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1. Introduction
This contribution summarizes contributions submitted to AI 8.17 regarding the maintenance for NR_BWP_wor and corresponding discussion at RAN1#115 meeting.
Any announcement regarding this summary is provided in the [115-R18-Others] email thread.

2. References
[1]	R1-2311127	Maintenance for BWP without restriction	vivo, Vodafone
[2]	R1-2312074	Maintenance for BWP without restriction	Qualcomm Incorporated
[3]	R1-2312203	Correction to the Bandwidth Part without Restriction capability names	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
[4]	R1-2310799	LS on conclusion on BWP operation without restriction	RAN4, vivo, Vodafone
[5]	R1-2312086	Summary of UE features for BWP without restriction	Moderator (AT&T)
[6]	R1-2310566	LS on NCD-SSB time offset for RedCap UEs in TDD	RAN1, Ericsson

3. First round discussion (closed)
3.1	RAN4 LS Handling
In RAN4#108-bis, an LS [4] was sent to RAN2 and RAN1 with the following conclusions from the RRM discussion on Options B-1-1 and C:
	RAN4 discussed RRM impact of options for BWP operation without restriction. Following conclusions were made.
Regarding option B-1-1,
· For UE capable of supporting Option B-1-1 capability and additionally supporting NeedForGap or NeedForGapNCSG or NeedForInterruption”
· UE shall report no gap and no interruption/no NCSG for intra-frequency measurement.

Regarding CA for UE supporting option C,
· The following scenario is supported from RAN4 requirement perspective:
· For UE supporting option C and configured with CA, NCD-SSB based L1 and L3 intra-frequency measurement requirements are only applicable for the PCell.



The RAN1 impact of this LS is mostly limited to the UE features discussion in [5], however for the second part of the LS referring to the CA operation for UE supporting option C, the following proposals were made:
	[1]
vivo, Vodafone
	Proposal: For Option C, the NW ensures that the NCD-SSB time domain location is a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB in TDD.  

	[2] Qualcomm Incorporated

	Proposal:
· Extend the agreement for RedCap UE in TDD to BWP without restriction Option C as follows:
· For BWP without restriction Option C in TDD band, the NW ensures that the NCD-SSB time domain location is a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB
(…)



For non-RedCap UEs supporting Option C and configured with CA, RAN4 agreed that L1 and L3 intra-frequency measurements requirements are only applicable for PCell. As mentioned in [2], usually, BWP-switching of a cell does not impact on the other cell in the CA operation. However, for directional collision handling for inter-band TDD CA with same SCS, BWP-switching of one cell impacts on the other cell(s). 
To solve this issue, both proposals in [1] and [2] aim to extend the agreement made for RedCap UEs in RAN1#114-bis [6] to non-RedCap UEs supporting Option C, where the time-domain location of NCD-SSB is restricted to be a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB. The following proposal can thus be made: 
Proposal 3.1 
Extend the agreement for RedCap UEs in TDD to non-RedCap UEs supporting BWP without restriction Option C as follows:
· For non-RedCap UEs supporting BWP without restriction Option C in TDD band, the NW ensures that the NCD-SSB time domain location is a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB

Companies are invited to share their views in the form below:

	Company
	Comment

	NTT DOCOMO
	We are fine with proposal 3.1

	vivo
	Support the proposal. 

	ZTE
	Support the proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	We are OK with the proposal

	Qualcomm
	Support the proposal

	Huawei
	In RedCap session it is being discussed that whether the previous agreements about NCD-SSB should be reverted or not. The discussion for eMBB UEs should be consistent – wait for a resolution from there first.



3.2	CR handling
The following contributions proposed TPs related to BWP Without Restriction:

	[2] Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal:
(…)
· Capture following sentence in TS38.213 Section 12:
· The SS/PBCH blocks in clause 11.1 for directional collision handling for a set of serving cell(s) among the multiple serving cells according to directionalCollisionHandling-r16 = 'enabled' correspond to the SS/PBCH blocks that the UE used to obtain SIB1


	[3]
Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Proposal: Capture the following TP in 38.213: 
*** Unchanged parts are omitted ***
[bookmark: _Toc146789730]5	Radio link monitoring
The downlink radio link quality of the primary cell is monitored by a UE for the purpose of indicating out-of-sync/in-sync status to higher layers. The UE is not required to monitor the downlink radio link quality in DL BWPs other than the active DL BWP, as described in clause 12, on the primary cell unless the UE indicates a capability rlm-BM-BFD-L3-IntraFreq-CD-SSB-MeasWithoutInterrupt-r18[Option B-1-1] or rlm-BM-BFD-CD-SSB-MeasWithInterrupt-r18[Option B-1-2] [18, TS 38.306]. If the active DL BWP is the initial DL BWP and for SS/PBCH block and CORESET multiplexing pattern 2 or 3, as described in clause 13, the UE is expected to perform RLM using the associated SS/PBCH block when the associated SS/PBCH block index is provided by RadioLinkMonitoringRS.
If the UE is configured with a SCG, as described in [12, TS 38.331], and the parameter rlf-TimersAndConstants is provided by higher layers and is not set to release, the downlink radio link quality of the PSCell of the SCG is monitored by the UE for the purpose of indicating out-of-sync/in-sync status to higher layers. The UE is not required to monitor the downlink radio link quality in DL BWPs other than the active DL BWP on the PSCell unless the UE indicates a capability rlm-BM-BFD-L3-IntraFreq-CD-SSB-MeasWithoutInterrupt-r18[Option B-1-1] or rlm-BM-BFD-CD-SSB-MeasWithInterrupt-r18[Option B-1-2] [18, TS 38.306].
*** Unchanged parts are omitted ***



Regarding the proposal in [2], it is related to Proposal 3.1 from the previous section and depending on the outcome, the TP can be considered and thus the following proposal is made:
Proposal 3.2
Capture following sentence in TS38.213 Section 12:
· The SS/PBCH blocks in clause 11.1 for directional collision handling for a set of serving cell(s) among the multiple serving cells according to directionalCollisionHandling-r16 = 'enabled' correspond to the SS/PBCH blocks that the UE used to obtain SIB1
Please provide companies’ views in the form below:
	Company
	Comment

	NTT DOCOMO
	We are fine with proposal 3.2

	vivo
	We are fine with the proposal. 

	ZTE
	Agree with the intention. However, we think it may be better to keep the clarification in TS38.213 section 11.1 instead of section 12. Then we can directly clarify this issue in the corresponding part related to SS/PBCH blocks.

	Nokia, NSB
	Agree with the intention, but the formulation is a bit odd. SSB is not used to obtain SIB1, and the intention is to refer to all the CD-SSB instances, not just a single CD-SSB of the SSB sweep. Is the intent rather to say that the SSBs that the UE obtained FROM SIB1?

	Qualcomm
	Support the proposal. 
A response to Nokia – yes, your understanding is correct. The sentence in proposal 3.2 is based on the last two sentences in 38.213 17.1 that address the similar issues.

	Huawei
	ok



Finally, the contribution in [3] aims to submit a correction of the capability names pertaining to the multiple options of this work item in TS 38.213. Given that the RAN2 discussion has not finalized to define the capability names in TS 38.306, from the moderator perspective this correction can be postponed until further progress is observed in RAN2.
Proposal 3.3
The CR discussion in [3] for the correction of the capability names of the multiple Options is postponed until further progress in RAN2.
Please provide companies’ views in the form below:
	Company
	Comment

	NTT DOCOMO
	We are fine with proposal 3.3

	vivo
	We are fine with the proposal. 

	ZTE
	Ok with this proposal

	Nokia, NSB
	The capability names are lifted from the RAN2 running CR to 38.306. We can of course wait for RAN2 to agree to the 38.306 CR before aligning the specifications if there is a worry that the names would still change. 

	Qualcomm
	Support the proposal.
	Support the proposal

	Huawei
	Ok
	



4. Second round discussion (closed)
4.1	Proposals for online discussion
From the comments received in the first round of discussion, the following proposals can be considered for the online discussion:
Proposal 4.1 
Extend the agreement for RedCap UEs in TDD (if not reverted in AI 7.2) to non-RedCap UEs supporting BWP without restriction Option C as follows:
· For non-RedCap UEs supporting BWP without restriction Option C in TDD band, the NW ensures that the NCD-SSB time domain location is a subset of the time domain location of CD-SSB

Proposal 4.2
Capture following sentence in TS38.213 Section 12 if Proposal 4.1 is agreed:
· The SS/PBCH blocks in clause 11.1 for directional collision handling for a set of serving cell(s) among the multiple serving cells according to directionalCollisionHandling-r16 = 'enabled' correspond to the SS/PBCH blocks that the UE used to obtain SIB1
Proposal 4.3
The CR discussion in [3] for the correction of the capability names of the multiple Options as captured in the RAN2 TS 38.306 running CR can be endorsed is postponed until further progress in RAN2.

5. Conclusion
The following was agreed on this meeting:
Agreement
The text proposal R1-2312203 for the correction of the capability names of the multiple Options (as captured in the RAN2 TS 38.306 running CR) is endorsed.

For the remaining proposals (4.1 and 4.2), they can be revisited in RAN1#116.
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