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Introduction
The discussion covers NR-U AIs 7.1.5.1, 7.1.5.3, 7.1.5.4, 7.1.5.5, and 7.1.5.6.
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, 
· NOT change the version number (which can be incremented only by the moderator).
1st round
The following list of open issues was identified, based on the contributions, for the 1st round.
1. Topic #1: General
· Sub-topic 1-1: RAN1 LS response on SSB monitoring capabilities
· Issue 1-1-1: RAN4 assumption on signalling of UE SSB monitoring capabilities
· Issue 1-1-2: Differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes
· Issue 1-1-3: Parameter Q
· Issue 1-1-4: Whether to capture the number of candidate SSB positions in NR-U core requirements
· Issue 1-1-5: Number of candidate SSB positions in test cases
· Sub-topic 1-2: NR-U terminology
· Issue 1-2-1: Further clarification for “X not available at the UE”
· Issue 1-2-2: Minimum number of candidate SSB positions in the definition of “X not available at the UE”
· Issue 1-2-3: Further clarification for “Y unavailable for transmission”
2. Topic #2: Handover requirements
· Sub-topic 2-1: Interruption time
· Issue 2-1-1: The delay uncertainty (TIU) due to RACH transmission in HO
3. [bookmark: _Hlk41593721]Topic #3: RRC connection mobility control
· Sub-topic 3-1: RRC re-establishment
· Issue 3-1-1: Delay uncertainty (TPRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC re-establishment
· Issue 3-1-2: Carriers to identify
· [bookmark: _Hlk41593668]Sub-topic 3-2: RRC connection rerelease with redirection
· Issue 3-2-1: Delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection
· Issue 3-2-2: Delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection, with Type 2C UL channel access procedure
4. Topic #4: SCell activation and deactivation
· Sub-topic 4-1: Interruption at SCell activation
· Issue 4-1-1: Interruption window length
· Issue 4-1-2: Interruption window starting point
· Issue 4-1-3: Multiple interruption windows
· Sub-topic 4-2: Applicability of SCell activation/deactivation requirements when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured
· Issue 4-2-1: Do the SCell activation requirements apply for the case when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
· Issue 4-2-2: Do the SCell deactivation requirements apply for the case when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
· Issue 4-2-3: Issue 4-2-3: UE behaviour with respect to a configured sCellDeactivationTimer in SCell activation/deactivation
· Sub-topic 4-3: Issues related to extended THARQ
· Issue 4-3-1: UE capability applicable with the extended THARQ
· Issue 4-3-2: Maximum extension of THARQ in the SCell activation requirements
· Sub-topic 4-4: CSI report during SCell activation
· Issue 4-4-1: Conditions for CSI reporting during SCell activation
5. Topic #5: Active TCI state switching
· Sub-topic 5-1: RRC-based active TCI state switching
· Issue 5-1-1: UE behaviour for RRC-based active TCI state switching
· Sub-topic 5-2: MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Issue 5-2-1: UE behaviour in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Issue 5-2-2: Aligning with Rel-15 changes
· Sub-topic 5-3: Other
· Issue 5-3-1: L1-RSRP measurements in the requirement for unknown TCI state
· Issue 5-3-2: NR-U Rel-17 scope 
2nd round
The following list of open issues was identified, based on the contributions, for the 2nd round.
The following colour marking is used below:
· A topic/issue proposed for discussion in GTW session
· No discussion in the 2nd round

1. Topic #1: General
· Sub-topic 1-1: RAN1 LS response on SSB monitoring capabilities
· Issue 1-1-1: RAN4 assumption on signalling of UE SSB monitoring capabilities
· Issue 1-1-2: Differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes
· Issue 1-1-3: Parameter Q
· Issue 1-1-4: Whether to capture the number of candidate SSB positions in NR-U core requirements
· Issue 1-1-5: Number of candidate SSB positions in test cases
· Sub-topic 1-2: NR-U terminology
· Issue 1-2-1: Further clarification for “X not available at the UE”
· Issue 1-2-2: Minimum number of candidate SSB positions in the definition of “X not available at the UE”
· Issue 1-2-3: Further clarification for “Y unavailable for transmission”
· Finalize the CR
2. Topic #2: Handover requirements
· Sub-topic 2-1: Interruption time
· Issue 2-1-1: The delay uncertainty (TIU) due to RACH transmission in HO
· Finalize the CR
3. Topic #3: RRC connection mobility control
· Sub-topic 3-1: RRC re-establishment
· Issue 3-1-1: Delay uncertainty (TPRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC re-establishment
· Issue 3-1-2: Carriers to identify
· Sub-topic 3-2: RRC connection rerelease with redirection
· Issue 3-2-1: Delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection
· Issue 3-2-2: Delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection, with Type 2C UL channel access procedure
· Finalize the CR
4. Topic #4: SCell activation and deactivation
· Sub-topic 4-1: Interruption at SCell activation
· Issue 4-1-1: Interruption window length
· Issue 4-1-2: Interruption window starting point
· Issue 4-1-3: Multiple interruption windows
· Intra-band CA case
· Inter-band CA case
· Sub-topic 4-2: Applicability of SCell activation/deactivation requirements when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured
· Issue 4-2-1: Do the SCell activation requirements apply for the case when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
· Issue 4-2-2: Do the SCell deactivation requirements apply for the case when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
· Issue 4-2-3: Issue 4-2-3: UE behaviour with respect to a configured sCellDeactivationTimer in SCell activation/deactivation
· Sub-topic 4-3: Issues related to extended THARQ
· Issue 4-3-1: UE capability applicable with the extended THARQ
· Issue 4-3-2: Maximum extension of THARQ in the SCell activation requirements
· Sub-topic 4-4: CSI report during SCell activation
· Issue 4-4-1: Conditions for CSI reporting during SCell activation
· Finalize the CR
5. Topic #5: Active TCI state switching
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Sub-topic 5-1: RRC-based active TCI state switching
· Issue 5-1-1: UE behaviour for RRC-based active TCI state switching
· Sub-topic 5-2: MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Issue 5-2-1: UE behaviour in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Issue 5-2-2: Aligning with Rel-15 changes
· Sub-topic 5-3: Other
· Issue 5-3-1: L1-RSRP measurements in the requirement for unknown TCI state
· Issue 5-3-2: NR-U Rel-17 scope
· Finalize the CR
Topic #1: General
Contributions from AI 7.1.5.1 are discussed here.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2010380
	Ericsson
	CR 38.133: Updates to general section for NR-U in 38.133

	R4-2011354
	Ericsson
	Observation 1: RAN1 suggests no explicit or signaled UE capabilities are needed for the number of SSBs to be monitored by UE for RLM/RRM.
Observation 2: No differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes.
Observation 3: The case when a UE is not provided with the parameter Q does not exist, in RAN1’s view.
Observation 4: RAN1 suggests that RAN4 defines a single RLM/RRM “performance” requirement for all UEs.
Proposal 1: In NR-U work, RAN4 assumes that no explicit or signaled UE capabilities will be defined for the number of SSBs to be monitored by UE for RLM/RRM.
Proposal 2: No differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes.
Proposal 3: Do not further discuss the case when a UE is not provided with the parameter Q (this case does not exist, according to RAN1).
Proposal 4: Define the core NR-U requirements transparent to the number of SSBs to monitor.
Proposal 5: Design test cases with two candidate SSB positions.
[bookmark: _Hlk48046511]Proposal 6: For each NR-U requirement using the term “X not available at the UE”, add a clarification in the introduction, general part or in the beginning of the NR-U requirement according to the format:
· The term “X not available at the UE” refers to when the X is configured by gNB but may not be received at the UE during the corresponding … period due to the absence of the necessary radio signals from the cell because of DL CCA failure at the gNB,
            where X shall be replaced depending on the requirement with:
· RLM-RS SSB in RLM requirements,
· BFD-RS SSB in BFD requirements,
· CBD-RS SSB in CBD requirements, 
· SSB in L1-RSRP measurement requirements, 
· SMTC in measurement requirements other than RSSI requirements and L1-RSRP,
· SSB in TCI state switching requirements,
· SMTC in SCell activation, PSCell addition/release, HO, RRC re-establishment, RRC release with redirection requirements, etc.
and … shall be replaced with what is appropriate:
· evaluation,
· detection,
· identification,
· activation, etc.
Proposal 7: No need to explicitly define the minimum number of candidate SSB positions in the definition of “X not available at the UE”.
Proposal 8: For each NR-U requirement using the term “Y unavailable for transmission”, add a clarification in the introduction, general part or in the beginning of the NR-U requirement according to the format:
· The term “Y unavailable for transmission” refers to when the Y is configured by gNB but may not be transmitted by the UE during the corresponding period due to UL CCA failure at the UE,
  where Y shall be replaced depending on the requirement with:
· PRACH, HARQ, etc.



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1: RAN1 LS response on SSB monitoring capabilities
RAN4 send LS to RAN1 in R1-2003274/R4-2005418 on NR-U SSB monitoring capabilities. RAN1 response LS was received in R1-2004992 and discussed further here.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: RAN4 assumption on signalling of UE SSB monitoring capabilities
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): In NR-U work, RAN4 assumes that no explicit or signalled UE capabilities will be defined for the number of SSBs to be monitored by UE for RLM/RRM.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Issue 1-1-2: Differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): No differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes in NR-U requirements.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Issue 1-1-3: Parameter Q
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Do not further discuss the case when a UE is not provided with the parameter Q (this case does not exist, according to RAN1).
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Issue 1-1-4: Whether to capture the number of candidate SSB positions in NR-U core requirements
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Define the core NR-U requirements transparent to the number of SSBs to monitor, i.e., do not capture this in NR-U core requirements.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Issue 1-1-5: Number of candidate SSB positions in test cases
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Design test cases with two candidate SSB positions.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Sub-topic 1-2: NR-U terminology
Related agreements:
· Agreements from RAN4#95-e-bis (R4-2008552):
· Further clarification on the terminology for occasions unavailable at the UE
· Use in the requirements a short term “X not available at the UE”, where X is:
· RLM-RS in RLM requirements,
· SMTC in measurement requirements other than RSSI requirements,
· SSB in TCI state switching requirements,
· SMTC in SCell activation, PSCell addition/release, HO, RRC re-establishment, RRC release with redirection requirements, etc.
· “X not available at the UE” is further clarified in one place, for each X (e.g., where X is configured by the network, X may not be received at the UE during the corresponding period due to the absence of the necessary radio signals from the cell or DL CCA failure, etc.)
· FFS: whether/how to capture in this clarification the number of candidate resources to monitor
Wait for RAN1 LS response on the number of monitored candidate resources
· Further clarification on the terminology for missed transmissions
· The short term “Y unavailable for transmission” is used in the requirements and further clarified in one place (FFS: e.g., Y is configured by the network, UE is unable to transmit due to UL CCA failure, etc.), where the transmission is e.g. PRACH or HARQ feedback.

· Agreements from RAN4#92:
· Agreements:
· for DL LBT use “[a cell on a] carrier frequency with CCA”, “measurements [of a cell] on a carrier frequency with CCA”
· for UL LBT use “UE performing CCA”, “transmission on a carrier frequency with CCA”.
· The terminology may be updated, for example if some other WG agrees on a better alternative
· Short names for scenarios (referred to as scenarios A-E in the WID) are to be further discussed in the next meeting
· Interested companies are invited to analyse which requirements are likely to be scenario dependent and hence the need for short names
· Interested companies are invited to propose short naming for scenarios if they identify a need.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: Further clarification for “X not available at the UE”
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): For each NR-U requirement using the term “X not available at the UE”, add a clarification in the introduction, general part or in the beginning of the NR-U requirement according to the format:
The term “X not available at the UE” refers to when the X is configured by gNB but may not be received at the UE during the corresponding … period due to the absence of the necessary radio signals from the cell because of DL CCA failure at the gNB,
where X shall be replaced depending on the requirement with:
· RLM-RS SSB in RLM requirements,
· BFD-RS SSB in BFD requirements,
· CBD-RS SSB in CBD requirements, 
· SSB in L1-RSRP measurement requirements, 
· SMTC in measurement requirements other than RSSI requirements and L1-RSRP,
· SSB in TCI state switching requirements,
· SMTC in SCell activation, PSCell addition/release, HO, RRC re-establishment, RRC release with redirection requirements, etc.
and … shall be replaced with what is appropriate:
· evaluation,
· detection,
· identification,
· activation, etc.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?

Issue 1-2-2: Minimum number of candidate SSB positions in the definition of “X not available at the UE”
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): No need to explicitly define the minimum number of candidate SSB positions in the definition of “X not available at the UE”.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?

Issue 1-2-3: Further clarification for “Y unavailable for transmission”
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): For each NR-U requirement using the term “Y unavailable for transmission”, add a clarification in the introduction, general part or in the beginning of the NR-U requirement according to the format:
The term “Y unavailable for transmission” refers to when the Y is configured by gNB but may not be transmitted by the UE during the corresponding period due to UL CCA failure at the UE,
 where Y shall be replaced depending on the requirement with:
· PRACH, HARQ, etc.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-1: …
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-2: …
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-3: …
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-4: …
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-5: …

Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-1: …
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-2: …
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-3: …

Others: …

	Huawei
	Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-1:
We can agree on the WF.
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-3:
We can agree on the WF.
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-4:
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-5:
For 1-1-4 and 1-1-5, we think it should be clearly defined in the core requirements as companies may have different ways to interpret the issue which may lead to ambiguity.

Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-1:
We can agree on the WF.
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-2: 
Same comments as for Issue 1-1-4 and 1-1-5.
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-3:
We can agree on the WF.


	Qualcomm
	Sub-topic 1-1-1: We do not agree to the WF. Our proposal is not captured. Our comments can be found in the relevant topic in email discussion 207 and 208.
Sub-topic 1-1-2: We do not agree to the WF. Our proposal is not captured. Our comments can be found in the relevant topic in email discussion 207 and 208.
Sub-topic 1-1-3: We do not agree to the WF. Our proposal is not captured. Our comments can be found in the relevant topic in email discussion 207 and 208.
Sub-topic 1-1-4: We do not agree to the WF. Our proposal is not captured. Our comments can be found in the relevant topic in email discussion 207 and 208.
Sub-topic 1-1-5: Proposal 1 is not specific enough and needs to be sharpened. Which two SSB positions are going to be defined in the test cases? In addition, the test cases should be different whether UE supports FBE or LBE.
Sub-topic 1-2-1: Proposal 1 is not agreeable in its current form. Why is the word “may” present in this phrase (X is configured by gNB but may not be received at the UE during the corresponding). Also, the second phrase (period due to the absence of the necessary radio signals from the cell because of DL CCA failure at the gNB) requires detection on the UE side which is not agreeable.
Sub-topic 1-2-2: This depends on conclusion of earlier topic 1-1. It is not agreeable now.
Sub-topic 1-2-3: Proposal 1 is not agreeable in its current form. Why is the word “may” present in this phrase (when the Y is configured by gNB but may not be transmitted by the UE during the corresponding period due to UL CCA failure at the UE)? 

	Ericsson
	Subtopics 1-1-1 thru 1-1-5 are Ericsson proposals, so clearly we support them. In our understanding, 1-1-1 thru 1-1-3 may be relatively straightforward. For Subtopic 1-1-4 and 1-1-5,  The reason for proposing not to capture the number of candidate SSB positions in NR-U core requirements is because the RAN1 LS indicated that it was up to UE implementation. Hence it seems difficult for RAN4 to discuss and agree a suitable value. On the other hand, we do need to define how test cases will be implemented.
Subtopic 1-2-2 may be considered independently from subtopic 1-1-4/1-1-5 because even if core requirements would contain explicit minimum requirements for beam monitoring, the definition of “X not available at the UE” would not follow the minimum requirement for beam monitoring in the case that the UE exceeds the minimum, and it happens that some of the additional RS are available at the UE based on its additional monitoring. 

	Apple
	Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-1: 
The wording shall be changed to align with the RAN1 LS: “In NR-U work, RAN4 assumes that no explicit or signalled UE capabilities will be defined for the number of candidate SS/PBCH block indexes corresponding to the same SS/PBCH block index the UE should monitor in a given discovery burst transmission window for RLM/RRM”
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-2:
Fine with proposal 1 
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-3: 
Fine with proposal 1, Q is always known to UE
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-4: 
Fine with proposal 1, but the it will partially impact the available/un-available SSB burst definition, and we need to decide that definition based on the minimum UE capability.
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-5: …
It depends on the how we define the available/un-available SSB burst, because if “un-available SSB burst” means the SSB with the specific candidate SSB index is not transmitted in the target SBB burst due to LBT failure, then configure 2 candidate SSB positions is meaningless in RAN4 testing.
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-1: 
This proposal shall be discussed together with issue 1-2-2.
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-2: 
It would be unclear without any clarification on this “un-available” definition, we think the minimum number is 1, in other words,  “un-available SSB burst” means the SSB with the specific candidate SSB index is not transmitted in the target SBB burst due to LBT failure.
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-3: 
Fine with option 1.

	ZTE
	1-1-1: Agree to Proposal 1.
1-1-2: It’s very hard to conclude that all NR-U requirements apply to FBE and LBE UE in a same way. We prefer to study case by case if necessary, so no need for this high-level conclusion. We don’t support proposal 1 because it’s not necessary in our view.
1-1-3: Agree to Proposal 1.
1-1-4: We can agree to the proposal since RAN1 already implied that such a value is not needed. 

	Mediatek
	Issue 1-1-1, 1-1-2, 1-1-3: We can agree on the WF.
Issue 1-1-4: It can be discussed in the joint session. 
Issue 1-1-5: It can be more specific on which two SSB positions. E.g. the first two. However, it can be discussed in the performance part.
Issue 1-2-1: Revision is needed. The definition should be transparent to DL CCA failure, since it is unknown to UE. 
Issue 1-2-2: It can be discussed in the joint session. 
Issue 1-2-3: Revision is needed. Not sure the meaning of “may”, as Qualcomm mentioned. 

	Nokia
	Sub-topic 1: 
Issue 1-1-1: We agree to the proposed WF: “In NR-U work, RAN4 assumes that no explicit or signalled UE capabilities will be defined for the number of SSBs to be monitored by UE for RLM/RRM” and are also fine with Apple’s suggestion.
Issue 1-1-2: This issue is also discussed in other threads [207] and [208] and we prefer to treat the issue there, together with other companies’ contributions. If the core requirements are defined in a transparent manner with respect to the number of candidate positions monitored by the UE (Issue 1-1-4), we could agree to “No differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes in NR-U core requirements”. If that is the case, in our point of view, differentiation will be needed in the test cases.
Issue 1-1-3: We agree with the suggested WF: “Do not further discuss the case when a UE is not provided with the parameter Q (this case does not exist, according to RAN1).”   
Issue 1-1-4: We prefer to have the number of candidate SSB positions explicitly defined in the core requirements. However, as a compromise, we can agree to the proposal, if the different candidate positions are captured in the test cases. But of course, this decision should take into account the proposals in threads [207] and [208}
Issue 1-1-5: We showed in our papers treated in threads [207] and [208] that there might be a performance loss when a low number of candidate positions are monitored, and the LBT failure probability is high. Having said that, for the sake of progress, we would be willing to compromise with test cases with two candidate SSB positions, but of course we prefer to treat this topic together with the other companies’ submissions in threads 207 and 208. It is also worth saying that this would only apply for LBE networks, since it does not make sense for FBE networks to have more than one SSB position per Q.
Sub-topic 1-2
Issue 1-2-1: We agree with the WF.
Issue 1-2-2: Depends on issue 1-1-4, and on how the discussion will go on threads [207] and [208]
Issue 1-2-3: We agree with the WF.


 
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

	R4-2010380 (CR 38.133, Ericsson)
	Nokia: as commented on the last meeting, our view is that RAN4 should wait on the definition (and specification) of the band 46 in RF first, before introducing the band in TS 38.133. It is our understanding that the introduction of band 46 in the specification is being discussed in RF. We can treat this CR in the second round.

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic 1-1, issue 1-1-1
	Issue 1-1-1: RAN4 assumption on signalling of UE SSB monitoring capabilities 
Companies’ views:
· Agree with the Proposal 1: Huawei/HiSilicon, ZTE, MediaTek, Nokia, Ericsson
· Agree with some editorial updates (see Proposal 2 in candidate options below): Apple
· Do not agree: Qualcomm
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): In NR-U work, RAN4 assumes that no explicit or signalled UE capabilities will be defined for the number of SSBs to be monitored by UE for RLM/RRM.
· Proposal 2 (Apple): In NR-U work, RAN4 assumes that no explicit or signalled UE capabilities will be defined for the number of candidate SS/PBCH block indexes corresponding to the same SS/PBCH block index the UE should monitor in a given discovery burst transmission window for RLM/RRM.
· Proposal 3 (moderator, with a further correction for RLM/CBD/BFD): In NR-U work, RAN4 assumes that no explicit or signalled UE capabilities will be defined for the number of candidate SS/PBCH block indexes corresponding to the same SS/PBCH block index the UE should monitor in a given discovery burst transmission window (for RRM) or within the set of configured resources (for RLM/CBD/BFD).
Recommendations for 2nd round: Discuss further Proposal 3 to see if that is agreeable to all companies. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 1-1, issue 1-1-2
	Issue 1-1-2: Differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes
Companies’ views:
· Agree with the candidate option: Apple, MediaTek, Nokia(?), Ericsson
· Do not agree: Qualcomm, ZTE
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): No differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes in NR-U requirements.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 1-1, issue 1-1-3
	Issue 1-1-3: Parameter Q
Companies’ views:
· Agree with the candidate option: Huawei/HiSilicon, Apple, ZTE, MediaTek, Nokia, Ericsson
· Do not agree: Qualcomm
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Do not further discuss the case when a UE is not provided with the parameter Q (this case does not exist, according to RAN1).
Recommendations for 2nd round: Double check with Qualcomm whether Proposal 1 (based on RAN1 LS) is agreeable. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 1-1, issue 1-1-4
	Issue 1-1-4: Whether to capture the number of candidate SSB positions in NR-U core requirements
Companies’ views:
· Agree with the candidate option: Apple, MediaTek, ZTE, Nokia (as a compromise), Ericsson
· Do not agree: Huawei/HiSilicon, Qualcomm
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Define the core NR-U requirements transparent to the number of SSBs to monitor, i.e., do not capture this in NR-U core requirements.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 1-1, issue 1-1-5
	Issue 1-1-5: Number of candidate SSB positions in test cases
Companies’ views:
· Agree with the candidate option: MediaTek (ok, but more details would be needed later), Nokia (as a compromise), Apple (but needs to be considered together with the definition of “X not unavailable at the UE”), Ericsson
· Do not agree: Qualcomm, Huawei/HiSilicon
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Design test cases with two candidate SSB positions.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discuss. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 1-2, issue 1-2-1
	Issue 1-2-1: Further clarification for “X not available at the UE”
Companies’ views:
· Agree with the candidate option: Huawei/HiSilicon, Nokia, Ericsson
· Revision is needed: Qualcomm, Apple, MediaTek
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): For each NR-U requirement using the term “X not available at the UE”, add a clarification in the introduction, general part or in the beginning of the NR-U requirement according to the format:
The term “X not available at the UE” refers to when the X is configured by gNB but may not be received at the UE during the corresponding … period due to the absence of the necessary radio signals from the cell because of DL CCA failure at the gNB,
where X shall be replaced depending on the requirement with:
· RLM-RS SSB in RLM requirements,
· BFD-RS SSB in BFD requirements,
· CBD-RS SSB in CBD requirements, 
· SSB in L1-RSRP measurement requirements, 
· SMTC in measurement requirements other than RSSI requirements and L1-RSRP,
· SSB in TCI state switching requirements,
· SMTC in SCell activation, PSCell addition/release, HO, RRC re-establishment, RRC release with redirection requirements, etc.
and … shall be replaced with what is appropriate:
· evaluation,
· detection,
· identification,
· activation, etc.
Recommendations for 2nd round: further discuss in the 2nd round. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 1-2, issue 1-2-2
	Issue 1-2-2: Minimum number of candidate SSB positions in the definition of “X not available at the UE”
Many companies see the relation to the conclusions on issues 1-1-4 and 1-1-5. Needs further discussion after the progress on 1-1-4/1-1-5.
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): No need to explicitly define the minimum number of candidate SSB positions in the definition of “X not available at the UE”.
Recommendations for 2nd round: further discuss. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 1-2, issue 1-2-3
	Issue 1-2-3: Further clarification for “Y unavailable for transmission”
Companies’ views:
· Agree with the candidate option: Huawei/HiSilicon, Apple, Nokia, Ericsson
· Revision may be needed to address “may”: Qualcomm, MediaTek
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): For each NR-U requirement using the term “Y unavailable for transmission”, add a clarification in the introduction, general part or in the beginning of the NR-U requirement according to the format:
The term “Y unavailable for transmission” refers to when the Y is configured by gNB but may not be transmitted by the UE during the corresponding period due to UL CCA failure at the UE,
 where Y shall be replaced depending on the requirement with:
· PRACH, HARQ, etc.
Recommendations for 2nd round: further discuss in the 2nd round. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.



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

	#1
	WF on NR-U part 1
	
Ericsson


	#2
	WF on the number of the candidate SSB positions and related terminology
(focus on sub-topic 1-1 which may require more separate discussion, depending on GTW discussion)
	Ericsson



CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	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”

	R4-2010380 (CR 38.133, Ericsson)
	Further discuss in the 2nd round



Discussion on 2nd round
Open issues
In the 2nd round, the companies are invited to discuss further the following issues:
Issue 1-1-1: RAN4 assumption on signalling of UE SSB monitoring capabilities 
Issue 1-1-2: Differentiation between UE in FBE and LBE modes
Issue 1-1-3: Parameter Q
Issue 1-1-4: Whether to capture the number of candidate SSB positions in NR-U core requirements
Issue 1-1-5: Number of candidate SSB positions in test cases
Issue 1-2-1: Further clarification for “X not available at the UE”
Issue 1-2-2: Minimum number of candidate SSB positions in the definition of “X not available at the UE”
Issue 1-2-3: Further clarification for “Y unavailable for transmission”


	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-1: …
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-2: …
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-3: …
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-4: …
Sub topic 1-1, issue 1-1-5: …

Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-1: …
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-2: …
Sub topic 1-2, issue 1-2-3: …

Others: …

	
	


CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	R4-2010380 (CR 38.133, Ericsson)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary on 2nd round
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	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
Contributions from AI 7.1.5.3 are discussed here.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2010593
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	CR 38.133: Handover requirements in NR-U

	R4-2011241
	Ericsson, Qualcomm
	Observation # 1: There is inconsistency in which the RACH delay uncertainty is specified in different core requirements involving RACH transmission to the target cell/BWP which is subject to UL LBT.
Observation # 2: Multiple PRACH occasions where the UE sends the PRACH can also be configured in the same time resources.
Proposal # 1: The delay uncertainty (TIU) due to RACH transmission in HO, RRC re-establishment and RRC release with redirection is defined as follows:
TIU = (1+ L)*TSSB,RO + 10 ms
where:
· TSSB,RO is the SSB to PRACH occasion association period as defined on TS 38.213.
· L is the number of consecutive SSB to PRACH occasion association periods during which no PRACH occasion is available for PRACH transmission due to UL CCA failure. 
[bookmark: _Hlk48119123]Proposal # 2: The following is also included in the RACH delay uncertainty in RRC release with redirection:
· L = 0 for Type 2C UL channel access procedure as defined in TS 37.213.

	R4-2011242
	Ericsson, Qualcomm
	CR 38.133: Correction to RACH delay in HO delay requirements in NR-U in 38.133

	R4-2011243
	Ericsson, Qualcomm
	CR 36.133: Correction to RACH delay in HO delay requirements in NR-U in 36.133



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1: Interruption time
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1-1: The delay uncertainty (TIU) due to RACH transmission in HO
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The delay uncertainty (TIU) due to RACH transmission in HO (same approach is proposed also for RRC re-establishment and RRC release with redirection) is defined as follows:
TIU = (1+ L3)*TSSB,RO + 10 ms
where:
· TSSB,RO is the SSB to PRACH occasion association period as defined on TS 38.213.
· L3 is the number of consecutive SSB to PRACH occasion association periods during which no PRACH occasion is available for PRACH transmission due to UL CCA failure. 
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?

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

	XXX
	Sub topic 2-1, issue 2-1-1: …
Others: …

	Huawei
	Agree on option 1

	Qualcomm
	Agree on Proposal 1.

	Ericsson
	Support proposal 1 as proponents of the CRs

	Apple
	Sub topic 2-1, issue 2-1-1: Fine with proposal 1

	Mediatek
	Agree on Proposal 1.

	Nokia
	Issue 2-1-1: we agree with proposal 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

	R4-2010593 (38.133, Nokia)
	Moderator: Company responsible for the CR according to the work split will provide the final CR, accounting for the received comments.

	
	Ericsson: Needs to be aligned with outcome on PRACH delay uncertainty

	
	Nokia: A clarification on the purpose of this CR. The Handover CR agreed on the last RAN4 meeting was implemented between the wrong clauses in TS 38.133. In this CR, we propose a solution. We do not know if this is the best solution for this problem, but we submitted the CR so that RAN4 could discuss this issue. We are fine in aligning the CR with the outcome of the PRACH delay uncertainty discussion.

	R4-2011242 (38.133, Ericsson)
	Moderator: Company responsible for the CR according to the work split will provide the final CR, accounting for the received comments.

	
	Company A: 

	
	Company B:

	R4-2011243 (36.133, Ericsson)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements: 
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic 2-1, issue 2-1-1
	Issue 2-1-1: The delay uncertainty (TIU) due to RACH transmission in HO
All companies agree with the Proposal 1.
Tentative agreements:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The delay uncertainty (TIU) due to RACH transmission in HO (same approach is proposed also for RRC re-establishment and RRC release with redirection) is defined as follows:
TIU = (1+ L3)*TSSB,RO + 10 ms
where:
· TSSB,RO is the SSB to PRACH occasion association period as defined on TS 38.213.
· L3 is the number of consecutive SSB to PRACH occasion association periods during which no PRACH occasion is available for PRACH transmission due to UL CCA failure. 

Recommendations for 2nd round: The agreement has been reached in the 1st round. Focus on the CRs in the 2nd round, no other open issues.



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

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	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”

	R4-2010593 (38.133, Nokia)
	To be revised. Consider the changes proposed in R4-2011242 and the agreement.

	R4-2011242 (38.133, Ericsson)
	To be merged with R4-2010593

	R4-2011243 (36.133, Ericsson)
	Agreeable



Discussion on 2nd round
Open issues
No open issues. Focus on the CRs in the 2nd round.
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	Revision of R4-2010593 (38.133, Nokia)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	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 connection mobility control
Contributions from AI 7.1.5.4 and some related proposals from AI 7.1.5.3 are discussed here.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2011241
	Ericsson, Qualcomm
	Observation # 1: There is inconsistency in which the RACH delay uncertainty is specified in different core requirements involving RACH transmission to the target cell/BWP which is subject to UL LBT.
Observation # 2: Multiple PRACH occasions where the UE sends the PRACH can also be configured in the same time resources.
Proposal # 1: The delay uncertainty (TIU) due to RACH transmission in HO, RRC re-establishment and RRC release with redirection is defined as follows:
TIU = (1+ L)*TSSB,RO + 10 ms
where:
· TSSB,RO is the SSB to PRACH occasion association period as defined on TS 38.213.
· L is the number of consecutive SSB to PRACH occasion association periods during which no PRACH occasion is available for PRACH transmission due to UL CCA failure. 
Proposal # 2: The following is also included in the RACH delay uncertainty in RRC release with redirection:
· L = 0 for Type 2C UL channel access procedure as defined in TS 37.213.

	R4-2011077
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	CR 38.133: CR on RRC re-establishment for NR-U

	R4-2011085
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Observation 1: For UE in RRC_CONEECTED state on the carrier with or without CCA, when UE initiates the RRC re-establishment procedure, UE could search both carriers with CCA and carriers without CCA.
Observation 2: The current requirements apply when all the NR frequencies to be monitored for RRC re-establishment are carriers with CCA.
Proposal 1: The requirements for the RRC re-establishment delay shall consider the time for identification on carriers with and without CCA.

	R4-2011244
	Ericsson, Qualcomm
	CR 38.133: Correction to RACH delay in RRC release requirements in NR-U in 38.133

	R4-2011245
	Ericsson, Qualcomm
	CR 36.133: Correction to RACH delay in RRC release requirements in NR-U in 36.133


Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1: RRC re-establishment
Contributions and proposals related to RRC re-establishment are discussed here.
Issue 3-1-1: Delay uncertainty (TPRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC re-establishment
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The delay uncertainty (TPRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC re-establishment (same approach is proposed also in HO and RRC release with redirection) is defined as follows:
TPRACH_CCA = (1+ K3)*TSSB,RO + 10 ms
where:
· TSSB,RO is the SSB to PRACH occasion association period as defined on TS 38.213.
· K3 is the number of consecutive SSB to PRACH occasion association periods during which no PRACH occasion is available for PRACH transmission due to UL CCA failure. 
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?

Issue 3-1-2: Carriers to identify 
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Huawei): The requirements for the RRC re-establishment delay shall consider the time for identification on carriers with and without CCA.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?

Sub-topic 3-2: RRC connection rerelease with redirection
Contributions and proposals related to RRC re-establishment are discussed here.
Issue 3-2-1: Delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection (same approach is proposed also in HO and RRC re-establishment) is defined as follows:
TRACH_CCA = (1+ L2)*TSSB,RO + 10 ms
where:
· TSSB,RO is the SSB to PRACH occasion association period as defined on TS 38.213.
· L2 is the number of consecutive SSB to PRACH occasion association periods during which no PRACH occasion is available for PRACH transmission due to UL CCA failure. 

· Proposal 2 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The following is also included in the RACH delay uncertainty in RRC release with redirection:
-	L2 = 0 for Type 2C UL channel access procedure as defined in TS 37.213.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Issue 3-2-2: Delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection, with Type 2C UL channel access procedure
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The following is also included in the RACH delay uncertainty in RRC release with redirection:
-	L2 = 0 for Type 2C UL channel access procedure as defined in TS 37.213.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?

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

	Company A
	Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-1-1: …
Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-1-2: …

Sub-topic 3-2, issue 3-2-1: …
Sub-topic 3-2, issue 3-2-2: …

Others: …

	Huawei
	Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-1-2:
Support the proposal. The current spec seems UE will only re-establish on carrier with CCA.

	Qualcomm
	Sub-topic 3-1-1: Support proposal 1.
Sub-topic 3-1-2: Support proposal 1. 
Sub-topic 3-2-1: Support proposal 1.
Sub-topic 3-2-2: support proposal 1. 

	Ericsson
	Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-1-2:
The basic idea is OK, we agree with Huawei that both CCA and non CCA carriers are candidates for reestablishment. CR does not capture necessary updates to PRACH delay uncertainty.

	Apple
	Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-1-1: Fine with proposal 1
Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-1-2:Fine with proposal 1
Sub-topic 3-2, issue 3-2-1: Fine with proposal 1.
Sub-topic 3-2, issue 3-2-2: Fine with proposal 1.


	ZTE
	Issue 3-1-2: Support Proposal 1. Carriers on licensed bands should also be considered.

	Mediatek
	Sub-topic 3-1-1: Support proposal 1.
Sub-topic 3-1-2: Support proposal 1. 
Sub-topic 3-2-1: Support proposal 1.
Sub-topic 3-2-2: support proposal 1.

	Nokia
	Issue 3-1-1: Support proposal 1.
Issue 3-1-2: Support proposal 1.
Issue 3-2-1: Support proposal 1.
Issue 3-2-2: Support proposal 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

	R4-2011077 (38.133, Huawei, Hisilicon)
	Ericsson: Does not capture necessary updates to PRACH delay uncertainty.

	
	Huawei: The PRACH uncertainty could be updated based on the conclusion.

	
	

	R4-2011244 (38.133, Ericsson/Qualcomm)
	Company A: 

	
	Company B:

	
	

	R4-2011245 (36.133, Ericsson/Qualcomm)
	Company A: 

	
	Company B:

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-1-1
	Issue 3-1-1: Delay uncertainty (TPRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC re-establishment
All companies support proposal 1.
Tentative agreements: 
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The delay uncertainty (TPRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC re-establishment (same approach is proposed also in HO and RRC release with redirection) is defined as follows:
TPRACH_CCA = (1+ K3)*TSSB,RO + 10 ms
where:
· TSSB,RO is the SSB to PRACH occasion association period as defined on TS 38.213.
· K3 is the number of consecutive SSB to PRACH occasion association periods during which no PRACH occasion is available for PRACH transmission due to UL CCA failure. 
Recommendations for 2nd round: Agreement was reached, no need to further discuss. Focus on the CRs.

	Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-1-2
	Issue 3-1-2: Carriers to identify
All companies support proposal 1.
Tentative agreements:
· Proposal 1 (Huawei): The requirements for the RRC re-establishment delay shall consider the time for identification on carriers with and without CCA.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Agreement was reached, no need to further discuss. Focus on the CRs.

	Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-2-1
	Issue 3-2-1: Delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection
All companies support proposal 1.
Tentative agreements:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection (same approach is proposed also in HO and RRC re-establishment) is defined as follows:
TRACH_CCA = (1+ L2)*TSSB,RO + 10 ms
where:
· TSSB,RO is the SSB to PRACH occasion association period as defined on TS 38.213.
· L2 is the number of consecutive SSB to PRACH occasion association periods during which no PRACH occasion is available for PRACH transmission due to UL CCA failure. 

Recommendations for 2nd round: Agreement was reached, no need to further discuss. Focus on the CRs.

	Sub-topic 3-1, issue 3-2-2
	Issue 3-2-2: Delay uncertainty (TRACH_CCA) due to RACH transmission in RRC connection release with redirection, with Type 2C UL channel access procedure
All companies support proposal 1.
Tentative agreements:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson/Qualcomm): The following is also included in the RACH delay uncertainty in RRC release with redirection:
-	L2 = 0 for Type 2C UL channel access procedure as defined in TS 37.213.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Agreement was reached, no need to further discuss. Focus on the CRs.



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

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	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”

	R4-2011077 (38.133, Huawei, Hisilicon)
	To be revised, to capture the agreed PRACH delay uncertainty and remove changes on the top of other changes.

	R4-2011244 (38.133, Ericsson/Qualcomm)
	Agreeable

	R4-2011245 (36.133, Ericsson/Qualcomm)
	Agreeable



Discussion on 2nd round
No open issues. Focus on the CRs in the 2nd round.
Open issues
No open issues. Focus on the CRs.
CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	Revision of R4-2011077 (38.133, Huawei, Hisilicon)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	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
Contributions from AI 7.1.5.5 and tdoc R4-2010590 are discussed here.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2009867
	Qualcomm Inc.
	Proposal 1. No new specification is needed for SCell deactivation requirements when SCellDeactivationTimer is not configured. 
Proposal 2. The SCell activation requirements do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.
Observation 1. UE can take interruption during Scell activation procedure until after it receives SSB to initiate SCell activation. Interruption window shifts if SSB is not available due to DL LBT failure. 
Proposal 3. The starting point of an interruption window on PCell or any activated SCell in MCG for NR standalone mode, or on PSCell or any activated SCell in SCG for EN-DC mode, shall not occur before slot n+1+  and not occur after slot n+1+ , where TX is:
-	TFirstSSB  + (L1)* Trs, for known SCell activation when SCell measurement cycle is equal to, or smaller than, 160ms;
-	TFirstSSB_MAX + L2,1* TSMTC_MAX for known SCell activation when SCell measurement cycle is greater than 160ms;
-	TFirstSSB_MAX + L3,1* TSMTC_MAX for unknown SCell activation 

	R4-2009880
	Qualcomm Inc.
	CR 38.133: Introduction of activation and deactivation delay requirements for SCells operating with CCA

	R4-2010211
	MediaTek inc.
	Proposal 1: For intra-band CA, while the SCell being activated is unknown or known with measurement cycle >160ms, the interruption window location should be extend till the first successful SSB transmissions subject to TSMTC_max
Proposal 2: For intra-band CA, while the SCell being activated is unknown or known with measurement cycle >160ms, up to (1+L) interruption windows are allowed during SCell activation, where L is the number of occasions that at least one SSB from SCells already activated or SCell being activated in the same band is not available before the first successful SSB transmissions subject to TSMTC_max
Proposal 3: No extension of THARQ for the UE which does not support the capability of enhancedDynamicHARQ-codebook-r16 nor the capability of oneShotHARQ-feedback-r16
Proposal 4: The SCell activation requirement shall not apply when THARQ is extended over X seconds. FFS the value of X 
Proposal 5: When P/SP-CSI-RS is used for CSI report during the SCell activation, the requirement only apply when one of the RRC parameters CO-DurationPerCell-r16, SlotFormatIndicator, and CSI-RS-ValidationWith-DCI-r16 is configured for a UE and the UE supports the corresponding capability

	R4-2011087
	Huawei, Hisilicon
	Observation 1: It is impossible for UE to determine whether the next available SSB is feasible for AGC tuning in advance
Observation 2: UE has to try to retune the RF and prepare for AGC tuning before each SSB occasions.
Observation 3: UE may take all SMTC occasions for AGC tuning until the first available SMTC occasion or L2,1/ L3,1 exceeds L2,1, max/ L3,1, max.
Observation 4: There could be multiple interruption windows due to multiple AGC attempts until an available SMTC or the activation procedure is abandoned. 
Proposal 1: Multiple interruptions are allowed for AGC attempts.
Observation 5: sCellDeactivationTimer is beneficial to avoid UE stucking in the endless procedure without self-termination. 
Observation 6: It can only work when the timer is triggered before UE actually transmit the HARQ feedback in the activation procedure and stopped after the UE actually transmit the HARQ feedback in the deactivation procedure
Observation 7: For the deactivation procedure, UE may stop sCellDeactivationTimer if the deactivation MAC CE is received. If the timer is stopped before UE successfully transmits the HARQ feedback, UE may still be stuck in the procedure.
Proposal 2: If RAN4 is to define requirements only when sCellDeactivationTimer is configured, necessary clarification is needed that UE shall not stop sCellDeactivationTimer before UE successfully transmits the HARQ feedback for the deactivation command. 

	R4-2011349
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: Interruption window length at SCell activation does not depend on LBT failures.
Proposal 2: The earliest occurrence of the starting point of the interruption window is further shifted by  depending on LBT, considering e.g. the need for AGC resetting, etc.
· It shall not occur before slot n+1+1+, where 1 is TBD
Proposal 3: The latest occurrence of the starting point of the interruption window is further shifted by  depending on LBT, considering e.g. the need for AGC resetting, etc.
· It shall not occur after slot n+1+2+, where 2=1
Proposal 4: The SCell activation requirements for NR-U do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.
Proposal 5: The SCell deactivation requirements for NR-U do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.

	R4-2010590
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: If the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured, the UE applies the value infinity, and the SCell can only be deactivated by receiving the MAC CE with the deactivation command. 
Observation 2: For the purpose of SCell activation, the difference between NR and NR-U is that NR-U is subject to LBT, and LBT failures, which may cause the SCell activation to be delayed. 
Observation 3: RAN4 has already discussed how to define  taking into account the possible UL and DL LBT failures during the activation procedures, and decided that if the number of UL LBT failures is larger than the maximum allowed number, the UE will abandon the activation procedure [4]. 
Observation 4: In both NR and NR-U, the SCell activation delay requirement does not depend on the configuration of the sCellDeactivationTimer.
Observation 5: In NR, the requirements for the activation delay apply regardless of the sCellDeactivationTimer being configured or not. 
Observation 6: The actions related to the sCellDeactivationTimer are applied after the UE transmits the HARQ-ACK for the MAC CE activation command, according to TS 38.213. Therefore, if the UE is blocked by UL LBT failure and cannot send the HARQ-ACK, the timer, if configured, will not be started, and there is no difference in the UE behaviour between the cases in which the sCellDeactivationTimer is configured, or is not configured.
Observation 7: In both NR and NR-U, the SCell deactivation delay requirement does not depend on the configuration of the sCellDeactivationTimer, if the timer is not configured. If the timer is configured, the impact is on the starting slot of the deactivation procedure.
Observation 8: If the gNB is blocked by DL LBT failure and cannot send the SCell deactivation command, the expected behaviour is that the SCell continues active. If the problem persists, there are existing mechanisms defined by RAN2 to control the connection between the serving cell and the UE.
Observation 9: If the gNB can send the MAC CE with the SCell deactivation command, but the UE cannot send the HARQ-ACK for this command, the gNB will be aware of this, and will retransmit the deactivation command. If the problem persists, there are existing mechanisms defined by RAN2 to identify and recover from persistent UL LBT failures.
Proposal 1: In NR-U, the sCell activation delay requirement applies regardless of the sCellDeactivationTimer being configured or not.
Proposal 2: In NR-U, the sCell deactivation delay requirement applies regardless of the sCellDeactivationTimer being configured or not.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 4-1: Interruption at SCell activation
Issue 4-1-1: Interruption window length
Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Interruption window length at SCell activation does not depend on LBT failures.
Recommended WF
Can Proposal 1 be agreed?

Issue 4-1-2: Interruption window starting point
Proposals	
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): 
The earliest occurrence of the starting point of the interruption window is further shifted by  depending on LBT, considering e.g. the need for AGC resetting, etc.
· It shall not occur before slot n+1+1+, where 1 is TBD
The latest occurrence of the starting point of the interruption window is further shifted by  depending on LBT, considering e.g. the need for AGC resetting, etc.
· It shall not occur after slot n+1+2+, where 2=1
· Proposal 2 (Qualcomm): The starting point of an interruption window on PCell or any activated SCell in MCG for NR standalone mode, or on PSCell or any activated SCell in SCG for EN-DC mode, shall not occur before slot n+1+  and not occur after slot n+1+ , where TX is:
-	TFirstSSB  + (L1)* Trs, for known SCell activation when SCell measurement cycle is equal to, or smaller than, 160ms;
-	TFirstSSB_MAX + L2,1* TSMTC_MAX for known SCell activation when SCell measurement cycle is greater than 160ms;
-	TFirstSSB_MAX + L3,1* TSMTC_MAX for unknown SCell activation 
Proposal 3 (MediaTek): For intra-band CA, while the SCell being activated is unknown or known with measurement cycle >160ms, the interruption window location should be extend till the first successful SSB transmissions subject to TSMTC_max
Recommended WF
Discuss the proposals

Issue 4-1-3: Multiple interruption windows
Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Huawei): Multiple interruptions are allowed for AGC attempts.
· Proposal 2 (MediaTek): For intra-band CA, while the SCell being activated is unknown or known with measurement cycle >160ms, up to (1+L) interruption windows are allowed during SCell activation, where L is the number of occasions that at least one SSB from SCells already activated or SCell being activated in the same band is not available before the first successful SSB transmissions subject to TSMTC_max
Recommended WF
Discuss the proposals

Sub-topic 4-2: Applicability of SCell activation/deactivation requirements when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured
Issue 4-2-1: Do the SCell activation requirements apply for the case when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Qualcomm, Ericsson): The SCell activation requirements for NR-U do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.
· Proposal 2 (Nokia): In NR-U, the sCell activation delay requirement applies regardless of the sCellDeactivationTimer being configured or not.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the proposals
Issue 4-2-2: Do the SCell deactivation requirements apply for the case when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): The SCell deactivation requirements for NR-U do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.
· Proposal 2 (Qualcomm): No new specification is needed for SCell deactivation requirements when SCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.
· Proposal 3 (Nokia): In NR-U, the sCell deactivation delay requirement applies regardless of the sCellDeactivationTimer being configured or not.
· Recommended WF
· Discuss the proposals
Issue 4-2-3: UE behaviour with respect to a configured sCellDeactivationTimer in SCell activation/deactivation
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Huawei): If RAN4 is to define requirements only when sCellDeactivationTimer is configured, necessary clarification is needed that UE shall not stop sCellDeactivationTimer before UE successfully transmits the HARQ feedback for the deactivation command.
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?

Sub-topic 4-3: Issues related to extended THARQ
Issue 4-3-1: UE capability applicable with the extended THARQ
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (MediaTek): No extension of THARQ for the UE which does not support the capability of enhancedDynamicHARQ-codebook-r16 nor the capability of oneShotHARQ-feedback-r16
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Issue 4-3-2: Maximum extension of THARQ in the SCell activation requirements
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (MediaTek): The SCell activation requirement shall not apply when THARQ is extended over X seconds. FFS the value of X
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Sub-topic 4-4: CSI report during SCell activation
Issue 4-4-1: Conditions for CSI reporting during SCell activation
· Proposals
· Proposal 1 (MediaTek): When P/SP-CSI-RS is used for CSI report during the SCell activation, the requirement only apply when one of the RRC parameters CO-DurationPerCell-r16, SlotFormatIndicator, and CSI-RS-ValidationWith-DCI-r16 is configured for a UE and the UE supports the corresponding capability
· Recommended WF
· Can Proposal 1 be agreed?
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-1: …
Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-2: …
Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-3: …

Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-1: …
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-2: …
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-3: …

Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-1: …
Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-2: …

Sub topic 4-4, issue 4-4-1: …

	Huawei
	Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-3: 
Support option 2. Actually option 1 and option 2 are same.

Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-1:
We can support proposal 1 as the benefits are observed to use the timer to limit the activation and deactivation process in NR-U.
For the HARQ feedback issue, we don’t think the existing mechanism could help. For the UL LBT failure, it depends on the weather UL LBT failure recovery mechanism is enabled or not. The intention to take advantage of the timer is for the case when the channel is in high traffic load, and it is likely that both UE and gNB cannot transmit due to highly possibility of LBT failure. Thus the self-determination mechanism is needed.

Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-2:
We can support proposal 1.
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-3:
Support proposal 1. The clarification is necessary if RAN4 is to use the timer to limit the activation and deactivation process.

Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-1:
For UE which supports Non-numerical PDSCH to HARQ-ACK timing, THARQ should also be extended.
Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-2:
We don’t think it is necessary to define another time limit by RAN4 as the sCellDeactivationTimer is feasible to limit THARQ which could be configured and adjusted by NW.


	Qualcomm
	Sub topic 4-1-1: Proposal 1 is a little vague. If the “interruption window length” means the start and end point of the window in which UE can take interruptions, then Proposal 1 is not agreeable. If it means the total number of slots that UE can take an interruption, then it is already an agreement from previous meetings and does not need to be agreed again.
Sub topic 4-1-2: Support proposal 2. Proposal 1 is against the current R15 specification and is still not specific enough (it has TBD). Even in R15, a UE may or may not take an interruption due to AGC in intra-band scenarios. It does not have to. That’s why the start point of interruption window in R15 is n+1+. In NR-U, the same applies. A UE may or may not take an interruption due to AGC so the start point should not be pushed forward. Only the end point should be pushed forward to account for an SSB (overlapping in intra-band or non-overlapping in inter-band). Proposal 2 captures this precisely. 
Sub topic 4-1-3: We can agree to Proposal 2 but this proposal is only discussing intra-band scenario. Inter-band scenario is not any different and should be specified similarly. 
Sub topic 4-2-1: Support proposal 1.
Sub topic 4-2-2: We support proposal 2 or 3 (which we think are equivalent)
Sub topic 4-2-3: This issue is similar to MAC-CE activation/deactivation commands and UE not being able to transmit HARQ feedback. We think the same behavior should be applied consistently in similar situations. Our understanding from MAC specification is that UE should behave as if HARQ feedback is sent out (regardless of whether the physical layer transmission is blocked by LBT or not).
Sub topic 4-3-1: We cannot agree to proposal 1. Even if UE does not support any of the enhancements in HARQ, the R15 HARQ retransmission applies which allows for extension of THARQ, i.e., if the first transmission fails, UE performs retransmission (as in R15). We discussed these issues at length in our papers in the previous meetings.  
Sub topic 4-3-2: We cannot agree to proposal 1. In last RAN4 meeting, we put this issue to rest. From R4-2008552:
Gain resetting upon delay of HARQ transmissions/retransmissions due to UL LBT failures and the need for compensation in SCell activation delay
No consensus in RAN4 on this issue. No need to further discuss
We have provided analysis in our previous papers that max HARQ extension cannot be more than 50-60ms in the worst case which does not require defining a new limit X.
Sub topic 4-4-1: agree to proposal 1. 

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-1: Proposal 1 is Ericsson’s proposal, but this issue needs to be considered jointly with issue 4-1-3.
Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-2: shall be considered together with issue 4-1-3
Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-3: Proposal 2 is Ok	

Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-1: Proposal 1
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-2: Prefer Proposal 1
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-3: Why is there the condition “If RAN4 is to define requirements only when sCellDeactivationTimer is configured“ in the proposal? RAN4 does not decide to use the timer to control this, but we were discussing the requirements applicability.

Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-1: disagree. This is relevant even for UEs without such capabilities, since e.g. the extended time includes also the time for the first transmissions rescheduled by the NW.
Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-2: Would be good to also see a proposal for X value as a part of Proposal 1.

Sub topic 4-4, issue 4-4-1: According to LS from RAN1, UE is not mandated to perform CSI-RS detection. 
But the proposal is “the requirements apply only when…”. As LS said, UE is not mandated, but we think UE can still perform CSI-RS detection even if none of RRM parameters are configured. To me the  proposal is restrictive. How about the following wording? 
· When P/SP-CSI-RS is used for CSI report during the SCell activation, it is assumed one of the RRC parameters CO-DurationPerCell-r16, SlotFormatIndicator, and CSI-RS-ValidationWith-DCI-r16 is configured for a UE and the UE supports the corresponding capability


	Apple
	Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-1:
if interruption is for RF tuning and AGC settling, the window length might be not changed due to LBT failure, but UE may need to have extra interruption window for doing AGC settling again.
Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-2: 
Agree on proposal 2.
Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-3: …
Fine with proposal 1, to proposal 2, inter-band CA may also cause the multiple interruption windows: since UE on one band may use multiple SSB burst windows for AGC settling due to LBT failure, the RF tuning/retuning will cause multiple interruption to inter-band PCell.  
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-1: 
We can agree on proposal 1 since we checked with RAN1 that this time is started after n+k, which is regardless of whether UE successfully send HARQ or not.
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-2: 
We agree on proposal 1 since sCellDeactivationTimer avoids the endless deactivation procedure.
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-3: 
We don’t understand in which scenario UE will stop this timer before expiration. Because we see in TS38.321 this timer will stop after expiration, and that means UE triggers the deactivation when it stops the timer. If this is the case, we think the timer could stop before UE have the available UL HARQ occasion.
Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-1: 
Fine with proposal 1. 
Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-2: 
We think this can be addressed by using the sCellDeactivationTimer in issue 4-2-1, we may not need addition applicability with this X seconds
Sub topic 4-4, issue 4-4-1: 
We may need to check RAN1 on all the possible cases, e.g. in TS38.213, one case is:
For operation with shared spectrum channel access, if a UE is provided CSI-RS-ValidationWith-DCI-r16, is not provided CO-DurationPerCell-r16, and is not provided SlotFormatIndicator, and if the UE is configured by higher layers to receive a CSI-RS in a set of symbols of a slot, the UE cancels the CSI-RS reception in the set of symbols of the slot if the UE does not detect a DCI format indicating an aperiodic CSI-RS reception or scheduling a PDSCH reception in the set of symbols of the slot. 
So it seems UE will cancel the CSI-RS reception if only CSI-RS-ValidationWith-DCI-r16 is configured.


	Huawei
	Further comments:
Reply to QC, Ericsson and Apple on issue 4-2-3
As commented by Apple, the motivation to apply the requirements only when the sCellDeactivationTimer is configured is to address the overlong HARQ process (similar to X second limit proposed by MTK). We agree with Apple that in the activation process, according to RAN1’s spec, the timer will be started regardless of whether HARQ feedback is transmitted or not. However, in the deactivation process, after checking TS 38.321 (we paste it below), after receiving the deactivation command, UE will stop the timer regardless of whether the timer expires or not. As the exact time to stop the time is not defined for the deactivation process, if UE stop the timer before the HARQ feedback, thus the overlong HARQ process issue could not be addressed by the timer. Thus it doesn’t make sense to apply the requirements only when the timer is configured. 
	1>	else if an SCell Activation/Deactivation MAC CE is received deactivating the SCell; or
1>	if the sCellDeactivationTimer associated with the activated SCell expires:
2>	deactivate the SCell according to the timing defined in TS 38.213 [6];
2>	stop the sCellDeactivationTimer associated with the SCell;
2>	stop the bwp-InactivityTimer associated with the SCell;
2>	deactivate any active BWP associated with the SCell;






	Mediatek
	Issue 4-1-1: 
As discussed in issue 4-1-3, for a single interruption window, it does not depend on LBT failure. However, if AGC settling is required but LBT fails, UE will need multiple interruption windows till the completion of AGC settling.
Issue 4-1-2: 
We can agree on proposal 2.
Cannot agree on Proposal 1. One single shifted may not be sufficient, considering it may need multiple interruptions. Shift on the starting point, i.e. 1 depending on LBT is not correct, because it will be unknown to UE that a SSB it not available before UE retune its BW. In other words, BW has been retuned and interruption has occurred. As a result, 1 cannot be 2 .
Issue 4-1-3: Both option 1 and option 2 are agreeable to us, since they all addressed multiple interruptions due to LBT failures. 
Regarding the comment on inter-band CA, it is unclear for us why the AGC settling will cause interruption for the CCs on inter-band, since it only captures the RF retuning time but not AGC settling in the interruption requirement (8.2 in TS 38.133). Anything we would miss?   
Issue 4-3-1: Support Proposal 1 as the proponent and also agree with Huawei’s comment that it should also take non-numerical PDSCH to HARQ-ACK into account. 
In our understanding, it is different from R15 HARQ retransmission of data, while the retransmission of ACK is newly introduced by R16 enhancement for NR-U. 
Issue 4-3-2: Regarding the time limit, it is not proposed for gain setting but to avoid endless waiting time for ACK retransmission. 
The <60ms as analyzed in Qualcomm’s paper is without the enhancement in R16. So it is still unclear how long the waiting time would be, with the R16 enhancement for NR-U.
Issue 4-4-1: Support Proposal 1 as the proponent. We are also fine with Ericsson’s wording. We are ok to check with RAN1 as Apple mentioned. 

	Nokia
	Issue 4-1-1: We agree to the proposal 1.
Issue 4-1-2: We prefer option 2. 
Issue 4-2-1 (SCell activation): We support option 2, and we cannot agree to Option 1.
The main reason for Option 1, from the paper R4-2011349 is: “The situation becomes different when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured and as a result the UE may get stuck with the sCell activation procedure until the network realizes this, which will waste the UE power and delay the SCell activation and the network performance in general.”
By RAN2 design, when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured, is to set its value to infinity. So, if the network does not send the deactivation command, the SCell is expected to continue activated until the SCell receives the MAC-CE with the deactivation command. If there is a problem with the activation procedure, the network will at some point realize this either by not receiving the CSI reports, the HARQ acknowledgement, etc, and will act upon it. If the LBT failure rate is so high that both gNB  and UEs are blocked, there are other procedures that will take place: RLF, UL LBT failure recovery, if configured, and so on. 
If these procedures are not enough to solve the problem mentioned in R4-2011349, RAN2 should define a new procedure for that case. The solution proposed by Option 1 is to make the activation requirements not applicable case the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured. In our view, this solution is not actually a solution and many reasons were given in our paper R4-2010590.
1. The SCell activation delay requirements do not depend on the sCellDeactivationTimer
1. RAN4 has already extended the activation delay to account for LBT failures during the activation procedure, and defined UE behaviors when the extension becomes too long.
1. Additionally, the proposal does not even differentiate cases in which the MAC-CE with the activation command is sent over licensed bands (scenario A, B) or unlicensed bands (C), and the main justification for such proposal is UL LBT failure (which would not occur in some scenarios) during the activation procedure. 
Furthermore, the reason given in R4-2009867 for supporting option 1 is that it “enforces proper configuration by the NW”. If the reason is to enforce proper configuration by the NW, the configuration of the timer should not be optional, as it is today, and this discussion should anyway take place in RAN2, not in RAN4.
For all the aforementioned reasons, we cannot agree to option 1. If RAN4 agrees that there is a problem with the way the procedure is defined in RAN2 specification, RAN4 should contact RAN2 and inform about the problem. We don’t think that defining that the requirements are not applicable when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured is a good solution.
Issue 4-2-2 (sCell deactivation): We agree to proposal 2 and 3, which in our view are the same. If the timer is not configured, the only way to deactivate an SCell is to send the deactivation MAC CE. In this case, as in the SCell activation discussion, RAN4 has already discussed extension of the delay requirements. Therefore, in our view, no other change is needed, and the requirements should apply.
Issue 4-2-3: We cannot agree to this proposal. This decision is not RAN4’s. When the timer is started, re-started or stopped is defined in RAN2 specification. 
Issue 4-3-1: We do not agree with the proposal.
Issue 4-3-2: We do not agree with the proposal. 
Issue 4-4-1: We prefer the wording proposed by Ericsson.



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

	R4-2009880 (38.133, Qualcomm Inc.)
	Ericsson: The CR needs to be aligned with the outcomes of the above discussion and agreements.

	
	Company B:

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic 4-1, issue 4-1-2
	Issue 4-1-1: Interruption window length
Companies’ views:
Companies have different interpretation of the window length definition. For a single interruption, Proposal 1 may be agreeable. But multiple interruptions still have to be addressed.
Tentative agreements: 
For a single interruption, interruption window length at SCell activation does not depend on LBT failures.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion is needed, if the above is agreeable.

	Sub-topic 4-1, issue 4-1-2
	Issue 4-1-2: Interruption window starting point
Companies’ views:
Proposal 2 seems to be agreeable.
Tentative agreements: 
· The starting point of an interruption window on PCell or any activated SCell in MCG for NR standalone mode, or on PSCell or any activated SCell in SCG for EN-DC mode, shall not occur before slot n+1+  and not occur after slot n+1+ , where TX is:
-	TFirstSSB  + (L1)* Trs, for known SCell activation when SCell measurement cycle is equal to, or smaller than, 160ms;
-	TFirstSSB_MAX + L2,1* TSMTC_MAX for known SCell activation when SCell measurement cycle is greater than 160ms;
-	TFirstSSB_MAX + L3,1* TSMTC_MAX for unknown SCell activation 
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discussion is not needed.

	Sub-topic 4-1, issue 4-1-3
	Issue 4-1-3: Multiple interruption windows
Companies’ views:
Companies agree on Proposal 2 (intra-band CA) but triggered similar discussion for inter-band CA. No agreement for inter-band which needs to be further discussed.
Tentative agreements: 
· For intra-band CA, while the SCell being activated is unknown or known with measurement cycle >160ms, up to (1+L) interruption windows are allowed during SCell activation, where L is the number of occasions that at least one SSB from SCells already activated or SCell being activated in the same band is not available before the first successful SSB transmissions subject to TSMTC_max
· For inter-band CA: FFS
Candidate options: Further discuss the inter-band case.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discussion is needed on multiple interruptions for the inter-band case.

	Sub-topic 4-2, issue 4-2-1
	Issue 4-2-1: Do the SCell activation requirements apply for the case when 
sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
Companies’ views:
One company is against proposal 1.
· Agree to Proposal 1: Huawei/HiSilicon, Qualcomm, Apple, Ericsson
· Do not agree: Nokia
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Qualcomm, Ericsson): The SCell activation requirements for NR-U do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.
· Proposal 2 (Nokia): In NR-U, the sCell activation delay requirement applies regardless of the sCellDeactivationTimer being configured or not.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discussion is needed. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session

	Sub-topic 4-2, issue 4-2-2
	Issue 4-2-2: Do the SCell deactivation requirements apply for the case when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
Companies’ views:
· Agree on Proposal 1: Huawei/HiSilicon, Ericsson, Apple
· Proposal 2/3: Qualcomm, Nokia
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): The SCell deactivation requirements for NR-U do not apply when the sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured.
· Proposal 2 (Nokia): In NR-U, the sCell deactivation delay requirement applies regardless of the sCellDeactivationTimer being configured or not.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discussion is needed. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session

	Sub-topic 4-2, issue 4-2-3
	Issue 4-2-3: UE behaviour with respect to a configured sCellDeactivationTimer in SCell activation/deactivation
Companies’ views:
· Agree to Proposal 1: Huawei/HiSilicon, 
· Do not agree: Qualcomm, Ericsson, Apple, Nokia
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Huawei): If RAN4 is to define requirements only when sCellDeactivationTimer is configured, necessary clarification is needed that UE shall not stop sCellDeactivationTimer before UE successfully transmits the HARQ feedback for the deactivation command.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discussion is needed. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session

	Sub-topic 4-3, issue 4-3-1
	Issue 4-3-1: UE capability applicable with the extended THARQ
Companies’ views:
· Agree: Huawei, MediaTek, Apple
· Do not agree: Ericsson, Qualcomm, Nokia
The related issues have been discussed a lot in previous meetings. The extension applies regardless the capabilities.
Tentative agreements: The related issues have been discussed a lot in previous meetings. Do not discuss this further.
Candidate options: 
Recommendations for 2nd round: The related issues have been discussed a lot in previous meetings. Do not discuss this further.

	Sub-topic 4-3, issue 4-3-2
	Issue 4-3-2: Maximum extension of THARQ in the SCell activation requirements
Companies’ views:
· Agree to the proposal: MediaTek, Ericsson
· Do not agree: Qualcomm, Apple, Nokia, Huawei
The proponent of the proposal provided further clarification. Further discussion may be needed.
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (MediaTek): The SCell activation requirement shall not apply when THARQ is extended over X seconds. FFS the value of X
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discussion is needed. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 4-4, issue 4-4-1
	Issue 4-4-1: Conditions for CSI reporting during SCell activation
Companies’ views:
Not all companies agree with the original proposal, but the updated wording seems to be agreeable to several companies, including the proponent of Proposal 1. Some companies also proposed to check the RAN1 scenarios in TS 38.213.
Tentative agreements:
When P/SP-CSI-RS is used for CSI report during the SCell activation, it is assumed one of the RRC parameters CO-DurationPerCell-r16, SlotFormatIndicator, and CSI-RS-ValidationWith-DCI-r16 is configured for a UE and the UE supports the corresponding capability
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round: No further discussion is needed if the tentative agreement is agreed.



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

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	R4-2009880 (38.133, Qualcomm Inc.)
	To be revised, to align with the agreements



Discussion on 2nd round
Open issues
The following issues are to be further discussed in the 2nd round.
Issue 4-1-3: Multiple interruption windows (inter-band case)
Issue 4-2-1: Do the SCell activation requirements apply for the case when 
sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
Issue 4-2-2: Do the SCell deactivation requirements apply for the case when sCellDeactivationTimer is not configured?
Issue 4-2-3: UE behaviour with respect to a configured sCellDeactivationTimer in SCell activation/deactivation
Issue 4-3-2: Maximum extension of THARQ in the SCell activation requirements
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Sub topic 4-1, issue 4-1-3: …

Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-1: …
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-2: …
Sub topic 4-2, issue 4-2-3: …	

Sub topic 4-3, issue 4-3-2: …

	
	



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	Revised R4-2009880 (38.133, Qualcomm Inc.)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	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: Active TCI state switching
Contributions from AI 7.1.5.6 are discussed here.
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2009675
	ZTE
	Observation 1: Once a RS is not transmitted due to DL LBT failure, the UE and the network all know that even without signalling.
Observation 2: In R16, the UE only performs omni-directional LBT, which means the LBT result will only depend on the channel occupancy. Changing the Rx or Tx beam of UE won’t change LBT result.
Proposal 1: Further study how to handle TCI state switching failures in R17.

	R4-2009868
	Qualcomm Inc.
	Proposal 1. For MAC-CE based active TCI state switching in both known and unknown cases, UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with the old TCI state until n+ THARQ +  consistent with updated R15 requirements.
Proposal 2. For RRC-based active TCI state switching in both known and unknown cases, UE shall not declare beam failure upon exceeding LRRC,known,max (for known state) and L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state).
Proposal 3. RAN4 to not define LRRC,known,max (for known state), L1RRC,unknown,max, and, L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state) or define any UE behaviour associated with exceeding them

	R4-2010212
	MediaTek
	Proposal 1: Remove L1-RSRP measurement from the requirement of unknown TCI state switch in NR-U.
Proposal 2: The UE shall be able to receive on the old TCI state until slot n+ + (THARQ ) / NR slot length, for MAC-CE based TCI state switch in NR-U.
Observation 1: UE is not required to stay in the old TCI after slot n+ + (THARQ ) / NR slot length in R15.
Observation 2: UE applies the TCI activation command in the first slot that is after slot [image: ], in TS 38.213.
Observation 3: UE will apply new TCI for fine time sync and may be able to received PDCCH with the new TCI, although the performance would be degraded due to the lack of SSB for fine time sync.
Proposal 3: Since UE already applies the new TCI for fine time sync, UE shall not be forced to go back to the old TCI.
Proposal 4: UE may apply new TCI state with degraded performance upon LMAC,known exceeding LMAC,known,max or L2MAC,unknown exceeding L2MAC,unknown,max
Proposal 5: No need to specify the UE behavior upon L2RRC,unknown exceeding L2RRC,unknown,max

	R4-2010213
	MediaTek
	CR 38.133: CR on active TCI state switch delay in NR-U

	R4-2011073
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	CR 38.133: CR on active TCI state switching for NR-U

	R4-2011078
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Observation 1: If the resource list for BFD is configured and the new TCI state configured by RRC is not involved in, the BFD will not work on the new TCI states.
Observation 2: It should be guaranteed that the new TCI state configured by RRC will always be included in the resource list for BFD in NR-U.
Proposal 1: No specific UE behaviour is needed provided that the new TCI state is configured for BFD upon exceeding LRRC,known,max (for known state) and L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state).
Proposal 2: There is no requirements if the new TCI state is not configured for BFD. 

	R4-2011350
	Ericsson
	Proposal 1: Further clarify in TSS 38.133:
· UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old TCI state upon LMAC,known exceeding LMAC,known,max.
· UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old TCI state upon L1MAC,unknown exceeding L1MAC,unknown,max or L2MAC,unknown exceeding L2MAC,unknown,max.
Proposal 2: Beam failure is not triggered by exceeding LRRC,known,max or LRRC,unknown,max for the known and unknown target TCI states, respectively.


Open issues summary
[bookmark: _Hlk37950573]Sub-topic 5-1: RRC-based active TCI state switching
Issue 5-1-1: UE behaviour for RRC-based active TCI state switching
Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Beam failure is not triggered by exceeding LRRC,known,max or LRRC,unknown,max for the known and unknown target TCI states, respectively.
· Proposal 2 (Qualcomm): For RRC-based active TCI state switching in both known and unknown cases, UE shall not declare beam failure upon exceeding LRRC,known,max (for known state) and L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state).
· Proposal 3 (Qualcomm): RAN4 to not define LRRC,known,max (for known state), L1RRC,unknown,max, and, L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state) or define any UE behaviour associated with exceeding them.
· Proposal 4 (MediaTek): No need to specify the UE behavior upon L2RRC,unknown exceeding L2RRC,unknown,max
· Proposal 5 (Huawei): No specific UE behaviour is needed provided that the new TCI state is configured for BFD upon exceeding LRRC,known,max (for known state) and L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state).
· Proposal 6 (Huawei): There is no requirements if the new TCI state is not configured for BFD.
Recommended WF
· Discuss the proposals
Sub-topic 5-2: MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
Background:
Agreements from RAN4#95-e-Bis on MAC-CE based active TCI state switching:
· Confirm that the UE shall stay in the old state upon exceeding LMAC,known,max (for known state) and upon exceeding L1MAC,unknown,max or L2MAC,unknown,max (for unknown state)
· Note 1: if Rel-15 behavior is modified then the agreement can be updated
· Note 2: the UE shall also stop the active TCI state switching procedure (as agreed in RAN4#93)
Issue 5-2-1: UE behaviour in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Further clarify in TSS 38.133:
· UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old TCI state upon LMAC,known exceeding LMAC,known,max.
· UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old TCI state upon L1MAC,unknown exceeding L1MAC,unknown,max or L2MAC,unknown exceeding L2MAC,unknown,max.
· Proposal 2 (MediaTek): Since UE already applies the new TCI for fine time sync, UE shall not be forced to go back to the old TCI.
· Proposal 3 (MediaTek): UE may apply new TCI state with degraded performance upon LMAC,known exceeding LMAC,known,max or L2MAC,unknown exceeding L2MAC,unknown,max
Recommended WF
· Discuss the proposals
Issue 5-2-2: Aligning with Rel-15 changes
Proposals
· Proposal 1 (Qualcomm): For MAC-CE based active TCI state switching in both known and unknown cases, UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with the old TCI state until n+ THARQ +  consistent with updated R15 requirements.
· Proposal 2 (MediaTek): The UE shall be able to receive on the old TCI state until slot n+ + (THARQ ) / NR slot length, for MAC-CE based TCI state switch in NR-U.
Recommended WF
· Discuss the proposals
Sub-topic 5-3: Other
[bookmark: _Hlk48211699]Issue 5-3-1: L1-RSRP measurements in the requirement for unknown TCI state
Proposals
· Proposal 1 (MediaTek): Remove L1-RSRP measurement from the requirement of unknown TCI state switch in NR-U.
Recommended WF
· Discuss Proposal 1
Issue 5-3-2: NR-U Rel-17 scope
Proposals
· Proposal 1 (ZTE): Further study how to handle TCI state switching failures in R17.
Recommended WF
· Discuss Proposal 1
Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Sub topic 5-1, issue 5-1-1: …
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-1: …
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-2: …
Sub topic 5-3, issue 5-3-1: …
Sub topic 5-3, issue 5-3-2: …

	Huawei
	
Sub topic 5-1, issue 5-1-1:
We support option 5 and 6. It could be observed from the LS reply that no new enhancement is needed other than BFD. Thus, it should be guaranteed that the RS in the TCI states in configured for BFD.
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-1: 
Though it had been greed that UE shall stay in the old states for MAC-CE based TCI state, proposal 2 and proposal 3 makes sense to us that staying in the old state won’t bring benefits to UE.
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-2: 
We agree to align the R15 spec. We could capture the changes in our CR.

	Qualcomm
	Sub topic 5-1-1: Proposals 1-5 are saying the same thing more or less. Per RAN2 feedback, UE should not declare beam failure. As such, defining LRRC,known,max (for known state), L1RRC,unknown,max, and, L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state) does not have any value. We can agree to Proposal 6 from HW as well because in order for BF mechanism to kick in, the BFD-RS should be defined. The proposal is a bit vague though. Perhaps, HW means BFD-RS?
Sub topic 5-2-1: R15 requirements were updated in last RAN4 meeting and hence, NR-U should also be updated. We cannot agree to proposal 1. Proposal 2 is agreeable. Proposal 3 does not need to be specified. 
Sub topic 5-2-2: We realized proposal 2 is more accurate and aligned with current R15. 
Sub topic 5-3-1: Agree to Proposal 1.
Sub topic 5-3-2: Needs discussions along with many other RRM enhancement proposals to understand the priority and benefit. This is not the right forum to discuss it.

	Ericsson
	Sub topic 5-1, issue 5-1-1: We are OK not to define UE behaviour if LRRC,known,max or LRRC,unknown,max are exceeded but we may still need to define LRRC,known,max and LRRC,unknown,max themselves for requirement applicability. We don’t see a need for making requirements on the BFD configuration presence. It is true that according to RAN2 the UE LS can only detect the beam failure due to LBT failures if BM-RS is configured, however even in release 15 NR it should be clear that we do not expect the UE to perform BFD if there is no BFD-RS configured.
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-1: Proposal 1, which is based on earlier RAN4 agreements. Also, it was already agreed in last meeting to go back to old TCI state if active TCI state switching fails
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-2: Agree to align with updated R15 requirements in general (was already agreed earlier), but the updated/to be updated Rel-15 requirements need to be double checked. Proposal 1 is missing at least the NR slot length factor.
Sub topic 5-3, issue 5-3-1: Disagree with removing L1-RSRP measurement, since L1-RSRP measurements are supported for NR-U.
Sub topic 5-3, issue 5-3-2: This is a potential R17 discussion and does not need to be concluded for R16 NR-U. The proposal should be discussed later if there is a suitable WID objective.

	Apple
	Sub topic 5-1, issue 5-1-1: 
Proposal 1~4 are quite similar, we agree proposal 1~4. Regarding proposal 5/6, it might be implementation of network on how to configure BFD resource, but we could agree with Huawei’s proposals since it’s reasonable practice during NR-U RRC based TCI switching.
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-1: 
We are generally fine with proposal 2, but “degraded performance” in proposal 3 is a little unclear in the functionality requirement (it’s very difficult to judge if UE can successful conduct the TCI switching in this scenario or not). Regarding proposal 1, we can consider it as an enhancement in R17 to eliminate the throughput loss for MAC CE based TCI switching in NR-U.
So we suggest one new option here,
Option 4:  RAN4 to not define LMAC,known,max (for known state), L1MAC,unknown,max, and, L2MAC,unknown,max (for unknown state) or define any UE behaviour associated with exceeding them. And UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with the old TCI state until n+ THARQ + .
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-2:
Due to the limited time, we could agree to use the legacy assumption as R15 (like in Qualcomm and MTK proposal), but it would be a big time gap from  n+ THARQ +  to when UE get an available DL RS, and the throughput will be impacted seriously, and we think RAN4 needs to enhance this mechanism in R17 corresponding TCI switching enhancement.
Sub topic 5-3, issue 5-3-1: 
Fine with proposal 1.
Sub topic 5-3, issue 5-3-2: …
Agree with ZTE proposal 1.

	ZTE
	Issue 5-1-1: We agree with Proposal 2. Even if the UE declares beam failure it doesn’t help. LBT is done in an omni-directional way so changing beams won’t change LBT results.
Issue 5-2-1: We agree to Proposal 1 which is the UE needs to stay in the old state.
Issue 5-3-2: support Proposal 1 which is to study this in R17.

	Huawei
	Further comments
Reply to Ericsson and Apple

It could be observed from RAN1 spec that if no BFD-RS is configured, UE will take the RS in the TCI state of PDCCH for BFD, which means even the BFD-RS is not configured explicitly, the BFD mechanism could also work. What we want to avoid is the case when the BFD-RS is configured explicitly but the RS in the active TCI states is not involved in. Undet this case, the BFD could not work and the UE behavior is still unclear.
		Link recovery procedures

A UE can be provided, for each BWP of a serving cell, a set [image: ] of periodic CSI-RS resource configuration indexes by failureDetectionResources or beamFailureDetectionResourceList and a set [image: ] of periodic CSI-RS resource configuration indexes and/or SS/PBCH block indexes by candidateBeamRSList or candidateBeamResourceList for radio link quality measurements on the BWP of the serving cell. If the UE is not provided  by failureDetectionResources or beamFailureDetectionResourceList for a BWP of the serving cell, the UE determines the set [image: ] to include periodic CSI-RS resource configuration indexes with same values as the RS indexes in the RS sets indicated by TCI-State for respective CORESETs that the UE uses for monitoring PDCCH and, if there are two RS indexes in a TCI state, the set [image: ] includes RS indexes with QCL-TypeD configuration for the corresponding TCI states. The UE expects the set [image: ] to include up to two RS indexes. The UE expects single port RS in the set [image: ]. 






	Mediatek
	Issue 5-1-1: 
We can support Proposal 1-5, since there is not much differences.
Proposal 6 needs more discussion. We’re not sure about the problem when new TCI state is not configured for BFD. In that case the BFD can still perform based on the RS in the old TCI, isn’t it? Although we don’t exactly know what’s the purpose that NW would configure like this. 
Issue 5-2-1: Proposal 2, since R15 requirements were updated in last RAN4 meeting.
Issue 5-2-2: Proposal 2. Further enhancement can be discussed in R17. 
Issue 5-3-1: Support proposal 1. To clarify, the L1-RSRP measurement is not necessary for the case of unknown TCI switch in FR1 and it will introduce not necessary switch delay.  That’s why we propose to remove it in this case.

Further comment: (In response to Ericsson’s and Nokia’s comments)
This proposal is not about removing L1-RSRP requirement in NR-U. 
This proposal is for the case of unknown TCI switch, where the L1-RSRP measurement time is provided for Rx beam refinement in R15. 
However, Rx beam refinement is not needed in NR-U. Without removing the L1-RSRP measurement time, it will not necessary increase the unknown TCI switch delay. The corresponding change can be found below (and also in our companion CR R4-2010213 ): 
UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with target TCI state of the serving cell on which TCI state switch occurs at the first slot that is after slot n+ + (THARQ +(TL1-RSRP+ TSSB_L1_RSRP*L1MAC,unknown) +TOuk*(Tfirst-SSB+ TSSB-proc+TSSB*L2MAC,unknown)) / NR slot length .
Note: T L1-RSRP  is the time for L1-RSRP measurement for Rx beam refinement
 
Issue 5-3-2: It can be discussed with other R17 RRM proposals together. 

	Nokia
	Issue 5-1-1: We prefer the wording in proposals 3, 4 and 5, which are variations of “no need to specify the UE behavior”. We prefer not to capture in the agreement the part of proposals 1 and 2 “UE shall not declare BF”, because, in our view, the Rel-15 mechanism could eventually lead to BF and recovery actions anyway. In that case, the UE would declare BF not because it reaches LRRC,known,max or LRRC,unknown,max but because the signal could be below the configured threshold. Anyway, we think that “UE shall not declare BF” should not be captured in the agreement.
Issue 5-2-1: we prefer option 2.
Issue 5-2-2: Agree to align with updated Rel-15 requirements. 
Issue 5-3-1: Do not agree with this proposal. What is the motivation for this proposal? We believe that L1-RSRP measurements are also supported in NR-U, therefore we should not remove the requirements.
 Issue 5-3-2: In general we agree, but we think this is not the right place to discuss which potential enhancements will be discussed in NR-U Rel-17.


 
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

	R4-2010213 (38.133, MediaTek)
	Moderator: Company responsible for the CR according to the work split will provide the final CR, accounting for the received comments.

	
	Company A: 

	
	Company B:

	R4-2011073 (38.133, Huawei)
	Moderator: Company responsible for the CR according to the work split will provide the final CR, accounting for the received comments.

	
	Ericsson: The CR needs to be aligned with the outcomes of the above discussion and agreements.

	
	Company B:



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1
	Tentative agreements:
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:

	Sub-topic 5-1, issue 5-1-1
	Issue 5-1-1: UE behaviour for RRC-based active TCI state switching
Companies’ views:
Companies agree on that beam failure should not be triggered by exceeding LRRC,known,max, L1RRC,unknown,max, or L2RRC,unknown,max.
Not all companies agree to not specify LRRC,known,max, L1RRC,unknown,max, or L2RRC,unknown,max.
On the BFD issue, further discussion is needed. Some companies see this as an unnecessary optimization which limits network implementation.
Tentative agreements:
· For RRC-based active TCI state switching, beam failure shall not be triggered by exceeding LRRC,known,max (for known state) and L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state)
Candidate options:
Further discuss the following:
· Proposal 7 (moderator, based on comments) on LRRC,known,max, L1RRC,unknown,max, and L2RRC,unknown,max:
· Do not specify UE behaviour for LRRC,known,max, L1RRC,unknown,max, and L2RRC,unknown,max , but the requirements shall apply up to LRRC,known,max, L1RRC,unknown,max, and L2RRC,unknown,max
· Proposal 5 (Huawei): No specific UE behaviour is needed provided that the new TCI state is configured for BFD upon exceeding LRRC,known,max (for known state) and L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state).
· Proposal 6 (Huawei): There is no requirements if the new TCI state is not configured for BFD.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Discuss further Proposal 5, 6, and 7. 

	Sub-topic 5-2, issue 5-2-1
	Issue 5-2-1: UE behaviour in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
Companies’ views:
The views are quite divided. Some companies claim that with the latest Rel-15 update the UE may not be able to go to the old state, which is not the view shared by all companies. Further technical discussion is needed to understand the concerns and the impact of the Rel-15 change on NR-U discussion. Also, one more proposal was added.
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Further clarify in TSS 38.133:
· UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old TCI state upon LMAC,known exceeding LMAC,known,max.
· UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old TCI state upon L1MAC,unknown exceeding L1MAC,unknown,max or L2MAC,unknown exceeding L2MAC,unknown,max.
· Proposal 2 (MediaTek): Since UE already applies the new TCI for fine time sync, UE shall not be forced to go back to the old TCI.
· Proposal 3 (MediaTek): UE may apply new TCI state with degraded performance upon LMAC,known exceeding LMAC,known,max or L2MAC,unknown exceeding L2MAC,unknown,max
· Proposal 4 (Apple): RAN4 to not define LMAC,known,max (for known state), L1MAC,unknown,max, and, L2MAC,unknown,max (for unknown state) or define any UE behaviour associated with exceeding them. And UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with the old TCI state until n+ THARQ + .
Recommendations for 2nd round: Discuss further. Some companies claim that with the latest Rel-15 update the UE may not be able to go to the old state, which is not the view shared by all companies. Further technical discussion is needed to understand the concerns and the impact of the Rel-15 change on NR-U discussion. Also, one more proposal (#4) was added. The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 5-2, issue 5-2-2
	Issue 5-2-2: Aligning with Rel-15 changes
Companies’ views:
Companies agree to align with Rel-15 changes in general (which was already agreed earlier), but the issue is also related issue 5-2-1.
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 2 (MediaTek): The UE shall be able to receive on the old TCI state until slot n+ + (THARQ ) / NR slot length, for MAC-CE based TCI state switch in NR-U.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Further discussion is needed to understand the implication of the Rel-15 change, together with 5-2-1. A question to MediaTek on Proposal 2: we need to align with (does not mean to be the same as) Rel-15 but also need to incorporate earlier RAN4 agreements on NR-U, but with Proposal 2 the UE may not be able to go back to the old state which contradicts the RAN4 agreement from RAN4#95-e-bis – is this the correct interpretation? The topic is proposed for discussion in GTW session.

	Sub-topic 5-3, issue 5-3-1
	Issue 5-3-1: L1-RSRP measurements in the requirement for unknown TCI state 
The issue has not been discussed earlier. Companies’ views:
· Agree with the proposal: Qualcomm, Apple, MediaTek
· Do not agree with the proposal: Ericsson, Nokia
Tentative agreements: -
Candidate options:
· Proposal 1 (MediaTek): Remove L1-RSRP measurement from the requirement of unknown TCI state switch in NR-U.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Discuss further. L1-RSRP measurement is supported for NR-U and some companies see no reason to exclude this from the active TCI state switching requirements which may also impact the procedure.

	Sub-topic 5-3, issue 5-3-2
	Issue 5-3-2: NR-U Rel-17 scope
Companies’ views:	
Most companies suggest to discuss further enhancements under Rel-17 framework and together with other Rel-17 enhancements. But companies may have different views on what are the “further enhancements”.
Tentative agreements: Discuss further (which were not discussed earlier) enhancements to TCI state switching together with other enhancement proposals for Rel-17.
Recommendations for 2nd round: Do not discuss this issue further in the 2nd round, focus on resolving issues for sub-topics 5-1 and 5-2.



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

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	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”

	R4-2011073 (38.133, Huawei)
	To be revised, to incorporate all agreements

	R4-2010213 (38.133, MediaTek)
	Can be noted. Discuss together with R4-2011073.



Discussion on 2nd round
Open issues
Issue 5-1-1: UE behaviour for RRC-based active TCI state switching
· Proposal 7 (moderator, based on comments) on LRRC,known,max, L1RRC,unknown,max, and L2RRC,unknown,max:
· Do not specify UE behaviour for LRRC,known,max, L1RRC,unknown,max, and L2RRC,unknown,max , but the requirements shall apply up to LRRC,known,max, L1RRC,unknown,max, and L2RRC,unknown,max
· Proposal 5 (Huawei): No specific UE behaviour is needed provided that the new TCI state is configured for BFD upon exceeding LRRC,known,max (for known state) and L1RRC,unknown,max or L2RRC,unknown,max (for unknown state).
· Proposal 6 (Huawei): There is no requirements if the new TCI state is not configured for BFD.
Recommended WF: further discuss which of Proposals 5-7 are agreeable.
Issue 5-2-1: UE behaviour in MAC-CE based active TCI state switching
· Proposal 1 (Ericsson): Further clarify in TSS 38.133:
· UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old TCI state upon LMAC,known exceeding LMAC,known,max.
· UE shall stop the active TCI state switching procedure and stay in the old TCI state upon L1MAC,unknown exceeding L1MAC,unknown,max or L2MAC,unknown exceeding L2MAC,unknown,max.
· Proposal 2 (MediaTek): Since UE already applies the new TCI for fine time sync, UE shall not be forced to go back to the old TCI.
· Proposal 3 (MediaTek): UE may apply new TCI state with degraded performance upon LMAC,known exceeding LMAC,known,max or L2MAC,unknown exceeding L2MAC,unknown,max
· Proposal 4 (Apple): RAN4 to not define LMAC,known,max (for known state), L1MAC,unknown,max, and, L2MAC,unknown,max (for unknown state) or define any UE behaviour associated with exceeding them. And UE shall be able to receive PDCCH with the old TCI state until n+ THARQ + .
Recommended WF: Discuss further. Some companies claim that with the latest Rel-15 update the UE may not be able to go to the old state, which is not the view shared by all companies. Further technical discussion is needed to understand the concerns and the impact of the Rel-15 change on NR-U discussion. Also, one more proposal was added.
Issue 5-2-2: Aligning with Rel-15 changes
· Proposal 2 (MediaTek): The UE shall be able to receive on the old TCI state until slot n+ + (THARQ ) / NR slot length, for MAC-CE based TCI state switch in NR-U.
Recommended WF: Further discussion is needed to understand the implication of the Rel-15 change, together with 5-2-1. A question to MediaTek on Proposal 2: we need to align with (does not mean to be the same as) Rel-15 but also need to incorporate earlier RAN4 agreements on NR-U, but with Proposal 2 the UE may not be able to go back to the old state which contradicts the RAN4 agreement from RAN4#95-e-bis – is this the correct interpretation?
Issue 5-3-1: L1-RSRP measurements in the requirement for unknown TCI state 
· Proposal 1 (MediaTek): Remove L1-RSRP measurement from the requirement of unknown TCI state switch in NR-U.
Recommended WF: Discuss further. L1-RSRP measurement is supported for NR-U and some companies see no reason to exclude this from the active TCI state switching requirements which may also impact the procedure.
	Company
	Comments

	Company A
	Sub topic 5-1, issue 5-1-1: …

Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-1: …
Sub topic 5-2, issue 5-2-2: …

Sub topic 5-3, issue 5-3-1: …

	
	



CRs/TPs comments collection
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	Revised R4-2011073 (38.133, Huawei)
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary on 2nd round (if applicable)
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	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”
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