
Proposal 1. Update description of the t_id in the MAC specification as addressed in the RAN1 LS [1].

LS on initial access for 60 GHz [2]
The working assumption in RAN1 needs 2 bits to convey up to 4 values of , which is a parameter used to derive the QCL assumptions for SSB. For this, RAN1 found 2 bits in the MIB, i.e., ‘spare’ bit and ‘subCarrierSpacingCommon’, and they think that there is no issue to use ‘subCarrierSpacingCommon’ since according to the WID for FR2-2, the SCS for SS/PBCH block and CORESET0 are the same. However, RAN1 is not sure whether ‘spare’ bit in the MIB can be used for this purpose and finally they ask whether RAN2 foresee any issues of using the ‘spare’ bit contained in MIB for purpose of signalling  to UEs.
From RAN2 perspective, this ‘spare’ bit may be used for this purpose, but the concerns would be that this is the last remaining ‘spare’ bit in the MIB and RAN2 may not be sure how important to support up to 4 values of . Thus, the following three options can be considered to handle this RAN1 request:
· Option 1: allow to use the last ‘spare’ bit in the MIB as RAN1 want;
· Option 2: not allow to use the ‘spare’ bit in the MIB and send reply LS to RAN1 that RAN2 preference is to support up to 2 values of ;
· Option 3: introduce 1 bit in SIB1 instead of using the ‘spare’ bit in the MIB as RAN1 want;

If all companies prefer the option 1, there is no issue to support RAN1 request and the reply LS to RAN1 can be easily made. However, normally using the last ‘spare’ bit would not be allowed in RAN2, so we think that it is also very difficult to say that this ‘spare’ bit in the MIB can be used for this purpose. In our view, if the system without using the ‘spare’ bit does not work, we can seriously consider to use this ‘spare’ bit as RAN1 request, but, in our understanding, this is to give more reception opportunity of SSB and the system would work without using the ‘spare’ bit in the MIB. Thus, we think that the option 2 should be also considered to handle this issue. 
Observation 2. Conveying up to 4 values of  in the MIB may not be a critical factor to support for discovery burst transmission window (DBTW) for operation with shared spectrum channel access for 120, 480, and 960 kHz subcarrier spacing. 

As addressed in the option 3, 1 bit in SIB1 can be introduced instead of using the last ‘spare’ bit in the MIB. We think that this could be a feasible way forward from RAN2 point of view, but the problem is that the option 3 is not aligned with the RAN1 agreement as shown in the blow box. This RAN1 agreement clearly say that the values of should be identified in the MIB, not in the SIB1. Therefore, the option 3 may not be acceptable from RAN1 perspective and should not be considered in the RAN2 discussion.
	RAN1 Agreement:
SSB-PositionQCL-Relation IE to indicate QCL relationship between SSB positions for FR2-2 are same set of values supported for  in MIB.



Observation 3. Introducing 1 bit in SIB1 instead of using the ‘spare’ bit in the MIB is not aligned with the RAN1 agreement.
Proposal 2. The ‘spare’ bit in the MIB is not used for purpose of signalling  to UEs and RAN2 send a reply LS to RAN1 that RAN2 preference is to support up to 2 values of .

Issue on L2 buffer size
In the last RAN2 meeting, RAN2 concluded that the L2 buffer size definition is not changed, but the concern on too high L2 buffer size requirement is remained as FFS. As per the submitted contributions, there may be two options for relieving this concern:
· Option 1: divide the SCSs into two groups [3];
· Option 2: introduce a new UE capability to allow scale-down of the required L2 buffer size, i.e., scaling factor [4, 5].
In the option 1, SCSs is divided to two groups, e.g., one group has SCSs for FR2-2 and another group has SCSs for FR1/FR2-1, and when the required L2 buffer size is calculated, the RLC RTT corresponds to the smallest SCS within a specific SCS group instead of the smallest SCS in the band combination. More specifically, the UE may use 20ms (i.e., RLC RTT of 480 kHz) instead of 50ms (i.e., RLC RTT of 15 kHz) for the required L2 buffer size calculation. Of course, the option 1 can reduce the required L2 buffer size requirement for FR2-2, but we doubt whether the option 1 follows RAN2 agreement, i.e., “#2: Keep the L2 buffer size definition as it reflects the upper bound of the L2 buffer size requirement.”, because the way of applying RLC RTT for L2 buffer size calculation is different. On the other hand, the option 2 does not touch anything on L2 buffer size definition/calculation and only try to introduce a new UE capability to allow UE to have lower memory space which may not meet the required L2 buffer size of band combination for FR2-2. Furthermore, considering that the capability of each UE can be different depending on the price and device specification, the option 2 is simpler and clearer approach and also can give more flexibility to UE vendors.
Observation 4. Dividing the SCSs into two group, i.e., option 1, may not be aligned with the RAN2 agreement. 
Proposal 3. UE capability is introduced to reduce burden on the UE L2 buffer size requirement, e.g., scaling factor, if needed.
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Based on the above discussions, we present the following observations and proposals:
Observation 1. According to the RAN1 conclusion, RAN2 need to update the definition of t_id field in the RA/MSGB-RNTI formula and no other critical RAN2 issues are remained for 480kHz and 960kHz PRACH.
Observation 2. Conveying up to 4 values of  in the MIB may not be a critical factor to support for discovery burst transmission window (DBTW) for operation with shared spectrum channel access for 120, 480, and 960 kHz subcarrier spacing. 
Observation 3. Introducing 1 bit in SIB1 instead of using the ‘spare’ bit in the MIB is not aligned with the RAN1 agreement.
Observation 4. Dividing the SCSs into two group, i.e., option 1, may not be aligned with the RAN2 agreement. 

Proposal 1. Update description of the t_id in the MAC specification as addressed in the RAN1 LS [1].
Proposal 2. The ‘spare’ bit in the MIB is not used for purpose of signalling  to UEs and RAN2 send a reply LS to RAN1 that RAN2 preference is to support up to 2 values of .
Proposal 3. UE capability is introduced to reduce burden on the UE L2 buffer size requirement, e.g., scaling factor, if needed.
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