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Introduction
This email discussion concerns three topics
1. Handling of NR-DC band combinations and new channel bandwidths for NR CA configurations in Rel-16
2. Specification of NR-DC: introduction of outstanding minimum requirements for NR-DC within FR1, and secondly, corrections of UL harmonic MSD and OOBB exception for NR CA
3. Inclusion of UE-specific P-Max for FR2 in the RAN4 Rel-16 specifications (if at all)
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round (item 1)
· 2nd round: WF on handling of NR-DC band combinations and new channel bandwidths for NR CA
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round (item 2)
· 2nd round: draft CRs for relevant subclauses of TS 38.101-1 or WF
List of candidate target of email discussion for 1st round and 2nd round (item 3)
· 2nd round: WF on support of P-Max limitations in the RAN4 Rel-16 specifications and, if needed, a reply to the RAN2 LS in R4-2003363 “LS on power control for NR-DC”
Topic #1: Handling NR-DC configurations and new channel bandwidths
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003783
	ZTE Corporation
	(Subtopic 1-1)
Observation. How to handle the NR CA configurations due to new channel bandwidths are introduced for the constituent band is FFS. 
Proposal 1. For the completed NR CA configurations in the spec, introduce new BCS(s) to include the new added channel bandwidths. In this case, new request to basket WID is needed for thoses who have the demands to include the new added channel bandwidths for the completed NR CA configurations. After the basket WID is agreed, proponents bring CR to introduce new BCS(s).
Proposal 2. For the uncompleted NR CA configurations, proponents sent new request to basket WID to update the channel bandwidth under the same BCS before the TP is provided. After the basket WID is agreed, proponents bring TP to complete their configurations.
Proposal 3. For the case that the TP is provided and reflected in the big CR, but the big CR is on hold. In this case, new request to basket WID is needed for thoses who have the demands to update the channel bandwidth under the same BCS.  After the basket WID is agreed, proponents bring CR to complete their configurations.
Proposal 4. The above proposals will also be applicable for Rel-17.


	R4-2003784
	ZTE Corporation
	(Subtopic 1-2)
Proposal 1. For case 1, proponent provides draft CR to the TS for their own inter-band DC combs.
Proposal 2. For case 2, when the TP for the inter-band 2ULs NR CA is provided, it is encouraged the proponents to include the inter-band NR DC configurations (if any) in the same TP.
Proposal 2-1. In case of the inter-band NR DC configuration is missing in the TP, then proposal 1 method shall be used.
Proposal 3. Separated TP only include inter-band NR DC configuration is not allowed.
Proposal 4. Use the table formats in table 1~4 to capture the inter-band NR DC configurations for TP and draft CR.
Proposal 5. The above proposals will also be applicable for Rel-17.



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1 Handling new channel bandwidths for existing (specified) NR CA configurations
Sub-topic description:
Handling of new channel bandwidths for existing (specified) and new NR CA configurations.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: Handling of new channel bandwidths for existing NR CA configurations.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Introduce new BCS
· Option 2: TBA
Issue 1-1-2: Handling of new channel bandwidths for new NR CA configurations.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Update proposed BCS with new channel bandwidths
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF 
· Combined WF for sub-topics 1-1 and 1-2 if possible 

Sub-topic 1-2 Handling of inter-band NR-DC configurations
Sub-topic description 
Handling of inter-band NR-DC band combinations in Rel-16. There are two cases:
Case 1: the inter-band NR DC configurations are not included in the TS, but the corresponding inter-band 2ULs NR CA configurations are included (i.e. the 2ULs CA work completed)
Case 2: both the inter-band NR DC configurations and the corresponding inter-band 2ULs NR CA configurations are not included in the TS. (i.e. the 2ULs CA work not completed)
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: handling of NR-DC band combinations for which the corresponding 2UL NR CA configuration is specified (case 1)
· Proposals
· Option 1: proponent provides draft CR to the TS for their own inter-band NR-DC combinations
· Option 2: TBA
Issue 1-2-2: handling of NR-DC band combinations for which the corresponding 2UL NR CA configuration is not specified (case 2)
· Proposals
· Option 1: when TPs for the inter-band 2ULs NR CA are provided, the proponents are encouraged to include the corresponding inter-band NR DC configurations in the same TP
· Option 2: TBA
Issue 1-2-3: specification of NR-DC band combinations without a corresponding 2UL NR CA configuration
· Proposals
· Option 1: TPs only including NR-DC combination(s) not allowed
· Option 2: TPs only including NR-DC combination(s) allowed
· Recommended WF
· Combined WF for sub-topics 1-1 and 1-2 if possible

Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXXIntel
	Sub topic 1-1: 
Issue 1-1-1: Handling of new channel bandwidths for existing NR CA configurations.
Option 1
Issue 1-1-2: Handling of new channel bandwidths for new NR CA configurations.
Option 1

Sub topic 1-2:
….
Others:

	SoftBank
	Sub topic 1-2: 
Issue 1-2-1: Support option 1. 
Issue 1-2-2: Support option 1. 

	Huawei
	Sub topic 1-2:
We need to decide whether the NR-DC band combinations will be introduced into the Rel-16/Rel-17 basket WI’s TR. 
If yes, I think both case 1 and case 2 should be aligned with each other. A TP is still needed for case 1.
If not, I recommend to propose one draft CR to introduce all NR DC combos in one meeting for a company. The status about corresponding inter-band 2ULs NR CA can be shown the coversheet of CR.
Inter-band 2ULs NR CA and corresponding NR DC can be introduced together in one meeting. Or corresponding NR DC can be introduced after inter-band 2ULs NR CA is specified.

	ZTE
	Regarding HW’s comments: (It seems our reply in [94e Bis][11] LTE_NR_DC_CA_enh_RF_rev1_Intel_TMO_ZTE2_SB_HW_vivo.docx version is missed in this version. Here we copy it here)
Yes, there are lots of NR-DC combinations were requested by the companies in the basket WID, and before this meeting, one of the companies ask us how to draft the Tdoc to introduce NR DC combs in to the spec, and also in this meeting, proponent had already provide the big CR to TS38.101-3 to introduce 2UL/3DL NR DC.
Our purpose for this Tdoc is try to give the guideline on how to handle the NR DC combs from rapporteur perspective. We are open to discuss it and welcome the comments.
Obviousely, case 1 and case 2 are not the same, which means it cannot aligned with each other. Different cases have different methods. For case 1, big CR is needed rather than TP. It doesn’t make sense to provide TP since no new techinal issue for NR-DC combs comparing with 2ULs CA. For case 2, a TP including both 2ULs CA and NR DC is encouraged. 
Different companies request different NR DC combs in different meetings, even the same company request different NR DC combs in different meetings. It is impossible to introduce all NR DC combos in one meeting for a company, since the NR DC combs must depend on the corresponding 2ULs CA and different companies have different progress, we cannot mandatory.

	Nokia
	Sub topic 1-1: 
Issue 1-1-1: Support option 1. 
Issue 1-1-2: Support option 1. 
Sub topic 1-2: 
Issue 1-2-1: Support option 1. 
Issue 1-2-2: Support option 1.

	Telstra
	Sub topic 1-1:
Issue 1-1-1: Option 2: For new CBW that are optional, we should have BCS. For new mandatory CBW, should be able to update the existing BCS. 
The situation for 77/n78 is where there was the introduction of 25MHz, 30MHz that were mandatory for that release (and 70MHz has a note indicating it is optional).
Issue 1-1-2: Option 1
Sub topic 1-2: 
Issue 1-2-1: Support option 1
Issue 1-2-2: Support option 1

	ZTE
	Sub topic 1-1:
Feedback to Telstra: 
In our understanding, an uniform guideline for all the new added channel bandwidths shall be adopted, and whether or not to introduce the new added channel bandwidths for the NR CA configurations depend on proponents.
This issue is not only for band n78, but also for the other bands, such as band n1, where 30/40MHz CBWs were proposed by one operator and introduced into the spec, but also 25/50MHz CBWs were proposed by the another operator and the work is still under discussing.(25/30/40/50MHz CBWs are also mandatory). In this case, even different operators may have different demands for the same combinations including band n1. Therefore new BCS is needed.
Sub-topic 1-2: 
Further reply HW’s comments. Some agreements were reached between ZTE and Huawei after e-mail discussion. A WF is recommended.

	Ericsson
	Issue 1-1-1: difficult to avoid new BCS, but good if it can (depends on how long the CA combination has been existing)
Issue 1-1-2: Option 1
Issue 1-2-1: Option 1
Issue 1-2-2: Option 1
Issue 1-2-31: specification of NR-DC band combinations without a corresponding 2UL NR CA configuration: Option 2, not forbidden

	Qualcomm
	1-1-1: Option 1
1-1-2: Once configuration is put in to spec, only way to do this is to add new bcs.
1-2-1: These should bo through baskets. 
1-2-2: Option1
1-2-3: Option to define NR-DC alone shoulbe allowed but care must be takes. Supprot mergin WF of all these topics. 



 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close-to-finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#1-1
	Tentative agreements:
1. New channel bandwidths for existing NR CA configurations: Option 1, new BS (with possible exception for mandatory new bandwidths noting that the gNB must also check the channel bandwidth capability: TBD)
2. New channel bandwidths for new NR CA configurations: Option 1, update proposed BCS with new channel bandwidths.
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The tentative agreement (with possible modification for mandatory new bandwidths)

	Sub-topic#1-2
	Tentative agreements:
1. NR-DC band combinations for which the corresponding 2UL NR CA configuration is specified (case 1): Option 1, proponent provides draft CR to the TS for their own inter-band NR-DC combinations.
2. NR-DC band combinations for which the corresponding 2UL NR CA configuration is not specified (case 2): Option 1, when TPs for the inter-band 2ULs NR CA are provided, the proponents are encouraged to include the corresponding inter-band NR DC configurations in the same TP.
Pending decision on whether the NR-DC band combinations will be introduced into the Rel-16/Rel-17 basket WI’s TR or not.
Open:
3. Specification of NR-DC band combinations without a corresponding 2UL NR CA configuration: allowed or not allowed?
Candidate options:
For 3: introduce proposed NR-DC configuration with requirements for the associated NR CA even if not requested (new option)
Recommendations for 2nd round:
The tentative agreement with clarification of the release of the basket WI. Consider the option for NR-DC configuration only.



Recommendations on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	New t-doc instead of WF:
Guidelines for handling of NR-DC configurations and new channel bandwidths for NR CA configurations
	
[ZTE]




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provides recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round
Comments on the tentative agreements and proposed resolutions of open issues. 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 1-1: 
Sub topic 1-2
Others:



Summary on 2nd round
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Topic #2: Specification of outstanding requirements for NR-DC and NR CA within FR1
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2003418
	TMO
	Observations: a “specifications gap” exists based on the following observations:
1.	In 38.101-3 clause 6.2B.5, there exists a subclause 6.2B.5.1.1 “Inter-band NR-DC between FR1 and FR2.” It is reasoned that a corresponding subclause must exist in 38.101-1 [3] for “Inter-band NR-DC between FR1 and FR1.” But in [3], clause 6.2B.5 is void. In fact, throughout [3] subclauses ‘x.yB’ are either void or absent when ‘B’ is the “Clause suffix” designated to Dual-Connectivity according to Table 4.3-1: “Definition of suffixes” in [3]. That leads us to believe that some RF requirements for NR-DC FR1+FR1 are not yet completed.
2.	Offline discussions have concluded that power sharing in NR-DC FR1+FR1 is not yet specified.
3.	In LTE spec 36.101 [4] clause 4.3A “Applicability of minimum requirement” there is this text – “Terminal supporting Dual Connectivity configuration shall meet the minimum requirements for corresponding CA configuration (suffix A), unless otherwise specified.” It was suspected that similar text is also needed in [3]. But such text does not exist in [3] clause 4.3A.
the observations 1, 2, 3 above that leads us to believe that RF requirements for NR-DC FR1+FR1 are not yet complete, may have prevented NR-DC FR1+FR1 from making progress.

	R4-2003782
	ZTE Corporation
	Observation 1.  The inter-band NR DC requirement in current TS38.101-1 v16.3.0 are not completed.
Proposal 1. The inter-band NR DC requirement shall be introduced inTS38.101-1 Rel-16.
Proposal 2. A clarification sentence shall be added in clause 4.3 in the spec. (Clause 4.3)
Proposal 3. In order to trigger the discussion, it is proposed to use DC_n2A-n5A combination as starting point. (Clause 5.2B)
Proposal 4. The corresponding NR CA configurations defined in the spec, i.e., dual uplink inter-band carrier aggregation with uplink assigned to two NR bands, are applicable to Dual Connectivity (Clause 5.5B)
Proposal 5. The proposed Pcmax for inter-band NR DC can be found in Appendix. (Clause 6.2B)

	R4-2003785
	ZTE Corporation
	Draft CR 38.101-1
Summary of change: Addition of abreviations in Section 3.3, addition of a paragragh in Section 4.3, and subclauses 5.2B, 5.5B, 6.2B.

	R4-2004214
	Ericsson
	

	R4-2004215
	Ericsson
	Draft CR 38.101-1
Summary of change: Subclause 6.2B:
6.2B.2 and 6.2B.3: MPR and A-MPR the same as the non-CA requirements per cell group.
6.2B.4: Pcmax is specified for both MCG and SCG (changes are relative to clause 6.2.4, include cell-group P-max values). 
The total NR-DC power os specified for all NR-DC-PC-modes, including the applicable maximum configured power per CG in accordance with 38.213 for each NR-DC PC mode. Power class 3 is assumed on both CG and that the total NR-DC power complies with Power class 3.
Test cases are specified for the total measured NR-DC power (PUMAX) and the measured CG power (both depend on NR-DC PC mode).
The evaluation of the PUMAX is specified like for EN-DC reuisng the same notions (some change of notation would be motivated, e.g. “physical channel” is undefined).

	R4-2004932
	MediaTek Inc.
	Draft CR 38.101-1
Summary of change:
1.	Add missing MSD numbers due to UL harmonic for CA_n5-n78. Numbers are referring CA_n8-n78
2.	Add missing band combinations for OOBB exception in sub clause 7.6A.3.3



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1 Specification of outstanding requirements for NR-DC within FR1 in Rel-16
Sub-topic description:
General minimum requirements for NR-DC band combinations within FR1 are outstanding (NR-DC Rel-16 work items). Affected RAN4 specifications: TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.307 (release independence).
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: Introduction of outstanding requirements for NR-DC within FR1 in Rel-16
· Proposals
· Option 1: Introduce outstanding UE requirements for NR-DC band combinations in TS 38.101-1 and TS 38.307 Rel-16
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Sub-topic 2-2 UL harmonic MSD and OOBB exception
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-2: UL harmonic MSD and OOBB exception for NR CA
· Proposals
· Option 1: Introduce changes in accordance with R4-2004932
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· TBA


Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXXIntel
T-Mobile USA
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Issue 2-1: Introduction of outstanding requirements for NR-DC within FR1 in Rel-16
Option 1; T-Mobile USA: Option 1;
Sub topic 2-2:
….
Others:

	SoftBank
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Issue 2-1: Support option 1. 

	Ericsson
	Issue 2-1: Option 1
Issue 2-2: Option 1


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	Draft CR 38.101-1
(R4-2003785)
	Company A Intel: 1) Note 1 is not needed, it is duplicated with “Terminal that supports Dual Connectivity configuration shall meet the minimum requirements for corresponding CA configuration (suffix A), unless otherwise specified.  ”
2)Would you please explain note 2?  Why it is limited to synchronized case?
3) Would you please explain “If slot p of CG 1 and slot q of CG 2 overlap in time in their respective slot 0 and…” ?  how to understand the overlap relationship here?  slot 0, slot p and slot q. 
4) PCMAX,c(i),i for serving cell c(i) of CG i, i = 1,2 are not used in 6.2B. 



	
	Company B T-Mobile USA:
Mirroring 5.2B.1 in 38101-3, we suggest subclause 5.2B be simplified by just stating the following:
The operating bands are specified in clause 5.5B for operation with EN-DC, NGEN-DC, NE-DC or NR-DC configured.

	
	ZTE:  Regarding Intel’s comments:
1) Such Note 1 are included in LTE. We adopt the same approach as LTE. We can remove Note 1 if companies think it is not necessary.
2) Such Note 2 are included in LTE. We adopt the same approach as LTE. However, NR support asynchronized 2ULs CA, we are ok to remove Note 2.
3) Here we adopt similar approach with LTE, and our intention is to kick off the discussion, maybe some words needed to be improved. Also we notice that Ericsson provided the Tdocs related to Pcmax.
4) PCMAX,c(i),i shall be replated with PCMAX,f,c(i), i 
Regarding T-Mobile USA comments:  
No need to state such sentence, since in TS38.101-1, only NR-NR DC configurations will be included.

	
	Huawei:
1. For clause 5.2B and 5.5B, some sub-clause for different bands number are suggested to check them conveniently. Wording should be improved. I have the same concern as T-Mobile USA. We can use simple way to specify the operating band in 5.2B referring to the agreement for 38.101-3 in R4-1905301.
2. For Pcmax, RAN4 need to discuss whether we need to specify the requirements based on the LTE approach or specify them based on different UE capabilities such as semi-static mode 1, mode 2  and DPS firstly.

	
	Nokia: This sentence is unclear: For NR DC configurations specified in 5.5B-1, the corresponding NR CA configurations in 5.5A.3, i.e., dual uplink inter-band carrier aggregation with uplink assigned to two NR bands, are applicable to Dual Connectivity.

	
	Ericsson: not agreed. 
Clause 5.2B: the statements on "implicit" requirements on NR-DC requires further consideration.
Clause 5.5B: notes are not normative (e.g. the restriction to synchronized TDD)  
Clause 6.2B: The Pcmax clause appears to be copied from LTE, and specification of the total power P^NR-DC and the maximum power for the NR-DC power control modes according to 38.213 are missing.

	Draft CR 38.101-1
(R4-2004215)
	Intel: Company A
Since MCG is NR (slot based), why evaluation window is based on subframe p of MCG, not slot?

	
	Company BZTE:
First both 4215 and 3785 shall be merged. We suggest 4215 is merged into 3785 if Pcmax texts are agreed. Second, we have some comments below.
1. For the clause structure, we think it is no need to add two "Void" clauses. (only basket WID for inter-band NR DC)
2. For the maximum output power, in our understading, almost all of the RF requirements for inter-band NR DC are the same with inter-band NR CA, except for Pcmax. Hence ,the maixmum output power for inter-band NR DC are same with the corresponding inter-band NR CA, no need to add a new clause for maximum output power. Only new clause for Pcmax is needed
3. For the Pcmax, we think it shall be defined on top of inter-band CA Pcmax, which means some requirements such as delta T/R, MPR/A-MPR will not be explicitly defined  for NR DC...

	
	Huawei: Maybe it’s unnecessary to specify the Pcmax requirements based on different UE capabilities. LTE approach can be reused to only consider the total UE configured maximum output power, no matter which mode is used. Specific scheduling can follow RAN1’s agreements.

	
	Ericsson: 
As proponent the following replies. 
To ZTE: yes, we should write a feature CR. The maximum output power for the band combinations has to be included or an appropriate reference so that this can be found. For the Pcmax per CG, the CR does only include the delta to the non-CA and a complete specification of the power-control for NR in accordance with the 38.213 clause 7.6.2. 
To Huawei: the 38.213 clause 7.6.2 contains references to the RAN4 specification and the total NR-DC power for all power control modes and this has to be specified in 38.101-1. Note that the Pcmax per CG depends on the PC mode. Test cases must also be included. Otherwise the specification is incomplete. 
To Intel: the “subframe”, we decided not to change the EN-DC method but could be changed to “slot” if acceptable.

	Draft CR 38.101-1
(R4-2004932)
	ZTE: For OOBB exception:
1) Do all the combinations with low band (<1GHz) + band n77/n78/n79 need to be included in the table? 
2) The table titled “CA band combination”, but some SUL band combinations are included.

	
	Huawei: The OOBB exception for SUL combos has been specified in 7.6C.3.

	
	MediaTek: For ZTE, yes. According to analysis that was done in previous meetings, the low bands (<1GHz) + band n77/n78/n79 need to be included in exception table. Further some mid-bands (~1.5GHz) + band n77 are also needed and had been agreed. 
For ZTE and Huawei,  SUL band combinations shall be removed in revision.



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#2-1
	Tentative agreements:
1. Introduction of outstanding requirements for NR-DC within FR1 in Rel-16: revise draft CR or merge into one feature CR for 38.101-1 (no drafts available for 38.307)
Candidate options:
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Draft CR for introduction of requirements for NR-DC band combinations (38.101-1), preferably one feature CR, alternatively separate for clause 5 and clause 6/7

	Sub-topic#2-2
	Tentative agreements:
1. UL harmonic MSD and OOBB exception for NR CA: agree revised version of draft CR in R4-2004932
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Agree revised draft CR



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	
	





CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	Draft CR to 38.101-1
(Revision of R4-2003785 and/or R4-2004215)
	“Introduction of requirements for NR-DC”: preferably one feature CR, alternatively agree separate for clause 5 and clause 6/7, revise or merge

	Draft CR to 38.101-1
(Revision of R4-2004932)
	“Draft CR for TS 38.101-1: UL harmonic MSD and OOBB exception”: agreeable



Discussion on 2nd round
Comments on the tentative agreements and proposed resolutions of open issues. 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Sub topic 2-2:
Others:



Summary on 2nd round
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”




Topic #3: UE-specific P-Max for FR2 in RAN4 Rel-16 specifications
In the LS R4-2003363, RAN2 informs RAN4 about the specification of a UE specific P-Max limitation p-UE-FR2 in the RRC specification 38.331 v16.0.0 and asks RAN4 to update its specifications accordingly (if any). 
RAN4 to decide on specification of P-Max limitation for FR2 in the configured maximum output power for Rel-16 and a reply LS to RAN2 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2004058
	Vivo, Intel
	Observation 1: RAN2 discussion simply extended FR1 to FR2 for this parameter.
Observation 2: p-UE-FR1 was used by RAN4 in the definition of Pmax/Pemax.
Observation 3: RAN4 agreed in Rel-15 that no FR2 Pmax introduced and nothing had changed so far for Rel-16.
Observation 4: If no FR2 Pmax/Pemax introduced in RAN4, the p-UE-FR2 would be useless at least from RAN4’s point of view.
Proposal 1: Reuse Rel-15 conclusion for Rel-16 for FR2 Pmax that RAN4 would not introduce this in Rel-16 version of 38.101-2.
Proposal 2: Reply to RAN2 this decision.

	R4-2004059
	Vivo
	[Draft] Reply LS on power control for NR-DC



Open issues summary
Before e-Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 3-1 UE-specific P-Max (p-UE-FR2) in RAN4 Rel-16 specifications?
Sub-topic description:
RAN2 has informed RAN4 about the specification of a UE-specific p-Max limitation p-UE-FR2 in the RRC specification 38.331 v16.0.0 and asks RAN4 to update its specifications accordingly (if any). Moreover, a UE-specific P-Max limitation p-NR-FR2 per cell group is specified.
From 38.331 v16.0.0
p-UE-FR2
The maximum total transmit power to be used by the UE across all serving cells in frequency range 2 (FR2) across all cell groups. The maximum transmit power that the UE may use may be additionally limited by p-Max (configured in FrequencyInfoUL) and by p-NR-FR2 (configured for the cell group).
p-NR-FR2
The maximum total transmit power to be used by the UE in this NR cell group across all serving cells in frequency range 2 (FR2). The maximum transmit power that the UE may use may be additionally limited by p-Max (configured in FrequencyInfoUL) and by p-UE-FR2 (configured total for all serving cells operating on FR2).
RAN4 to decide on specification of P-Max limitations for FR2 in the RAN4 Rel-16 specifications.
Open issues and candidate options before e-meeting:
Issue 2-1: Specification of a P-Max limitation for FR2 in RAN4 Rel-16 specifications
· Proposals
· Option 1: Do not support a P-Max limitation for FR2 (i.e. p-NR-FR2 and p-UE-FR2) in Rel-16 specifications and inform RAN2 accordingly
· Option 2: TBA
· Recommended WF
· WF on support of P-Max limitations in the RAN4 Rel-16 specifications


Companies views’ collection for 1st round 
Open issues 
	Company
	Comments

	XXXIntel
	Sub topic 2-1: 
Issue 2-1: Specification of a P-Max limitation for FR2 in RAN4 Rel-16 specifications
RAN4 has discussed FR2 P-max for a long time, due to the lack of consensus on 1) if P-max is needed 2) where to introduce ( EIRP or TRP )? and 3) how to introduce it, we choose
Option 1: Do not support a P-Max limitation for FR2 (i.e. p-NR-FR2 and p-UE-FR2) in Rel-16 specifications and inform RAN2 accordingly.
And agree to send LS (R4-2004059) to RAN2.

Sub topic 2-2:
….
Others:

	Huawei
	We prefer option 1 since there is no change for this issue in Rel-16. To Reuse Rel-15 conclusion and send LS (R4-2004059) to RAN2.

	vivo
	Sub topic 3-1: 
As the proponent, we support option 1 which do not support a P-max limitation for FR2 in Rel-16. Propose to send LS to RAN2.

	Nokia
	It is better to discuss the issue further in RAN4, because we hear some demands to control interference in unsynchronized network operation in 5G deployment (such as in Japanese local 5G service.) 
We do not agree with LS draft in R4-2004059

	Ericsson
	This needs further discussion in RAN4. We do not agree with the LS in R4-2004059.

	NTT DOCOMO, INC.
	We have same view with Nokia and Ericsson.

	Qualcomm
	We would encourage a WF on this issue to clarify what is rel-16 plan for p-max FR2. 


 
CRs/TPs comments collection
Major close to finalize WIs and Rel-15 maintenance, comments collections can be arranged for TPs and CRs. For Rel-16 on-going WIs, suggest to focus on open issues discussion on 1st round.
	CR/TP number
	Comments collection

	XXX
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	

	YYY
	Company A

	
	Company B

	
	



Summary for 1st round 
Open issues 
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round, list all the identified open issues and tentative agreements or candidate options and suggestion for 2nd round i.e. WF assignment.
	
	Status summary 

	Sub-topic#3-1
	Tentative agreements:
None from the 1st round
Candidate options:
1. P-Max limitation for FR2 introduced in Rel-16 specifications
2. P-Max limitation for FR2 not introduced in Rel-16 specifications
Recommendations for 2nd round:
Decide on one of the two options… or ponder about for another meeting cycle.



Suggestion on WF/LS assignment 
	
	WF/LS t-doc Title 
	Assigned Company,
WF or LS lead

	#1
	WF on P-Max for FR2 in Rel-16
	
[Qualcomm]




CRs/TPs
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 1st round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP number
	CRs/TPs Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 1st round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”



Discussion on 2nd round
Open issues 
Comments on the tentative agreements and proposed resolutions of open issues. 
	Company
	Comments

	XXX
	Sub topic 3-1: 
Others:


Summary on 2nd round
Moderator tries to summarize discussion status for 2nd round and provided recommendation on CRs/TPs/WFs/LSs Status update suggestion 
	CR/TP/LS/WF number
	T-doc  Status update recommendation  

	XXX
	Based on 2nd round of comments collection, moderator can recommend the next steps such as “agreeable”, “to be revised”







