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Introduction
Briefly introduce background, the scope of this email discussion (e.g. list of treated agenda items) and provide some guidelines for email discussion if necessary.
At its latest meeting, RAN4 completed the WI on NR MIMO evolution for downlink and uplink succesfully. With the agreed CR, R4-2321727, it is expected to continue the discussion to improve the CR and WI based on the input contributions. 
Also, RAN4 recieved an follow-up LS from RAN1 on relative phase/power error requirements within port groups for 8TX, R4-2400008 (R1-2312566). It needs to be checked how RAN4 to handle and consider the RAN1 agreement for the RAN4 requirements in the future. 
Topic #1: STxMP
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2400731
	InterDigital, Europe, Ltd.
	Observation 1: The beam overlapping case was not considered in Rel-18 STxMP core requirements definition.
Observation 2: The overlapping of the RB allocations may have an impact on MPR selection for the overlapping beam case.
Observation 3: A more optimal MPR selection for the overlapping beam case has the potential of extending the UL coverage of the multi TRP deployment scenario for the STxMP capable UEs.
Observation 4: If the MPR selection for STxMP overlapping and non-overlapping beams is different, the scheduling process would benefit from such knowledge.
Proposal 1:  Agree to study and specify the related MPR/A-MRP impact on beam overlapping case for mDCI STxMP during Rel-18 maintenance (TEI) or part of Rel-19.

	R4-2401242
	ZTE Corporation
	CR for TS38.101-2: Remove redundant illustration from the statement of tolerance in configured transmitted power for STxMP
Remove Table 6.2.4-2 from where specifying the tolerance T(∆P) for applicable values of ∆P for STxMP in Clause 6.2K.4.

	R4-2401515
	vivo
	CR to 38.101-2 on FR2 sTxMP
Delete the following wording: “The requirement is verified in beam peak direction.”

	R4-2402380
	Samsung
	[Draft] LS on configured transmitted power for STxMP
Observation: PHR MAC CE for STxMP is necessary for the appropriate UL power control based on the two different PCMAX,f,c,k.
Proposal: RAN4 agreement on the PCMAX for STxMP should be notified to RAN2 who needs to consider defining the new PHR for STxMP.

	R4-2402877
	Ericsson India Private Limited
	Proposal 1: Setting the value of ΔMPRSTxMP to 3dB would seriously devalue the STxMP feature as it would have a large impact on the UL coverage. The proposed value should be set as FFS.
Proposal 2: There is no need to introduce an additional relaxation factor TSTxMP since the purpose of both MPRf,c,k/A-MPRf,c,k and P-MPRf,c,k per TCI state ‘k’ is clearly defined and the UE can meet all the requirements by applying those.



Open issues summary
Before Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 1-1: Beam overlapping
Sub-topic description:
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-1: Whether/when to study and specify the related MPR/A-MPR impact on beam overlapping case for mDCI STxMP
· Proposals
· Option 1: Continue under Rel-18 TEI
· Option 2: Under new WI (No Rel-18 TEI, but up to RAN decision)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Vivo:  we are strongly against this idea. The requirements have been specified based on overlapping already.
InterDigital: in October meeting, there was agreement that we can finish the work earlier if not addressing the corresponding issue. We would like to continue the study on what will happen.
Moderator: we cannot do it in TEI. We need new WI.

Sub-topic 1-2: Relaxation factors
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-2: ΔMPRSTxMP
· Proposals
· Option 1: Change [3.0] dB to [FFS] dB
· Option 2: Keep [3.0] dB
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Ericsson: We propose Option 1. We have concern on 3dB. We need proper study.
Vivo: We understand Ericsson’s concern. If we change to FFS, then we come back to the previous situation.
InterDigital: Can we agree that we should start the study at least?
Qualcomm: If we have to split the panel, it will be problematic. If multiple panel, UE will be expensive. In the future, we should have clear assumption. 
Apple: this issue has been discussed for many meetings. [3dB] is the compromise. Without further analysis, it is difficult to change 3dB to other numbers.
Chair: Encourage companies to have further study for this issue in order to remove [ ] or change from 3dB to other values.

Issue 1-3: TSTxMP
· Proposals
· Option 1: Remove TSTxMP from lower bound of PUMAX,f,c,k 
· Option 2: Keep TSTxMP as it is
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Ericsson: in our view, given that MPR is 3dB, together with others, we have too much relaxation compared to single panel case.
Apple: Two factors are proposed for different purposes. This case accommodate UE having two panels. To Ericsson, the main purpose to use two panel is to enable UE multiple transmission directions. Even with degradation, there is still gain for simultaneous transmissions for different directions.
Qualcomm: it is closed tied to what hardware we use. In the future, we can make some specific hardware assumptions. It is too early to take it out.

Sub-topic 1-3: LS to RAN2
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-4: Whether to send LS on PCMAX for STxMP to inform RAN2 considering new PHR for PCMAX,f,c,k
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Apple: what is the need for this?

Sub-topic 1-3: CRs
Sub-topic description 
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-5: Remove Table 6.2.4-2 from where specifying the tolerance T(∆P) for applicable values of ∆P for STxMP in Clause 6.2K.4
· Proposals
· Option 1: Agreeable
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Qualcomm: why are we removing this? What is the problem?
ZTE: the table 6.2.4-2 is for FR2-2.

Agreement: 
Remove Table 6.2.4-2 from where specifying the tolerance T(∆P) for applicable values of ∆P for STxMP in Clause 6.2K.4

Issue 1-6: Delete “The requirement is verified in beam peak direction.”
· Proposals
· Option 1: Agreeable
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· TBA

Qualcomm: this is long standing concern. We should go another direction. We are not sure to remove it this time. We are OK to improve the wording.

Topic #2: 8Tx
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc number
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2400347
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Observation 1: RAN4 hasn’t specified requirements for 8Tx in NR_MIMO_evo_DL_UL. See the approved WF of R4-2303495.
Observation 2: The newly introduced codebooks (codebook 1, 2, 3 and 4) are applicable to UE at least supporting 8Tx.
Observation 3: The currently specified requirements are based on the difference of difference between the measured relative power and phase errors between any two coherent ports out of the scheduled ports, it seems that the introduction of the port group may not impact on the current requirements assuming that we can identify two coherent ports via UE capability.
Proposal: Postpone the discussion on the impact of the port groups on the existing requirements to later release in RAN4.

	R4-2400348
	Nokia, Nokia Shanghai Bell
	Draft reply LS to RAN1

	R4-2400711
	Qualcomm Incorporated
	Proposal: RAN4 to send LS to RAN1 to indicate RAN4 would prefer to add a capability that indicate that a 8Tx UE that supports TDM’s SRS’s can support coherent codebook but only between the ports where SRS’s were sent on a same symbol.

	R4-2401521
	vivo
	Observation 1: The new agreements for 8Tx provide a clearer picture of the coherence/ partial coherence definitions compared to current implicit definition in RAN1.
Observation 2: RAN4 does not have 8Tx requirements yet.
Proposal 1: Reply to RAN1 that RAN4 would consider defining requirements considering the agreements when 8Tx work start as a WI scope.
Observation 3: RAN4 only defined coherence requirements for FR1 which is in 38.101-1.
Proposal 2: Reply to RAN1 that 38.101-2 is not likely to have this requirement.

	R4-2401522
	vivo
	Draft reply LS to RAN1



Open issues summary
Before Meeting, moderators shall summarize list of open issues, candidate options and possible WF (if applicable) based on companies’ contributions.
Sub-topic 2-1: Relative phase/power error requirements for 8TX
Sub-topic description:
Table 6.3.1.5-8: The port mapping function  for transmission using 8 antenna ports.
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Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 2-1: Introduction of UE capability to distinguish UEs that can meet coherent UL MIMO requirements with and without TDM’d SRS’s
· Proposals
· Option 1: Need in Rel-18 (Send RAN1 an LS to add it)
· Option 2: No need in Rel-18 at least
· Recommended WF
· TBA
Qualcomm: we need UE capability whether UE can maintain coherent for SRS. Just to allow the feature. We need the flexibility.
Huawei: We understand the background. We should indicate that we need this capability. This is kind of RAN1 capability. It is up to RAN1.
Nokia: We have similar view as Huawei. When coming to the proposed capability, we do not see the necessity. In my understanding, SRS is TDMd. There are many other way to indicate the capability.
Vivo: We have offline discussions with RAN1. It may be already solved already.
InterDigital: good to send LS to RAN1 how it happens. We should send LS at least.
Nokia: it depends on the content and check what RAN1 is going on.

Issue 2-2: Reply LS to R4-2400008 (R1-2312566)
· Proposals
· Option 1: Postpone, no impact to legacy requirements (Nokia) 
· Option 2: Postpone, but plus FR2 clarification (vivo)
· Option 3: Postpone, but ask RAN1 to add a capability (Qualcomm)
· Recommended WF
· TBA
· NOTE: Option 3 is up to Issue 2-1
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