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Introduction
This contribution discusses the TAE values for network energy saving and provide a proposal on it.
Discussion 
In the last meeting, RAN4 discussed on TAE requirements for network energy saving for NR and agreed the following in Way Forward [1] on TAE requirement. 

Issue 1-1: TAE
Agreement: 
· Alternative #1:
· Do not specify the BS TAE requirements of SSB-less operation for FR1 co-located inter-band CA 
· Define the side condition of RTD to ensure UE performance in RRM part.
· Alternative #2:
· Specify BS TAE requirements
· FFS on values 
The agreed WF has two alternatives. Alternative #1 is a newly proposed one in the last meeting and alternative #2 is what RAN4 had discussed for several meetings. 
For alternative #2, we had 4 options for TAE values in RAN4#107 [2]. 
· Option 1: 2.x us, i.e., CP size for 30kHz SCS
· Option 2: 260ns
· Option 3: 65ns
· Option 4: 3us
In RAN4#108, it seemed we could eliminate option 3 because no companies supported that option. However, it would be very difficult to finally agree one option for BS TAE value in alternative #2. We should note that the discussion points for the companies supporting option 1/2 and supporting option 4 are different.
Companies supporting option 1 or 2 insist UE performance could not be satisfied with large TAE value and BS could satisfy 2.x us or 260 ns TAE requirement.
However, companies supporting option 4 would insist that BS already deployed in the commercial network have been tested with the current TAE requirement. It is difficult to guarantee the conformance to the newly specified requirement. This concern comes from the demands to introduce the NES function by software updates instead of by hardware replacement. It means some compromise of TAE value does not work for BS vendor supporting option 4 because it would still be difficult to guarantee the requirement with such value. It would also be difficult for operators to forget about introducing the NES function by way of software update.
On the other hand, alternative #1 looks a good and realistic solution that could be accepted by any camps. Companies supporting option 1 or 2 do not have to worry about the UE performance when the BS TAE value is large. Companies supporting option 4 do not have to warry about the BS already deployed in the commercial network. Operators do not have to forget about the introduction of NES function by software update.
Therefore, we support alternative #1 in the Way Forward [1].

Proposal:
For TAE requirements for network energy saving, 
· Do not specify the BS TAE requirements of SSB-less operation for FR1 co-located inter-band CA 
· Define the side condition of RTD to ensure UE performance in RRM part.
Conclusions 
Based on the above discussion, the following proposal has been formulated: 
Proposal:
For TAE requirements for network energy saving, 
· Do not specify the BS TAE requirements of SSB-less operation for FR1 co-located inter-band CA 
· Define the side condition of RTD to ensure UE performance in RRM part.
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