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Introduction
This document lists the issues planned for the Ad Hoc.
Topic #1: General aspects
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Discussing tdocs under AI 8.12.1 (12)
Before 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: Scoping of the discussion
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-1: RAN4 needs to further clarify the scope of the discussion in this thread as following:
Online agreement made on Tuesday:
Agreement:
Option 1a can agreed in principle as the baseline and the exact wording will be further discussed.
· Option 1a: Issues requiring more technical discussions should be treated in other corresponding 6G study threads to avoid duplicating discussions.

AH agreements:
· In principle, issues requiring technical discussions or works, such as specifying core requirements, performance requirements, or conducting performance evaluations etc., should be treated in other corresponding 6G study threads to avoid duplicating discussions.


Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description: Procedure improvement
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:

Issue 1-2-2: For band combination request, whether RAN4 to introduce a “high speed band combination request procedure” as shown in R4-2521453 to allow band combination requests and corresponding TR/draftCR at the same RAN4 meeting
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes
· Option 2: No
· Recommended WF
· Agree to introduce “high speed band combination request procedure”, and further discuss the condition and limitations of using this procedures.

Agreement:
· Move to Spectrum thread.

Sub-topic 1-3
Sub-topic description: Specification representation including specs storage, re-organization, use of band combination database, structure of a single specification.
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
 
Sub-topic 1-4
Sub-topic description: Coexisting study framework
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-4: Whether to consider a coexisting study framework in 6G?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Yes, start 6G coexisting framework for all features with common assumptions to save future work load in feature development, considering using a technical report to capture this
· Option 2: 
· Recommended WF
· Check if Option 1 is agreeable.

Discussion:
Qualcomm: Is this technical discussion?
OPPO: A TR to be captured? 
Huawei: A good idea. Could be a big data base for future use. Not a technical discussion. 
Qualcomm: Are we talking about 5G coexistence works?
Ericsson: A lot of common assumptions may not be changed even in 6G most likely.
Huawei: Model change is orthogonal to this discussion. Only relevant assumptions should be discussed here.
Qualcomm: We are proposing to create database approach in demodulation.
Ericsson: Questions on whether it is a technical discussion was already raised in previous meeting. 
Apple: Study item or work item phase?
Huawei: Prefer to have a single TR to capture all coexistence works.
OPPO: Coexistence works will start very soon. We need to make a quick decision.

Agreement:
· Potential merits of the proposal to improve efficiency are confirmed.
· Check with MCC for further guidance.
· Move this proposal to BS RF & coexistence thread.


Sub-topic 1-5
Sub-topic description: Drafting rules
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-5-1: RAN4 to consider drafting rules in RAN4 specs for 6GR:
· Proposals
· Option 1: Avoid duplication or redundancy
· Option 1a: Introducing a template-based approach in drafting rules to reduce redundancy and enhance conciseness in 6G
· Option 1b: further check following measures:
· Option A: Add paragraph numbering to some paragraphs, and using these numbers to refer to identical paragraphs without any text changes. 
· Option B: Block-based method, i.e. capture similar requirements just in one place and refer this part if needed.
· Option C: Introduce an applicability description in relevant sections and define different parameter values for each relevant parameter for the different scenarios, use cases etc.
· Option 2: Consistency improvements
· Improving consistency by considering:
· Terminology/style inconsistency, incorrect notation/symbols/abbreviation, undefined abbreviations, redundant information/notes
· ‘TBD’, ‘FFS’, empty test cases
· the wording consistency can be improved with drafting rules and clearly defined terminology (Note: Proposal 4 from R4-2522008 by Ericsson submitted to other AI 8.12.2.1)
· Option 3: Readability improvement
· Usage of Notes:
·  In 6GR RAN4 spec, it is suggested to apply the following guidelines to table note drafting.
· Do not use NOTEs in tables for requirements that apply every cell/line or general requirements in the table. Use text above the table instead.
· If similar notes are to be introduced into a table, a more generic note description should be considered.
· If a note is intended for terminology, avoid having the note in the table if the terminology is defined in the clauses of symbols and abbreviations in the specification.
· In 6GR RAN4 spec, it is suggested to merge multiple consecutive void notes and reserved sub-clauses into one row if there are such cases, e.g. “NOTE x ~ y: Void”.
· Naming: In 6GR RAN4 spec, it is suggested to normalize the naming convention of the table / sub-clause titles, too general or confusing name should not be used.
· Abbreviations and symbols: In 6GR RAN4 spec, the following usage of symbols and abbreviations should be followed.
· Do not use the abbreviations and symbols only in the definition part (Section 3).
· Do not use the abbreviations and symbols only in the spec body part.
· The meaning of the abbreviations and symbols should be consistent in the whole specification.
· There is no need to repeat the abbreviation and symbol definition in the spec body part whenever it is used.

· Recommended WF
· Take all the options and further discuss to form explicit drafting rules for redundancy reduction, consistency improvement and readability improvements in RAN4 specs for 6GR.

Not discussed due to limited time.


Issue 1-5-2: RAN4 to consider RAN2 language or pseudo-code approach in RAN4 specs for 6GR:
· Proposals
· Option 1: adopt RAN2 pseudo-code approach to avoid hierarchy of indent when drafting requirements with complex logic.
· Option 2: reduce the usage of RAN2 language in RAN4 specification as much as possible
· Recommended WF
· Consider RAN2 pseudo-code approach both in RF and RRM specs
· Further discuss the usage of RAN2 language (e.g., IE names, capability/configuration names).

Discussion:
 Samsung: For the second sub-bullet, what is the meaning?
OPPO: case by case manner. Sometimes IE names can be more clear. Avoid a general rule.
ZTE: We think there should be no absolute rule. In some cases, if IE names are not used, it could be difficult to understand.
Ericsson: Solutions need to be discussed. IE names are required in RAN5. There is time-line of Ran2 to define capabilities. We could think about procedure optimization, e.g., Rapporteur to check the feature at a right timing. 
Huawei: We are fine to discuss this. With the correct name of IE / configuration, it is easier to read RAN4 specs. We also see the benefits.
Samsung: We do agree with Huawei/ZTE. Regarding the procedure, we have had similar discussions. A direct “channel” to MCC could be considered. 
Qualcomm: We need to be more careful to use the right names which are helpful. Pseudo-code could be helpful for complex logic. Be careful during implementation. 
Huawei: Project management would be poor there is no formal rule.
Qualcomm: we have no idea on RAN2 design when we specify requirements for a feature. 
Agreement:
· Consider RAN2 pseudo-code approach both in RF and RRM specs.
· Use of names (IE, capability, configuration) in RAN2 is helpful in RAN4 specs, and further consider a potential procedure or formal rule to improve the efficiency. 



Sub-topic 1-6
Sub-topic description: Per-feature requirements
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-6: How RAN4 consider to specify per-feature requirements?
· Proposals
· Option 1: Study how to document whether a feature has RAN4 requirement and test cases as well as where to find them
· Option 2: Avoid the recursive multi-level feature sub-clauses
· Option 3: Discuss uniform drafting guidance/rules for the RF requirements definition when introduction of a new feature in the specification
· Option 4: To avoid scattered requirements for new features, RAN4 to consider using a self-contained chapter for each feature instead of suffix-based header-2 subclauses in UE RF specs (Note: Proposal 2/6 from R4-2520184 by CATT submitted to other AI 8.12.2.1).
· Option 5: Suffix approach increases the spec readability but there are some unalignments. A unified rule for different suffix is needed and it’s better to list the rule at the beginning of spec (Note: Proposal 3 from R4-2520435 by CMCC submitted to other AI 8.12.2.1),
· There are blank sub-clauses for some suffix without any detailed RF requirements. There is no explanation of what does this mean. It may have two explanations by the reader, one is no RF requirements, another explanation is that the RF requirements without suffix is applicable. It’s better to have some explanation at the beginning of the spec
· for some suffix, the same requirements is just copy past without any updates. It’s better to define unified rule whether such copy past is necessary or it can be replaced by one sentence that the same requirements as in sub-clause xx is applied.
· Option 6: Alternative way of writing a specification compared to suffix-method should be discussed for 6GR (Note: Proposal 5 from R4-2521595 by Nokia submitted to other AI 8.12.2.1).
· Option 7: QC-P2.2-1: RAN4 should study how to define requirements in such manner that dependencies are minimised or at least are unambiguously understood and specified when multiple features are simultaneously configured during the introduction of new features (Note: Proposal 2.2-1 from R4-2521984 by Qualcomm submitted to other AI 8.12.2.1)
· Recommended WF
· Consider Option 1 and 3 as a starting point, and further discuss 
· whether to discard suffix approach, and 
· how a composite feature (consisting of several features already specified) can be specified.

Discussion:
Qualcomm: Suffix-rule actually against 3GPP drafting rule. Combination of two features should be considered in the same release, not a few release later. Composite feature is a RAN plenary discussion. 
Moderator: Support of Feature A and B does not mean automatically the support of simultaneous operation of both Feature A and B. 
Samsung: UL-MIMO and intra-band CCA is a classical example. We are open to discuss further whether we have a general rule. When to discuss in plenaries?
Qualcomm: it should be a plenary decision.
ZTE: How about restructuring specs. 
	Moderator: restructuring specs does not address this issue. 
Huawei: A decision should be made in plenary discussion, but before that, we can study and discuss with more specific examples. The real issue is what kind of performance ensured is not clear. Signaling may be ready for the concurrent feature usage.
Ericsson: Combination of features not scoped in normal WI (single feature orientated). It is up to RAN4 to identify whether or not to have an additional WI to make it work. This must be addressed /discussed somewhere. 
Apple:  We have a lot of features. One thing we can do is that everyone can check specs. For example, UL-MIMO. Requirement or only function is needed. 
Huawei: In WID, there is a dedicated section indicating dependent feature(s).
	Moderator: still not 100% address the issue.
Ericsson: identify pros and cons.
Samsung: what does it mean to discuss in Plenary?
	Qualcomm: Not a big deal. 
Agreement:
· For per-feature requirements, further check pros and cons of the existing approaches in use in RAN4 5G specs:
· Option 1: suffix-approach
· Option 2: self-contained independent chapter per feature
· Other options not listed.
· For composite feature requirements, i.e., concurrent feature operation, further discuss 
· If both feature A and B are supported, how to capture requirements for concurrent operation of both features from RAN4 perspective? 
· FFS where to discuss the issue 

