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Introduction
The discussion covers NR-U AIs 6.1.5.1, 6.1.5.3, 6.1.5.4, 6.1.5.5, 6.1.5.6, 6.1.5.7.
When updating this document, please remember to:
· use track changes while adding your comments in this document (only updates marked with change marks will be taken into the next version),
· change the file name, adding your company name and date, 
· NOT change the version number (which can be incremented only by the moderator).
1st round
The following list of open issues were identified, based on the contributions, for the 1st round.
1. Topic #1: General
· Sub-topic 1-1: Specification structure
· Issue 1-1-1: Do we need a CR (R4-2004843) with section titles without content?
· Sub-topic 1-2: Applicability
· Issue 1-2-1: Applicability rules and how to capture them in specifications
2. Topic #2: Handover requirements
· Sub-topic 2-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
· Issue 2-1-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
3. Topic #3: RRC release with redirection
· Sub-topic 3-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
· Issue 3-1-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
4. Topic #4: SCell activation and deactivation
· Sub-topic 4-1: Terminology
· Issue 4-1-1: Definition of channel access category 1
· Issue 4-1-2: Definition of TFirstSSB_MAX
· Issue 4-1-3: Definition of L1
· Issue 4-1-4: Definition of L2,1 and L2,2
· Issue 4-1-5: Definition of L3,1 and L3,2
· Sub-topic 4-2: UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer
· Issue 4-2-1: UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer
· Sub-topic 4-3: SCell activation delay, condition on HARQ delay
· Issue 4-3-1: SCell activation delay, condition on HARQ delay
· Sub-topic 4-4: Lmax-values in SCell activation requirements
· Issue 4-4-1: Lmax-values in SCell activation requirements
· Sub-topic 4-5: Interruption window with SCell activation/deactivation
· Issue 4-5-1: Interruption window at SCell activation
· Issue 4-5-2: Interruption window at SCell deactivation
5. Topic #5: PSCell addition and release
· Sub-topic 5-1: UE behavior related to L1,max and L2,max
· Issue 5-1-1: UE behavior related to L1,max and L2,max
6. Topic #6: Active TCI state switching
· Sub-topic 6-1: UE behavior in RRC-based active TCI state switching
· Issue 6-1-1: FFS: declare beam failure
· Issue 6-1-2: FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max
· Sub-topic 6-2: UE behavior in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Issue 6-2-1: UE behavior in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Sub-topic 6-3: Alignment with Rel-15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements
· Issue 6-3-1: Alignment with Rel-15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements
· Sub-topic 6-4: Definition of Tfirst-SSB
· Issue 6-4-1: Definition of Tfirst-SSB
2nd round
The following list of open issues were identified, based on the contributions, for the 2nd round (in grey – the items discussed in the 1st round but left out of the 2nd round).
1. Topic #1: General
· Sub-topic 1-1: Specification structure
· Issue 1-1-1: Do we need a CR (R4-2004843) with section titles without content?
· Sub-topic 1-2: Applicability (on-line discussion is needed for the 2nd round)
· Issue 1-2-1: Applicability rules and how to capture them in specifications
· Sub-topic 1-3: Terminology and bands grouping
· Review the remaining changes in the revised CRs
7. Topic #2: Handover requirements
· Sub-topic 2-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
· Issue 2-1-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
· Issue 2-1-2: FFS: adding an Editor’s note “add requirements for consistent UL LBT failure detection/recovery if RAN2 reply also includes HO” in the revisions of R4-2003665 and R4-2003666:
· Option 1: capture the above in the revised CRs
· Option 2: no need to capture the above in the revised CRs
8. Topic #3: RRC release with redirection
· Sub-topic 3-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
· Issue 3-1-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
9. Topic #4: SCell activation and deactivation
· Sub-topic 4-1: Terminology
· Issue 4-1-1: Definition of channel access category 1
· Issue 4-1-2: Definition of TFirstSSB_MAX
· Issue 4-1-3: Definition of L1
· Issue 4-1-4: Definition of L2,1 and L2,2
· Issue 4-1-5: Definition of L3,1 and L3,2
· Sub-topic 4-2: UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer
· Issue 4-2-1: UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer
· Sub-topic 4-3: SCell activation delay, condition on HARQ delay
· Issue 4-3-1: SCell activation delay, condition on HARQ delay
· Sub-topic 4-4: Lmax-values in SCell activation requirements
· Issue 4-4-1: Lmax-values in SCell activation requirements
· Sub-topic 4-5: Interruption window with SCell activation/deactivation
· Issue 4-5-1: Interruption window at SCell activation
· Issue 4-5-2: Interruption window at SCell deactivation
10. Topic #5: PSCell addition and release
· Sub-topic 5-1: UE behavior related to L1,max and L2,max
· Issue 5-1-1: UE behavior related to L1,max and L2,max
11. Topic #6: Active TCI state switching
· Sub-topic 6-1: UE behavior in RRC-based active TCI state switching
· Issue 6-1-1: FFS: declare beam failure
· Issue 6-1-2: FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max
· Sub-topic 6-2: UE behavior in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Issue 6-2-1: UE behavior in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Sub-topic 6-3: Alignment with Rel-15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements
· Issue 6-3-1: Alignment with Rel-15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements
· Sub-topic 6-4: Definition of Tfirst-SSB
· Issue 6-4-1: Definition of Tfirst-SSB
Topic #1: General
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003093
	Ericsson
	Observation 1: The set of applicable requirements for a UE at any given time can be a mixture of so called “NR” and “NR-U” requirements depending on at least
-	Which NR-U scenarios the UE supports (e.g. scenario A,B, C etc.)?
-	Whether the UE is operating with a serving cell with CCA or without CCA?
-	What type of inter-frequency neighbor cells are configured (with CCA, without CCA mixed)?
Observation 2: A statement that that “all sections by default applicable for NR-U” is not meaningful, since the meaning of “NR-U” varies from section to section.
Observation 3: A statement that that “all sections by default applicable for NR-U” may create future problems when adding new features if they do not apply to NR-U and it is forgotten to exclude them.
Proposal 1: RAN4 excludes option 2a, which is “no applicability section, assume all sections by default applicable for NR-U”
Proposal 2: RAN4 discusses the pros and cons of option 1 and 2B. Our current preference is towards option 1

	R4-2003094
	Ericsson
	Draft CR to 38.133

	R4-2003095
	Ericsson
	Draft CR to 36.133

	R4-2004843
	ZTE Corp.
	Draft CR to 38.133 with specification structure, empty sections

	R4-2004844
	ZTE Corp.
	Observation 1: Without a complete structure for all clauses and sub-clauses, problems might occur to result in an incomplete specification.
Proposal 1: Approve / endorse the CR [4] to create the whole structure of new clauses in 38.133 due to NR-U.
Observation 2: If Option 2a is not taken and companies forget to add some of the statements, it would mean there’s no requirement at all for NR-U in related operations.
Proposal 2: Adopt Option 2a, which is to assume all NR requirements apply to NR-U operations unless there is a dedicated clause for that NR-U operation.



Open issues summary
[bookmark: _Hlk37949391]Sub-topic 1-1: Specification structure
Specification structure was agreed already in RAN4#93 (R4-1914628). A CR (R4-2004843) with section titles but no content is being submitted for the third meeting, without progress.
[bookmark: _Hlk37949416]Issue 1-1-1: Do we need a CR (R4-2004843) with section titles without content?
· Proposals
· Option 1: No, the CR is not needed, R4-1914628 (agreed in RAN4#93) is sufficient.
· Option 2: Yes, the CR is needed
· Recommended WF
· Postpone to RAN4#95-e
· In RAN4#95-e, consider whether the set of provided or endorsed by then CRs with the requirements cover all necessary sections according to R4-1914628
Sub-topic 1-2: Applicability
Agreement from RAN4#94-e [R4-2002336]:
General Applicability Rules:
· Further discuss:
· Option 1: include applicability section
· Option 2a: no applicability section, assume all sections by default applicable for NR-U
· Address questions Q1, Q2
· Option 2b: no applicability section, exclude the applicability to NR-U by default, unless explicitly stated and: 
· the meaning of “for NR-U”/”to NR-U” is clearly defined, e.g. NR-U serving cell, NR-U neighbour cell, relevance for different NR-U scenarios A-C etc.
· Address question Q1
· Questions to answer:
· Q1: How to capture the conditions on what the overall set of requirements is, and which requirements are expected to be met by a UE in a particular operating scenario? (can also be a non NR-U scenario where NR-U neighbors are configured) and with particular NR-U capabilities? (eg capability to support scenario A, B, C etc…)
· Q2: For companies who want to include NR-U “by default” (option 2a) in applicability: provide further detailed proposals of exactly what is considered to be within the scope of this default, and how a requirement covered by this default should be interpreted so that we can better evaluate the proposal
[bookmark: _Hlk37949522]Issue 1-2-1: Applicability rules and how to capture them in specifications
· Proposals
· Option 2a – ZTE
· Option 1 or 2b – Ericsson
· Recommended WF
· Down select among the options

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Issue 1-1-1: At least for this meeting (94-e-bis), this CR is not needed since there will not be any plenary meeting until the end of next RAN4 meeting (RAN4 95). so we suggest to note the paper and the CR to save time for the group, and check again during RAN4 95 if a cr is needed to add sub-clauses whose content are not yet agreeable. We believe the CR is needed to complete the structure, but we should definitely wait till RAN4 95 to see which parts should be included. (if we make really good progress and all sub-clauses are agreed then we don’t need this CR)
Issue 1-2-1: We still prefer Option 2a. The main advantage of option 2a is 1) it results in a clear spec and 2) in case applicability statements, which are needed in all other options, are forgotten to be added, by taking Option 2a there will still be requirements for NR-U operations (R15 requirements). If we take Option 1 or 2b and some applicability statements are missing, then it means there is no requirement at all for NR-U related operations. This is our biggest concern. If this concern can be addressed properly, we’re willing to re-evaluate all options.
For the answer to the questions, please refer to our paper R4-2004844.
….
Others:

	MediaTek
	Issue 1-1-1: Clear guidance will be appreciated. Maybe it is not necessary to agreed it as CR, but WF or technically endorsement would also be helpful, if issues are indentified. 
Issue 1-2-1: Slightly prefer to Option 2b, and open for discussion. 

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1-1 : We agree with the proposed way forward and we think it would be best to check the status in the 2nd round of RAN4#95 rather than in advance of the meeting. Then RAN4  can see exactly where holes are left in the numbering (if any) by the CRs that are likely to be agreed and add any needed sections. 
Issue 1-2-1 : Both option 1 and option 2b have pros and cons, currently our preference is towards option 1. Technically we think that there are many different kind of requirements (eg for neighbor cells, for serving cells) and in some cases a UE may have to support both NR and NR-U requirements concurrently. The set of requirements supported also depends quite significantly on the capabilities and configuration of the UE, especially considering which scenarios it supports. Such information is quite complicated and our view is that it needs to be captured explicitly somewhere (either writhing each individual requirement (option 2b) or in clause 3 (option 1)

	Qualcomm
	Issue 1-1-1: agree with the WF.
Issue 1-2-1: After reviewing TS 36.133, our view is that option 1 is preferable. In TS 36.133 clause 3.6, applicability requirements for several features and UE categories are listed (Cat 1bis, Cat M, NB-IoT) and we think it is clearer to follow the same approach. We prefer not to use Tables (as Ericsson’s CR has) because it’s not as readable and concise as the clear/brief statements in TS 36.133. Regarding ZTE’s concern that some applicability statements may be missing, it did happen in LTE as well. However, it was corrected through CRs and we think it should not be a problem for TS 38.133 either.

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Huawei
	Issue 1-2-1:
Option 2b: For Q1, it is a better choice to clearly state the applicability at the beginning of each related sections (serving cell with CCA or neighbor Cell with CCA; EN-DC or SA), and it is the method we have adopted for other existing requirements. 

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 1-1-1: Agree with the WF.
Issue 1-1-2: Option 2b. We have actually agreed on that on the document R4-1912662. For Q1, we support Huawei’s view.

	Intel
	Issue 1-1-1: there are too many sections without content if Option 2 adopted. So we prefer Option 1. But we are fine the recommended WF to postpone this discussion in the next meeting. 
Issue 1-2-1: For the clear readability, we prefer Option 2b. But according to our understanding, we will not use “NR-U” terminology instead of “with CCA in specs. 
 


 
CRs/TPs comments collection

	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2003094 (Ericsson, 38.133)
	Nokia: We prefer option 2b, therefore no applicability section. We do not agree with this CR. Note that we are including 19 pages to the specification, repeating information that is already stated either in the title of the clause, or in the beginning of specific clauses.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2003095 (Ericsson, 36.133)
	Nokia: Same comments as R4-2003094.

	
	

	
	

	R4-2004843
(ZTE, 38.133)
	ZTE: Companies are welcome to check this CR and comment on if anything is missing. We should postpone this CR until RAN4 95 since no plenary meeting will be held after RAN4 94b so no need to endorse this CR at this stage.

	
	

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1-1
	Issue 1-1-1 (Do we need a CR (R4-2004843) with section titles without content?): 
Current status after the 1st round:
All companies prefer to not agree on the CR in this meeting. For RAN4#95, the views are diverse, with some companies suggesting to further discuss how to deal with the remaining sessions for which there are no yet CRs or have a WF and one company strongly preferring agreeing on an updated CR. But all companies agree on noting the CR in this meeting and continue the discussion in RAN4#95. For the next meeting, since some companies requested some further guidance to avoid just re-discussing the issue from scratch, two options are proposed to address the remaining sections not covered by other technical CRs: 
· option 1 - prepare a WF
· option 2 - prepare a CR
Tentative agreements:
In RAN4#94-e-Bis, note the CR in R4-2004843. In RAN4#95, further discuss on how to deal with the remaining sections not covered by other technical CRs:
· option 1 – prepare a WF
· option 2 – prepare a CR
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
If the proposed WF above is agreeable, no need to discuss in the 2nd round.

	Sub-topic#1-2
	Issue 1-2-1 (Applicability rules and how to capture them in specifications): 
Current status after the 1st round:
· Assume by default that all requirements apply to NR-U unless explicitly stated (Option 2a)
· Supporting companies: ZTE
· Assume by default that requirements do not apply to NR-U unless explicitly stated (Option 1 or Option 2b)
· Supporting companies: Ericsson (Option 1), Qualcomm (Option 1 but without tables, as in LTE), MediaTek (Option 2b), Huawei (Option 2b), Nokia (Option 2b), Intel (Option 2b)
The discussion is not moving further than the above split due to strong preference for option 2a. The group cannot progress for several meetings. An on-line discussion is needed to decide on how to proceed.
Tentative agreements: none
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
An on-line discussion is needed to decide on how to proceed, before any further e-mail discussion.



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	WF on NR-U part 1
(to capture all agreements from the entire e-mail thread [94e Bis][104] NR_unlic_RRM_Core_Part_1)
	Ericsson





CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2003094 (Ericsson, 38.133)
	To be revised, remove the last change (second Change #2) and use track changes for Change #1, keep (the first) Change #2.
Change #1: agreeable, no comments received
Change #2: agreeable, no comments received
Change #3 (last change, mistakenly also marked as second “Change #2”): needs further discussion under issue 1-2-1

	R4-2003095 (Ericsson, 36.133)
	To be revised, remove Change #2, keep Change #1.
Change #1: agreeable, no comments received
Change #2: needs further discussion under issue 1-2-1

	R4-2004843
(ZTE, 38.133)
	Can be noted
The entire CR needs further discussion under issue 1-2-1.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the 2nd round, the companies are invited to discuss further:
· Sub-topic 1-2: Applicability (on-line discussion is needed for the 2nd round)
· Issue 1-2-1: Applicability rules and how to capture them in specifications
· Sub-topic 1-3: Terminology and bands grouping - Review the remaining changes in the revised CRs
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Issue 1-2-1:

	Company B
	Issue 1-2-1:


CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	Revised R4-2003094 (Ericsson, 38.133)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	Revised R4-2003095 (Ericsson, 36.133)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	
	



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #2: Handover requirements
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003665
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to 36.133

	R4-2003666
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR to 38.133



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
The major issues are resolved, but companies need to discuss draft CRs for the remaining details.
On UE behavior related to UL LBT failures, RAN4 currently assumes the agreement from RAN4#93 as a baseline, unless additional details need to be clarified upon receiving the RAN2 LS. 
RAN4#94-e:
An LS was sent to RAN2 [R4-2002282] with questions related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery in the target cell for several procedures, including HO.
Related agreement from RAN4#93: 
Clarify UE behaviour (refer to RAN2 spec and T304 timer) when UE cannot transmit in UL.
[bookmark: _Hlk37949586]Issue 2-1-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
· Recommended WF
· Discuss and try to agree on the content for the draft CRs
· FFS whether the RAN2 response LS (yet to come) has impact on the draft CRs
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Issue 2-1-1: The CRs are fine to us. 

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1-1: For HO we think it is not necessary to wait on RAN2 LS response. If the LS will have an impact, which is unlikely, we can address.

	Qualcomm
	The CRs 3665 and 3666 are generally fine. The first sentence has grammar issues and can perhaps be phrased better: “The purpose of NR handover is to target cell using CCA is to change the NR PCell to a target NR cell in a carrier frequency with CCA. The requirements in this clause are applicable to NR SA.”
Suggest to add two editor’s NOTEs: 
· add requirements for consistent UL LBT failure detection/recovery if RAN2 reply also includes HO.
Definition of “SMTC occasions not available to UE” is FFS

	Huawei
	We share the same views as Qualcomm. Actually, the definition of available/unavailable SSB/SMTC in all related sections shall be carefully reconsidered.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Thanks for the comments. We will consider all of them in the next revision. 

	Intel
	Issue 2-1-1: We are fine to prepare the corresponding draft CRs based on this LS.
Moderator: there are 2 CRs that have been already submitted to this meeting.


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2003665 (CR to 36.133)
	Qualcomm: please see comments above.

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2003666 (CR to 38.133)
	Qualcomm: please see comments above.

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#2-1
	Issue 2-1-1 (RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery) 
Current status after the 1st round:
Most of the companies are generally fine with the CRs, one of which has to be revised to correct the wording while the other CR may or may not need to be revised, except for one company whose comment was a bit confusing. But in general, it is a common understanding that if the LS will require any further clarification in HO requirements, then RAN4 can update the HO requirements. Further, the below list is proposed as tentative agreements by the moderator.
Tentative agreements:
1) Try to agree in RAN4#94-e-Bis on the draft CRs to 36.133 and 38.133 provided in this meeting, considering the necessary revision
2) Upon receiving a response LS from RAN2, RAN4 can discuss whether further clarification is needed in the HO requirements in 36.133 and 38.133
3) FFS: is there a need to clarify “SMTC occasion not available at the UE”?
Note: this applies for NR-U requirements in general, not limited to HO
4) FFS: adding an Editor’s note “add requirements for consistent UL LBT failure detection/recovery if RAN2 reply also includes HO” in the revisions of R4-2003665 and R4-2003666:
· Option 1: capture the above in the revised CRs
· Option 2: no need to capture the above in the revised CRs
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
If the proposed WF above is agreeable, further discuss the tentative agreement #4:
4) FFS: adding an Editor’s note “add requirements for consistent UL LBT failure detection/recovery if RAN2 reply also includes HO” in the revisions of R4-2003665 and R4-2003666:
· Option 1: capture the above in the revised CRs
· Option 2: no need to capture the above in the revised CRs



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2003665 (Nokia, CR to 36.133)
	There was a comment on adding two editor’s notes in the CR – it needs to be further discussed whether this is needed and if so whether to capture this in the WF or in the CR.
Depending on the above, the CR may or may not be revised. 

	R4-2003666 (CR to 38.133)
	To be revised, to correct “The purpose of NR handover is to target cell using CCA is to change the NR PCell to a target NR cell in a carrier frequency with CCA. The requirements in this clause are applicable to NR SA.”.
There was also a comment on adding two editor’s notes in the CR – it needs to be further discussed whether this is needed and if so whether to capture this in the WF or in the CR.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the 2nd round, the companies are invited to discuss further:
· Issue 2-1-2: FFS: adding an Editor’s note “add requirements for consistent UL LBT failure detection/recovery if RAN2 reply also includes HO” in the revisions of R4-2003665 and R4-2003666:
· Option 1: capture the above in the revised CRs
· Option 2: no need to capture the above in the revised CRs
· Review revised CRs
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Issue 2-1-2: 

	Company B
	Issue 2-1-2:


CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2003665 (Nokia, CR to 36.133)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	R4-2003666 (Nokia, CR to 38.133)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”




Topic #3: RRC release with redirection
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003838
	ZTE
	Observation 1: Existing RAN2 mechanism on UL LBT failure doesn’t apply to UEs in IDLE or INACTIVE mode.
Proposal 1: When L2 exceeds L2,max, the UE is allowed to camp on any NR cell. The delay requirement shall be similar to the case when L1 exceeds L1,max.


Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
In the agreed WF [R4-2002336] from RAN4#94-e:
· Upon exceeding L1,max, the UE shall initiate cell selection procedures for the selected PLMN as defined in TS 38.304
· UE behaviour upon exceeding L2,max (max. number of missed PRACH occasions) is FFS until the response LS on UL LBT failures is received from RAN2
RAN4#94-e:
An LS was sent to RAN2 [R4-2002282] with questions related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery in the target cell for several procedures, including RRC release with redirection.
Related agreements from RAN4#93: 
· FFS UE behavior upon exceeding L1,max
· FFS UE behavior upon exceeding L2,max
Issue 3-1-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: When L2 exceeds L2,max, the UE is allowed to camp on any NR cell. The delay requirement shall be similar to the case when L1 exceeds L1,max.
· Recommended WF
· To decide the UE behaviour upon exceeding L2,max, wait for RAN2 response LS (as agreed in R4-2002336)
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	MediaTek
	Issue 3-1-1: Proposal 1 is agreeable to us.

	Ericsson
	We support the proposed WF to wait on the RAN2 LS response

	Qualcomm
	Issue 3-1-1: As ZTE correctly identified in their paper, UL LBT failure detection and recovery procedure does not include RRC_IDLE and RRC_INACTIVE states so we do not agree to the WF above since it is unrelated to RAN2 LS reply. 
Moderator: RAN2 is currently discussing this.
We agree with the proposal from ZTE conditioned on L2,max being the maximum number of RACH attempts allowed (the existing counter in MAC specification) which is available to UE via SIB1. In other words, RAN4 should not define a separate L2,max.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell 
	Issue 3-1-1: a comment to Qualcomm’s comment. We do not see the maximum number of RACH attempts being connected to the number of LBT failures (L2max). The counter is for UE transmissions and will not be updated due to UL LBT failure. (RAN2#105bis agreement: The PREAMBLE_TRANSMISSION_COUNTER is not increased if the preamble is not transmitted due to LBT failure). Is this the counter Qualcomm is referring to?


	Intel
	Issue 3-1-1: Agree the recommended WF. Can this issue be combined into Issue 2-1-1?


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#3-1
	Issue 3-1-1: RAN2 response LS on UE behaviour related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery
Current status after the 1st round:
Some companies have different views on what is supported by RAN2 and what is not. In addition, RAN2 is discussing in this meeting the related LS from RAN4 and are expected to provide a response LS to RAN4. Therefore, the moderator’s recommendation is to further wait for the LS (which we already agreed in the last meeting).
Tentative agreements:
Further wait for RAN2 response LS (as already agreed in R4-2002336).
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
If the above is agreeable, no need to further discuss this issue and topic #3 in general in this meeting.



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
If the tentative agreement is agreeable, no need to further discuss topic #3 in this meeting.

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #4: SCell Activation and Deactivation
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003552
	Qualcomm Inc.
	Proposal 1: Use Type 2C channel access to refer to “channel access category 1”. 
Proposal 2: L4,max = 2 for TCSI-RS  40ms and L4,max = 1 for TCSI-RS  40ms
Observation 1: HARQ retransmission delay has no bearing on UE tracking loops and is significantly smaller than 160ms. 
Proposal 3: Do not specify HARQ for Scell activation delay.
[bookmark: _Hlk37946588]Proposal 4: For known Scell activation and if the SCell measurement cycle is equal to or smaller than 160ms, Tactivation_time  = TFirstSSB  + (L1)* Trs + 5ms where L1 refers to the number of occasions the reference signal in the SCell being activated is not available and L1  L1,max.
Proposal 5: TFirstSSB_MAX: is the time to first SSB indicated by the SMTC after n + THARQ+3ms. In case of intra-band SCell activation, the occasion when all active serving cells and SCells being activated or released are scheduled to transmit SSB bursts in the same slot. In case of inter-band SCell activation, the first occasion when the SCell being activated is scheduled to transmit SSB burst. 
Proposal 6: For NR-U known SCell activation, if the SCell measurement cycle is larger than 160ms, Tactivation_time  = TFirstSSB_MAX + L2,1* TSMTC_MAX + (1 + L2,2)* Trs + 5ms . 
· L2,2   refers to the number of occasions the reference signal, as indicated by SMTC of the SCell being activated, is not available and L2,2  L2,2,max 
· In inter-band scenarios, 
· L2,1 refers to the number of occasions the reference signal, as indicated by SMTC of the SCell being activated, is not available in known cell conditions and L2,1  L2,1,max
· In intra-band scenarios, 
· L2,1 refers to the number of occasions that at least one SMTC from SCells already activated or SCell being activated is not available in known cell conditions and L2,1  L2,1,max
Proposal 7: For NR-U unknown SCell activation, if the SCell measurement cycle is larger than 160ms, Tactivation_time  = TFirstSSB_MAX  + (1+L3,1)* TSMTC_MAX + (2 + L3,2)* Trs + 5ms 
where
· L3,2  refer to the number of occasions the reference signal, as indicated by SMTC of the SCell being activated, is not available L3,2  L3,2,max
· In inter-band scenarios, 
· L3,1 refers to the number of occasions the reference signal, as indicated by SMTC of the SCell being activated, is not available in unknown cell conditions and L3,1  L3,1,max
· In intra-band scenarios, 
· L3,1 refers to the number of occasions that at least one SMTC from SCells already activated or SCell being activated is not available in unknown cell conditions and L3,1  L3,1,max
Proposal 8: RAN4 to adopt the following max values:
· [bookmark: _Hlk37947847]L1,max = 2 if Trs  40ms and  L1,max = 1 if Trs  40ms
· L2,1,max = 2 if TSMTC_max  40ms and  L2,1,max = 1 if TSMTC_max   40ms
· L2,2,max = 2 if Trs  40ms and  L2,2,max = 1 if Trs  40ms
· L3,1,max = 3 if TSMTC_max  40ms and  L2,1,max = 2 if TSMTC_max   40ms
· L3,2,max = 3 if Trs  40ms and  L3,2,max = 2 if Trs  40ms
Proposal 9: No new specification is needed in RAN4 if sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured. Default value is specified to be infinity in TS 38.331 and corresponding behavior is specified in TS 38.321. 
Observation 2: UE can take interruption during Scell activation procedure only after it receives RS to initiate SCell activation. Interruption window shifts if RS is not received due to DL LBT failure. 
Proposal 10: The activation interruption on PSCell (Scenario B) or PCell (Scenario A or C) or any activated Scell shall not occur before slot n+1+THARQ /NR_slot_length and not occur after slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms + L*TSMTC_MAX + TSMTC_duration)/NR_slot_length where L = L1 in known SCell case if the SCell measurement cycle is equal to or smaller than 160ms, L=L2,1 in known SCell case if the SCell measurement cycle is larger than 160ms, and L=L3,1 in unknown SCell case.
Proposal 11: The deactivation interruption on PCell or PSCell or any activated SCell shall not occur before slot n+1+THARQ/NR_slot_length and not occur after slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms)/ NR_slot_length .

	R4-2003553
	Qualcomm Inc.
	CR to 38.133

	R4-2004273
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Proposal 1: There is no need to define extra UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer.
Proposal 2: The SCell activation delay shall be defined without the condition of HARQ.

	R4-2004657
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: In TS 38.133, instead of “channel access category 1” use the term “Type 2C UL channel access [TS 37.213]” defined in TS 37.213.
[bookmark: _Hlk37944412]Proposal 2: When the maximum SCell activation delay in presence of LBT failures is generally controlled by sCellDeactivationTimer, but the timer is not configured, the UE may assume the longest timer value, i.e., 1280 ms, and apply the corresponding behavior.
Proposal 3: Tactivation_time for a known SCell:
-	TFirstSSB+ Trs *L1+ 5ms, if the SCell measurement cycle is equal to or smaller than 160ms and HARQ≤K ms.
-	(TSMTC_MAX + Trs )*(1+L2)+ 5ms, if the SCell measurement cycle is larger than 160ms or HARQ>K ms, 
where HARQ is the part of THARQ added due to LBT failures, K=TBD.
Proposal 4: K=80 ms.
Proposal 5: L1, L2,1, L2,2, L3,1, L3,2 are the numbers of SSB occasions not available at the UE due to DL LBT failures.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 4-1: Terminology
Issue 4-1-1: Definition of channel access category 1
· Proposals
· Option 1: Type 2C UL channel access [TS 37.213]
· Recommended WF
· Type 2C UL channel access [TS 37.213]

Issue 4-1-2: Definition of TFirstSSB_MAX
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: TFirstSSB_MAX: is the time to first SSB indicated by the SMTC after n + THARQ+3ms. In case of intra-band SCell activation, the occasion when all active serving cells and SCells being activated or released are scheduled to transmit SSB bursts in the same slot. In case of inter-band SCell activation, the first occasion when the SCell being activated is scheduled to transmit SSB burst.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 4-1-3: Definition of L1
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: L1 (L1  L1,max) is the number of SSB occasions not available at the UE due to DL LBT failures.
· Proposal 2: L1 refers to the number of occasions the reference signal in the SCell being activated is not available and L1  L1,max.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 4-1-4: Definition of L2,1 and L2,2
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: L2,1 and L2,2 (L2,1  L2,1,max, L2,2  L2,2,max) is the number of SSB occasions not available at the UE due to DL LBT failures.
· Proposal 2: L2,2   refers to the number of occasions the reference signal, as indicated by SMTC of the SCell being activated, is not available and L2,2  L2,2,max . L2,1 refers to:
· In inter-band scenarios: the number of occasions the reference signal, as indicated by SMTC of the SCell being activated, is not available in known cell conditions and L2,1  L2,1,max
· In intra-band scenarios: the number of occasions that at least one SMTC from SCells already activated or SCell being activated is not available in known cell conditions and L2,1  L2,1,max.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 4-1-5: Definition of L3,1 and L3,2
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: L3,1 and L3,2 (L3,1  L3,1,max, L3,2  L3,2,max) is the number of SSB occasions not available at the UE due to DL LBT failures.
· Proposal 2: L3,2 refer to the number of occasions the reference signal, as indicated by SMTC of the SCell being activated, is not available L3,2  L3,2,max. L3,1 refers to:
· In inter-band scenarios: the number of occasions the reference signal, as indicated by SMTC of the SCell being activated, is not available in unknown cell conditions and L3,1  L3,1,max
· In intra-band scenarios: the number of occasions that at least one SMTC from SCells already activated or SCell being activated is not available in unknown cell conditions and L3,1  L3,1,max.
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 4-2: UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer
Issue 4-2-1: UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: If the timer is not configured, the NR-U UE assumes the largest timer value and applies the corresponding behaviour, to avoid being locked down in SCell activation for too long
· Proposal 2: Do not specify UE behaviour if the timer is not configured
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 4-3: SCell activation delay, condition on HARQ delay
Issue 4-3-1: SCell activation delay, condition on HARQ delay
· Proposals
· Option 1: For a known SCell:
· TFirstSSB+ Trs *L1+ 5ms, if the SCell measurement cycle is ≤160ms and HARQ≤K ms.
· (TSMTC_MAX + Trs )*(1+L2)+ 5ms, if the SCell measurement cycle is >160ms or HARQ>K ms, 
where HARQ is the total time by which THARQ was extended (with all its HARQ transmissions and retransmissions in the configured UL resources) due to UL LBT failures  according to the agreement in RAN4#94-e, K=TBD

· Option 2: Option 1 without the condition on HARQ
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 4-4: Lmax-values in SCell activation requirements
Issue 4-4-1: Lmax-values in SCell activation requirements
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: 
· L1,max = 2 if Trs  40ms and  L1,max = 1 if Trs  40ms
· L2,1,max = 2 if TSMTC_max  40ms and  L2,1,max = 1 if TSMTC_max   40ms
· L2,2,max = 2 if Trs  40ms and  L2,2,max = 1 if Trs  40ms
· L3,1,max = 3 if TSMTC_max  40ms and  L2,1,max = 2 if TSMTC_max   40ms
· L3,2,max = 3 if Trs  40ms and  L3,2,max = 2 if Trs  40ms
· L4,max = 2 for TCSI-RS  40ms and L4,max = 1 for TCSI-RS  40ms
· Proposal 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 4-5: Interruption window with SCell activation/deactivation
In RAN4#94-e, the following was agreed:
· Does the interruption window length at SCell activation depend on DL LBT failures?
· Conclusion: postpone discussion till R15 get agreed
Issue 4-5-1: Interruption window at SCell activation
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: The activation interruption on PSCell (Scenario B) or PCell (Scenario A or C) or any activated Scell shall not occur before slot n+1+THARQ /NR_slot_length and not occur after slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms + L*TSMTC_MAX + TSMTC_duration)/NR_slot_length where L = L1 in known SCell case if the SCell measurement cycle is equal to or smaller than 160ms, L=L2,1 in known SCell case if the SCell measurement cycle is larger than 160ms, and L=L3,1 in unknown SCell case.
· Observation: UE can take interruption during Scell activation procedure only after it receives RS to initiate SCell activation. Interruption window shifts if RS is not received due to DL LBT failure.
· Proposal 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 4-5-2: Interruption window at SCell deactivation
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: The deactivation interruption on PCell or PSCell or any activated SCell shall not occur before slot n+1+THARQ/NR_slot_length and not occur after slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms)/ NR_slot_length .
· Proposal 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Issue 4-1-1: Agree with suggested WF. 
Issue 4-1-2: Can support Proposal 1.
Issue 4-1-3: Can agree with Option 2 which is more precise than Option 1, should we also clarify here that the signal occassions are unavailable because of DL LBT failure?
Issue 4-1-4: Same comment as 4-1-3.
Issue 4-1-5: Same comment as 4-1-3.
Issue 4-2-1: Same understanding as Proposal 2.
Issue 4-3-1: 
Issue 4-4-1: 
Issue 4-5-1: 
Issue 4-5-2:
….
Others:

	MediaTek
	Issue 4-1-1: Option 1 is OK to us.
Issue 4-1-2: The clarification proposed by Proposal 1 is OK to us. 
Issue 4-1-3: More clarification is needed. We cannot support neither Proposal 1 nor Proposal 2 now. 
On proposal 1, clarification is needed for “SSB occasions not available”, and it depends on the discussion on QCLed SSB measurement. Besides, “due to DL LBT failures” should be removed, because UE may not know the SSB is unavailable.
On proposal 2, clarification is needed for “reference signal”, does it include the RS other than SSB?  Or, can we use similar wording proposed by Proposal 1 in Issue 4-1-2, e.g. “The number of occasions the SSB burst scheduled to be transmitted in the SCell being activated is not available.” 
Issue 4-1-4: Same comment as in Issue 4-1-3.
Issue 4-1-5: Same comment as in Issue 4-1-3.
Issue 4-2-1: Agree with Proposal 2
Issue 4-3-1: Agree with Option 2. 
Issue 4-4-1: We would prefer to put [] on the number of samples. E.g. L1,max = [2] if Trs  40ms and  L1,max = [1] if Trs  40ms.

	Ericsson
	Issue 4-1-1 : Agree with suggested WF
Issue 4-1-2 : In release 16 there will only be one band specified for NR-U operation. It means that there is no band combination for inter-band where both bands are NR-U.
Issue 4-1-4 : Same comment as 4-1-2; we should not consider more than 1 NR-U band in R16 requirements
Issue 4-1-5 : Same comment as 4-1-2; we should not consider more than 1 NR-U band in R16 requirements
Issue 4-2-1 : The field sCellDeactivationTimer is optional. If the field is absent, the UE currently applies the value infinity. UE cannot control SCell deactivation by itself. But due to LBT, gNB may not even be able to send any control command to the UE, which causes the SCell activation/procedure to be out of control. Therefore, either a maximum time should be assumed by the UE or sCellDeactivationTimer should always be configured for NR-U or the UE could assume a value of the timer if not configured. We can ask RAN2 to decide on the solution for this case, we can draft an LS
Issue 4-3-1: option 1, since the delay due to UL LBT failures may not be so negligeble
Issue 4-4-1 : L3,1,max and L3,2,max should have the same values as L2,1,max and L2,2,max i.e.
·  L3,1,max = 2 if TSMTC_max  40ms and  L2,1,max = 1 if TSMTC_max   40ms
· L3,2,max = 2 if Trs  40ms and  L3,2,max = 1 if Trs  40ms


	Qualcomm
	Issues 4-1-3: We agree to remove “due to DL LBT failures” from the definition. We can also agree to put an Editor’s NOTE that explains the definition of “SSB occasions not available” is FFS. For the term “reference signal”, the text is followed up by “as indicated by SMTC” so we think it is clear that RS other than SSB is not included. 
Issue 4-1-4: same comments as 4-1-3. 
Issue 4-1-5: same comments as 4-1-3. 
Issue 4-2-1: Support proposal 2. The UE behavior is clearly defined in 38.331. If this is deemed too long, NW should configure the timer rather than asking UE to behave a different way. No need to have an LS.
Issue 4-3-1: option 2. Extension of delay due to HARQ is not long (~65ms in the worst case) which does not justify option 1.
Issue 4-4-1: we can agree to put all numbers in []. 
Issue 4-5-1: We support proposal 1. We note again that the WF from last meeting does not reflect the issue that proposal 1 is addressing. The R15 ongoing discussion is about “how long” the interruption window should be. Proposal 1 is about “when the interruption window should start” which depends on DL LBT failure as we have clarified in our paper.

	Huawei
	Issue 4-1-1: 
The recommended WF is agreeable to us.
Issue 4-1-2: 
We are fine with the proposal. 
Issue 4-1-3: 
The definition of unavailable SSB occasions shall be updated to address the issue about QCL-ed SSBs.
Issue 4-1-4: 
Same as issue 4-1-3.
Issue 4-1-5: 
Same as issue 4-1-3.
Issue 4-2-1: 
We support option 2. It could also happen in licensed case when UE can not get the SSBs of the target cell, and NW will delete the SCell when there is no valid CSI reported. There is no need to introduce default value of the timer.
Issue 4-3-1: 
We support option2. From our understanding, when the measCycleSCell is configured, the measurement will be performed according to the requirements defined in TS 38.133 clause 9. For the time for harq retransmission, the measurement is performed continuously. Thus, there is no need to consider the condition on HARQ

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 4-1-1: Agree with the WF.
Issue 4-1-2: We are OK with the proposal. About Ericsson’s comment: to our understanding, the discussion on NR-U bands is not finalized yet. 2 bands for 6GHz were proposed this meeting and are being discussed in the RF room. 
Issue 4-1-3: We are fine with the proposal, considering the new version on QC’s comments: removing “due do DL LBT failure”, and “SSB occasions not available at the UE” as FFS
Issue 4-1-4/ 4-1-5: We prefer proposal 1, with the same concerns as in issue 4-1-3.
Issue 4-2-1: Proposal 2. 
Issue 4-3-1: Proposal 2.
Issue 4-4-1: We are ok with the proposal, and also fine with including [] in all numbers.


	Apple
	Issue 4-1-1: agree with option 1
Issue 4-1-2: agree with proposal 1
Issue 4-1-3: needs to have more consideration. Since L1 is scaling factor for T/F tracking time,  it could be the number of  unavailable SSB bursts that are scheduled to be transmitted in the SCell being activated. In order to consider the worst case, the 20 candidate SSBs’ duration shall be also considered in the equation in case the first SSB scheduled to transmit is candidate SSB#0 but the real available SSB is candidate SSB#19 in the second SMTC periodicity.   
Issue 4-1-4: same comments as 4-1-3
Issue 4-1-5: since L3,1 L3,2  is related with cell synchronization (PSS/SSS detection), need to check the conclusion in PSS/SSS detection requirement(on NR-U thread#106) to determine the definition of unavailable SMTC or SSB burst. 
Issue 4-2-1: agree on proposal 2.
Issue 4-5-1: there is an on-going discussion in legacy Scell activation interruption range (we have starting point and ending point range), we may need to define NR-U interruption range after legacy Scell activation interruption range is settled.
Issue 4-5-2: same comment as 4-5-1, the ending point shall be no later than slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms+ interruption duration)/ NR_slot_length. 

	Intel
	Issue 4-1-1: this WF can be agreed.

Issue 4-1-3/4/5: can follow the similar defition
Issue 4-2-1: Prefer Option 2
Issue 4-3-1: Prefer Option 1



 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2003553 (Qualcomm Inc.)
	ZTE: Thank Qualcomm for preparing the CR. We should first settle the discussion and then discuss whether to revise / endorse the CR. The change mark should apply to all added content.

	
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell: Same comments as ZTE

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#4-1
	Issue 4-1-1: Definition of channel access category 1
Current status after the 1st round:
All companies agree with the proposed WF (“Type 2C UL channel access [TS 37.213]”)
Tentative agreements: 
Type 2C UL channel access [TS 37.213]
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
No need for further discussion in the 2nd round.

Issue 4-1-2: Definition of TFirstSSB_MAX
Current status after the 1st round:
Ericsson raised a concern on the split for intra-band and inter-band, while we do not yet have other bands agreed for NR-U, which was not yet addressed by the proponent. There is an unfinished related discussion in RF. So, the recommendation is to postpone the discussion to the next meeting.
Tentative agreements: 
postpone the discussion to RAN4#95Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
No further discussion is needed in this meeting if the tentative agreement is acceptable.

Issue 4-1-3: Definition of L1Current status after the 1st round:
There are several issues raised by companies. Some issues are related to more general discussions (see e.g. the proposed tentative agreement #3 under issue 2-1-1 in this meeting), which are unlikely to be resolved in this meeting. So, further discussion is needed, better to come back in RAN4#95 while accounting the received comments.
Tentative agreements: 
come back in RAN4#95 with the updated definitionCandidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
No need in the 2nd round, if the above tentative agreement is acceptable.
Issue 4-1-4: Definition of L2,1 and L2,2
Current status after the 1st round:
The concerns are similar to those raised on issues 4-1-2 and 4-1-3.
Tentative agreements: 
come back in RAN4#95 with the updated definitionCandidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
No need in the 2nd round, if the above tentative agreement is acceptable.
Issue 4-1-5: Definition of L3,1 and L3,2
Current status after the 1st round:
The concerns are similar to those raised on issues 4-1-2 and 4-1-3.
Tentative agreements: 
come back in RAN4#95 with the updated definitionCandidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
No need in the 2nd round, if the above tentative agreement is acceptable.

	Sub-topic#4-2
	Issue 4-2-1: UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer
Current status after the 1st round:
No agreement in the 1st round. One company has still a concern that SCell activation gets uncontrolled in case the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured. A compromise could be further discussed that in this release, the requirements do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.
Tentative agreements: 
none
Candidate options:
· Option 1: in this release, the SCell activation requirements do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
Discuss Option 1 above


	Sub-topic#4-3
	Issue 4-3-1: SCell activation delay, condition on HARQ delay
Current status after the 1st round:
Option 1: 2 companies
Option 2: 3 companies
No agreement in the 1st round, further discuss in the 2nd round.
Tentative agreements: 
none
Candidate options:
· Same options as in the 1st round
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
Continue the discussion

	Sub-topic#4-4
	Issue 4-4-1: Lmax-values in SCell activation requirements
Current status after the 1st round:
The numbers need to be in brackets. In principle, all numbers were agreeable to all companies providing the comments, except L3,1,max and L3,2,max. Therefore the proposed tentative agreement is as below.
Tentative agreements: 
· L1,max = [2] if Trs  40ms and  L1,max = [1] if Trs  40ms
· L2,1,max = [2] if TSMTC_max  40ms and  L2,1,max = [1] if TSMTC_max   40ms
· L2,2,max = [2] if Trs  40ms and  L2,2,max = [1] if Trs  40ms
· L3,1,max = TBD if TSMTC_max  40ms and  L2,1,max = TBD if TSMTC_max   40ms
· L3,2,max = TBD if Trs  40ms and  L3,2,max = TBD if Trs  40ms
· L4,max = [2] for TCSI-RS  40ms and L4,max = [1] for TCSI-RS  40ms
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
No need to further discuss in this meeting, if the above tentative agreement is acceptable.

	Sub-topic#4-5
	Issue 4-5-1: Interruption window at SCell activation
Current status after the 1st round:
A concern was raised referring to the on-going Rel-15 discussion.
Tentative agreements: 
none
Candidate options:
· Option 1: The activation interruption on PSCell (Scenario B) or PCell (Scenario A or C) or any activated Scell shall not occur before slot n+1+THARQ /NR_slot_length and not occur after slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms + L*TSMTC_MAX + TSMTC_duration)/NR_slot_length where L = L1 in known SCell case if the SCell measurement cycle is equal to or smaller than 160ms, L=L2,1 in known SCell case if the SCell measurement cycle is larger than 160ms, and L=L3,1 in unknown SCell case.
· Observation: UE can take interruption during Scell activation procedure only after it receives RS to initiate SCell activation. Interruption window shifts if RS is not received due to DL LBT failure.
· Option 2: Postpone to RAN4#95
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
Continue the discussion with the two options above.
Issue 4-5-2: Interruption window at SCell deactivation
Current status after the 1st round:
A concern was raised referring to the on-going Rel-15 discussion.
Tentative agreements: 
none
Candidate options:
· Option 1: The deactivation interruption on PCell or PSCell or any activated SCell shall not occur before slot n+1+THARQ/NR_slot_length and not occur after slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms)/ NR_slot_length .
· Option 2: Postpone to RAN4#95
Recommendations for 2nd round: 
Continue the discussion with the two options above.



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2003553 (Qualcomm Inc.)
	Postpone



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the 2nd round, companies are invited to further discuss:
Issue 4-2-1: UE behavior and the SCell activation delay extension due to any LBT failures when sCellDeactivationTimer
· Option 1: in this release, the SCell activation requirements do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured
· Recommended WF
· Option 1
Issue 4-3-1: SCell activation delay, condition on HARQ delay
· Proposals
· Option 1: For a known SCell:
· TFirstSSB+ Trs *L1+ 5ms, if the SCell measurement cycle is ≤160ms and HARQ≤K ms.
· (TSMTC_MAX + Trs )*(1+L2)+ 5ms, if the SCell measurement cycle is >160ms or HARQ>K ms, 
where HARQ is the total time by which THARQ was extended (with all its HARQ transmissions and retransmissions in the configured UL resources) due to UL LBT failures according to the agreement in RAN4#94-e, K=TBD

· Option 2: Option 1 without the condition on HARQ
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 4-5-1: Interruption window at SCell activation
· Proposals
· Option 1: The activation interruption on PSCell (Scenario B) or PCell (Scenario A or C) or any activated Scell shall not occur before slot n+1+THARQ /NR_slot_length and not occur after slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms + L*TSMTC_MAX + TSMTC_duration)/NR_slot_length where L = L1 in known SCell case if the SCell measurement cycle is equal to or smaller than 160ms, L=L2,1 in known SCell case if the SCell measurement cycle is larger than 160ms, and L=L3,1 in unknown SCell case.
· Observation: UE can take interruption during Scell activation procedure only after it receives RS to initiate SCell activation. Interruption window shifts if RS is not received due to DL LBT failure.
· Option 2: Postpone to RAN4#95
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 4-5-2: Interruption window at SCell deactivation
· Proposals
· Option 1: The deactivation interruption on PCell or PSCell or any activated SCell shall not occur before slot n+1+THARQ/NR_slot_length and not occur after slot n+1+(THARQ +3ms)/ NR_slot_length .
· Option 2: Postpone to RAN4#95
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #5: PSCell addition and release
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003554
	Qualcomm Inc.
	Observation 1: Termination of PSCell addition procedure prior to T304 timer is in conflict with RAN2 specifications.
Proposal 1: Do not define L1,max or L2,max.
Proposal 2: Unavailability of DL reference signal on PSCell shall not cause termination of PSCell addition procedure.

	R4-2003555
	Qualcomm Inc.
	Draft CR to 36.133



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 5-1: UE behavior related to L1,max and L2,max
RAN4#94-e:
An LS was sent to RAN2 [R4-2002282] with questions related to UL LBT failure detection/recovery in the target cell for several procedures, including PSCell addition.
Issue 5-1-1: UE behavior related to L1,max and L2,max
· Proposals
· Option 1: Do not define L1,max or L2,max
· Option 2: Do not define L1,max or L2,max, when UL LBT failure detection/recovery in the target cell is not configured or not supported by UE
· Option 3: Wait for RAN2 response LS
· Recommended WF
· Wait for RAN2 response LS
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Issue 5-1-1: We support Option 3. Nonetheless we also believe that the impact on current RAN2 spec / UE behavior should be further discussed. 
….
Others:

	MediaTek
	Issue 5-1-1: Support Option 1, since there will be T304 timer to control it, and L1,max /L2,max  will not necessary. 
Disagree with Option 2 and Option 3. Since there is T304 timer, L1,max /L2,max  will be not necessary regardless the UL LBT failure detection/recovery in the target cell is not configured or not supported by UE. And thus it is no need to wait for LAN2 LS. 

	Ericsson
	Issue 5-5-1: We support waiting on RAN2 LS for this issue, I.e., option 3 and the recommended WF

	Qualcomm
	Issue 5-1-1: First, UL LBT failure detection and recovery mechanism is an optional UE capability as agreed in RAN2 (R2-2002022). So even if PSCell addition is included in this procedure, RAN4 should also consider the case where UE does not support this feature. So Option 3 (and WF) is not agreeable as it does not include this case. Second, regardless of whether UE supports UL LBT failure detection and recovery, the definition of L1,max /L2,max  is not necessary as T304 timer dictates the UE behavior. We support option 1.
Moderator: But why Qualcomm before the 1st round was not happy with option 1 and made a revision resulted in option 2?

	Huawei
	Issue 5-1-1:
The recommended WF is fine to us.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 5-1-1: Agree with the WF. 
Is the discussion on the optional/ mandatory UE capabilities already finalized in RAN2? In our view, this is still being discussed. Furthermore, an LS was already sent to RAN2. So, we are ok with waiting for their response.

	Apple
	Issue 5-1-1: fine with option 1 and option 3.

	Intel
	Issue 5-1-1:  Support Option 3



 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2003555
(Qualcomm Inc.)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#5-1
	Issue 5-1-1: UE behavior related to L1,max and L2,max
Current status after the 1st round:
6 companies are supporting Option 3 (and the proposed WF), 
2 companies are supporting Option 1.
Tentative agreements: none
Candidate options: 
· Option 1: Do not define L1,max or L2,max
· Option 3: Wait for RAN2 response LS
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Can MediaTek and Qualcomm accept Option 3?



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2003555
(Qualcomm Inc.)
	The discussion in the 1st round focused on the technical issues. The CR can be discussed in the 2nd round.



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the 2nd round, companies are invited to provide technical comments on the CR (R4-2003555) and further discuss whether Option 3 can be a compromise for this meeting.
Issue 5-1-1 (2nd round): UE behavior related to L1,max and L2,max
· Option 1: Do not define L1,max or L2,max
· Option 3: Wait for RAN2 response LS
· Proposed WF:
· Wait for RAN2 response LS
· Can MediaTek and Qualcomm accept the proposed WF?
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Issue 5-1-1:

	Company B
	Issue 5-1-1:


CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2003555
(Qualcomm Inc.)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)

	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #6: Active TCI state switching
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003556
	Qualcomm Inc.
	Proposal 1: For RRC-based active TCI state switch:
a. Upon exceeding LRRC_known_max in known case, UE may stop active TCI state switching procedure and declare beam failure
b. Upon exceeding L1RRC_unknown_max or L2RRC_unknown_max in unknown case, UE may stop active TCI state switching procedure and declare beam failure
Proposal 2: RAN4 to wait for further clarification of R15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements before its specification in R16 for NR-U.
Proposal 3: Definition of the parameter Tfirst-SSB should be modified in NR-U from “time to first SSB transmission” to “time to first SSB instance” to reflect the possibility of transmission failure due to CCA. 

	R4-2003615
	MediaTek
	Observation 1: If the RLM-RS and BFD-RS are explicitly configured in RadioLinkMonitoringRS, the BFD and RLM will take place regardless the TCI reconfiguration.
Observation 2: If the RLM-RS and BFD-RS are implicitly configured, the corresponding beam failure recovery and RLF will be triggered when the new TCI is not available for a long time.
Observation 3: Only one indication of beam failure triggered by RRC based TCI switch procedure would be useless, when beamFailureInstanceMaxCount is larger than one.
Observation 4: Since the DL LBT failure is known at network, network can trigger another new TCI state switch, upon exceeding LRRC,max. 
Proposal 1: For RRC based TCI switch, upon exceeding LRRC,known,max, the UE may stop the TCI switching procedure.
Observation 5: Beam failure is indicated based on beam failure detection procedure, instead of TCI switch procedure.
Proposal 2: LS to RAN1 and RAN2 is required, if TCI switch procedure is introduced to indicate beam failure or trigger beam failure recovery procedure.
Observation 6: Exceeding the maximum period is led by heavy loading on the unlicensed band, and staying in the old TCI will still encounter the high DL LBT failure rate.
Observation 7: Staying in the old TCI state will increase the probability of beam failure
Observation 8: If UE is allowed to keep trying with the new TCI-state, UE will be able to switch to the new TCI
Proposal 3: For MAC-CE based TCI switch, upon exceeding LMAC,known,max, the UE is not required to stay on the old TCI, if RAN4 agrees that UE is not required to stay on old TCI after THARQ + 3 ms in Rel-15 baseline requirements.

	R4-2004264
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR to 38.133

	R4-2004658
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: Confirm that for RRC-based switching to a known state, upon exceeding LRRC,known,max the UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and declare beam failure.
Proposal 2: Confirm that for MAC-CE based switching to a known state, upon exceeding LMAC,known,max the UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old state. 
Proposal 3: Confirm that for RRC-based switching to an unknown state, upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max the UE shall abandon the active TCI state switching procedure and declare beam failure.
Proposal 4: Confirm that for MAC-CE based switching to an unknown state, upon exceeding L1MAC,unknown,max or L2MAC,unknown,max the UE shall abandon the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old state.



Open issues summary
[bookmark: _Hlk37950573]Sub-topic 6-1: UE behavior in RRC-based active TCI state switching
In RAN4#93, it was agreed:
· RRC-based switching:
· Known state: Upon exceeding LRRC,known,max the UE may stop the active TCI state switching procedure and FFS: declare beam failure
· Unknown state: Upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max the UE may abandon the active TCI state switching procedure and FFS: declare beam failure

A related agreement from RAN4#94-e:
· FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max

Issue 6-1-1: FFS: declare beam failure
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: declare beam failure
· Proposal 2: do not declare beam failure
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Issue 6-1-2: FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max
· Proposals
· Option 1: send LS
· Option 2: do not send LS
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 6-2: UE behavior in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
In RAN4#93, it was agreed:
· MAC-CE based:
· Known state: Upon exceeding LMAC,known,max the UE may stop the active TCI state switching procedure and FFS: stay in the old state
· Unknown state: Upon exceeding L1MAC,unknown,max or L2MAC,unknown,max the UE may stop the active TCI state switching procedure and FFS: stay in the old state

Issue 6-2-1: UE behavior in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: shall stay in the old state
· Proposal 2: may stay in the old state
· Recommended WF
· TBA
[bookmark: _Hlk37950731]Sub-topic 6-3: Alignment with Rel-15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements
Issue 6-3-1: Alignment with Rel-15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements
· Proposals
· Option 1: further wait for further clarifications in Rel-15
· Option 2: proceed with NR-U requirements, based on the current Rel-15 agreements, but update upon the need if Rel-15 requirements changes
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Sub-topic 6-4: Definition of Tfirst-SSB
Issue 6-4-1: Definition of Tfirst-SSB
· Proposals
· Proposal 1: time to first SSB transmission
· Proposal 2: time to first SSB instance (which may or may not be transmitted)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	ZTE
	Issue 6-1-1: For RRC based TCI swicth, declare beam failure. So support Proposal 1.
Issue 6-1-2: Can proponent of Option 1, which is to send LS to RAN2, clarify why this would be of interest to RAN2 anyway? From our point of view, allowing the UE to send beam failure indication doesn’t conflict with current RAN2 spec that much.
Issue 6-2-1: 
Issue 6-3-1: Support Option 1, we can at least wait for the first round discussion to be finished and come back to see if there are conclusions for R15 requirements.
Issue 6-4-1: Support Proposal 2.
….
Others:

	MediaTek
	Issue 6-1-1: Disagree with Proposal 1 and Proposal 2. In the presence of clear RAN1/2 SPEC to declare beam failure, RAN4 should not specify anything further. Beam failure declaration should be based on the beam failure detection procedure, instead of TCI switch procedure.

Moderator: This is totally against all the agreements over several meetings. For example, we agreed in RAN4#93 (R4-1915755):
· RRC-based:
· L1RRC,unknown,max =[2] for TCSI-RS/SSB ≤40 ms, L1MAC,unknown,max = [1] for TCSI-RS/SSB>40 ms
· L2RRC,unknown,max =[2] for TSSB ≤40 ms, L2MAC,unknown,max = [1] for TSSB>40 ms 
· Upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max the UE may abandon the active TCI state switching procedure and FFS: declare beam failure
   Furthermore, in RAN4#94-e (R4-2002336) we agreed to further discuss the need to send the LS:
· RRC-based: 
· FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max

Issue 6-1-2: It depends on the conclusion of Issue 6-1-1. LS to RAN2 and RAN1 (Option 1) will be required, if RAN4 agrees to introduce new UE behavior. 
@ ZTE, we agree with UE is allowing to send beam failure, but the beam failure indication should be based on the existing procedure specified in RAN1 and RAN 2. More specifically,  
· In RAN1, specified in section 5, TS38.213, beam failure indication is provided subjected to beam failure detection procedure, i. e. when the radio link quality is worse than the threshold Qout,LR. 
· In RAN2, specified in section 5.17, TS 38.321, the triggering of beam failure recovery procedure upon the receiving of beam failure indication has been specified. And it is not based on TCI switch procedure.  
Issue 6-2-1: It depends on the conclusion of Issue 6-3-1.  If UE is not required to stay on the old TCI state in R15, then both Proposal 1 and Proposal 2 are incorrect. 
Issue 6-3-1: We support Option 1, for the sake of consistent UE behavior among R15 and R16. 
Issue 6-4-1: Proposal 2 is OK to us.

	Ericsson
	Issue 6-1-1: option 1
Issue 6-1-2: Sending LS is Ok, we can prepare a draft LS
Issue 6-2-1: Proposal 1
Issue 6-3-1: option 2
Issue 6-4-1 : The same terminology should be used as elsewhere; we should refer to “SSB transmission occasion” which means the occasion where the UE assumes that an SSB may be transmitted and hence should attempt to detect SSB. Technically this seems to be aligned with our understanding of option 2 if we understand the intention correctly, but we should use consistent terminology to avoid giving an impression that this is something different,.

	Qualcomm
	Issue 6-1-1: our view is that declaring beam failure is reasonable to do but we can also see MTK point. Perhaps a compromise would be to specify that UE increments the beamfailureInstanceMaxCount every time that L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max is reached. This way, UE declares beam failure and no new UE behavior is needed.
Issue 6-1-2: depends on the conclusion of 6-1-1.
Issue 6-2-1: we cannot support either of the options. Unless UE supports 2 simultaneous TCI state which is an optional UE capability, staying on the old TCI state may not be possible. 
Issue 6-3-1: Wait for R15 clarification.
Issue 6-4-1: support proposal 2. We agree with Ericsson that it should refer to “SSB transmission occasion” which may or may not be transmitted due to LBT. But Proposal 1 is saying “time to first SSB transmission” which is not relaying the intention.

	Huawei
	Issue 6-3-1: 
We support option 2. The corresponding parts could be updated and aligned with Rel-15 requirements if changes are needed.
Issue 6-4-1: 
Support option 2. The clarify is needed.

	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Issue 6-1-1: We agree with MediaTek’s view. RAN4 spec should be consistent with RAN1 / RAN2 specifications.
Moderator: agree, that is why we need to send the LS
Issue 6-1-2: Option 1: sending the LS to RAN2 about this issue.
Issue 6-3-1: Option 1.
Issue 6-4-1: Option 2, and we agree with the point discussed by Ericsson, that the terminology should be aligned. 

	Apple
	Issue 6-1-1: neither proposal 1 nor 2 can be determined by RAN4. If RAN4 really wants to define such requirement with TCI switching failure, we need to consult with RAN1 on the necessity/feasibility of this new UE behaviour (BF declaration based on TCI switching failure). However,  we prefer to have no requirement when this LRRC,known,max is exceeded.
Moderator: Having the requirement this way has been already agreed in RAN4#93 (R4-1915755):
· RRC-based:
· L1RRC,unknown,max =[2] for TCSI-RS/SSB ≤40 ms, L1MAC,unknown,max = [1] for TCSI-RS/SSB>40 ms
· L2RRC,unknown,max =[2] for TSSB ≤40 ms, L2MAC,unknown,max = [1] for TSSB>40 ms 
· Upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max the UE may abandon the active TCI state switching procedure and FFS: declare beam failure
   Furthermore, in RAN4#94-e (R4-2002336) we agreed to further discuss the need to send the LS:
· RRC-based: 
· FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max


Issue 6-1-2: needs to have conclusion on 6-1-1 first.

Issue 6-2-1: need to align with solution for 6-3-1

Issue 6-3-1: agree with option 1.

Issue 6-4-1: support option 2, the first SSB scheduled to transmit (but may not really transmit)


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2004264 (Huawei, HiSilicon)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#6-1
	Issue 6-1-1: FFS: declare beam failure
Current status after the 1st round:
The companies split among the options is as follows:
· Proposal 1 (declare beam failure): Ericsson, Qualcomm, ZTE
· Proposal 2 (do not declare beam failure): -
· Not Proposal 1 and not Proposal 2: MediaTek (however, MediaTek proposes to send the LS if Proposal 1 is agreed), Nokia (fine to send the LS though), Apple
Companies arguing for the last bullet (suggesting no Lmax) are not consistent with earlier RAN4 agreements over several meetings. For example, in RAN4#93 (R4-1915755) it has been agreed already to have Lmax and also that the UE at least stops the active TCI state switching:
· RRC-based:
· L1RRC,unknown,max =[2] for TCSI-RS/SSB ≤40 ms, L1MAC,unknown,max = [1] for TCSI-RS/SSB>40 ms
· L2RRC,unknown,max =[2] for TSSB ≤40 ms, L2MAC,unknown,max = [1] for TSSB>40 ms 
· Upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max the UE may abandon the active TCI state switching procedure and FFS: declare beam failure
Furthermore, in RAN4#94-e (R4-2002336) we agreed to further discuss the need to send the LS:
· RRC-based: 
· FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max

Tentative agreements: none
Candidate options:
· Option 1: declare beam failure and send the LS to RAN2, leaving it up to RAN2 to decide the solution
Option 2: do not declare beam failure.
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Further discuss the options above. If we decide to send the LS (see issue 6-1-2), which is currently supported by most of the companies), then we can focus on the LS in the 2nd round. An on-line discussion could be helpful on both 6-1-1 and 6-1-2.

Issue 6-1-2: FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max
Current status after the 1st round:
This is related to issue 6-1-1. Among the three companies not supporting Proposal 1 or Proposal 2, at least two companies seem to be fine to send the LS. Some companies propose to also include RAN1. So, most of the companies seems to be Ok with sending the LS. RAN1 can perhaps also be included. Therefore, the moderator proposes the following tentative agreement.
Tentative agreements:
Send LS to RAN2, include RAN1. The draft LS can be further discussed in the 2nd round. Ericsson can prepare a draft LS for the 2nd round.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Try to agree on the content of the LS, provided the tentative agreement is acceptable.

	Sub-topic#6-2
	Issue 6-2-1: UE behavior in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
Current status after the 1st round:
· Proposal 1 (shall stay in the old state): Ericsson 
· Proposal 2 (may stay in the old state): -
· Depends on the decision on 6-3-1: MediaTek, Qualcomm, Apple
Given that the discussion on issue 6-3-1 is proposed to be postponed to RAN4#95, the discussion on 6-2-1 can also be postponed.
Tentative agreements:
Postpone the discussion to RAN4#95
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
If the above is agreeable, there is no need in the 2nd round discussion on this issue.

	Sub-topic#6-3
	Issue 6-3-1: Alignment with Rel-15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements
Background:
In RAN4#94-e, it has also been argued to wait for Rel-15 change, but the proposed corresponding change in Rel-15 ultimately did not get agreed for Rel-15. 
Current status after the 1st round:
· Option 1 (further wait for further clarifications in Rel-15): ZTE (proposes to at least check the status of the Rel-15 discussion in this meeting), MediaTek, Qualcomm, Nokia, Apple
· Option 2 (proceed with NR-U requirements, based on the current Rel-15 agreements, but update upon the need if Rel-15 requirements changes): Ericsson, Huawei
To save the meeting time, the moderator’s recommendation is the following compromise: to accept Option 1 in RAN4-e-Bis, but go for Option 2 in RAN4#95 if the status of the proposed change for Rel-15 is again “not agreed” after RAN4#94-e-Bis.
Tentative agreements:
· In RAN4#94-e-Bis: 
· further wait for further clarifications in Rel-15 (i.e., Option 1)
· In RAN4#95: 
· proceed with NR-U requirements, based on the current Rel-15 agreements, but update upon the need if Rel-15 requirements changes, if the corresponding proposed by the proponents change to Rel-15 is again not agreed in RAN4#94-e-Bis, or
· consider the agreed change to Rel-15, if such a change is agreed in RAN4#94-e-Bis
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
If the above is agreeable, no need for further discussion in the 2nd round. But to agree on the proposed tentative agreement an on-line discussion may be needed or it may be taken to the 2nd round too:
· In RAN4#94-e-Bis: 
· further wait for further clarifications in Rel-15 (i.e., Option 1)
· In RAN4#95: 
· proceed with NR-U requirements, based on the current Rel-15 agreements, but update upon the need if Rel-15 requirements changes, if the corresponding proposed by the proponents change to Rel-15 is again not agreed in RAN4#94-e-Bis, or
· consider the agreed change to Rel-15, if such a change is agreed in RAN4#94-e-Bis

	Sub-topic#6-4
	Issue 6-4-1: Definition of Tfirst-SSB
Current status after the 1st round:
All companies lean toward Proposal 2, but an alternative wording was proposed by Ericsson which is more aligned with other requirements and seems to be agreeable also to other companies. So, the exact wording can be further discussed in the 2nd round. The current status is:
· Proposal 1 (time to first SSB transmission): 
· Proposal 2 (time to first SSB instance, which may or may not be transmitted): ZTE, MediaTek, Qualcomm (and agree with Ericsson), Huawei, Nokia (and agree with Ericsson), Apple
· Ericsson proposed an alternative wording to that in Proposal 2: “SSB transmission occasion” which is consistent with the wording used in other requirements
Tentative agreements:
Some variant of Proposal 2
Candidate options:
· Option 1: time to first SSB instance (which may or may not be transmitted)
· Option 2: time to the first SSB transmission occasion
Recommendations for 2nd round:
In the 2nd round, companies can choose between Option 1 and Option 2:
· Option 1: time to first SSB instance (which may or may not be transmitted)
· Option 2: time to the first SSB transmission occasion



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	LS on UE declaring beam failure due to LBT failures during active TCI switching (to RAN2, include RAN1)
	Ericsson





CRs/TPs
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2004264 (Huawei, HiSilicon)
	Postpone 



Discussion on 2nd round (if applicable)
In the 2nd round, companies are invited to further discuss: 
Issue 6-1-1: FFS: declare beam failure
· Proposals
· Option 1: send the LS to RAN2, leaving it up to RAN2 to decide the solution – see also issue 6-1-2.
· Option 2: do not declare beam failure.
· Recommended WF
· Option 1
Issue 6-1-2: FFS: need for RAN2 LS if the UE declares beam failure upon exceeding L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max
· Recommended WF
· Send LS to RAN2, include RAN1. 
· Discuss the content for the LS
Issue 6-3-1: Alignment with Rel-15 MAC-CE based active TCI state switching requirements
· Recommended WF:
· In RAN4#94-e-Bis: 
· further wait for further clarifications in Rel-15 (i.e., Option 1)
· In RAN4#95: 
· proceed with NR-U requirements, based on the current Rel-15 agreements, but update upon the need if Rel-15 requirements changes, if the corresponding proposed by the proponents change to Rel-15 is again not agreed in RAN4#94-e-Bis, or
· consider the agreed change to Rel-15, if such a change is agreed in RAN4#94-e-Bis
Issue 6-4-1: Definition of Tfirst-SSB
· Option 1: time to first SSB instance (which may or may not be transmitted)
· Option 2: time to the first SSB transmission occasion 
· Recommended WF
· Option 2
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	

	Company B
	


Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”













