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1.	Introduction
This document discusses unnecessity of additional timer for BFR based on the plenary decision made in RAN #79.
2.	Discussion 
In RAN Plenary #79, inconsistency issue has been brought up for beamFailureRecoveryTimer, and it was agreed in RP-180597 that:
	For beamFailureRecoveryTimer:
· The current agreed specification remains as is: beamFailureRecoveryTimer is not specified until further guidance.
· RAN1 may further discuss in RAN1 whether and how the timer is used in the context of CBRA.  RAN1 should consider the existing RAN2 MAC procedure and if/when agreed in RAN1, inform RAN2 if and how the timer is envisioned to be used and how UE behaves in the case of timer expiry.  
· NOTE: From RAN1 perspective this would not be considered as a new RRC parameter or new feature, if a timer is agreed.



As per current MAC specification, to transmit a random access preamble, the MAC entity checks the availability of good SSB/CSI-RS for CFRA and performs CBRA with any SSB if there is no good SSB/CSI-RS. Therefore, the UE is never stuck in a situation that the UE cannot transmit any random access preamble. However, it has been claimed that there can be another purpose of beamFailureRecoveryTimer such that the MAC entity stops checking the availability of good SSB/BSI-RS at all and always performs CBRA with any SSB if beamFailureRecoveryTimer expires. 
Expiry of beamFailureRecoveryTimer doesn’t necessarily mean that there is no chance of finding a good SSB/CSI-RS or the UE fails to find a good SSB/CIS-RS for a certain times. Thus, it doesn’t make sense to take away any possible opportunity of using a good SSB/CSI-RS. Moreover, the gain of using CBRA instead of CFRA is not foreseen given that there could be a contention in CBRA.
One may think that it is up to RAN1 discussion, however, the beam failure recovery procedure is specified in MAC and RAN2 is also responsible to keep the BFR procedure reasonable based on the gain and pain analysis. Therefore, we would like to suggest that RAN2 make decision on the need of beamFailureRecoveryTimer and send an LS to RAN1.
Proposal. beamFailureRecoveryTimer is not needed for any purpose in beam failure recovery procedure.
3.	Conclusion
In this document, the need of beamFailureRecoveryTimer and it is proposed that:
Proposal. beamFailureRecoveryTimer is not needed for any purpose in beam failure recovery procedure.
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