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1	Introduction
This document is the report of the following email discussion:

[AT119-e][211][71 GHz] CCA for neighbour cells (Nokia)
	Scope: Provide draft CR for solution and LS draft to RAN4 (can include RAN1, RAN3) on CCA for neighbour cells.
	Intended outcome: Discussion summary in R2-2208781 and agreeable LS to RAN4 in R2-2208782.
	Deadline: Deadline 1 (if possible can also close earlier)

2	Contact Points
Respondents to the email discussion are kindly asked to fill in the following table.
	Company
	Name
	Email Address

	Nokia (Rapporteur)
	
	

	Ericsson
	Min Wang
	min.w.wang@ericsson.com

	Qualcomm
	Ozcan Ozturk
	oozturk@qti.qualcomm.com

	Intel
	Seau Sian Lim
	seau.s.lim@intel.com

	Apple
	Naveen Palle
	naveen.palle@apple.com

	OPPO
	SHI Cong
	shicong@oppo.com

	LGE
	Gyeong-Cheol LEE
	gyeongcheol.lee@lge.com

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Tao Cai
	tao.cai@huawei.com

	ZTE
	Eswar Vutukuri
	eswar.vutukuri@zte.com.cn

	Samsung
	Taeseop Lee
	taeseop.lee@samsung.com

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	



3	Discussion
For connected it would seem best to provide detailed list of neighbour cells indicating which channel access mode is applicable e.g. as shown in R2-2207544.
Question 1: For connected mode UEs would solution style as shown in R2-2207544 be acceptable and what kind of changes you would consider needed for the CR?
	Answers to Question 1

	Company
	Yes/No
	Technical Arguments

	Nokia
	Yes (with comments)
	We should make CR backward compatible as discussed online i.e. new NCE added for the extension in measObjectNR.

	Ericsson
	ok
	Although we don’t see the need to introduce new signaling. But, It is feasible to introduce signaling for indicating CCA configuration of neighbour cells for UE in CONNECTED mode.

	Qualcomm
	Yes
	Agree with Nokia

	Intel
	Yes (with comments)
	Agree that we should make the CR backward compatible.  Furthermore, we think that per frequency layer is probably sufficient as like proposed in Option 3 for idle mode.

	vivo
	Yes 
	We agree with the intention of CR. Further polishment (editorial correction) can be done during Phase 2. 

	Apple
	Yes, this is reasonable.
	

	OPPO
	No
	Wondering whether it’s possible for the UE to assume channel access mode to be the same as the serving cell, just like the option 1 proposed for IDLE mode? Then, we can align the UE behaviour for both IDLE and CONNECTED mode.

	LGE
	Yes
	Agree with Nokia

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	comments
	We agree with the intention of CR. Though the actual change shall be backwards compatible. 

	ZTE
	Yes
	Okay to make this BC. 
In R2-2207544, there is a typo, i.e r16 should be modified as r17.
[image: ]

	Samsung
	Yes, but
	In principle, we don’t want to introduce the new signalling support after the ASN.1/functional freeze. Nevertheless, if the majority support to introduce this, the correction should be backward compatible. And the field descriptions for cca-CellsToAddModList/cca-CellsToRemoveList /channelAccessMode2 seem needed.

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 1: Almost all companies are preferring backward compatible approach. And it seems also that almost everyone considers it would be better to have cell list signalled (like in the draft CR). Additionally couple editorial improvement ideas were provided (e.g. suffix + field descriptions missing)
Proposal 1: Agree to have in measObjectNR ncell list where for the cells one configures CCA in backward compatible manner. Additionally improve CR wording as proposed in the comments..

For Idle mode we can have multiple solutions including at least:
1. UE assumes channel access mode to be e.g. same as for serving cell for all neighbour cells
2. Indicate in SIB1 a common indication for all neighbour cells what is channel access mode
3. Indicate in SIB3 and SIB4 a common indication separately for intra- and inter-frequency cells (R2-2208252 style)
4. Indicate full blown neighbour cell list in SIB3/SIB4 to indicate separately for each neighbour cell applicable channel access mode
5. Nothing specified
Question 2: Indicate your preference solution for IDLE/INACTIVE UEs
	Answers to Question 2

	Company
	Solution
	Technical Arguments

	Nokia
	3
	Solution 3 looks reasonable for IDLE/INACTIVE UEs. Although we could be fine with also options 1 or 2. Of course option 4 would provide best performance for measurements but it would cause quite a overhead. 

	Ericsson
	1 or 5
	we prefer to have zero or little spec impact as much as possible.

	Qualcomm
	3
	If we introduce this for Connected mode, it is better to do a complete job and use it for Idle mode as well. It would be strange to have different UE behavior in Idle and Connected mode and even within Idle mode itself, e.g. relying on the measurement object for EMR but switching UE behavior after EMR is over. The changes in SIB3/SIB4 are again straight-forward,

	Intel
	3 (with comments)
	For intra-frequency, UE can assume the same CCA as serving cell and no further addition to SIB3. 

	vivo
	1
	I slightly prefer Option 1 in this late stage, leading to minimum spec imapcts.

	Apple
	3
	Same view as Quaocomm and Nokia.

	OPPO
	1
	

	LGE
	3
	We think SIB1 is not suitable for this purpose and solution 4 causes large overhead. 

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	1 or 5 for this question
	open to " a complete job" as Qualcomm commented. The actual change, if to be done, shall be backwards compatible.

	ZTE
	3
	Agree with Intel.
Besides, CCA configuration of each neighbour cell should be delivered to the serving cell by Xn message.

	Samsung
	3
	We also prefer to minimize the spec impact after the ASN.1/functional freeze. However, if RAN2 agree to introduce the new signalling in connected mode, it would be better to do the same thing also for idle mode operation to complete the work.

	
	
	

	
	
	



Summary 2: Many companies (7) prefer SIB4 indicating CCA for neighbouring inter-frequency cells. 5 companies think also think we should do this additionally in SIB3 for intra-frequency neighbour cells. 4 Companies think we can live with UE assuming same CCA is applied for all the neighbour cells as serving cell (and two of those consider even doing nothing can be sufficient). Rapporteur wonders if it is acceptable to go with option 3 (both intra- and inter-frequency) as it has slight majority as well as it can provide similar behaviour as option 1
Proposal 2: Progress CRs with option 3 for both intra- and inter-frequency neighbour cells.
4	Conclusion
Summary 1: Almost all companies are preferring backward compatible approach. And it seems also that almost everyone considers it would be better to have cell list signalled (like in the draft CR). Additionally couple editorial improvement ideas were provided (e.g. suffix + field descriptions missing)
Proposal 1: Agree to have in measObjectNR ncell list where for the cells one configures CCA in backward compatible manner. Additionally improve CR wording as proposed in the comments..
Summary 2: Many companies (7) prefer SIB4 indicating CCA for neighbouring inter-frequency cells. 5 companies think also think we should do this additionally in SIB3 for intra-frequency neighbour cells. 4 Companies think we can live with UE assuming same CCA is applied for all the neighbour cells as serving cell (and two of those consider even doing nothing can be sufficient). Rapporteur wonders if it is acceptable to go with option 3 (both intra- and inter-frequency) as it has slight majority as well as it can provide similar behaviour as option 1
Proposal 2: Progress CRs with option 3 for both intra- and inter-frequency neighbour cells.
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