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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.
The thread treats contributions under AI 8.12.1, 8.12.2, 8.12.3 and discusses the following topics:
· General aspects
· 6G specifications enhancements
· CR handling
Topic #1: General aspects
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary

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
Sub-topic description: Specification representation and modernization including use of band combination database.
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-1-1: To address regulatory need for self-contained standards, the contents exported from the database (e.g. its printouts) will be included in specification in the format of
· Proposals
· Option 1: Table in annex (Apple-P1)
· Option 2: Spreadsheets (Xiaomi-P1)
· Option 3: JSON files (Google-P1)
· Option 4:  Compressed table in the main body of specs based on the information exported from the database (CATT-P1)
· Option 5: Treat both the content of the database and the content of the tables extracted from the database to be zipped in the specifications as normative, while clarify the procedure that the content of the database is updated by CRs first and then, the updated data in the database is extracted and zipped in the specifications (Huawei-P1 from R4-2600915 under AI8.12.2)
· Option 6: Whichever spreadsheet like Excel or WORD is selected as the format, individual tables should be provided with corresponding table captions as currently used in 38.101-1/2/3 in order to make texts in the 6G specifications to explicitly refer to those tables and should be easily printed out in an easy way all at one go (Huawei-P2 from R4-2600915 under AI8.12.2).
·  	Moderator’s remarks: 
· From Moderator’s view of points, for Option 1, Table in annex does not have much difference from table in the main body, hence suffering similar issues. For Option 3, since one band combination is associated with one JSON files, a huge number of JSON files are neither suitable for printout, not reader-friendly. Option 5 is current in trial for Rel-20. We could further discuss Option 2 and Option 4.
· Recommended WF
· Further discuss Option 2 and Option 4 and Option 6

Tentative agreement:
· Suspend the discussion on this issue and wait for clear instructions from MCC.


Sub-topic 1-2
Sub-topic description: Simplify requirement works, 
· Generalizing requirements in a forward compatible way, e.g., new bands or new channel bandwidth introduced later do not have a need for requirement updates if related requirements are defined in a way of forward compatibility.
· Discard BC specific requirements
· Focus on key requirements
· Referring to legacy requirements
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 1-2-1: If aiming at generalized requirements in a forward compatible way, e.g., when introducing new frequency bands or new channel bandwidths, there is no need to make requirement updates, then RAN4 can consider: 
· Proposals
· Option 1: requirements scalable to CBW etc, or "parameterized or formula-based requirements" (CATT-P2)
· Option 2: Generic BS/UE RF requirements applicable/extendable to new CBW/bands (Nokia)
· Moderator’s remarks:
· This could be set as a target and further study the feasibility with regards to channel bandwidth and frequency bands respectively.
· Recommended WF
· Agree on Option 1 and Option 2 to be set as a target of 6G RAN4 specification, and further study the feasibility.

Agreement:
Requirements scalable to CBW and the corresponding feasibility study shoud be based on the technical discussion and will not be handled in the operational efficiency thread.
Issue 1-2-2: Among band combination specific requirements for 6GR, is there still a need to specify ΔTib and ΔRib requirements?
· Proposals
· Option 1: No, these two requirements can be discarded (Nokia)
· Option 2: Yes, but in a simple way instead of a large table (Moderator)
· Moderator’s remarks:
· Complete removal of these two requirements seems not validated yet. 
· Recommended WF
· Check if Option 2 is possible.

Tentative agreement:
· Move to UE RF thread.

Issue 1-2-3: Among band combination specific requirements for 6GR, is there still a need to specify MSD requirements?
· Proposals
· Option 1:  No (Nokia)
· Option 2:  Yes, a generic approach (Nokia)
· Option 2a: Discuss the possibility of including the CA MSD requirements or relevant notation notes in the CA database if MSD continues to be defined in 6G (Xiaomi-P1-3 from R4-2600422 under AI 8.12.2).
· Moderator’s remarks:
· Since the lookup-table approach is introduced, the similar approach can be considered in 6GR
· Recommended WF
· Check if Option 2a is agreeable.

Tentative agreement:
· Move to UE RF thread.



Sub-topic 1-3
Sub-topic description: RAN2 pseudo-code approach and RAN2 IE names
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
· 

Sub-topic 1-4
Sub-topic description: Per-feature requirements and requirements for composite (concurrent) features.
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:


Issue 1-4-2: Support of concurrent/composite operation (Feature A + Feature B) if Feature A and B has already been specified separately.
· Proposals
· Option 1: Automatic concurrent operation support of multiple features (Qualcomm-P2)
· Option 2: Use per-component-feature requirements as baseline (Qualcomm-P2)
· Option 3: Not introduced by default, not denying concurrent features even if composite feature requirements not defined (Samsung-P2)
· Option 3a: Composite feature should explicitly be captured (ZTE-P5)
· Option 4: composite feature support defined case-by-case (vivo-P2, Samsung-P2)
· Option 5: Later defined composite feature not supported in previous releases (vivo-P3)
· Moderator’s remarks:
· Need to reach common understanding on one essential issue: if Feature A and Feature B are specified independently, can RAN4 consider in 6GR specs that the concurrent operation of Feature A + Feature B is automatically supported? Then further discuss the potential ways of how to standardize. 
· Recommended WF
· First, discuss the essential issue of whether, when Feature A and Feature B are specified independently, concurrent operation of Feature A and Feature B can be assumed in the 6GR specifications.
· • Then, further discuss potential standardization options.
Discussions in Main Session:
Xiaomi: concurrent features should be considered as new feature with different requirements
CMCC: what’s the context of the feature referred here. Is it in device type level or just in the functional level.
Huawei: similar question as CMCC.
Qualcomm: need to find an efficient way when features are combined. The functional feature is focused.
Nokia: it is a challenging but important issue.
Ericsson: most of features are orthogonal. The concurrent features which impact the requirements can be handled case by case 
Apple: we have had a way to deal with concurrent feature in 5G. it is important to discuss if it will be reused in 6G or new approach should be introduced.
ZTE: agree with Ericsson 
Samsung: it can be decided case by case
Vivo: feature dependency should be considered. Concurrent features cross releases should be considered too.
Skyworks: Impact of concurrent features is normally coming from the HW limitation. If concurrent features come with different requirements, spec structure should be designed in a coordinated way to capture them.
Qualcomm: a generic framework is still beneficial 
Ericsson: the scale of this work can be different in RRM and RF.
FL: more discussion is needed.
=================
FL’s consolidation according to online discussions in Main session proposed to be further discussed:

· Guidance from Chair:
A sub-workplan for this topic is targeted for this meeting:  
· Check some example cases 
Consider RF and RRM differently?
· “Feature” means functional features, e.g., associated with a suffix in the current UE RF specs / RRM specs
· Feature A + Feature B are orthogonal if:
· Impacted requirements are different: 
· E.g., Feature A specifies “Requirement #1, Requirement #2”, Feature B specifies “Requirement #3, Requirement #4”
· Concurrent “Feature A + Feature B” does not demand for higher “Hardware capabilities”, e.g., does not require more memories for the concurrent operation
· If Features A and B are orthogonal, concurrent Feature A and Feature B can be supported automatically from specs perspective except that a UE capability is introduced for the support. No real technical work or RAN4 specs updates are expected.
· If Feature A and Feature B are not orthogonal, 
· Concurrent Feature A and Feature B are treated as a new feature
· How to capture/organize clearly



Sub-topic 1-5
Sub-topic description: Drafting rules
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:


Sub-topic 1-6
Sub-topic description: New sub-topics proposed for this thread, including logistical issues for 6G AI-enabled features, moderator summaries’ improvement


Sub-topic 1-7
Sub-topic description: miscellaneous issues including release-independence handling and demod handling
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Topic #2: 6G specs enhancements
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary

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
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic treats aspects common to multiple RAN4 specs.
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:

Issue 2-1-2: Considerations on 6GR RAN4 specs orchestration 
· Proposals
· Option 1: RAN4 to consider a separate new spec in 6G regarding operating bands and channel arrangements (Samsung-P1, CATT-P1)
· Option 2: RAN4 to consider introducing a separate new specification in 6G for band combinations, in order to streamline the UE RF specifications (CATT-P2).
· Option 3: For 6GR RAN4 needs to discuss what kind of specifications are needed and what is the internal structure of those specifications (Nokia-P2).
· Option 4: RAN4 needs to discuss if TN and NTN share same specification in 6GR for FR1 + around 7 GHz range (Nokia-P3).
· Option 5: RAN4 seeks feedback from UE vendors and other relevant stakeholders on the necessity of a dedicated 3GPP 6G UE EMC specification (Ericsson-P7).
· Option 6: RAN4 to consider a new separate specification for BS demodulation requirements (CMCC-P3, CATT-P4).
· Option 7: Adopt Option 2 for the 6G EMC specification structure: a consolidated BS EMC specification with separate EMC specifications for Repeaters and IAB (Ericsson-P10)
· Option 8: For BS RF, RAN4 shall still maintain the core and test specifications separately (Samsung-P2)
· Option 9: CMCC-P4: Explore the merging of BS RF/Demod requirement specification with their corresponding conformance testing specifications.
· Option 10: RAN4 to split RRM spec into two files for core part and performance part, respectively (CTC-P2, vivo-P8).
· Recommended WF
· Provide these proposals to RAN4 leadership for further consideration, and the issue can be closed and no further discussion is expected in future meetings.
According to Chair guidance, further discuss prioritization or narrow down Options:


Sub-topic 2-2
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic treats aspects related to UE RF specs improvements
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:

Sub-topic 2-3
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic treats aspects related to BS RF specs improvements
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:

Sub-topic 2-4
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic treats aspects related to RRM specs improvements
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:

Sub-topic 2-5
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic treats aspects related to Demod specs improvements
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 2-5-1: Considerations on FRC table simplifications 
· Proposals
· Option 1: Simplify the FRC table by only capture essential non-repeated configuration and common derivation method definition for the computed values. New FRCs should be added as rows to avoid page size constraints (CMCC-P11).
· Option 2: Explore the feasibility of developing an official calculation tool for FRC (CMCC-P12).
· Option 3: Address the FRC table/FRC numbering issue as part of a broader CR handling improvement (CMCC-P13)
· Option 4: Use a formula-based or pseudo-code-based definition for FRCs instead of table-based approach listing every parameter combination (Samsung-P9).
· Option 5: RAN4 take formula or pseudo-code based FRC table calculation and use unique input arguments for differentiation (Ericsson-P21)
 
· Recommended WF
· Agree Option 2 and Option 3
· Further discuss if Option 1 can serve as a baseline for FRC simplification
· Further discuss the feasibility of formula-based or pseudo-code-based approach for FRC tables, i.e., Option 4 and 5.


Sub-topic 2-6
Sub-topic description: This sub-topic treats aspects related to tests improvements
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:


Topic #3: CR Handling
Main technical topic overview. The structure can be done based on sub-agenda basis. 
Companies’ contributions summary
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 3-1
Sub-topic description: Root causes or challenges for specs quality
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:

Sub-topic 3-2
Sub-topic description: Running CR & BigCR approach & worksplit
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 3-2-1: Running CR approach for ongoing work items
· Proposals
· Option 1: Adopt running CR approach as in RAN1/2 (CMCC-P1, Xiaomi-P2, Samsung-P2, vivo-P1, Nokia-P5, Ericsson-P1, Apple-P2 from R4-2600580 under AI8.12.2)
· Option 1a: appoint bigCR editor / section editor (CMCC-P1, Xiaomi-P2)
· Option 1b: Mandatory specification editor review for CR agreement, and Other new approaches (e.g., editor-organized online drafting sessions between RAN4 meetings, collaborative editing tool, etc.) (Samsung-P2)
· Option 2: Study the Big-CR procedure and whether any improvements are needed to help increasing the operational efficiency (Nokia-P6)
· Recommended WF
· Agree to adopt a running-CR approach, as used in RAN1/RAN2, for ongoing work items.
· Appoint a Big-CR editor and, in case of high workload, assign section editors as needed.
· Mandate review by the specification editor prior to CR agreement.


Issue 3-2-2: BigCR work split 
· Proposals
· Option 1: When technical work is completed for a WI, specification changes per WI are submitted to the final specification (e.g. TS 38.133) as one single CR (Nokia-P4)
· Option 2: Multiple big CRs via work split (Ericsson-P2/P3)
· Recommended WF
· If the workload associated with a single Big-CR becomes too large, consider a reasonable split into multiple Big-CRs, otherwise proceed with one single bigCR. 

Issue 3-2-3: bigCR approach for maintenance work
· Proposals
· Option 1: adoption of a draftCR-bigCR workflow for maintenance work (CATT-P3)
· Option 2: For maintenance work, it is suggested RAN4 to consider draftCR-bigCR workflow to reduce CR volume and improve spec quality. The formal approval of bigCR could be in a later meeting cycle (ZTE-P2)
· Recommended WF
· Adopt draftCR-bigCR workflow for maintenance work and further discuss concrete doable measures.


Sub-topic 3-3
Sub-topic description: Procedure improvement
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 3-3-1: Possible measures for meeting weeks on CR reviewing
· Proposals
· Option 1: adopt measures to systematically increase CR review time during meeting weeks, e.g. early discussion, postponing late week significant changes (ZTE-P4)
· Option 2: Allow companies submit formal revised CRs before 1st round online discussion. This means the revised formal CRs can be directly agreed during the 1st round treatment instead of waiting for 2nd round (OPPO-P2)
· Option 3: For the similar change among different releases, treat these CRs under same agenda even the changes are not exactly the same, i.e., both CAT-A and CAT-F in later release (OPPO-P5)
· Option 4: For the CAT-F CRs in later release, the difference comparing to earlier release CRs should be highlighted to facilitate the CR reviewing (OPPO-P6)
· Option 5: study procedures how to relieve the workload on Friday (vivo-P3)
· Option 6: Study how to define clear rules about bringing new features in CRs late during the meeting week (Nokia-P2)
· Option 7: start discussion on CR revisions early during the meeting week, e.g. end of Monday to allow companies to have more focused time to discuss, merge and review CR text (Nokia-P3)
· Recommended WF
· Take into account all options and define a concrete, workable rule to improve CR reviewing during meeting weeks.

Issue 3-3-2: Possible measures outside meeting weeks allowing more CR review time
· Proposals
· Option 1: Optimize the CR submission and review procedure rules to left more time for CR cross checking and review (Xiaomi-P1)
· Option 2: adopt the structured, specification editor-led procedures for 6G specification quality improvement (Samsung-P1)
· Option 3: P3: adopt “block approval mode” for the selected lower-priority 5G/4G topics or “pure format issue” CRs (ZTE-P3)
· Recommended WF
· Take into account all options and define a concrete, workable rule to improve CR reviewing outside meeting weeks.

Sub-topic 3-4
Sub-topic description: Any auxiliary tool
Open issues and candidate options before meeting:
Issue 3-4: Auxiliary tool(s) for CR reviewing
· Proposals
· Option 1: common web-based tooling support for CR coversheet validation (CATT-P4)
· Option 2: a partial initial draft template be provided before the overall drafting (ZTE-P1)
· Option 3: introduce a RAN5-like CR checking tool for early detection before meeting week to improve the CR handling efficiency (ZTE-P5)
· Option 4: use NWM flag process to trigger early offline discussion and revision (OPPO-P1)
· Option 5: The CR revision numbers before the 1st round online can be requested by the moderators to Chair/MCC and announced in the reflector (OPPO-P3)
· Option 6: Introduce the optimized handling approach for pure format issue revised CRs (OPPO-P4)
· Recommended WF
· Check with MCC if a web-based tool is possible for validating CR coversheet
· Check with MCC if a partial initial draft template can be provided after tdoc number reservation
· Further discuss Option 3/4/5/6.

…
