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Introduction
This email thread is focused on the following RF topics under AI 10:
1. UE power limitation for STxMP in FR2 (R1-2205639)
2. Void
3. On the ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17(R4 16-8) (R2-2211023)
4. DC location for FR1 enhancement (R2-2209002)
5. Reply LS on NS_50 A-MPR
6. Lower humidity limit in normal temperature test environment (R5-221604)
7. Modified MPR-Behaviour clarification for different power classes (R5-223635)
Topic #1: UE power limitation for STxMP in FR2 (R1-2205639)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2218039
	Qualcomm
	Proposal 1: RAN4 to adopt the definition of panel as used in RAN1 discussions:
	‘Panel’ is defined as one or multiple as combination of below depending on different UE implementation: 
1. Unit of antenna group to control beam independently 
a. Within a panel, one beam can be selected and used for UL transmission.
b. Across different panels, multiple beams (each selected per panel) may be used for UL transmission
c. ‘Beam’ is assumed to mean spatial filter associated with transmission or reception
2. Unit of antenna group to control its transmission power
3. Unit of antenna group to have a common UL timing



Observation: ‘Total power concept’ does not have an agreed definition or agreed validity for FR2 UEs in RAN4.
Proposal 2: RAN4 to focus on the configured Tx power requirement while addressing ‘power limitation’ for STxMP in FR2. 
Proposal 3: RAN4 to confirm that it is feasible to implement a per-TCI state configured power inequality.

RAN4 responses to RAN1 questions are below:
Question 1: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 1 is feasible?
Answer: Yes.
Question 2: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 2 is feasible?
Answer: Yes.
Question 3: In either of Assumption1 or Assumption 2, whether the total power limitation per UE over all UE panels used for STxMP or the sum of per-panel power limitation for STxMP can be different from (greater than) the existing power limitation for a given power class?
Answer: RAN4 confirm that existing UE RF requirements are framed so standards compliance implies regulation compliance (clause 6.5x in TS38.101-2). 
For any additional limitation like the sum over all panels of the per-panel power limitation for STxMP, would be defined in RAN4 if necessary after the WI starts in RAN4.
Question 4: If both Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 are feasible, whether both assumptions can/shall be applied to a same UE, and what is the relationship between the per-panel power limitation and total power limitation if both are applied (e.g., the sum of per-panel power limitation can be larger than the total power limitation per UE, or should be always the same)?
Answer: It is believed that both assumptions are feasible, and both assumptions shall be applied to a same UE. The per-panel power limitation would be defined if deemed necessary, and the per-UE power limitation would be applicable at all the time. ‘Limitation’ here applies to regulatory compliance rather than a configured power requirement.
RAN4 can define requirements for STxMP, e.g., per-panel/TCI configured transmitted power once RAN4 begin work on this topic. The WI has not started in RAN4 yet.
Additionally, RAN4 has agreed that ‘panel’ shall not be explicitly used in a requirement to ensure maximum flexibility for different UE implementations.

	R4-2218131
	InterDigital
	Observation 1: Current power class definitions from 38.10-2 are clear and applicable.
Observation 2: The TCI state associated to a beam definition is important for the Pcmax per beam definition as it is linked to the measured path loss on the reference point.
Observation 3: The EIRP power may or may not be shared in order to respect the EIRPmax and this depends on the UE implementation and beamforming capabilities.
Observation 4: Signaling the UL power sharing status for ST-MP mDCI case for a combination of TCI states is enough for the gNB(s) to optimally operate the scheduler(s).
Observation 5: A beamforming capability manufacturing declaration may be required for the testing purposes.	
Proposals 1: The current defined power classes shall be considered further as reference for any power limitation while defining the new requirements for STxMP case.
Proposal 2: Use the definition of the array panel in further RAN4 discussions.
Proposal 3: The following answers can be provided to the RAN1 questions:
	Question 1: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 1 is feasible?
RAN4 Answer: Yes.
Question 2: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 2 is feasible?
RAN4 answer: Yes
Question 3: In either of Assumption1 or Assumption 2, whether the total power limitation per UE over all UE panels used for STxMP or the sum of per-panel power limitation for STxMP can be different from (greater than) the existing power limitation for a given power class?
RAN4 answer: No, it cannot. According to current specification, the power class as defined in 38.101 specifications series is the reference upper power limit for the UE.
Question 4: If both Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 are feasible, whether both assumptions can/shall be applied to a same UE, and what is the relationship between the per-panel power limitation and total power limitation if both are applied (e.g., the sum of per-panel power limitation can be larger than the total power limitation per UE, or should be always the same)?
RAN4 answer: Based on currently defined power classes definitions, the relationship will be defined by RAN4 within Pcmax requirement for STxMP mDCI case which is not currently developed. RAN4 envision to define the maximum configured power per UL associated TCI state going forward.





	R4-2218861
	vivo
	Proposal: Agree one of the options of the reply LS of last meeting’s outcome, among them:
· Option 1 includes some preliminary answers
· Option 2 is for more RAN1 clarification
Option 1:
Question 1: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 1 is feasible?
Answer: Yes.
Question 2: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 2 is feasible?
Answer: Yes. 
Question 3: In either of Assumption1 or Assumption 2, whether the total power limitation per UE over all UE panels used for STxMP or the sum of per-panel power limitation for STxMP can be different from (greater than) the existing power limitation for a given power class?
Answer: RAN4 confirm that existing UE RF requirements are framed so standards compliance implies regulation compliance (clause 6.5x in TS38.101-2). 
For any additional limitation like the sum over all panels of the per-panel power limitation for STxMP, would be defined in RAN4 if necessary after the WI started in RAN4.
Question 4: If both Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 are feasible, whether both assumptions can/shall be applied to a same UE, and what is the relationship between the per-panel power limitation and total power limitation if both are applied (e.g., the sum of per-panel power limitation can be larger than the total power limitation per UE, or should be always the same)?
Answer: It is believed that both assumptions are feasible, and both assumptions shall be applied to a same UE. The per-panel power limitation would be defined if necessary in latter stage, and the per-UE power limitation should be applicable at all the time. ‘Limitation’ here applies to regulatory compliance rather than a configured power requirement.

RAN4 can define requirements for STxMP, e.g., per-panel/TCI configured output power once RAN4 begin work on this topic. The WI has not started in RAN4 yet.
Additionally, RAN4 has agreed that ‘Panel’ shall not be explicitly used in a requirement to ensure maximum flexibility for different UE implementations.

Option 2:
Before RAN4 can analyze the questions in the LS, RAN4 kindly requests clarifications for terms used:
· Panel: 
RAN4 has not defined the concept of “panel.

· Power limitation: 
From RAN4 perspective, there are several concepts related to the power radiated by UE:
1. Power class: The definition of power class (e.g. TS 38.101-2 clause 6.2.1.x), which is a package composed of below requirements
a. Min peak EIRP (The lower limit of EIRP at Tx beam peak direction);
b. Max EIRP (This is derived from regulatory requirements) and Max TRP;
c. Spherical coverage (The minimum EIRP at the Nth percentile of the distribution of EIRP measured over the full sphere around the UE).
2. Configured transmitted power: PCMAX, f, c, which is used in RAN1 spec TS 38.213 power control part, and also applied in TS 38.101-2 clause 6.2.4: “The configured UE maximum output power PCMAX, f, c for carrier f of a serving cell c is defined as that available to the reference point of a given transmitter branch that corresponds to the reference point of the higher-layer filtered RSRP measurement as specified in TS 38.215”. It is noted that PCMAX used by RAN1 power control mechanism for FR2 is considered at the virtual antenna connector which is not testable from RAN4 perspective.
3. P-max: The parameter p-Max (i.e. p-UE-FR2) similar to FR1 p-UE-FR1 was introduced by RAN2 spec, which is the maximum total transmit power to be used by the UE across all serving cells in frequency range 2 (FR2) across all cell groups. However, P-max for FR2 has not been implemented in RAN4 requirements . 

With the RAN1 definition of panel, RAN4 would like to ask which above concept(s)  is(are) necessary to consider for StxMP ‘power limitation’..

RAN4 will discuss whether to define additional limitation or requirement for STxMP once RAN4 begin work on this topic. The WI has not started in RAN4 yet.
Additionally, RAN4 has agreed that ‘Panel’ shall not be explicitly used in a requirement to ensure maximum flexibility for different UE implementations.

	R4-2218885
	Samsung
	Observation 1:	It would be no easy to have a consensus among the companies on such undefined and/or implementation related definition, e.g., “panel”, which is not in the 3GPP specs.
Proposal 1:	RAN4 should share the view on each question based on the general concept of the undefined terms as discussed before while adding a note for their reference
Proposal 2:	As the best option RAN4 can provide for RAN1 before getting started the WI, it is proposed to send the reply LS in this meeting based on the Option 1 as copied in Annex.
Question 1: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 1 is feasible?
Answer: Yes.
Question 2: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 2 is feasible?
Answer: Yes. 
Question 3: In either of Assumption1 or Assumption 2, whether the total power limitation per UE over all UE panels used for STxMP or the sum of per-panel power limitation for STxMP can be different from (greater than) the existing power limitation for a given power class?
Answer: RAN4 confirm that existing UE RF requirements are framed so standards compliance implies regulation compliance (clause 6.5x in TS38.101-2). 
For any additional limitation like the sum over all panels of the per-panel power limitation for STxMP, would be defined in RAN4 if necessary, after the WI started in RAN4.
Question 4: If both Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 are feasible, whether both assumptions can/shall be applied to a same UE, and what is the relationship between the per-panel power limitation and total power limitation if both are applied (e.g., the sum of per-panel power limitation can be larger than the total power limitation per UE, or should be always the same)?
Answer: It is believed that both assumptions are feasible, and both assumptions shall be applied to a same UE. The per-panel power limitation would be defined in latter stage if necessary, and the per-UE power limitation should be applicable at all the time. ‘Limitation’ here applies to regulatory compliance rather than a configured power requirement.

Additionally, RAN4 has agreed that ‘Panel’ shall not be explicitly used in a requirement to ensure maximum flexibility for different UE implementations.

	R4-2219500
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Question 1: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 1 is feasible? 
Answer: This issue depends on RAN1 understanding to the RAN4 power limitation concepts as listed in the Annex.
Question 2: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 2 is feasible?
Answer: Assumption 2 is feasible since all existing power limitation concepts as listed in the Annex are per UE level.
Question 3: In either of Assumption 1 or Assumption 2, whether the total power limitation per UE over all UE panels used for STxMP or the sum of per-panel power limitation for STxMP can be different from (greater than) the existing power limitation for a given power class?
Answer: The total transmission power per UE cannot violate the regulatory limitation for sure. On the other hand, there can be another limitation (as mentioned by the “total power concept” as in Annex) which it to take multiple implementation aspects into consideration, e.g. MPE limitation and heat dissipation. The UE could have greater transmission power if it can satisfy such implementation limitation and not violate the regulatory limitation at the same time.
Question 4: If both Assumption 1 and Assumption 2 are feasible, whether both assumptions can/shall be applied to a same UE, and what is the relationship between the per-panel power limitation and total power limitation if both are applied (e.g., the sum of per-panel power limitation can be larger than the total power limitation per UE, or should be always the same)?
Answer: Please refer to the above answer for Question 3.
RAN4 will discuss whether to define additional limitation or requirement for STxMP once RAN4 begin work on this topic. The WI has not started in RAN4 yet.

	
	
	



The moderator can suggest a limited number of papers which could be presented.
Open issues summary
Before f2f meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 1-1: Panel definition
· Proposals
· Option 1: RAN4 to adopt the definition of panel as used in RAN1 discussions:
	‘Panel’ is defined as one or multiple as combination of below depending on different UE implementation: 
4. Unit of antenna group to control beam independently 
a. Within a panel, one beam can be selected and used for UL transmission.
b. Across different panels, multiple beams (each selected per panel) may be used for UL transmission
c. ‘Beam’ is assumed to mean spatial filter associated with transmission or reception
5. Unit of antenna group to control its transmission power
6. Unit of antenna group to have a common UL timing



· Option 2: Seek clarification from RAN1
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 1-2: From RAN4 perspective, is Assumption 1 is feasible?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: It depends
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 1-3
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 1-3: RAN4 to focus on the configured Tx power requirement while addressing ‘power limitation’ for STxMP in FR2.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Agree
· Option 2: Disagree
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Topic #2: Void
Topic #3: On the ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17(R4 16-8) (R2-2211023)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2218295
	Nokia
	Observation 1: ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 is only applicable to inter-band CA.
Observation 2: The UE capabilities ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 and powerClassNRPart-r16 are mutually exclusive (i.e. they are never used in the same band combination).
Observation 3: A signalling structure ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 should be the same as that of powerClassNRPart-r16, meaning that the power class non-CA and intra-band UL CA are the same inside ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17.
Observation 4: There is a possibility that power classes for both bands may change before and after inter band UL CA configuration. This is not covered by powerClassNRPart-r16 defined per BC while it is covered by ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 defined per FS.

	R4-2218759
	Samsung
	Response to 1): Yes. It is applicable to inter-band UL CA only.
Response to 2): ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 indicates power class the UE supported for the individual band within the band combination when operating according to the band combination, while powerClass, powerClass-v1610 indicates the power class for this band combination, meanwhile the former one shall not be higher than the latter one. In addition, ue-PowerClass, ue-PowerClass-v1610, ue-PowerClass-v1700 determines the maximum Tx power available in each band, in other words, the power class indicated by ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 per band per band combination shall not be higher than the power class indicated by ue-PowerClass, ue-PowerClass-v1610, ue-PowerClass-v1700.
In short, the maximum Tx power available in the individual band within the band combination is determined by ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 if indicated, otherwise by the minimum one between powerClass, powerClass-v1610 and ue-PowerClass, ue-PowerClass-v1610, ue-PowerClass-v1700.

	R4-2218853
	vivo
	1) Whether R4 16-8 is applicable to only inter-band CA?
Answer: Yes, 16-8 is applicable to only inter-band CA.
2) What is the interaction between R4 16-8 and the existing power class capabilities (i.e. ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700, powerClassNRPart-r16 (if R4 16-8 is also applicable to the cases other than inter-band CA) and powerClass/powerClass-v1610) ?
Answer: 16-8 is not related to powerClassNRPart-r16, given 16-8 is only applicable to the inter-band CA case. 16-8 is a supplemental IE of powerClass/powerClass-v1610, and (if reported) should determine the per-band power class in the CA combination and supersedes ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700, if not the same for the band.

	R4-2219211
	ZTE
	Observation 1. The discussion on the capability of ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8) was for inter-band UL CA
Proposal 1. There is no interaction between ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8) and powerClassNRPart-r16.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK48]Proposal 2. If UE does not reports ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8), the maximum UE power available in the corresponding band shall be determined by min{ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700, powerClass/powerClass-v1610}.
Proposal 3. The power class for a specific band indicated by ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8) shall not larger than the power class indicated by ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700.
Proposal 4. If UE reports ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8), the maximum UE power available in the corresponding band shall be determined by min{ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8), powerClass/powerClass-v1610}.

Response to 1): It is applicable to inter-band UL CA only.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK23][bookmark: OLE_LINK16][bookmark: OLE_LINK25]Response to 2): powerClassNRPart-r16 applies for MR-DC, while ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8) is for inter-band UL CA, there is no interaction between ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8) and powerClassNRPart-r16.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK33][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK7]If UE does not report ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8), the maximum UE power available in the corresponding band shall be determined by min{ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700, powerClass/powerClass-v1610}.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK9]If UE reports ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8), the power class for a specific band indicated by ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 (R4 16-8) shall not larger than the power class indicated by ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700. The maximum UE power available in the corresponding band shall be determined by min{ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17, powerClass/powerClass-v1610}.

	R4-2219588
	OPPO
	Observation 1:   Per band per BC power class was introduced to cover the case that UE power class capability is different between single band and UL CA band combination. And inter-band UL CA was used as example in the discussion.

Observation 2:   Limitation of this per band per BC power class was removed due to no consensus of the applicability wording, e.g. inter-band CA only or intra-band CA+UL MIMO not applied. And it extends to any band combinations.

Observation 3:   With current UE feature list, it depends on UE which band combination it applies. And if UE report this new capability, then NW apply it under corresponding band combination with exception of MR-DC band combination where powerClassNRPart-r16 capability applies.

Proposal 1:         With current UE feature list, R4 16-8 (new per band per BC power class) is applicable to band combinations with intra and/or inter band UL CA.

Observation 4:   The powerClassNRPart-r16 IE was also per band per BC power class but for MR-DC band combinations. With the limitation of the Rel-17 new per band per BC power class for CA, these two capabilities are independent from each other.

Proposal 2:         Rel-17 new per band per BC power class is for CA which is independent from MR-DC band combination capability IE powerClassNRPart-r16.

Observation 5:   There is no need to combine the per band per BC power class to per band or per BC power class in RAN2 signaling, NW can rely on the per band per BC power class if reported by UE to decide the applied power capability under a CA band combination.

Proposal 3:         The applicable power capability for a band under CA band combination is decided by Rel-17 new per band per BC power class. RAN2 can design this new Rel-17 capability as independent from legacy per band or per BC power class.

Proposal 4:         If Rel-17 new per band per BC power class is not reported, the legacy power class (per band/per BC) handling apply.

1) Whether R4 16-8 is applicable to only inter-band CA?
[RAN4 answer] It is RAN4 understanding that this R4 16-8 per band per BC power class can be applied to intra-band and/or inter-band UL CA.
2) What is the interaction between R4 16-8 and the existing power class capabilities (i.e. ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700, powerClassNRPart-r16 (if R4 16-8 is also applicable to the cases other than inter-band CA) and powerClass/powerClass-v1610)?
[RAN4 answer] It is RAN4 understanding that with R4 16-8 is limited to UL CA band combinations, it can be considered independent from existing power class capabilities from RAN2 signalling perspective. It is up to UE reporting which power class is applied under single band or band combination or per band per BC with capabilities applied respectively. If this new per band per BC power class capability is not reported, legacy power class capabilities handling is applied.

	R4-2220021
	MediaTek
	Answer to Question 1):
	Though the R4 16-8 is originally intended for inter-band CA, other possible usage e.g., a band combination consisting of a single band is not precluded, however, it is not applicable to EN-DC or NE-DC band combinations. 
Answer to Question 2):
The interaction between the existing power class capabilities and the R4 16-8 can be shown as:
· The existing power class capabilities ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700 represent the maximum output power for a single NR band operation, and it does not necessarily have to be the same as R4 16-8. 
· The existing powerClass/powerClass-v1610 represent the power class for a band combination, and the R4 16-8 should not be higher than the power class of the band combination. 
· The existing powerClassNRPart-r16 represent the power class of the NR band in an EN-DC band combination, since the R4 16-8 does not apply to EN-DC/NE-DC, powerClassNRPart-r16 is independent from the R4 16-8. 



The moderator can suggest a limited number of papers which could be presented.
Open issues summary
Before f2f meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions..
Sub-topic 3-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 3-1: Whether R4 16-8 is applicable to only inter-band CA?
· Proposals
· Option 1: only applicable to inter-band CA.
· Option 2: can be applied to intra-band and/or inter-band UL CA
· Option 3: Though the R4 16-8 is originally intended for inter-band CA, other possible usage e.g., a band combination consisting of a single band is not precluded, however, it is not applicable to EN-DC or NE-DC band combinations.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 3-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 3-2: What is the interaction between R4 16-8 and the existing power class capabilities (i.e. ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700, powerClassNRPart-r16 (if R4 16-8 is also applicable to the cases other than inter-band CA) and powerClass/powerClass-v1610)?
· Proposals
· Option 1: The UE capabilities ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 and powerClassNRPart-r16 are mutually exclusive (i.e. they are never used in the same band combination). There is a possibility that power classes for both bands may change before and after inter band UL CA configuration. This is not covered by powerClassNRPart-r16 defined per BC while it is covered by ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 defined per FS.
· Option 2: ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 indicates power class the UE supported for the individual band within the band combination when operating according to the band combination, while powerClass, powerClass-v1610 indicates the power class for this band combination. The maximum Tx power available in the individual band within the band combination is determined by ue-PowerClassPerBandPerBC-r17 if indicated, otherwise by the minimum one between powerClass, powerClass-v1610 and ue-PowerClass, ue-PowerClass-v1610, ue-PowerClass-v1700.
· Option 3: The existing power class capabilities ue-PowerClass/ue-PowerClass-v1610/ue-PowerClass-1700 represent the maximum output power for a single NR band operation, and it does not necessarily have to be the same as R4 16-8. The existing powerClass/powerClass-v1610 represent the power class for a band combination, and the R4 16-8 should not be higher than the power class of the band combination. The existing powerClassNRPart-r16 represent the power class of the NR band in an EN-DC band combination, since the R4 16-8 does not apply to EN-DC/NE-DC, powerClassNRPart-r16 is independent from the R4 16-8.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Topic #4: DC location for FR1 enhancement (R2-2209002)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2218876
	vivo
	Proposal 1: Confirm that CC/BWP combinations with different activation states within a CC group will share same frequency component type.
[bookmark: _Hlk118741475]Proposal 2: Confirm that the lowest SCS within the CC group can be used as the granularity of offset reporting.
Question 1:
RAN4 has concluded that frequency component type is same for both default DC locations for different CC groups. RAN2 also understands that the frequency component type is same for default DC locations for a given CC group independing on the different activated CC/BWP combination in a CC group RAN2 asks RAN4 to confirm our understanding.
Answer 1: RAN4 confirms that CC/BWP combinations with different activation states within a CC group will share same frequency component type.

Question 2:
In the LS R2-2206951 (R4-2210782), regarding offset range, RAN4 indicates that the granularity is the lowest subcarrier spacing used in the CA configuration. But considering that the offset is signaled per CC group, RAN2’s understanding is that lowest SCS in the CC group is used as the offset granularity. RAN2 asks RAN4 to confirm our understanding.
Answer 2: RAN4 confirms that the lowest SCS within the CC group can be used as the granularity of offset reporting.

	R4-2219585
	OPPO
	Observation 1:   DC location is reported per BWP per CC in Rel-15 scheme. When UE report 3300 or 3301, the exact DC location is unknown.

Observation 2:   3301 was introduced for the case of DC location changes due to for example CC changes in intra-band contiguous CA, however, it cannot tell where the exact DC location is and cannot be used by NW to cancel DC leakage.

Observation 3:   UE may have different DC location in single CC and intra-band UL CA which makes Rel-15 DC location reporting scheme cannot report the exact DC location in CA and have the risk of misleading NW DC leakage cancellation.

Proposal 1:         Rel-15 DC location reporting scheme is limit to single CC scenario and not be applied to intra-band UL CA.

Observation 4:   Rel-16 DC location reporting scheme is defined for intra-band UL CA and needs the information of two CCs/BWPs to derive the DC locations according to 38.331.

Proposal 2:         Confirm Rel-16 DC location reporting scheme is limited to intra-band UL CA scenario and not be applied to single CC.

Proposal 3:         Rel-17 DC location reporting scheme can be applied to single CC with or without DL CA, and intra-band CA.

Observation 5:    3300 is a valid reporting from RAN2 signaling perspective, and RAN4 spec has already covered the scenario of UE reporting 3300. 

Proposal 4:         Consider 3300 (outside UL CC) is a valid reporting and should be covered by RAN4 spec as already done in current RAN4 spec.

Proposal 5:         Propose to clarify the mapping of DC location reporting schemes and single CC/CA scenarios as below table 1.

Table 1 DC location reporting scheme summary for different scenarios
	Feature/Reporting method
	R15
	R16
	R17

	Single CC
	
	Yes
	No *Case 1
	Yes

	DL CA, single UL CC
	UL DC on UL CC
	Yes
	No *Case 1
	Yes

	
	UL DC on DL CC 
	Yes Case 2
	No
	Yes

	Contiguous UL CA up to 2 UL CCs
	Single LO on UL CC
	No*Case 3
	Yes
	Yes

	
	Single LO outside UL CC
	No *Case 3
	Yes *Case 2
	Yes

	
	Dual LO on UL CC
	No *Case 3
	Yes
	Yes

	
	Dual LO on DL CC
(N/A in RAN4 specs)
	No *Case 3
	Yes *Case 2
	Yes

	Contiguous UL CA > 2 UL CCs
	Single LO, all cases
	No *Case 3
	No
	Yes

	Non-contiguous UL CA
	Single LO on UL CC
	No *Case 3
	Yes
	Yes

	
	Single LO outside UL CC
	No *Case 3
	Yes *Case 2
	Yes

	
	Dual LO on UL CC
	No *Case 3
	Yes
	Yes

	
	Dual LO, at least one outside UL CC
	No *Case 3
	Yes *Case 2
	Yes



Observation 6:   For question 1, there is no information lost if apply same frequency component type for default DC location calculation for a given CC group regardless of activated CC/BWP combination.

Observation 7:   RAN4 was agreed to apply the lowest SCS in the CA configuration, and if apply the lowest SCS in CC group, it will lead to larger DC location candidate steps and put constraint on UE DC location design.

[bookmark: _Hlk118132504]Proposal 6:         Propose to reply RAN2 that for question 1, it is ok, and for question 2 RAN4 would like to keep previous agreement that lowest SCS in the CA configuration is used.

Question 1:
RAN4 has concluded that frequency component type is same for both default DC locations for different CC groups. RAN2  also understands that the frequency component type is same for default DC locations for a given CC group independing on the different activated CC/BWP combination in a CC group RAN2 asks RAN4 to confirm our understanding.
[RAN4] RAN4 is ok with RAN2 understanding.
Question 2:
In the LS R2-2206951 (R4-2210782), regarding offset range, RAN4 indicates that the granularity is the lowest subcarrier spacing used in the CA configuration. But considering that the offset is signaled per CC group, RAN2’s understanding is that lowest SCS in the CC group is used as the offset granularity. RAN2 asks RAN4 to confirm our understanding.
[RAN4] RAN4 would like to keep previous agreement that lowest SCS in the CA configuration is used. The reason is to give UE more DC location design flexibilities with finer DC location candidate steps.

	R4-2219586
	OPPO
	CR

	R4-2219587
	OPPO
	CR

	R4-2219879
	Qualcomm
	We made the following observation:
Observation 1: Adding Rel-17 DC location method in to the ran4 specification with same detail as rel-15 and rel-16 methods are written, it will mean to add long descriptions repeated in many places 
And made the following proposals:
Proposal 1: Only refer to the IE name for indicating carrier leakage frequency in ran4 specifications. 
Proposal 2: Appropriate Carrier leakage frequency signalling methods are specified in “carrier leakage” clauses
Proposal 3: Modify RAN4 rel-17 specification so that carrier leakage and IQ image frequency are known to receiver when an exception or correction requires the knowledge of the frequency
Proposal 4 : Reporting 3300 or 3301means UE is not entitled for an exception for carrier leakage or IQ image.  

	R4-2219880
	Qualcomm
	CR

	R4-2219881
	Qualcomm
	CR



The moderator can suggest a limited number of papers which could be presented.
Open issues summary
Before f2f meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions..
Sub-topic 4-1: LS reply
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 4-1-1: Answer to Question 1
· Proposals
· Option 1: RAN4 confirms that CC/BWP combinations with different activation states within a CC group will share same frequency component type.
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 4-1-2: Answer to Question 2
· Proposals
· Option 1: RAN4 confirms that the lowest SCS within the CC group can be used as the granularity of offset reporting.
· Option 2: RAN4 would like to keep previous agreement that lowest SCS in the CA configuration is used. The reason is to give UE more DC location design flexibilities with finer DC location candidate steps.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 4-2: CR drafting
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 4-2-1: Only refer to the IE name for indicating carrier leakage frequency in ran4 specifications.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Agree
· Option 2: Disagree
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 4-2-2: Comments on other proposals in R4-2219585 and R4-2219879.
· Proposals
· Rel-15 DC location reporting scheme is limit to single CC scenario and not be applied to intra-band UL CA.
· Confirm Rel-16 DC location reporting scheme is limited to intra-band UL CA scenario and not be applied to single CC.
· Rel-17 DC location reporting scheme can be applied to single CC with or without DL CA, and intra-band CA.
· Consider 3300 (outside UL CC) is a valid reporting and should be covered by RAN4 spec as already done in current RAN4 spec.
· Propose to clarify the mapping of DC location reporting schemes and single CC/CA scenarios as below table 1.
· Appropriate Carrier leakage frequency signalling methods are specified in “carrier leakage” clauses
· Reporting 3300 or 3301means UE is not entitled for an exception for carrier leakage or IQ image.  
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Topic #5: Reply LS on NS_50 A-MPR
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2219267
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Observation 1: For channel BW=10MHz and SCS=60kHz, no RB would be allocated to the A-MPR region with A-MPR value A4. Hence no A-MPR is applicable.

Observation 2: For channel BW=15MHz and SCS=60kHz, the test point may use RB_start=5 and L_CRB=13 for CP-OFDM, and use RB_start=6 and L_CRB=12 for DFT-s-OFDM.
Observation 3: For channel BW=20MHz and SCS=60kHz, the test point may use RB_start=7 and L_CRB=17 for CP-OFDM, and use RB_start=8 and L_CRB=16 for DFT-s-OFDM.
Proposal 1: Notify RAN5 about the findings in Observation 1, 2, and 3, based on the draft LS in the appendix.
Proposal 2: Modify the A-MPR regions for BW=25MHz as below in order to avoid overlapping.

	25 MHz
	≤ LCRB*12*SCS – 5
	> 5
	A2

	
	≤ 6.48
	≤ 1.44
	A5

	
	> 8.28
	> max (21.6 – RBstart*12*SCS, 0), <RBstart*12*SCS+5
	A4

	
	>1.8, ≤6.48
	> 1.44, ≤ 3.6 
	A6

	
	> LCRB *12*SCS – 5, ≤ 1.8
	> 1.44
	A4



Proposal 3: Modify the A-MPR regions for BW=40MHz to ensure that the A-MPR value is no more than 3dB larger than that for PC3 for the same RB allocation.
RAN4 would like to thank RAN5 for the LS on A-MPR regions for NS_50 (Power Class 2). It is RAN4’s understanding that the A-MPR regions are defined in terms of frequency limits within a given channel bandwidth. If there is no valid RB allocation in a given region due to e.g., increased SCS, the specified A-MPR value is not applicable.
       
More specifically, RAN4 has made the following observations regarding the test points for SCS=60kHz.

Observation 1: For channel BW=10MHz and SCS=60kHz, no RB would be allocated to the A-MPR region with A-MPR value A4. Hence no A-MPR is applicable.

Observation 2: For channel BW=15MHz and SCS=60kHz, the test point may be defined using RB_start=5 and L_CRB=13 for CP-OFDM, and using RB_start=6 and L_CRB=12 for DFT-s-OFDM.

Observation 3: For channel BW=20MHz and SCS=60kHz, the test point may be defined using RB_start=7 and L_CRB=17 for CP-OFDM, and using RB_start=8 and L_CRB=16 for DFT-s-OFDM.



The moderator can suggest a limited number of papers which could be presented.
Open issues summary
Before f2f meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions..
Sub-topic 5-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 5-1: Is the LS agreeable?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 5-2: Comments on Proposals 2 and 3 in R4-2219267? 
· Proposals
· Option 1: TBA
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Topic #6: Lower humidity limit in normal temperature test environment (R5-221604)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2218886
	Samsung
	Observation 1:	As RAN4 agreed on having the same test environment for humidity in different RATs / RAN groups, the same rule should apply to the normal and extreme condition in the RAN4 specifications.
Observation 2:	Having explicit humidity range is not a must for a specification as the extreme test condition is not which needs even more stringent environments.
Observation 3:	It should be no harm to remove the lower and upper bounds since most requirements in the specification are not sensitive to the humidity condition.
Observation 4:	“room” itself has been enough to be captured in some specifications already without any mandated range such as “room temperature”.
Proposal:		It is proposed to remove the explicit humidity range for normal temperature test in order to be performed under room humidity condition unless otherwise stated.
RAN4 would like to thank RAN5 for the LS (R5-221604 / R4-2207623) on lower humidity limit in normal temperature test environment. 
Based on much discussion in RAN4, RAN4 found that the issue of humidity inconsistency among specifications does exist. Besides the cases mentioned in R5-221604, RAN4 also identifies other cases of the inconsistency as summarized in Table 1 among specifications.
Table 1. Summary of humidity inconsistency among specifications
	Humidity requirement
	Related specifications

	With humidity range 0% ~ 75%
	TS 51.010-1, TS 36.508 v16.7.0, ETSI EN 301 908-13, etc.

	With humidity range 25% ~ 75%
	TS 36.101, TS 38.101-1, TS 38.101-2, etc.

	Without humidity range (room temperature)
	TS 37.144, TS 373.154, TS 38.161, etc.



RAN4 agrees that it is necessary to align the humidity condition among specifications. It is also RAN4’s understanding that performance dependency due to the humidity condition is negligible for RF core requirements except for minority specification e.g., ESD in EMC specification. After a long discussion, it is concluded in RAN4 that RAN4 will replace the inconsistent humidity range with room humidity unless otherwise stated in core specifications as a following example of 38.101-1 and -2.
	+15℃ to +35℃
	for normal conditions (under room humidity conditions unless otherwise stated)

	-10℃ to +55℃
	for extreme conditions (see IEC publications 68‑2‑1 and 68‑2‑2)




	R4-2218887
	Samsung
	CR

	R4-2218888
	Samsung
	CR

	R4-2219761
	ZTE
	Observation 1:	The high or low humidity limit for the normal conditions may have potential impacts on some test items and cannot be ignored.
Observation 2:	The lower bound of relative humidity in 0% ~ 75% is actually not a normal condition but an extreme condition.
Observation 3:	Most of the test environments are consistently specified for E-UTRA and NR in RAN4 and RAN5 as below. The exceptions are in TS 51.010-1, ETSI EN 301 908-13 and TS 36.508 v16.7.0 which could be handled later in other thread if needed.
	+15C to +35C
	For normal conditions (with relative humidity of 25 % to 75 %)

	-10C to +55C
	For extreme conditions (see IEC publications 68‑2‑1 and 68‑2‑2)



Observation 4:	The least impact solution to resolve the inconsistency is to keep the normal condition with the relative humidity of 25% to 75%, while the extreme condition is to refer to IEC publications 68-2-1 and 68-2-2. In addition, a stable specification is more preferable to the industry.
Proposal 1:	It is suggested to select Option 2 as the solution to resolve the inconsistency among the specs.
· Option 2:  Keep the current description in RAN4 spec with the relative humidity range of “25% ~ 75%” as the solution to resolve the inconsistencies among the specs.
Regarding the following question from RAN5:

RAN WG5 respectfully requests RAN WG4 to provide the reason why the lower humidity limit in normal temperature test environment differs in GERAN/UTRA/E-UTRA/NR. Are there any detail considerations to keep the lower humidity limit for normal test environment?

RAN4 discussed the issue of lower humidity limit in normal temperature test environment. After further check with the history of GSM/WCDMA/LTE specs, it is found that the lower humidity limit was first introduced into 3GPP TS 05.05 for radio transmission and reception of GSM/EDGE shown as below.D.2.1	Temperature (GSM 400, GSM 900 and DCS 1800)
The MS shall fulfil all the requirements in the full temperature range of:
+15C  ‑  +35C	for normal conditions (with relative humidity of 25 % to 75 %);
 
‑10C  ‑  +55C 	for DCS 1 800 MS and small MS units extreme conditions
(see IEC publications	 68‑2‑1 and 68‑2‑2);
 
‑20C  ‑  +55C 	for other units extreme conditions (see IEC publications 68‑2‑1 and 68‑2‑2).
 
Outside this temperature range the MS, if powered on, shall not make ineffective use of the radio frequency spectrum. In no case shall the MS exceed the transmitted levels as defined in 3GPP TS 05.05 for extreme operation.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]The definition of lower humidity limit in normal temperature test environment in GSM specifications has been specified as “25 % to 75 %” since version 7.0.0 for more than 20 years. The content of this part has been continued to be used in RAN4 specifications for UTRA, LTE and NR systems. A narrow range of relative humidity of “25 % to 75 %” is more reasonable since “up to 75%” indicates that UE should also support the condition under relative humidity of “0% to 25%” which is an extra requirement to the current UEs. The lower bound of relative humidity of “0% ~ 75%” could not be regarded as a normal condition.

Although for most of the test cases under normal temperature conditions the humidity does not affect the test performance of UE as much as temperature, the high or low humidity environment may have potential impacts on some other test items, such as ESD (Electro-Static Discharge) do have strict requirements in humidity. The humidity may also affect the stability, reliability and radio propagation of communication devices. For some instruments or system components in mmW dark chamber, the requirements for relative humidity should also be considered.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]RAN4 concludes that the relative humidity of “25% to 75%” for normal test conditions should be uniformly specified for E-UTRA/NR systems in RAN4 specifications.

	R4-2219819
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: Aligning the humidity limit in normal condition and extreme condition.
Proposal 2: The alignment needs to be done in RAN4.
Proposal 3: Keep the current description in RAN4 spec with the relative humidity range of “25% ~ 75%” as the solution to resolve the inconsistencies among the specs.



The moderator can suggest a limited number of papers which could be presented.
Open issues summary
Before f2f meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions..
Sub-topic 6-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 6-1: Which solution to pick
· Proposals
· Option 1: Remove the explicit humidity range for normal temperature test in order to be performed under room humidity condition unless otherwise stated.
· Option 2: Use the relative humidity of “25% to 75%”
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 6-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 6-2: Comments on the CRs
· Proposals
· Option 1: TBA
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Topic #7: Modified MPR-Behaviour clarification for different power classes (R5-223635)
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2218278
	Nokia
	a) For Rel-15 PC3 UE, is the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 applicable if the UE supports modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0 UE capability?
Proposed answer: RAN4 has agreed that if REL15 UE supports modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0 UE capability defined in REL16 specification it shall support latest REL16 requirements bit relates to unless new modified MPR-Behaviour bit is defined for same requirement the bit 0 relates to. See RAN4 CR [1].
b) For Rel-15 PC2 and 4 UEs, is modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0 capability applicable?
Proposed answer: Yes it is.
c) For Rel-16 PC3 UE, is the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 mandatory or optional? Also, is the Rel-16 UE expected to signal modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true? 
Proposed answer: It is optional.
d) For Rel-16 PC2, 4 and 5 UEs, is the PC3 MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 applicable? Also, is modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0 capability applicable?
Proposed answer: Same as answer in c, optional.
e) Is any kind of Rel-16 UE supposed to support MPR as defined in 38.101-2 version v16.11.0?
Proposed answer: No, see answer in a
f) For Rel-17 PC3 UE, is the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 applicable if the UE signals modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true? 
Proposed answer: Rel-17 38.101-2 Annex-H is not correct. It should state This bit SHALL be set to 1 instead of MAY and the REL17 UE supports MPR defined in REL17 specification. There is a RAN4 CR on this [2]
g) For Rel-17 PC3 UE, what is the MPR requirement if the UE signals modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=false?
Proposed answer: Rel-17 UE is not allowed to signal modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=false

Additionally, RAN4 has agreed two CRs related to this topic. One for Rel-16 [1] to clarify applicability of  MPR is UE signals modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true and [2] to make new MPR mandatory for Rel-17 UEs to signal modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true.


	R4-2218279
	Nokia
	CR

	R4-2218280
	Nokia
	CR

	R4-2219126
	Xiaomi
	Proposal 1:
Answer c): The MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 is optional for Rel-16 PC3 UE, the Rel-16 UE is optional to signal modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true.
Answer d): For Rel-16 PC3 UE, 38.101-2 v16.1.0 and earlier versions are taken as default MPR requirement. The PC3 UE need meet the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 if the PC3 UE signals modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=ture, if not, the PC3 UE  just need meet the default MPR requirement.
Proposal 2: For Rel-15 spec version for modifiedMPR-Behaviour, keep current description:
· FR2 power class 3 MPR as defined in clause 6.2.2.3 of 38.101-2 v16.2.0.
Proposal 3: The modifiedMPR-Behaviour table shall be kept. A Rel-17 UE shall meet the latest version of the Rel-17 specification, a Rel-17 UE shall also indicate bit 0 = ‘true’ (the definition of bit 0 should remain unchanged like all other capability bits in the RRC specification unless extended). 


	R4-2219570
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Observation 1: From the current specification, it is observed that modified MPR is not mandatory for the release when it is introduced. 
Observation 2: Mandating the modified MPR for Rel-16 spec would have NBC issue. 
Proposal 1: If mandating the modified MPR for an open release is justified, it could be considered as a general principle from Rel-18 but no changes for the existing spec. 
Proposal 2: For a Rel-15 UE, the modifiedMPR-Behaviour should point to the requirement in a specific version.

	R4-2219571
	Huawei, HiSilicon
	RAN4 would like to thank RAN5 for clarification questions on ModifiedMPR-Behaviour for different power classes.
Apart from the previous reply in R4-2215091, RAN4 made further conclusion for the remaining questions as follows:
Question c) For Rel-16 PC3 UE, is the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 mandatory or optional? In case it is mandatory then is the Rel-16 UE expected to signal modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true?
Answer: For Rel-16 PC3 UE, the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 is optional according to the current specification.

Question d) For Rel-16 PC3 UE, which version of specification is taken as default MPR requirement, 38.101-2 v16.2.0 or latest version (v16.11.0 released in Apr 2022)? What are the Rel-16 MPR requirements if the UE signals respectively modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=false and modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true?
Answer: For Rel-16 PC3 UE, 38.101-2 v16.1.0 and earlier versions are taken as default MPR requirement. The PC3 UE needs to meet the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 if the UE signals modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=ture; if the bit is set to false, the PC3 UE just needs to meet the default MPR requirement, i.e. MPR specified in 38.101-2 v16.1.0.




The moderator can suggest a limited number of papers which could be presented.
Open issues summary
Before f2f meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions..
Sub-topic 7-1
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 7-1-1: Question c) For Rel-16 PC3 UE, is the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 mandatory or optional? In case it is mandatory then is the Rel-16 UE expected to signal modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true?
· Proposals
· Option 1: The MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 is optional for Rel-16 PC3 UE, the Rel-16 UE is optional to signal modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true.
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 7-1-2: Question d) For Rel-16 PC3 UE, which version of specification is taken as default MPR requirement, 38.101-2 v16.2.0 or latest version (v16.11.0 released in Apr 2022)? What are the Rel-16 MPR requirements if the UE signals respectively modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=false and modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true?
· Proposals
· Option 1: For Rel-16 PC3 UE, 38.101-2 v16.1.0 and earlier versions are taken as default MPR requirement. The PC3 UE need meet the MPR as defined in 38.101-2 v16.2.0 if the PC3 UE signals modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=ture, if not, the PC3 UE  just need meet the default MPR requirement.
· Option 2: Default MPR is 38.101-2 v16.1.0 and UE signals modifiedMPR-Behaviour bit 0=true, UE shall support latest REL16 requirements bit relates to unless new modified MPR-Behaviour bit is defined for same requirement the bit 0 relates to.
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Issue 7-1-3: Comments on other answers in R4-2218278
· Proposals
· Option 1: TBA
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 7-2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before f2f meeting:
Issue 7-2: Comments on the CRs R4-2218279 and R4-2218280
· Proposals
· Option 1: TBA
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

