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1. [bookmark: _Ref165266342]Introduction
This document will capture the open issues identified during the drafting of the running CR for NR-U Work Item based on comments from companies.
For RAN1 parameters, the document R1-1913674 was used as the reference.
2. Open issues to be resolved by RAN2
Issue 1: CAPC for SRBs
In Section 4.2.2, Ericsson suggested to remove the following sentence and also allow CAPC for all SRBs to be configurable. 
For operation with shared spectrum channel access, SRB0, SRB1 and SRB3 are assigned with the highest priority Channel Access Priority Class (CAPC) (i.e. CAPC = 1) while CAPC for SRB2 is configurable. 
[bookmark: _Hlk10052969]This is against the RAN2#106 agreement that “SRB0, 1, 3 have highest priority (lowest CAPC index), SRB2 configurable”.

Do you support the above proposal to reverse the RAN2#106 agreement?
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	No
	We see no reason to add this flexibility

	ZTE
	No
	We also think the agreed mechanism is sufficient. 

	OPPO
	No
	As agreed, only SRB2 is configured, for other SRBs they use the highest priority.

	Intel
	No
	We should keep to the agreement which clearly say only the CAPC for SRB2 is configurable.

	Lenovo
	No
	We should stick to the agreement. 

	Ericsson
	Our intention was not to revert the agreement, but rather not to restrict legacy behavior
	We prefer to capture the default values in Section 9.2.1 and capture the CAPC statements in stage 2, TS 38.300, instead of keeping it in 38.331 Section 4.2.2.
Regarding LCH priority: 4.2.2 states “SRB2 has a lower priority than SRB1 and may be configured by the network after AS security activation”, while in 9.2.1 SRB1 has higher LCH prio than SRB2 as default, but the prio is configurable for SRB1, SRB2, and SRB3. 


	Huawei
	
	Where to capture the current CAPC statement in Section4.2.2: Agree with E// that the current sentence in 38.331 is more of a stage-2 flavour. We can keep the way it was in LTE.

	vivo
	No
	Agree with the above comments.

	LG
	No
	We would like to keep the agreement.



Summary: All the companies want to keep the agreement on making SRB1 and SRB3 CAPC configurable. Based on Ericsson comment, we need to decide whether to keep the current stage-3 text or move it to stage-2. In contrast to logical channel configuration where the priority is always configurable, CAPC priority will be fixed (i.e. highest) for SRB1 and SRB3. In addition, SRB0 does not have a column in 38.331 Section 9.2.1 where default SRB configurations are listed. Therefore, stage-3 which determines the actual implementation should still have this text. Based on this, the default values in Section 9.2.1 can also be removed as it is not necessary and also incomplete due to missing SRB0.
Proposal 1: Keep the current text in RRC running CR for setting of CAPC priorities for SRBs. RAN2 should discuss whether to remove the default values in the table in 38.331 Section 9.2.1.

Issue 2: Signaling of Q in MIB
For the signaling of QCL relationship between SSBs (so-called Q), RAN1 has agreed on the following:
For signaling of Q for a serving cell with possible values {1,2,4,8}, the following is supported:
• If RAN2 agrees to use the spare bit and still allow release independent introduction of the 6 GHz band, then Alt 1-4 is supported, otherwise Alt 1-2 is supported:
       o        Alt 1-2: For operation with shared spectrum channel access, the UE interprets the following 2 bits of  the Rel-15 MIB for providing the value of Q
              §        ssbSubcarrierSpacingCommon (1 bit)
              §        LSB of ssb-SubcarrierOffset (1 bit)
       o        Alt 1-4: For operation with shared spectrum channel access, the UE interprets the 2 bits in the following two fields of the Rel-15 MIB for providing the value of Q
              §        ssbSubcarrierSpacingCommon (1 bit)
              §        spare (1 bit)
RAN1 will down select between Alt 1-2 and Alt 1-4 above. In both options, ssbSubcarrierSpacingCommon in MIB is used as part of the derivation of QCL relationship. Note that in, NR licensed, this IE is used to indicate the SCS for SIB1 which is not needed for NR-U as SIB1 SCS is same as that of the SSB.
The issue is whether Alt 1-2 or Alt 1-4 is preferable from RAN2 point of view. Alt 1-4 requires using the last remaining bit in MIB. 
Nokia proposed to agree to Alt 1-4 2 so as not to use the last spare bit. 
Even though RAN1 is also discussing this, it is appropriate for RAN2 to express an opinion.
Which option do you prefer between Alt 1-2 and Alt 1-4?
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	Alt 1-2
	We prefer not using the last spare bit. (There is typo above!) We do not want to use last spare bit now. It would be difficult to do any changes later if we do it now.

	ZTE
	Alt 1-2
	The spare bit in MIB is not a real spare bit but is supposed to be useful for any critical issue with the system and if we need to change the MIB. So, this bit should not be used for this purpose. 

	OPPO
	Alt 1-2
	Agree with aboves

	Intel
	Alt-1-2
	We prefer not to create new MIB and also prefer not to use the last spare bits. RAN1 just repurpose the 1 bit of ssb-SubcarrierOffset for this purpose.

	Lenovo
	Alt1-2
	Our preference is not to use the last spare bit for this purpose. We agree with ZTE that this should be only used for critical system issues.  

	Ericsson
	Alt 1-4
	If we cannot agree on a new MIB, we prefer option 1-4.
The drawback of Alt1-2:
Range of ssb-SubcarrierOffset is different from Rel-15 MIB and we would override the current Rel-15 LSB of ssb-SubcarrierOffset to signal odd parameter values (1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15), which may be needed for new bands, e.g. for operation in the 6 GHz band. With this, we remove flexibility that is supported in NR Rel-15.

	Huawei
	Alt1-2?
	The reason why we prefer Alt1-2 than Alt1-4 is that in R17, unlicensed operation will move to higher frequencies (52Ghz), in which scenario there will be more SSBs within beam sweeping and possible range of Q value will be larger.  From this perspective, using the spare bit in the MIB is more a forward-compatible solution.

	vivo
	Alt1-2
	The last spare bit can be reserved for more critical issue.

	LG
	Alt 1-4
	



Summary: 6 companies prefer Alt 1-2 while two companies prefer Alt 1-4. In the RAN1 LS to RAN2 (R2-2000021) on this matter, RAN1 states the following:
RAN1 agreed on two feasible alternatives on how to signal Q in MIB for NR-U. In Alt 1-4, the UE interprets the spare bit (plus one other bit) in the Rel-15 MIB in order to determine Q. RAN1 respectfully asks whether there is a consensus in RAN2 if using the spare bit still allows release independent introduction of the 6 GHz band. If not, RAN1 will adopt Alt 1-2.
The option for using the spare bit (Alt 1-4) has less support. Therefore, RAN2 should response to RAN1 accordingly.
Proposal 2: RAN2 should respond to the RAN1 LS (R2-2000021) that the majority of companies in RAN2 do not support using the spare bit in MIB for signalling of Q, assuming that the legacy MIB is used for NR-U. It is FFS if a new MIB will be introduced for NR-U.

Issue 3: Signaling of Q in measObjectNR
For the QCL relationship, RAN1 has the following agreement:
Add it somewhere (FFS) to capture the following agreement
Agreement:
For RRM measurements of a neighbor cell in IDLE, INACTIVE and CONNECTED UE states,
•	Support signaling of a common Q value per frequency by broadcast RRC signaling (SIBx) and/or dedicated RRC signaling (measObjectNR) from the serving cell.
•	Support signaling from the serving cell of a Q value for a listed neighbour cell. 
If Q is signaled for a listed cell, it overrides any common Q value per frequency  

Based on the above RAN1 agreement, signalling of Q for a neighbour cell should be supported. This is already introduced in the broadcast messages (SIB2, SIB3, and SIB4) in the running CR. However, in the measObjectNR, Q is signaled per frequency.
It would be good to confirm RAN2 understanding that the same functionality in SIB for neighbor cell Q signaling should also be introduced in measObjectNR. The rapporteur’s understanding is that, in the absence of such signaling, all cells on the same frequency should use the same Q.
[bookmark: _Hlk32520309]Should per cell signalling of Q be introduced in measObjectNR?
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	Yes
	In our understanding it would be better to be able to signal Q value per cell as it is likely in many scenarios not all cells will share the same Q value.

	ZTE
	Yes
	UE can determine the QCL relation via the Q value when UE measures both in idle and connected mode. So, the same configuration principle should be applied in SIB and measObjectNR.

	OPPO
	Yes
	The cell level Q indication should be included in MO.

	Intel
	Yes
	As per RAN1 agreement.

	Lenovo
	Yes
	Agree with others

	Ericsson
	Yes 
	It should be possible to support the same functionality in measObjectNR as in SIB3/SIB4. SIB3/SIB4 may contain only the common Q per frequency to avoid broadcasting overhead.
The above states CONNECTED UE.

	Huawei
	Yes
	measObjectNR should have the same way of configuration as those for cell reselection in SIB, i.e, for one frequency layer, i.e., on the measurement object config level, there is a common Q value, then on the cell level, a dedicated Q value can be configured, which, if configured, overrides the common Q value

	vivo
	Yes
	It is better to allow NW to signal per cell Q value in MO.



Summary: All companies think that per-cell signalling of Q in measObjectNR should be supported.
Proposal 3: Introduce per-cell signalling in Q in measObjectNR.

Issue 4: New MIB
Related to the Issue 2 whether to define a new MIB instead of changing the interpretation of the above IEs in the field description and/or possibly adding a new IE for the last spare bit. 
Ericsson suggested to define a new MIB.

[bookmark: _Hlk33188117]Do you prefer to define a new MIB to incorporate the new meaning of ssbSubcarrierSpacingCommon and possibly ssb-SubcarrierOffset (or alternatively a new IE) for NR-U? The other option is to state the new interpretations in the field descriptions.
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	[bookmark: _Hlk33188028]Nokia
	No (we prefer new interpretation)
	In theory both options would work but we think it would be easy to just redefine meaning of existing two parameters. This way UEs do not need to change how to decode SIB1 based on what kind of carrier UE is camping on.

	Intel
	No
	See our response to Issue 2

	Ericsson
	Yes
	If one adopts RAN1’s Alt 1-2, the ASN.1 encoder of the network expects to get the “ssb-SubcarrierOffset” as an Integer in the range {0..15}. However, when operating in unlicensed spectrum, the actual SSB subcarrier offset could only be in the range {0..7}. A wrapper around the ASN.1 would have to shift this value by one bit to the left and then fill the right most bit (LSB) with one of the two bits from the node-internal ENUM holding one of the Q bits. If the integer values {0..7} are not appropriate for the new subcarrier offset, one would have to implement also a new mapping from the 8 integer values to the corresponding actual subcarrier offsets. 
For the subCarrierSpacingCommon the ASN.1 encoder expects the ENUMERATED values scs15or60 or scs30or120 (1 bit). As a consequence, the other Q bit would have to be converted to scs15or60 or scs30or120 and then be fed into the ASN.1 encoder’s field for subCarrierSpacingCommon. 
Certainly, all of this is doable, but it reduces readability based on the ASN.1 parameter names and defeats the purpose of ASN.1 to take care of complex and error-prone conversion of variables into serial bit strings. 

	Huawei
	Yes
	E// has explained a good reason why a new MIB is desirable from the implementation point of view. Our understanding is mainly that, based on the agreement in NRU, a lot of fields in the legacy R15 MIB will not be useful, which are
-	PDCCH-configSIB1 does not need 8 bits
-	intraCellFrequencyReselection is not needed from RAN2 point of view
-	ssb-SubcarrierOffset does not need 4 bits, like E// explained
-	subCarrierSpacingCommon not needed, either
So, we prefer to create a new MIB, just like what we did for NB-IoT

	vivo
	No
	There is no big difference between defining a new MIB and redefining the meaning of the two existing IEs. We think the latter may cause less impact to specification.



[bookmark: _Hlk33188132]Summary: Only 5 companies have responded where 3 of them do not want to support a new MIB while 2 prefer a new MIB. This would need more discussion in RAN2. 
Proposal 4: RAN2 should further discuss if a new MIB is needed for NR-U.

Issue 5: HARQ processes for multiple CGs
RAN2#108 has agreed on the following
1 The multiple configured grants of a BWP can be explicitly configured to share a common pool of HARQ processes.    If HARQ processes are shared the same CG timer value has to be configured.  

The rapporteur interpreted the above agreement that different CGs can have different or common HARQ processes. Therefore, the running RRC CR introduced an IE cg-HARQ-Processes-r16 which can configure individual HARQ processes in each CG and thus allowing either shared or separate HARQ processes among CGs. Note that this IE overwrites the usage of nrofHARQ-Processes which only configures a total number of HARQ processes
Ericsson commented that “We think that it is sufficient if the UE is allowed to select any HARQ process from the configured HARQ processes defined by nrofHARQ-Processes.”. 
The issue is whether the RAN2 agreement above allows different HARQ processes among different CGs.
Based on RAN2#108 agreement, can different CGs be configured with different HARQ processes? 
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	Yes
	Up to NW implementation, different CGs can be configured with same of different HARQ processes. Different CGs may be used by same or different LCHs. It is already clear anyway in MAC saying retransmission can happen on different CG as long as they are with same process and same TBS.
Reuse the nrofHARQ-Processes could work as well to allow different number of processes to be used for different CGs, at least the first processes are shared though. Configuration processes separately is most flexible from network point of view.

	ZTE
	No
	For IIOT, the intention of introducing different CG configurations with different HARQ process is to avoid HARQ ID collisions among multiple CG configurations, which is different to NR-U. And for NR-U, HARQ process is selected by UE implementation. Collision only occurs between configured grant and dynamic grant. In addition, according to the agreement, the legacy parameter “rofHARQ-Processes” is sufficient for NR-U to share the common HARQ process pool for multiple CG configurations. Hence there is no necessity to introduce other parameters.

	OPPO
	No
	We prefer to re-use the legacy parameter nrofHARQ-Processes, i.e., different CG when operating in NR-U, will use the same HARQ process

	Intel
	Yes
	We should align with what is already configured for IIoT since multiple CG is introduced there and use the range configured in IIoT WI for the UE to select the HARQ process ID by implementation (i.e. reuse nrofHARQ-Processes). 

	Lenovo
	Yes
	According to the agreement the network should have the possibility to configure explicitly whether different CGs share a common pool of HARQ processes or not. From this agreements it naturally follows that different CGs can be configured with different HARQ processes. We support the proposal by the rapporteur to introduce a new IE, e.g. cg-HARQ-Processes-r16, which configures individual HARQ processes for each CG, since this provides the most flexible solution from network point of view. We don’t think that a solution which is based on the reuse of harq-procID-offset (which was introduced for I-IOT) is preferable as it doesn’t provide the full flexibility and would also require further changes to TS38.321 which seems unnecessary. 

	Ericsson
	Yes.

	The IIOT already solved this in 321/331:
For configured uplink grants with harq-procID-offset, the HARQ Process ID associated with the first symbol of a UL transmission is derived from the following equation:
HARQ Process ID = [floor(CURRENT_symbol / periodicity)] modulo nrofHARQ-Processes + harq-procID-offset.
Thus NR-U only need to have an agreement on which HP IDs that are referred to when the UE selects HP ID based on its implementation (thus when the formulas in 5.4.1 are not valid). For example something like “When cg-Retransmissions is configured, the HP IDs for a CG config is [harq-procID-offset, harq-procID-offset + 1, …, harq-procID-offset + nrofHARQ-Processes – 1] (modulo 16) where harq-procID-offset is taken as zero if not configured for a CG config.”

The HARQ proc pool can in general be defined as follows:
[0…nrofHARQ-Processes-1]
To configure different CGs with different HARQ processes, this issue can be solved by the IIOT WI. It is not correct that NR-U introduce the stuff needed for multiple CG configs. NR-U can reuse the harq-procID-offset introduced by the IIOT WI.
[harq-procID-offset, harq-procID-offset + 1, …, harq-procID-offset + nrofHARQ-Processes – 1] (modulo 16)

	Huawei
	No
	We have a different interpretation on the agreement above that it allows different CGs to be configured with HARQ process. What is different to NRU from IIOT is that for NRU, the HARQ process id can be chosen by the UE and indicate to the network, while for IIOT it is indicate by the time/frequency resource. Moreover, the main motivation for NRU to have multiple active CG is that (a) the gaps between CG resources can be avoided so the UE’s COT cannot be grabbed by the other entities; and (b) it can exploit the frequency diversity. The motivation to have multiple active CGs for different services does not hold anymore.

	vivo
	No
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]In NRU, the HARQ process for a CG resource is selected by the UE. A common HARQ process pool for all the CGs is the most efficient way to use the HARQ processes. Separate HARQ process pool for different CG may cause HARQ process shortage on some CGs while HARQ process surplus on the others.
Although configure individual HARQ processes for each CG can provide more flexibility from network point of view, but we think this flexibility is not necessary given the HARQ process for a CG resource is selected by the UE.

	LG
	No
	We have a similar view as ZTE and vivo. As a way of overcoming reduced transmission opportunities due to LBT, it is better to reuse the legacy parameter “nrofHARQ-Processes” for sharing the common HARQ process pool for multiple CG configurations.



Summary: There seems to be different opinions what sharing HARQ processes between different CGs mean and, if so, how this can be supported. Some companies think that IIoT running CR already support such sharing. However, as commented by other companies, IIoT assumes HARQ process ID calculation where an offset is used between different CGs while in NR-U (when retransmission on CG is configured), the UE selects the HARQ process ID. This is also reflected in the current running 38.321 NR-U CR where it is stated that “nrofHARQ-Processes” is not used when retransmission is configured.
On the other hand, all companies agree that sharing HARQ processes between different CGs should be supported. This can be taken as a baseline and how to achieve this in stage-3 can be further discussed.
Proposal 5a: For configured uplink grants configured with cg-RetransmissionTimer, a subset of the total HARQ process ID(s) can be configured for CG(s). 
[bookmark: _Hlk23499210]Proposal 5b: For configured uplink grants configured with cg-RetransmissionTimer, same HARQ process ID(s) can be configured for different CG(s). 
Proposal 5c: RAN2 should further discuss the granularity of configurations in Proposals 5a and 5b.

[bookmark: _Hlk31882696]Issue 6: Signaling of intra-cell guard bands
RAN1 has left signaling optimizations for intraCellGuardBandUL-r16 (and intraCellGuardBandDL-r16) to RAN2. In particular, 
· RAN2 to decide on the format of intraCellGuardBandDL-r16 for the case when no intra-carrier guard-bands are configured for a carrier
· RAN2 can consider signalling optimization if needed.
For the first one, one option is just to configure the guard band high less than guard band low.
For the second one, the running CR has SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..[8])) OF INTEGER (0..[275]) based on the RAN1 recommendation.
Is it acceptable to use the above options? If not, please provide alternative suggestions. 
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	Signal start CRB and length of GB 
	Instead of signalling end CRB it is more signalling effective just to signal length of GB. This way we don’t need to have fancy rules that end CRB is before start means no GB. Just signal length of zero if there is no GB. 
We also assume that length of GB requires merely 4 bits compared to CRB index requiring 8 bits.

	ZTE
	
	According to agreement “The intra-carrier guard bands on a carrier can be semi-statically adjusted with an RB level granularity. The RAN4 minimum guard band requirements are used as the guard bands when no semi-static adjustment is applied”, guard bands are either configured or not configured. Besides, when the bandwidth of serving cell is 20MHz, there is no guard band. So, no guard band should be indicated to UE.

ServingCellConfigCommon ::=         SEQUENCE {
==omitted==
	intraCellGuardBandUL-r16 intraCellGuardBand  OPTIONAL, --need R
	intraCellGuardBandDL-r16  intraCellGuardBand OPTIONAL, --need R
==omitted==
}
intraCellGuardBand ::=CHOICE {
	default					NULL,
	Guardbandlist			 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofGuardBands)) OF GuardBand
 }
GuardBand    ::=    SEQUENCE {
   startCRB            INTEGER (0..271),      
   nrofCRBs            INTEGER (3..7)
}

 maxNrofGuardBands=4

	OPPO
	
	We prefer to use starting GB CRB index + RB length to signal each GB configuration

	Intel
	
	We should follow RAN1 recommendation for signalling of the GB configuration and using absence of the parameter to indicate no intra-carrier guard bands.

	Lenovo
	
	Similar to Intel we also think that we should follow RAN1 recommendation 

	Ericsson
	6.1: If parameter is absent, there are no guard-bands. 
6.2: start + length
Introduce clean structure indicating a list of the guard bands, each element should contain the start and length value of the guard band (similar as Nokia/ZTE proposal);

	6.1 In 38.331, absence is used to indicate that a feature is not activated/configured. Unclear why we would need strange value combinations for the UE to check.

In RAN1 specifications, it is still FFS how to indicate a default guard-band configuration, and one option that RAN1 is considering is to use absence of the parameter as an indication of default, and then pointing to RAN4 specifications for the default. This can be beneficial for saving on RRC signaling overhead. This same functionality (saving overhead) can be handled instead by configuring a defult = NULL option within a CHOICE structure. Then the absence of the parameter can be used instead to indicate that no guard bands are configured.
If absence of the guard band parameter is used to signal a default guard-band configuration, one implication is that a UE that does not support the guard-band feature would still have to implement and comprehend the signaling. What should this UE do if the network omits the field? It cannot enable guard bands (since it doesn’t support them), but it shall also not disable the feature (since the signaling is absent).
Since RAN1 plans to introduce capability signaling for intra-cell guard bands, then our proposed solution removes the above ambiguity. Both the network and UE know exactly what to do:
· If the UE does not support guard-bands, the network will omit the optional parameters uplink/downlinkGuardBands
· If the UE supports guard bands, and
· if the network configures guard bands, the network can either signal “default” to let the UE to use the default configuration as listed in RAN4 specifications, or it can signal “guardBandList” which containing the explicit guard band configuration (start/length)
· if the network does not configure guard bands, the network simply omits the optional parameters uplink/downlinkGuardBands
6.2 Intoduce list of guard bands: 

[[
intraCellGuardBandUL-r16   IntraCellGuardBands  OPTIONAL, -- Need R
intraCellGuardBandDL-r16   IntraCellGuardBands  OPTIONAL  -- Need R
]]

IntraCellGuardBands ::= CHOICE {       
  default        NULL,                       
  guardBandList  SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofGuardBands)) OF GuardBand 
}


GuardBand    ::=    SEQUENCE {
   startCRB            INTEGER (0..maxCRB),       -- maxCRB FFS   
   nrofCRBs            INTEGER (6..8)             -- minSize FFS
}

NOTE: r16 tags not included for better readability.

- maxNrofGuardBands = 4 pending RAN4 decision 
- maxCRB: Use maxNrofPhysicalResourceBlocks = 275 (FFS RAN1); 
- minSize: minimum guard band size (FFS pending RAN1/RAN4)
- length (nrofCRBs, 2-3 bits) needs less bits than endCRB (potentially 9 bits to signal values from 0…275)
- Default: refer to RAN4 spec

	Huawei
	
	We recomemend the following structure for signaling:

ServingCellConfigCommon ::=         SEQUENCE {
==omitted==
	intraCellGuardBandUL-r16 	SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..4)) OF intraCellGuardBandperGuardBand 				OPTIONAL, --need R
	intraCellGuardBandDL-r16 	SEQUENCE (SIZE(1..4)) OF intraCellGuardBandperGuardBand 				OPTIONAL, --need R
==omitted==
}
intraCellGuardBandperGuardBand ::=CHOICE {
	default					NULL,
	withoutGuardband  		NULL,
	withGuardband 			SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..2)) OF INTEGER (0,..,275)  
}

	Vivo
	Signal start GB CRB and the length of GB
	Configure the guard band high less than guard band low seems comfusion. Hence, we prefer to singal start GB CRB and the length of GB. 



Summary: 2 companies (Intel and Lenovo) prefer to keep the RAN1 recommended signalling while other 6 companies want to signal the start and length of the guard bands instead. There were also comments regarding the cases of how to signal the default case, when there is no guard band (e.g. 20Mhz cell), and when the UE doesn’t support this feature. The last case should be discussed after RAN1 finalizes the UE feature list. For the default case, RAN1 parameter list has the statement “If no configured, the guard bands are derived from RAN4 spec”. Whether this can be signalled as not including the parameter or including a NULL value should also be further discussed.
Proposal 6: The guard bands for a cell are signalled by using a starting index and length for each guard band. RAN2 should further discuss the signalling for the cases when there is no guard band, when RAN4 specs should be used, and when/if the UE does not support guard bands.

Issue 7: Interlace configuration
RAN1 has suggested four IEs to configure interlaced waveform on the uplink:
useInterlacePUCCH-Common-r16
useInterlacePUSCH-Common-r16
useInterlacePUCCH-Dedicated-r16
useInterlacePUSCH-Dedicated-r16
In the running RRC CR, they are all in the locations suggested by RAN1. However, these have to be set to the same value, i.e. PUCCH and PUSCH waveforms are always interlaced or legacy.
There are two options to clarify and simplify this:
1. Single parameter, e.g. in BWP-UplinkCommon (suggested by Nokia) used by both PUSCH and PUCCH
2. Separate IEs as of now but mandating in the field description that they are all set to the same value.
3. [bookmark: _Hlk31980131]Two parameters, BWP-UplinkCommon and BWP-UplinkDedicated
a. BWP-UplinkCommon (for initial UL BWP for stand alone scenarios) 
b.  BWP-UplinkDedicated (to cover SCell addition in both stand alone and non-stand alone scenarios)
4. One parameter in BWP Uplink Common [ERI: this seems to be identical with 1.]
[ZTE] above two added from the other versions of the file from Ericsson and HW. 
Which Option do you prefer to clarify the configuration of uplink interlaced waveform? List others if any.
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	We should not unnecessarily add parameters which will not provide any information to UE
	Better just to define a parameter as anyway RAN1 mandates NW to configure same value for all 4 parameters.

	ZTE
	3
	We also support 3 

	OPPO
	
	We share the similar understanding with Nokia

	Intel
	3
	We need to have one for standalone in BWP-UplinkCommo and another for CA case in BWP-UplinkDedicated.

	Lenovo
	3
	

	Ericsson
	3. Two parameters
	a. BWP-UplinkCommon (for initial UL BWP for stand alone scenarios) 
b. BWP-UplinkDedicated (to cover SCell addition in both stand alone and non-stand alone scenarios)

	Huawei
	4
	Agreement:
In Rel-16, for a cell, the UE can expect that cell-specifically configured PUCCH resources and UE-specifically configured PUCCH resources either all have interlaced mapping or all have non-interlaced mapping as per Rel-15.
· Note: RRC parameters that are made redundant due to this agreement can be eliminated

Agreement:
In Rel-16, for a cell, the UE can expect that cell-specifically configured PUSCH resources and UE-specifically configured PUSCH resources either all have interlaced mapping or all have non-interlaced mapping as per Rel-15.
· Note: RRC parameters that are made redundant due to this agreement can be eliminated
Agreement:
In Rel-16, for a cell, the UE can expect that UE-specifically configured PUCCH resources and all PUSCH transmissions (scheduled and configured) after dedicated configurations either all have interlaced mapping or all have non-interlaced mapping as per Rel-15.

Based on the above agreements, we summarize that 
· Dedicated configuration of useInterlace is not needed
· UseInterlace does not need to be configured under BWP congfiguration, but under cell-specific configuration, i.e., servingCellConfigCommon
· Interlace configuration does not need to be configured for PUSCH and PUCCH separately
Hence, one parameter in BWP-UplinkCommon would be enough

	vivo
	4
	Agree with Nokia



Summary: 4 companies support using two parameters, one in BWP-UplinkCommon and one in BWP-UplinkDedicated while 3 companies only want the single one in BWP-UplinkCommon. Since all the companies agree on the BWP-UplinkCommon, this can be agreed. The second IE can be discussed further.
Proposal 7: A single IE for configuring interlaced PUCCH and PUSCH is included in BWP-UplinkCommon. RAN2 should discuss whether this IE should also be additionally included in BWP-UplinkDedicated.

Issue 8: Values for RAN2 parameters
The value ranges for several RAN2 parameters below are FFS. 
[bookmark: _Hlk31665144]numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB  INTEGER (2..FFSvalue)
lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount
lbt-FailureDetectionTimer
Please indicate your preference for each.
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB <= 4
lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount: {n5, n8, n12, n16, n24, n32, n64, n100}
lbt-FailureDetectionTimer: {10ms, 20ms, 30ms, 40ms, 80ms, 160ms, 320ms, 640ms}
	numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB – we do not have strong view here but for the sake of progress want to propose a value, 4 – if transmission cannot go through with 4 transmissions probably then it does not help to try much longer anyway. 
lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount – since the max number of UL transmissions within a specific time depends highly on the configuration as well as the current traffic, etc., various values should be defined, e.g., up to 100. However, it seems triggering a recovery with only a single LBT failure would not be useful. Hence, for instance: {n5, n8, n12, n16, n24, n32, n64, n100}
lbt-FailureDetectionTimer – looking at the maximum periodicities of various UL signals (e.g., SR, CSI report, CG, etc.) seems that 640ms is the maximum periodicity for CG. Given that a configuration where no other UL signals would happen within that 640ms seems unlikely, 640ms could be the max value. Hence, timer values could be, for instance: {10ms, 20ms, 30ms, 40ms, 80ms, 160ms, 320ms, 640ms}. The minimum of 10ms is from the max COT length of 10ms.

	ZTE
	
	numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB  INTEGER (2...20)
lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount: {n4, n8, n12, n16, n20, n50, n100, n200}
lbt-FailureDetectionTimer:{2ms, 4ms, 8ms, 10ms, 20ms, 40ms, 80ms, 160ms, 320ms}

	Ericsson
	Paging: INTEGER (2...20)

	numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB:
We think it would be good to allow for granular values to align with DRS transmissions.
RAN1#96bis agreement:
The maximum DRS transmission window duration is 5 ms.
· The maximum number of candidate SSB positions within a DRS transmission window, Y, is selected as Y = 10 for 15 kHz SCS and Y = 20 for 30 kHz SCS.

The maximum number of candidate SSB positions is Y. If we want to multiplex DRS and paging transmissions, it should always be possible to configure the extension factor X, such that the number of PMOs is the same as the number of candidate SSB positions. If the number of candidate SSB positions is configurable, the value ranges should be aligned. 
We therefore think it would be good to define integer values between 2 and 20, resulting in 5 bits, to allow full flexibility, e.g. for S=4, the whole DRS transmission window could be exploited only if we allow X=5, as X=8 would exceed the DRS transmission window.
Allowing for fine granular values also allows to adapt to the configured SSB positions within the DRS transmission window.

	Number of beams S
	PO Extension Factor X
	Number of SSB positions X*S

	1
	INTEGER {2..20}
	INTEGER {2..20}

	2
	INTEGER {2..10}
	{4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20}

	3
	{2, 3, 4, 5, 6}
	{6, 9, 12, 15, 18}

	4
	{2, 3, 4, 5}
	{8, 12, 16, 20}

	5
	{2, 3, 4}
	{10, 15, 20}

	6
	{2, 3}
	{12, 18}

	8
	{2}
	{16}



Note: We propose to align the name with other RRC parameters: nrofPDCCH-MonitoringOccasionPerSSB or nrofPDCCH-MonitoringOccasionsPerSSB-InPO or similar

lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount
It seems reasonable to also support larger values, i.e. n50, n100, n200 to align with max preamble transmission.
lbt-FailureDetectionTimer
We can take the beamFailureDetectionTimer as a reference. The value is dependent on the CSI-RS/SSB-periodicity. SSB-periodicity can be up to 160 ms. So the beamFailureDetectionTimer could be {ms160, ms320, …, ms1600}. So it seems reasonable to consider larger values (> than 320 ms) also for the lbt-FailureDetectionTimer.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	
	numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB
2,4,8,16
lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount
4,8,16,32,64,128,256,512
lbt-FailureDetectionTimer
2ms, 4ms, 8ms,16 ms,32 ms,64 ms,128 ms,256 ms

	vivo
	[bookmark: _Hlk32949819]numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB  INTEGER (2..FFSvalue)
lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount
lbt-FailureDetectionTimer
	numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB  INTEGER (2...5)
lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount: {n4, n8, n12, n16, n20}
lbt-FailureDetectionTimer:{10ms, 20ms, 40ms, 80ms, 160ms, 320ms}



Summary: Different ranges were proposed for these values. As a first step, an approximate intersection sets for them can be taken as a baseline and further values can be discussed later.
Proposal 8a: For numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB, support at least the values of 2, 3, and 4.
Proposal 8b: For lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount, support at least the values of 4, 8, 16, and 32.
Proposal 8c: For lbt-FailureDetectionTimer, support at least the values of 10ms, 20ms, 40ms, 80ms, 160ms, 320ms.

Issue 9: Short Message for Paging Stop
RAN2#108 has agreed on using Short Message to allow the UEs to stop paging monitoring in a given PO as follows:
Agreements
1 	As an additional stopping condition, short message for signalling of paging stopping indication is used.  The existing RRC short message is used.  
2	The paging stopping indication is addressed to all the UEs which monitor a given PO, i.e. there is no per UE group indication
3	The indication would be for all the UEs to stop paging monitoring in this PO.  If the short message is sent the bit is always set to ‘1’


One question which came up during the email discussion for the running CRs is whether the reception of any short message (i.e. also including the message sent for SI update or PWS) can also be used for paging stopping indication
Do you agree that the UE can stop paging monitoring upon reception of any Short Message? If the answer is Yes, should the NW always set the new bit to 1 when a Short Message is sent?
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	LG
	Yes
	RAN2 agreed that If the short message is sent the bit is always set to ‘1’. This means that any short message includes the stop indication.
Since the stopping indication is always set to ‘1’, the stopping indication is completely useless from UE perspective. Furthermore, gNB can send an empty short message, i.e. systemInfoModification and etwsAndCmasIndication set to 0, by implementation. If so, the stopping indication doesn’t even need to be specified in short message.

	Nokia
	No
	It is not clear why a SM due to Si modification or PWS should exclude that there is any paging messages

	Huawei
	Yes
	When receiving a short message, the UE can stop the PDCCH monitoring for paging, which means that paging message will not be sent. In addition, the content of the Short message should be consistent that the new bit should be set to 1 always. 

	Ericsson
	Yes, new bit is not needed.
	In step 1: the presence of a paging message is used to stop further PMO monitoring.
In step 2: the Short Message can be used to stop further PMO monitoring
In step 3: both options combined -> PDCCH addressed to P-RNTI is used to stop further PMO monitoring
To stop further page monitoring within a PO, it is sufficient to receive PDCCH addressed to P-RNTI, which can carry either the Short Message, the scheduling information for paging or both (see definition in TS 38.212 [17], clause 7.3.1.2.1). Therefore, the Short Message can indicate independent of any bit string in the Short Message (systemInfoModification, etwsAndCmasIndication and specifically stopPagingIndication could be any value) that the UE may stop further PMO monitoring for paging. It seems unnecessary to define a bit which doesn’t bring any additional value. Furthermore, it is unnecessary to use up one of the remaining 6 reserved values in the Short Message.
Consequently, the stopPagingIndication bit is not needed.
If the stopPagingIndication is used to indicate to the UE whether it should continue or stop further PMO monitoring, this changes the original intention of using the Short Message as an additional means to stop page monitoring.
Comment on Nokia’s response: as indicated above, both Short Message and scheduling information for Paging can be transmitted jointly on the PDCCH as before. The stop indication based on Short Message (with any content) is related to the subsequent PDCCH monitoring occasions (PMO) and does not prohibit paging on PDSCH. 



Summary: There is no consensus on the handling of short message for SI and PWS. However, RAN2 should not revert the agreement on the introduction of the new bit; whether it is always set to 1 or not is the only open issue.
Proposal 9: RAN2 further discuss and agree on the following (yes or no):
· Can the UE stop paging monitoring if it receives a short message for SI update and PWS?
· Can the new bit be set to 0 to request the UE to continue paging monitoring?

Issue 10: CAPC for DCCH
RAN2#108 has agreed on the following
=>	For UL CG, if DCCH SDU is included in MAC PDU, UE select the CAPC index of DCCH. Otherwise, UE select the highest CAPC index (lowest priority) of LCHs multiplexed in MAC PDU.

It is not clear from this agreement how the CAPC is selected if both SRB1 and SRB2 PDUs are multiplexed. There are two options:
· Option 1: The MAC PDU CAPC is the highest CAPC priority of DCCH SDU(s)
· Option 2: The MAC PDU CAPC is the lowest CAPC priority of DCCH SDU(s)
Which Option do you prefer when SRB1 and SRB2 are multiplexed in the same MAC PDU?
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	Option 1: The MAC PDU CAPC is the highest CAPC priority of DCCH SDU(s)
	We understand this was the intention of the agreement anyway.

	Huawei
	highest CAPC priosity of DCCH SDUs
	

	Ericsson
	Option 1
	



Summary: Even though there were only three companies who provided input here, the responses on the reflector from NEC and Vivo were also supportive of Option 1 so RAN2 can make an attempt to resolve this by agreeing to Option 1.
[bookmark: _Hlk33349080]Proposal 10: If SDUs from multiple DCCHs (i.e. SRB1 and SRB2) are multiplexed in a MAC PDU, the CAPC of the MAC PDU is the highest priority CAPC of the DCCHs.

Issue 11: Configuration of RSSI measurement
In the current running CR, RSSI measurement configuration was added to ReportConfigNR IE as follows:
ReportConfigNR ::=                          SEQUENCE {
    reportType                                  CHOICE {
        periodical                                  PeriodicalReportConfig,
        eventTriggered                              EventTriggerConfig,
        ...,
        reportCGI                                   ReportCGI,
        reportSFTD                                  ReportSFTD-NR,
        measRSSI-ReportConfig-r16                   MeasRSSI-ReportConfig-r16
    }
}

The choice of this place by the rapporteur was for to have a similar structure as to LTE LAA where the same IE is in ReportConfigEUTRA and also given that both RAN1 and RAN2 agreements on RSSI reporting were to use the LTE LAA baseline. 
Do you agree on the above signalling? If not, please list other option(s).

	Company
	Response
	Comments

	LG
	No
	RAN2 agreed that the RSSI and CO results can be included in periodic reporting or event based reporting triggered by RSRP/RSRQ, as in LTE. However, according to the current CR, only one-shot reporting is possible, like reportCGI or reportSFTD. 
measRSSI-ReportConfig-r16 should be placed in PeriodicalReportConfig and EventTriggerConfig.

	Huawei
	No
	Same view as NOK

	Ericsson
	Yes
	reportConfigEUTRA has a different structure than the ReportConfigNR.
measRSSI-ReportConfig was added on top of the triggerType (event or periodical), however, with the following restrictions:

measRSSI-ReportConfig
If this field is present, the UE shall perform measurement reporting for RSSI and channel occupancy and ignore the triggerQuantity, reportQuantity and maxReportCells fields. E-UTRAN only sets this field to true when setting
triggerType to periodical and purpose to reportStrongestCells.
RSSI/CO measurements report are thus configured separately from other cell measurements. 
We think that we can use a similar as for CLI-RSSI, i.e. RSSI-PeriodicalReportConfig can be added. 
RSSI-PeriodicalReportConfig-r16 ::=  SEQUENCE {
    reportInterval-r16         ReportInterval,
    reportAmount-r16           ENUMERATED {r1, r2, r4, r8, r16, r32, r64, infinity},
    maxReportRSSI-r16          INTEGER (1..maxRSSI-Report-r16),
    ...
}

maxReportRSSI (to be confirmed) allows to define a number of RSSI measurement resources to be included in the measurement report.
This is similar to maxReportCells in legacy PeriodicalReportConfig or maxReportCLI in the CLI reporting config.



Summary: This issue needs further discussion and input from other companies and per Chair’s instruction via email discussion.
[bookmark: _Hlk33349089]Proposal 11: RAN2 should further discuss the ASN.1 modelling of RSSI reporting.

Issue 12: Search Space Triggering
RAN1 has captured the following for search space trigger configuration in the parameter list spreadsheet (R1-1913674):
	searchSpaceGroupIdList-r16 (Example, no RAN1 decision)

Add in SearchSpace.
If configured, it provides a list of search space group IDs to which the search space set is associated.

maxSearchSpaceGroup-r16 is at least 2 per current agreement.
FFS: Whether more than 2 search space groups can be configured

FFS if type3 CSS should be excluded

This IE is example to capture the following agreement. RAN2 can decide how to optimize the RRC signaling design. 

Related RAN1 agreements:
• A UE can be provided with at least two groups (FFS: more than two groups) of search space sets for PDCCH. The UE can be configured to switch between the groups, indicated based on at least the following alternatives.
o Alt 1: implicitly e.g. after detection of [FFS: DL burst, (WB-)DM-RS, GC-PDCCH and/or PDCCH] and/or e.g., based on information on COT structure.
o Alt 2: 	explicitly in GC-PDCCH and/or PDCCH

• Search space sets that are not part of the configured groups (e.g., a common search space set) will always be monitored by the UE regardless of the search space set indication
• A single search space set can be part of more than one group.
• It is up to RAN2 to optimize the signalling to minimize overhead.



The related parameters were captured in the running CR based on the RAN1 list without any consideration for optimizations. 
Please list, if any, suggestions or changes to the signalling of parameters related to search space switching in the running CR. 
	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Ericsson
	
	SearchSpaceGroup (and freqLocationMonitoring) are only included in the UE-specific searchSpace configuration.
We think that these parameters should instead be included on top level of the SearchSpace as they may also be applied for common SearchSpace. For the SearchSpaceGroup, it is only “FFS if type3 CSS should be excluded”. However, CSS should not be excluded completely.
A SearchSpace-v16yz would be needed as there are no extension markers on top level (a different tag can be used to avoid clash in the merged CR, R2-2001086).
We think that multiple searchSpaceSwitchingTimers can be linked to group of serving cells (potentially need a AddMod/Release structure structure to configure the cell groups search space switching). 
PDCCH-Config ::=                    SEQUENCE {
    controlResourceSetToAddModList      SEQUENCE(SIZE (1..3)) OF ControlResourceSet                 OPTIONAL,   -- Need N
    controlResourceSetToReleaseList     SEQUENCE(SIZE (1..3)) OF ControlResourceSetId               OPTIONAL,   -- Need N
    searchSpacesToAddModList            SEQUENCE(SIZE (1..10)) OF SearchSpace                       OPTIONAL,   -- Need N
    searchSpacesToReleaseList           SEQUENCE(SIZE (1..10)) OF SearchSpaceId                     OPTIONAL,   -- Need N
    downlinkPreemption                  SetupRelease { DownlinkPreemption }                         OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    tpc-PUSCH                           SetupRelease { PUSCH-TPC-CommandConfig }                    OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    tpc-PUCCH                           SetupRelease { PUCCH-TPC-CommandConfig }                    OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    tpc-SRS                             SetupRelease { SRS-TPC-CommandConfig}                       OPTIONAL,   -- Need M
    ...,
[[
searchSpacesToModList-r16    SEQUENCE(SIZE (1..10)) OF SearchSpace-v16yz OPTIONAL,   -- Need N
searchSpaceSwitchingConfigList-r16 SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..maxNrofCellGroups-1)) OF SearchSpaceSwitchingConfig-r16      OPTIONAL,   -- Need R
]]	
}

SearchSpaceSwitchingConfig-r16 ::=    SEQUENCE {
cellGroupId-r16   INTEGER (1.. maxNrofCellGroups)   -- pending RAN1 decision 
    cellGroup-r16    SEQUENCE (SIZE (1..16)) OF ServingCellIndex,
 switchingTimer-r16    INTEGER (1..ffsValue)         OPTIONAL,   -- Need R  
}
   
	searchSpacesToAddModList
List of UE specifically configured Search Spaces. The network configures at most 10 Search Spaces per BWP per cell (including UE-specific and common Search Spaces). 

	searchSpacesToModList
If searchSpacesToModList-r16 is present, additional parameters will be included for the already added/modified SearchSpaces.



SearchSpace IE :
SearchSpace-v16yz ::=                      SEQUENCE  {
 searchSpaceId				  SearchSpaceId,	
 searchSpaceGroupIdList-v16yz   SEQUENCE  (SIZE (1..maxNrofSearchSpaceGroups)) OF SearchSpaceGroupId-r16     OPTIONAL, -- Need R
 freqMonitorLocations-v16yz        BIT STRING (SIZE(5))  OPTIONAL     -- Need R
}

SearchSpaceGroupId-r16 ::=  INTEGER (0.. maxNrofSearchSpaceGroups-1)


	Nokia
	
	In our understanding RAN1 is still discussing details of this and whether CSS can be grouped as well. Thus we consider it bit preamature to discuss this. It is better to wait RAN1 so that they have made agreements regarding CSS (or any other) before we finalize ASN.1

	Huawei
	
	This is a complex issue while we think the current question is not well formulated. We suggest to continue the discussion with email or based on contribution



Summary: This issue needs further discussion and input from other companies. Also, as commented by Nokia, RAN1 is still discussing the details on this.
[bookmark: _Hlk33349101][bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 12: RAN2 should wait for RAN1 conclusion on search space grouping and further discuss the ASN.1 modelling afterwards.

Issue 13: Handling of Forbidden TAs 
In the 38.304 running CR, the legacy behaviour for the handling of “forbidden TAs for roaming” was not changed for shared spectrum. In particular, the CR has the following:
If the highest ranked cell or best cell according to absolute priority reselection rules is an intra-frequency or inter-frequency cell which is not suitable due to being part of the "list of 5GS forbidden TAs for roaming" or belonging to a PLMN which is not indicated as being equivalent to the registered PLMN, the UE shall not consider this cell and other cells on the same frequency, as candidates for reselection for a maximum of 300 seconds
Ericsson commented that this may not be suitable for shared spectrum when multiple PLMNs are present. It is not clear to the rapporteur why that would make any difference for the UE behaviour since the UE is only registered on one PLMN.
Do you see any new issues regarding handling of “forbidden TAs for roaming” for NR shared spectrum? If yes, please suggest solutions.

	Company
	Response
	Comments

	Nokia
	No
	We think it is a corner case when 2 ePLMNs use the same NR-U band and one of them has a cell that belongs to a forbidden TA for roaming while the other PLMN’s cell is not. 

	Huawei
	No
	

	Ericsson
	Yes
	It may be a corner case that there are two E-PLMNs on the same frequency where 
cell 1 belongs to E-PLMN 1; forbidden TA: yes
cell 2 belongs to E-PLMN 2; forbidden TA: no
The solution is simple: the UE is only required to exclude the cell belonging to the forbidden TA from the candidate list, while it is not required to exclude all cells on a frequency as candidates for cell reselection for a maximum of 300 seconds. It can be left to UE implementation whether it evaluates SIB1 of other candidate cells on the same frequency or not. It is only necessary to clarify that the UE needs to check the TA and PLMN IDs to evaluate whether it can consider the cell as candidate for reselection or not.



Summary: Two companies do not see any new issue for handling the forbidden Tas. The rapporteur also agrees that the considered scenario by Ericsson is very unlikely and thus nothing new needs to be introduced for NR-U specifically. 
[bookmark: _Hlk33349110]Proposal 13: RAN2 can further discuss if there are any issues for handling of forbidden TAs specific to shared spectrum based on company contributions.

3. Open issues waiting for RAN1 conclusion
These are RAN1 open issues whose resolution will impact RRC. Some of these are also within RAN4 responsibility (e.g. RSSI measurement). RAN2 does not need to discuss these until resolved by RAN1 and therefore companies do not need to provide any input at this point. They are listed here for reference. 
RAN1-Issue 1
AvailableRB-SetPerCell contents are TBD. RAN1 has the following note for its value range:
FFS with a possible set of parameters as {positionInDCI, servingCellId }
RAN1-Issue 2
In RMTC-Config, the measDuration values are given in symbols. It is not clear which reference SCS to use for this symbol duration as indicated by RAN1 LS that “FFS how to configure or select a reference subcarrier spacing for the OFDM symbol”.
RAN1-Issue 3
PUSCH-TimeDomainResourceAllocationList needs to be enhanced to support multi-PUSCH UL grant. The details of the RRC signalling to be decided after RAN1 conclusion.
RAN1-Issue 4
The maximum number of search space switching groups (searchSpaceSwitchingGroup) and searchSpaceSwitchingTimer are TBD.
RAN1-Issue 4
The values related to energy detection below are FFS:
maxEnergyDetectionThreshold-r16
ULtoDL-CO-SharingED-Threshold-r16
RAN1-Issue 5
RMTC configuration parameters and measurement results used LTE LAA as baseline in the running RRC CR. It is TBC if these are also valid for NR-U:
rmtc-Period-r16
measDuration-r16
rmtc-SubframeOffset-r16
rssi-Result-r16
CO-Duration-r16 
channelOccupancyThreshold-r16     
                   
RAN1-Issue 6
The values of the following configured grant parameters are TBD:
cg-nrofSlots-r16
cg-nrofPUSCH-InSlot-r16
cg-minDFIDelay-r16
cg-StartingFullBW-OutsideCOT-r16
cg-StartingPartialBW-InsideCOT-r16
cg-StartingPartialBW-OutsideCOT-r16
betaOffsetCG-UCI-r16
cg-COT-SharingList-r16
cg-COT-SharingOffset-r16

RAN1-Issue 7
For configuration of RSSI measurement, RAN1 has agreed that “Configurable L3 filtering as in RSSI for LTE-LAA. However, LTE-LAA does not have L3 filtering. RAN1 should confirm whether L3 filtering for RSSI is needed.

4. Conclusion
Based on the feedback received, the following are proposed to resolve the RAN2 Issues 1 to 8:
Proposal 1: Keep the current text in RRC running CR for setting of CAPC priorities for SRBs. RAN2 should discuss whether to remove the default values in the table in 38.331 Section 9.2.1.
Proposal 2: RAN2 should respond to the RAN1 LS (R2-2000021) that the majority of companies in RAN2 do not support using the spare bit in MIB for signalling of Q, assuming that the legacy MIB is used for NR-U. It is FFS if a new MIB will be introduced for NR-U.
Proposal 3: Introduce per-cell signalling in Q in measObjectNR.
Proposal 4: RAN2 should further discuss if a new MIB is needed for NR-U.
Proposal 5a: For configured uplink grants configured with cg-RetransmissionTimer, a subset of the total HARQ process ID(s) can be configured for CG(s). 
Proposal 5b: For configured uplink grants configured with cg-RetransmissionTimer, same HARQ process ID(s) can be configured for different CG(s). 
Proposal 5c: RAN2 should further discuss the granularity of configurations in Proposals 5a and 5b.
Proposal 6: The guard bands for a cell are signalled by using a starting index and length for each guard band. RAN2 should further discuss the signalling for the cases when there is no guard band, when RAN4 specs should be used, and when/if the UE does not support guard bands.
Proposal 7: A single IE for configuring interlaced PUCCH and PUSCH is included in BWP-UplinkCommon. RAN2 should discuss whether this IE should also be additionally included in BWP-UplinkDedicated.
Proposal 8a: For numPagingMonitoringOccasionPerSSB, support at least the values of 2, 3, and 4.
Proposal 8b: For lbt-FailureInstanceMaxCount, support at least the values of 4, 8, 16, and 32.
Proposal 8c: For lbt-FailureDetectionTimer, support at least the values of 10ms, 20ms, 40ms, 80ms, 160ms, 320ms.
Proposal 9: RAN2 further discuss and agree on the following (yes or no):
· Can the UE stop paging monitoring if it receives a short message for SI update and PWS?
· Can the new bit be set to 0 to request the UE to continue paging monitoring?
Proposal 10: If SDUs from multiple DCCHs (i.e. SRB1 and SRB2) are multiplexed in a MAC PDU, the CAPC of the MAC PDU is the highest priority CAPC of the DCCHs.
Proposal 11: RAN2 should further discuss the ASN.1 modelling of RSSI reporting.
Proposal 12: RAN2 should wait for RAN1 conclusion on search space grouping and further discuss the ASN.1 modelling afterwards.
Proposal 13: RAN2 can further discuss if there are any issues for handling of forbidden TAs specific to shared spectrum based on company contributions.
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