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1	Introduction
In RAN4 93 meeting, there were some online and offline discussions on how to address the impact to TS 36.133 [1] and 38.133 [2] due to NR-U. Specifically, companies discussed on the spec structure and how to indicate the applicability of the requirements for NR-U operations. Due to the lack of a clear structure, all NR-U CRs were postponed in RAN4 93 pending decisions on the aforementioned topics. 
The discussion continued on during RAN4 94-e, the suggested CR was postponed again.
In RAN4 94-e-bis meeting it’s desirable to have a clear road map on how should companies submit CRs and how the two specs should be modified. Thus, we re-iterate our paper [3] from the last meeting (RAN4 94-e) here and add new observations and proposals based on the discussions in RAN4 93.
2	For 38.133
In RAN4 94-e, companies gave comments on the necessity of a container CR. In our view, a container CR is the simplest way to solve potential problems and thus we prepare one [4] to be endorsed during this meeting.
One problem which might occur is, suppose, under clause “X.1A”, there are two planned clauses for NR-U, X.1A.1 and X.1A.2. What if X.1A.2 is agreed while X.1A.1 is not? This can happen under multiple cases, for example no company brings CR on X.1A.1, or the topic is controversial thus not agreed, etc. Then what would happen if we don’t have this container CR is that under clause X.1A, there’s only a sub-clause X.1A.2. The spec would look like this:
X.1A XXX When CCA is used
X.1A.2 General requirements on XXXX
X.1A.1 will be missing in this case if the container CR is not agreed. We don’t think this is suitable to appear in specs.
Without a complete structure for all clauses and sub-clauses, problems might occur to result in an incomplete specification.
Observing this potential issue, we propose to first approve a CR for the structure of 38.133 with respect to NR-U changes [4]. With this complete structure, companies can add new sub-sections to 38.133 once they are ready.
Approve / endorse the CR [4] to create the whole structure of new clauses in 38.133 due to NR-U. 
As been discussed during RAN4 94-e, though not thoroughly, some companies think there might be alternative ways to solve the problem mentioned above. Comparing these options, we still believe having a container CR once and for all is the simplest way.
3	Approaches to indicate the applicability of requirements
We need to also study how to indicate the applicability of requirements related to NR-U operations. The WF from last meeting says
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We believe Option 2a is the best option. This Option means that we assume by default that since NR-U is a part of NR, unless explicitly stated, all requirements in the current spec apply to NR-U operations. If different requirements are needed, new sub-sections shall be created so that readers will understand that the requirements in the old sections don’t apply to NR-U operations. No statement is added anywhere because no statement is needed.
The intuition behind this Option is that we should treat NR-U as a natural part of NR. 
Advantages of this Option include that a lot of work can be saved (no need to add statements here and there) and the specification can be kept in a clean way. 
Besides the impact on the specifications, we have to also consider that some of these statements may be missing from the specification due to many reasons, for instance companies forget to add some of them. Then, if we go by other Options, it would mean that there’s no requirement for NR-U in related operations (because “unless explicitly stated, current requirements do not apply when CCA is used” is stated in the beginning of the spec). This outcome is certainly undesirable.
If Option 2a is not taken and companies forget to add some of the statements, it would mean there’s no requirement at all for NR-U in related operations.
As to the questions raised in the WF, all requirements should be included within this default. This means that when a reader is looking up 38.133 and trying to find a requirement for a NR-U related operation, what s/he will do is:
Check if there is dedicated sub-clauses for NR-U related operations. If yes, the readers understand that the requirements in the dedicated clauses apply for NR-U operations; If not, the readers will refer to the clauses in the current spec and take the requirements for NR licensed for NR-U.
We believe that the approach in green is clear enough and also simple to follow.
Adopt Option 2a, which is to assume all NR requirements apply to NR-U operations unless there is a dedicated clause for that NR-U operation. 
5	Conclusion
1. Without a complete structure for all clauses and sub-clauses, problems might occur to result in an incomplete specification.
Proposal 1: Approve / endorse the CR [4] to create the whole structure of new clauses in 38.133 due to NR-U.
If Option 2a is not taken and companies forget to add some of the statements, it would mean there’s no requirement at all for NR-U in related operations.
Proposal 2: Adopt Option 2a, which is to assume all NR requirements apply to NR-U operations unless there is a dedicated clause for that NR-U operation. 
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* Further discuss: U

+ Option 1: include applicability section
+ Option 2a: no applicability section, assume all sections by default applicable for NR-U
« Address questions Q1, Q2
+ Option 2b: no applicability section, exclude the applicability to NR-U by default, unless
explicitly stated and:

+ the meaning of “for NR-U”/"to NR-U" is clearly defined, e.g. NR-U serving cell, NR-U neighbour cell,
relevance for different NR-U scenarios A-C etc.

+ Address question Q1

* Questions to answer:

* Q1: How to capture the conditions on what the overall set of requirements is, and which
requirements are expected to be met bla UE in a particular operating scenario? (can also be
a non NR-U scenario where NR-U neighbors are configured) and with particular NR-U
capabilities? (eg capability to support scenario A, B, C etc...

* Q2: For companies who want to include NR-U “by default” (option 2a) in applicability:
provide further detailed proposals of exactly what is considered to be within the scope of this
default, and how a requirement covered by this default should be interpreted so that we can
better evaluate the proposal
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