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Introduction
This summary handles Rel-19 maintenance t-docs under agenda 4.3, 4.4.1, 4.5, 4.6(except4.6.2), 4.7.1, 4.8.1
Delegates flag the t-docs in the list of NWM: By 18.11.2025 (Tuesday), 18:00 (local time)

T-doc out to thread [XXX]
R4-2520219 by Skyworks [113]

T-doc from thread [320]: Only co-existence part is treated in [114]
R4-2521276 by ZTE, R4-2521519 by LGE, R4-2521572 by Nokia

Topic #1: HPUE handling
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc
	Company
	Title

	R4-2520193

	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Proposal for HPUE 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC MSD simplification:
· When the intra-band ULCA band of an inter-band 1UL2CC or 2UL3CC UL configuration of a DL NRCA or ENDC combination is a FDD band, the HPUE MSD simplification does not apply:
· This HPUE MSD analysis is rare but will still be needed in further releases
· This must be accounted for in the block approval process in Release-20 and must be triggered when a new HPUE configuration with FDD intra-band ULCA is added in clause 6 and/or clause 5.
· When the intra-band ULCA band of an inter-band 1UL2CC or 2UL3CC UL configuration of a DL NRCA or ENDC combination is a TDD band:
· HPUE MSD simplification for 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC is introduced in 38.101-1 for inter-band NRCA
· HPUE MSD simplification for 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC is introduced in 38.101-3 for inter-band ENDC.
· HPUE MSD analysis will not be needed in further releases except for the rare case where a PC3 MSD is negligible but an HPUE MSD level is not.

Proposal on HPUE one UL band 2CC MSD:
· For TDD UL bands: 
· For odd IMDs, the PC2 and PC1.5 HPUE MSD is equal to PC3 MSD: ΔMSD(dB)=0
· For even IMDs:
· IMD4 MSD is mapped to ΔMSDmax= 9dB and 12dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT for PC2 and PC1.5 respectively
· IMD6 MSD is mapped to ΔMSDmax= 12dB and 18dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT for PC2 and PC1.5 respectively
· For FDD UL bands, the HPUE MSD is studied case-by-case.
· The associated CR to 38.101-1 [3] and 38.101-3 [3] are agreed upon.

Proposal on HPUE two UL band 3CC MSD:
· PC2 2UL band 3CC triple beat (IMD3) is mapped to ΔMSDmax= 6dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT
· PC1.5 2UL band 3CC triple beat (IMD3) is mapped to ΔMSDmax= 12dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT
· The associated CR to 38.101-1 [3] and 38.101-3 [3] are agreed upon.
· For HPUE, the PC3 band-group rules for 2DL and 3DL triple beat MSD applies

	R4-2520897

	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Proposal 1: Before adopting any interim solution, interested companies are invited to check if there are any missing PC3 or PC2 MSD requirements for the legacy 2DL and 3DL CA band combinations. 
Proposal 2: Achieve the WF [1] objective of removing all power class-related footnotes from the clause 5 BCS tables by adopting alt.3. This interim solution may be considered as baseline for new Rel-20 5G-A 2DL/3DL CA combinations.
Proposal 3: Since the entries to MSD LUTs are either the PC3 or the PC2 MSD requirements, RAN4 should ensure that some form of flagging process remains in place for Rel-19 and 5G-A Rel-20.

	R4-2521304

	China Telecom
	Proposal 1: For cases where PC3 MSD is not specified while its PC2/PC1.5 MSD need to be captured in the specifications, two options can be considered:
· Option 1: explicitly specify the MSD requirements for the higher power class in the corresponding table.
· Option 2: assume a default value of "0" for PC3 in these instances, thereby enabling the current LUTs to accommodate the requirement.
Proposal 2: Introduce a new row with the value “0” into MSD table to indicate the PC2/PC1.5 combination is completed after removing all notes from clause 5 for the combinations of which MSD requirements are not needed for both PC3 and PC2/PC1.5. This method can be further discussed in Rel-20 HPUE basket WI.

	R4-2521714

	Qualcomm
	[bookmark: _Hlk213604398]Proposal 1: Write interim changes into sub-clauses 7.2A.2.3.1 and 7.2A.2.3.2 in a way that further changes in RAN4#118 are minimal when the HPUE applicability will only refer to clause 6 in similar fashion as in EN-DC.
Proposal 2: Evaluate by RAN4#118  if all even and odd order IMD’s on One-band UL with two CCs for TDD bands could be mapped to ΔMSDmax= 9dB and 15dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT for PC2 and PC1.5 respectively

Proposal 3: One-band UL with two CCs for FDD bands are handled case-by-case basis

Proposal 4: Evaluate by RAN4#118  if two-band UL with 3 CC’s could be mapped to ΔMSDmax= 9dB and 15dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT for PC2 and PC1.5 respectively

Proposal 5: HPUE CA LUT applicability wording must refer to Sub-clauses of Single band UE power class and Inter-band CA power class in a way that all cases for HPUE CA which are currently indicated by Notes in clause 5 are covered when respective UE power class is defiend for band/band combination in Chapter 6



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 1-1: MSD LUT values
Issue 1-1-1: One-band UL with two CCs for FDD bands
· Proposal
· Handled case-by-case basis (R4-2521714/20193 by QC/Sky) 
· AH Agreement: Handled case-by-case basis

Issue 1-1-2: One-band UL with two CCs for TDD bands
· Proposals
· Proposal by Qualcomm(R4-2521714)
· Evaluate by RAN4#118 if all even and odd order IMD’s on One-band UL with two CCs for TDD bands could be mapped to ΔMSDmax= 9dB and 15dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT for PC2 and PC1.5 respectively
· Proposal by Skyworks(R4-2520193)
· For odd IMDs, the PC2 and PC1.5 HPUE MSD is equal to PC3 MSD: ΔMSD(dB)=0
· For even IMDs:
· IMD4 MSD is mapped to ΔMSDmax= 9dB and 12dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT for PC2 and PC1.5 respectively
· IMD6 MSD is mapped to ΔMSDmax= 12dB and 18dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT for PC2 and PC1.5 respectively
· Ad-hoc conclusion:
· Further discuss on a common solution for  both even and odd IMD cases 

Issue 1-1-3: Two-band UL with 3 CCs
· Proposals
· Proposal by Qualcomm(R4-2521714)
· Evaluate by RAN4#118  if two-band UL with 3 CC’s could be mapped to ΔMSDmax= 9dB and 15dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT for PC2 and PC1.5 respectively
· Proposal by Skyworks(R4-2520193)
· PC2 2UL band 3CC triple beat (IMD3) is mapped to ΔMSDmax= 6dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT
· PC1.5 2UL band 3CC triple beat (IMD3) is mapped to ΔMSDmax= 12dB 2UL ΔMSD LUT
· For HPUE, the PC3 band-group rules for 2DL and 3DL triple beat MSD applies 
· Ad-hoc conclusion:
· Further discuss on a common solution for  both even and odd IMD cases 
Sub-topic 1-2: applicability of MSD simplifications
Issue 1-2-1: Principle for HPUE 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC MSD simplification
· Proposals (R4-2520193) by Skyworks
· When the intra-band ULCA band of an inter-band 1UL2CC or 2UL3CC UL configuration of a DL NRCA or ENDC combination is a FDD band, the HPUE MSD simplification does not apply:
· This HPUE MSD analysis is rare but will still be needed in further releases
· This must be accounted for in the block approval process in Release-20 and must be triggered when a new HPUE configuration with FDD intra-band ULCA is added in clause 6 and/or clause 5.
· When the intra-band ULCA band of an inter-band 1UL2CC or 2UL3CC UL configuration of a DL NRCA or ENDC combination is a TDD band:
· HPUE MSD simplification for 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC is introduced in 38.101-1 for inter-band NRCA
· HPUE MSD simplification for 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC is introduced in 38.101-3 for inter-band ENDC.
· HPUE MSD analysis will not be needed in further releases except for the rare case where a PC3 MSD is negligible but an HPUE MSD level is not
· AH Agreement:
· When the intra-band ULCA band of an inter-band 1UL2CC or 2UL3CC UL configuration of a DL NRCA or ENDC combination is a FDD band, the HPUE MSD simplification does not apply
· When the intra-band ULCA band of an inter-band 1UL2CC or 2UL3CC UL configuration of a DL NRCA or ENDC combination is a TDD band as general principle for MSD simplification:
· HPUE MSD simplification for 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC is introduced in 38.101-1 for inter-band NRCA
· HPUE MSD simplification for 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC is introduced in 38.101-3 for inter-band ENDC.
· HPUE MSD analysis will not be needed in further releases except for the rare case where a PC3 MSD is negligible but an HPUE MSD level is not

· WF can be considered for this topic (Skyworks)




Sub-topic 1-3: Introdcution process of MSD simplifications
 Issue 1-3-1: Considerations on the way to the introduction
· Sets of proposals
· (R4-25020193) by Skyworks
· Before adopting any interim solution, interested companies are invited to check if there are any missing PC3 or PC2 MSD requirements for the legacy 2DL and 3DL CA band combinations. 
· Achieve the WF [1] objective of removing all power class-related footnotes from the clause 5 BCS tables by adopting alt.3. This interim solution may be considered as baseline for new Rel-20 5G-A 2DL/3DL CA combinations.
· Since the entries to MSD LUTs are either the PC3 or the PC2 MSD requirements, RAN4 should ensure that some form of flagging process remains in place for Rel-19 and 5G-A Rel-20.
· (R4-2521714) by Qualcomm
· Write interim changes into sub-clauses 7.2A.2.3.1 and 7.2A.2.3.2 in a way that further changes in RAN4#118 are minimal when the HPUE applicability will only refer to clause 6 in similar fashion as in EN-DC.
· HPUE CA LUT applicability wording must refer to Sub-clauses of Single band UE power class and Inter-band CA power class in a way that all cases for HPUE CA which are currently indicated by Notes in clause 5 are covered when respective UE power class is defiend for band/band combination in Chapter 6
· (R4-2521304) by China Telecom
· For cases where PC3 MSD is not specified while its PC2/PC1.5 MSD need to be captured in the specifications, two options can be considered:
· Option 1: explicitly specify the MSD requirements for the higher power class in the corresponding table.
· Option 2: assume a default value of "0" for PC3 in these instances, thereby enabling the current LUTs to accommodate the requirement.
· Introduce a new row with the value “0” into MSD table to indicate the PC2/PC1.5 combination is completed after removing all notes from clause 5 for the combinations of which MSD requirements are not needed for both PC3 and PC2/PC1.5. This method can be further discussed in Rel-20 HPUE basket WI.
· Recommended WF
· Check if the above can be also handled by WF (Skyworks).
Recommendation for T-docs
	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2520081
	CATT
	Samsung Tina flag CATT R4-2520081/ R4-2520082 Intention understood, wording has room to improve. More offline would be needed.
Qualcomm: Sumant Iyer flags CATT R4-2520081/82. Inter-band CA in 6.2A already implies 2 Tx and therefore 1 Tx per band. Would like to understand what new information is gained or what new clarity is achieved with proposal.
Skyworks: for CATT R4-2520081/R4-2520082 we understand the intention but in our view the text above the tables is clear about the scope so we are not sure the change is absolutely needed
	Not pursued

	R4-2520082
	CATT
	
	Not pursued

	R4-2520194
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Qualcomm Antti flag R4-2510194: As agreed in Ad-Hoc, we will work with Skyworks during the meeting to conclude this topic.
CHTTL: R4-2520194: maybe can consider using 7.3A.2.3.1a for PC2 and PC1.5 MSD requirements with look-up tables for two-band DL CA with 1UL band with two CCs, so that the order of the title can looks much aligned
	Revised

	R4-2520362
	Samsung, Nokia
	NONE
	agreeable

	R4-2520591
	Apple
	Skyworks: R4-2520591 Apple: at least for the 2UL band configurations we may need to crosscheck if some exception on 3band DL without PC3 spec may need an HPUE MSD. we can accept the CR under the condition that we can fix these potential 2Ul/3DL cases in february. In any case if we adopt MSD simplification for 1UL2CC and 2UL3CC this may require updating this CR
Qualcomm: R4-2510591: SIngle carrier UL-MIMO and TX Diversity support should be included in notes 19 and 20, and respective sections of clause 7. Please note that upon further agreements on single band 2CC and 2 band 3CC, notes may need to be further revised
	revised

	R4-2520915
	CHTTL et al.
	NONE
	agreeable

	R4-2521283
	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Qualcomm:t Iyer flags ZTE R4-2521283. Should the redirect for TxD_intra-contigCA be to 6.2H.1.1 and not to suffix A?
Reply to QC’s comment on ZTE R4-2521283: The requirements for intra-band CA+TxD were included in suffix A, please see the endorsed CR R4-2511754 in RAN4 #116 meeting
	Return to

	R4-2521664
	Qualcomm et al.
	NONE
	agreeable



Topic #2: Power domain enhancement(MPR reduction)
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2520575
	Apple
	Observation 1: For intra-band CA MPR scenarios with single CC UL the single CC MPR is specified by simply referencing the MPR tables. RAN4 understanding is that the MPR allowance and the definition of inner, outer, and edge is applicable from the clause of the table location. By only specifying the tables itself it is not entirely clear whether the inner/outer definition from clause 6.2A.21 apply or the clause from the referenced table location.
Proposal 1: Modify the text by referencing the applicable clause as proposed in CR R4-2520577 
↑ [Moderator] The corresponding CR is directly treated via NWM
Observation 2: To enable boosting with respect to the extended channel the equation defining the ‘enhanced power inner allocation region’ needs to be modified so it includes the extended RBs.
[bookmark: _Hlk213597090]Proposal 2: If RAN4 decides to enable simultaneous use of Rel-19 MPR enhancement and Rel-18 power boost feature then there needs to be an indication for the UE that it can support both features simultaneous.
Proposal 3: RAN4 to decide whether to send LS to RAN2 as proposed in R4-xxx or modify the feature list treated in the maintenance agenda according to Table 1. 

	R4-2520576
	Apple
	Main message of this LS: 
RAN4 respectfully requests RAN2 to add signaling support for the enhanced single CC MPR reduction scheme as part of Rel-19 maintenance work. RAN4 suggests that this capability is per band, FR1 only, limited to devices supporting Rel-19 capability for MPR enhancement (i.e. either mpr-SingleCC-SingleValue-r19 or mpr-SingleCC-MultipleValue-r19) and Rel-18 capability for power boost (i.e. either powerBoosting-pi2BPSK-QPSK-r18 or powerBoosting-pi2BPSK-QPSK-Modified-r18).




Open issues summary
Sub-topic 2-1: Applicability of Rel-19 MPR reduction 
Issue 2-1-1: Concurrent usage of Rel-18 power boosting and Rel-19 MPR reduction
· Agreement
· If RAN4 decides to enable simultaneous use of Rel-19 MPR enhancement and Rel-18 power boost feature then there needs to be an indication for the UE that it cannot support both features simultaneous
· Recommended WF
· Check proposal 1, and if agreeable, check if the accompanied LS is agreeable or not.
Recommendation for CRs and TPs
	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2521262
	Huawei
	NONE
	agreeable

	R4-2521263
	Huawei
	NONE
	agreeable

	R4-2520577
	Apple
	NONE
	agreeable

	R4-2520196
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	NONE
	agreeable




Topic#3: 6Rx
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc
	Company
	Title

	R4-2520239

	China Telecom

	Proposal 1: As per the RAN2 feedback, the previous chair guidance can be followed:
	a) Support 6Rx requirements with up to 4 MIMO layers for handheld UE from Rel-19
b) Support 6Rx requirements for FWA UE from Rel-18 including 4 MIMO and 6 MIMO layer requirements


Proposal 2: RAN4 to discuss the feasibility to make the 6Rx FWA UE requirements release independent from Rel-17

	R4-2520645

	Apple
	Observation #1: The implementation of 6Rx UE is quite involved in terms of UE architecture and modem implementation in comparison to 4Rx.
Observation #2: 6Rx with 4 and 6 MIMO layer UE feature go hand in hand with SRS requirements, the latter not been deemed needed to be release independent during RAN4#115.
Proposal #1: Do not define 6Rx UE with 4 and 6 MIMO layers as a release independent feature.

	R4-2520782

	T-Mobile USA, BT, SK Telecom, TELUS, Verizon, Deutsche Telekom, Bell Mobility. Boost Mobile, Southern Linc, Telecom Italia, Telstra, Vodafone, China Telecom, China Mobile
	Observation 1: RAN2 has responded that it is possible from a signalling perspective to allow early implementation of 6 layers DL MIMO.
Our proposal is as follows:
[bookmark: _Hlk213227867]Proposal: Because of the large commercial interest for 6Rx for FWA, we propose to support option 3, i.e., release independence of 6Rx from Rel-18 for FWA both for 4 and 6 MIMO layers, and 6Rx from Rel-18 for handheld with 4 MIMO layers.

	R4-2521004

	QUALCOMM Europe Inc. - Spain
	Observation 1: There is significant interest from operators globally in defining 6Rx requirements in a release-independent manner starting from Rel-18.
Observation 2:  RAN2 has confirmed that it is possible to specify the early implementation of the UE capability signaling on the support of maximum 6 DL MIMO layers, thereby allowing support from previous releases.
Proposal 1: Define RF and demodulation requirements for 6Rx devices, along with 6L signaling, in a release-independent manner starting from Rel-18.

	R4-2521285

	ZTE Corporation, Sanechips
	Proposal 1. 
a. Support 6Rx requirements with up to 4 MIMO layers for handheld UE from Rel-19.
b. Support 6Rx requirements for FWA UE from Rel-18 including 4 MIMO and 6 MIMO layer requirements.

	R4-2521364

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	Proposal 1: 
· Not to introduce release independency for support of max DL 6 MIMO layers. 
· RAN4 requirements for 6Rx and 4 MIMO layers can be release independent from Rel-18.



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 3-1: 6Rx release independence
Moderator’s views:
Followings RAN4 chair’s opinion was captured in RAN4#116
	Chair’s opinion:
1. RAN4 requests RAN2 to provide feedback that if the signaling associated with new 6Rx requirements in R19 will be specified. If YES, can this signaling be introduced in R18.
2. Depending on RAN2’s response, RAN4 can further discuss if release independence is feasible for this feature with new R19 signaling .
3. If the answers in both 1) and 2) are YES, the following agreement will be followed.
a. Support 6Rx requirements with up to 4 MIMO layers for handheld UE from Rel-19
b. Support 6Rx requirements for FWA UE from Rel-18 including 4 MIMO and 6 MIMO layer requirements
4. Since the new 6Rx requirements are performance part, the corresponding release independence discussion should be performance part too. That means the discussion beyond Sept. plenary will not delay the completion of the core part of this WI. 


According to the RAN2 LS feedback of R4-2520009, the answer for 1st bullet is YES. Thus, we are into the 2nd bullet now. After reading t-docs from companies, company’s important perspectives or hierarchical levels are different, e.g., device type, or 6 layers is the boundary. In the end, the moderator sees three cases to be discussed.
RAN4 Chair Guidance:
the non-spectrum features which have spec impact including signaling impact should not be considered as release independent and should not be incuded in 38.307 (5G;NR;Requirements on User Equipments (UEs)
supporting a release-independent frequency band
(3GPP TS 38.307 version 19.2.0 Release 19)

· Case 1: 6Rx with up to 4 MIMO layers for handheld/FWA UE from Rel-18 
· There is no signaling impact
· New requirements based on 6Rx need to be introduced
· Case 3: 6Rx with up to 6 MIMO layer for FWA UE only from Rel-19
·  There is signaling impact
· New requirements based on 6Rx need to be introduced.

Huawei: ok to compromise to the proposals as the package.
Xiaomi: ok to the proposal
Samsung: this proposal has been discussed before.
Qualcomm: there is previous agreement that the decision should depend on RAN2 signaling decision.
Apple: the release independent spec is designated for spectrum related features

	
	Handheld UE
	FWA

	
	Case 1
	Case 2
	Case 3

	China Telecom
	18 or 19
	17 or 18
	17 or 18

	Apple
	19
	19
	19

	T-Mobile USA w 13 operators and Qualcomm
	18
	18
	18

	ZTE
	19
	18
	18

	Huawei
	18/19
	18/19
	19



Issue 3-1(Case 1): 6Rx with up to 4 MIMO layers for handheld UE from Rel-19
· Status
· Support Rel-19: Apple, Huawei, ZTE
· Support Rel-18: 13 operators, Qualcomm
· Accept Rel-18: Huawei 
· Recommended WF
· TBD 
ZTE: ok to start this from rel-18
Xiaomi: ok to start from Rel-18
Samsung: start from rel-19
Apple: start from rel-19
Nokia: start from rel-18
T-Mobile: no signaling involved in this feature. The difference is only about the different requirements.
Vivo: start from rel-19
Qualcomm: same view as T-Mobile USA
CTC: start from rel-18
CMCC: start from rel-18
BT: start from rel-18
Huawei: start from rel-19

Issue 3-2(Case 2): 6Rx for FWA UE including 4 MIMO layer from Rel-18
· Status
· Support Rel-19: Apple and Huawei
· Support Rel-18: 13 operators, Qualcomm and ZTE
· Accept Rel-18: Huawei 
· Recommended WF
· TBD 


Issue 3-3(Case 3): 6Rx for FWA UE including up to 6 MIMO layer
· Status
· Support Rel-19: Apple, Huawei
· Support Rel-18: 13 operators, Qualcomm and ZTE
· Recommended WF
· TBD 

Issue 3-4: Consideration of Rel-17 for 6Rx for FWA UE including 4 and 6 MIMO layer
· Proposal
· Make 6Rx for FWA UE including 4 and 6 MIMO layer release independent from Rel-17
· Recommended WF
· Discuss this after Issue 3-1 and 3-3 are concluded.

Recommendation for T-docs
	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2521284
	ZTE Corporation
	NONE
	agreeable



Topic #4: NR_LBCA_Sw
Companies’ contributions summary
	T-doc
	Company
	Proposals / Observations

	R4-2520254

	Huawei
	For BS-to-BS co-existence
Observation 1: The WIDs for Rel-19 and Rel-20 target at “Co-located and synchronized network deployment for both carriers”.
Observation 2: According to Rel-19 WID, n12 and n29 are already widely deployed.
Observation 3: The existing BS following 3GPP requirements and not considering co-existence between n12 and n29 or between n28 (lower 30 MHz) and n67 wouldn’t have sufficient isolations between an FDD band and an SDL band so that the co-existence is not feasible under co-located scenario.
Observation 4: If the observation 3 is right, the existing BSs’ implementation may have to be changed in order to introduce e.g., CA_n12-n29 or CA_n28-n67 into the proponent’s network.
Proposal: Regarding CA_n12-n29 and CA_n28-n67, clarify which bands are widely deployed, and the respective proponents holding the corresponding bands have plan to change the existing BS implementation or not or one of the bands per band combination.
For UE-to-UE co-existence
Observation 5: Imposing a more limitation (more stringent UE-to-UE co-existence requirement and associated resource block restriction) on FDD band may not be reasonable, given that FDD band’s spectrum resource specifically for UL is very valuable. 
Observation 6: If an operator (s) who uses Low band CA switch, e.g., CA_n12-n29, has either the upper portion of an FDD band or the entire FDD band and either the lower portion of an SDL band or the entire SDL band, it may be good for the operator to make a decision, since their UEs are the most affected by the decision in any case.

	R4-2520586

	Apple
	Observation: The switching pattern with 40mSec periodicity can be obtained by repeating 4 times the 10mSec-based pattern.
Proposal: We recommend using the RMC defined in the table below for evaluating the receiver performance for Rel-19 LB-LB CA vias switching.
Fixed reference channel for receiver requirements configured for low NR band inter-band carrier aggregation via switching [supportedLowBandSwitching-r19] (SCS 15 kHz, FDD, QPSK 1/3)
[image: ]

	R4-2521276
	ZTE
	Observation 4: For BS-BS co-existence for n29 and n12, specific solutions may be required to fulfil the spurious emissions limits, and it would depend on BS implementations.

	R4-2521572
	Nokia
	Observation 5: Mitigating the UE-to-UE co-existence issue may need to rely on the likelihood of co-existence problem to happen as the feature is to be used away from urban areas.
Observation 6: CA_n28-n67 is having 5MHz guard band which may be enough to suppress the interference to an adequate level but CA_n12-n29 does not.
Proposal 1:  For BS to BS co-existence, study if a minimum guard band for CA_n12-n29 between n12-UL and n29-SDL shall be considered.
Proposal 2: Any new band combination in the future with carriers close to each other, only use cases where there is room for both a 3GPP defined channel bandwidth and sufficient guard band towards the uplink shall be considered.

	R4-2521519
	LG Electronics UK
	Proposal 1: It is necessary to put gap between UL and SDL band. FFS on gap size



Open issues summary
Sub-topic 4-1: DL RMC
Issue 4-1: Selection of DL RMC options
· Proposals
· Option 1: R4-2520076 by CATT, MTK, Anritsu which was already endorsed in RAN4#116bis
· Option 2: R4-2520586 by Apple 
· Recommended WF
· First, check if the proponents of the Option 1 are OK to further discuss Option 2. If no agreement is reached, take Option 1. 
Sub-topic 4-2: Co-existence for CA_n12-n29 and CA_n28-n67
Issue 4-2-1: BS-to-BS
· Proposals/Observations
· Common to both CA: 
· Option 1: Clarify which bands are widely deployed, and the respective proponents holding the corresponding bands have plan to change the existing BS implementation or not or one of the bands per band combination (by Huawei)
· Option 2: It is necessary to put gap between UL and SDL band. FFS on gap size(LGE)
· CA_n12-n29 specific
· Option 3: Specific solutions may be required to fulfil the spurious emissions limits, and it would depend on BS implementations (ZTE)
· Option 4: Study if a minimum guard band for CA_n12-n29 between n12-UL and n29-SDL shall be considered (Nokia).
· CA_n28-n67 specific
· Option 5: CA_n28-n67 is having 5MHz guard band which may be enough to suppress the interference to an adequate(Nokia) 
· Recommended WF
· Discuss if Option 3 by ZTE is valid or not even under the condition that base stations are collocated. If not, discuss necessity of the guard band or if there are any measures to resolve the issue.
Issue 4-2-2: UE to UE co-existence for CA_n12-n29 and CA_n28-n67
· Proposal/Observation
· Option 1: Mitigating the UE-to-UE co-existence issue may need to rely on the likelihood of co-existence problem to happen as the feature is to be used away from urban areas(Nokia).
· Option 2: Imposing a more limitation (more stringent UE-to-UE co-existence requirement and associated resource block restriction) on FDD band may not be reasonable, given that FDD band’s spectrum resource specifically for UL is very valuable(Huawei).
· Recommended WF
· Check if companies have strong position to define UE-to-UE co-existence requirements or not.
· View by moderator: 
· In the last meeting, a CR for UE-to-UE co-existence to restrict the number of RBs by NW by MTK was endorsed, while the formal CR was not submitted in this meeting.
MTK: offline comments received to revisit the CR.
Ericsson/apple/huawei: no requirement to protect n29 from n12. 
Agreement:
UE-to-UE co-existence requirements for CA_n12-n29 and CA_n28-n67 for Rel-19 will not be defined. 
Issue 4-2-3: Future proof
· Proposal
· Any new band combination in the future with carriers close to each other, only use cases where there is room for both a 3GPP defined channel bandwidth and sufficient guard band towards the uplink shall be considered (Nokia)
· Recommended WF
· TBD (the moderator agrees with the view by Nokia, while this principle applies to any band combinations regardless of CA types like LBCA, normal CA etc..

Recommendation for T-docs
	T-doc
	Company
	Comments collection
	Recommendation

	R4-2520075

	CATT
	NONE
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