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Introduction
This document summarises the main points of the discussions and provides a proposal for the way forward, to be further discussed in the next phase of the discussion. 
Summary of Initial Discussion
The initial phase of discussion on this topic took place between 07:00 UTC on Monday 14th September and 11:59 UTC on Tuesday 15th September. 
The main points raised in the discussion were as follows:
· 6 GHz:
· n96 UE Rx REFSENS
· 1.1dB relaxation compared to n46: Mediatek
· 0.5dB: Charter, Skyworks, AT&T
· TBD: Huawei
· Band plan
· US focus: Charter, Intel, Samsung, AT&T
· Include EU band when regulations are available: BT, DT, Skyworks, Nokia
· 60kHz SCS:
· Downscope:  Apple, Charter
· Not TBD for SU:  Huawei
· 20MHz SU:
· Separate table from wideband operation
· MR BS: Samsung, Nokia
· A-MPR
· More simulations/measurements needed: Huawei
· Already provided: Skyworks, Qualcomm
· UE coexistence table for standalone operation and CA operation: Huawei
· Reference measurement channels: Huawei
· ΔfOBUE and ΔfOOBB: Huawei
· Co-existence requirements between 5GHz and 6GHz: Huawei
· Wideband capability
· Bandwidth classes
· Channel raster study: Huawei

· 5GHz:  Huawei: 
· UE coexistence table for standalone operation and CA operation
· Reference measurement channels
· 38.101-3 CR

· Handling of remaining work: 
· Approve CRs this week and handle remaining issues in maintenance: Qualcomm, Charter, Verizon, Skyworks, AT&T, Nokia, Samsung
· Exception sheet: Mediatek, CHTTL

Full details of company comments are included in Annexe A. 

Summary of Intermediate Discussion
[bookmark: _Ref450583331]The intermediate phase of discussion on this topic took place between 15:00 UTC on Tuesday 15th September and 10:59 UTC on Wednesday 16th September. 
From the initial discussion, the moderator had observed that overall, quite a number of open issues were raised in the initial discussion, although a clear majority of contributing companies prefer to approve the set of CRs submitted to RAN#89-e.
Taking these views into account, companies were invited to provide comments on the following proposal:
Proposal:
· Approve the CRs in RP-201913 (38.104), RP-201914 (37.107), RP-201915 (37.106), RP-201917 (37.104), RP-201918 (37.105) with existing square brackets
· Modify CRs in RP-201890 (38.101-1) and RP-201916 (36.104) to remove 60kHz SCS, and approve the modified CRs 
· Keep the work item open until RAN#90-e by means of an exception sheet to address the following open issues:
· Resolve all parameters in square brackets
· CR for UE coexistence for 38.101-3
· Medium range base station requirements
· If European regulations for 5925-6425 MHz are approved by CEPT ECC at least 1 week before the submission deadline for the Q4 RAN4 meeting, the 5925-6425 MHz band may be included if possible, using either different NS values for the UE and regional requirements for the BS, or a new band, depending on the details of the European regulatory requirements

The moderator also noted that the WI Summary in RP-201840 was flagged. This can be postponed until RAN#90-e, when the Rapporteur should provide an update taking the new status of the work and the comments into account. 

Full details of company comments are included in Annexe B. 
The main comments from the intermediate discussion, and moderator’s proposed handling, are as follows: 
· UE REFSENS: Only one company has a concern with the figure currently in square brackets. It seems that the current value was derived as an average of all proposed values, whereas the alternative proposed by one company is derived by averaging only the different values, i.e. in the latter case if the same value was proposed by multiple companies, all but one of the same values were ignored. It therefore seems reasonable to keep the current value in square brackets, while explicitly mentioning UE REFSENS in the exception sheet list to give the dissenting company one more chance to make their case in RAN4.
· 60kHz: There is currently a lack of consensus on the details, and most companies seem happy to remove it. Nevertheless, two companies are not happy with its removal, so while removing it from the current CRs, it can be discussed again in the Q4 RAN4 meeting to see if consensus can be reached as second priority if time permits. 
· Other single-company group comments:
· Spurious emission for n96 and co-location requirements between n46 and n96 “not acceptable”
· Moderator’s response: An alternative proposal has not been made. The current value of 
-52dBm/MHz is already in square brackets. 
· “We disagree with LO leakage exception requirement specified for NR-U BS and the formula is not correctly”
· Moderator’s response: This is already in square brackets.
· “IBB and OOBB requirements for NR-U BS is not agreed and it should be kept as TBD instead of values in square bracket.”
· Moderator’s response:  no other proposal has been made, so keep current values in square brackets. 
· “some requirement table is not put in the right order”
· Moderator’s response:  sounds editorial:  details should be provided and can be corrected in RAN4 if necessary.
· MSR spec
· Moderator’s response:  Band 46 is not introduced in the MSR spec (only co-ex requirements) and there is no single-RAT NR capability set in this spec. 
· A-MPR for NS 54:
· Moderator’s response:  the value is already in square brackets.
· Reference measurement channels
· Moderator’s response:  these are done in the performance part. 
· “In our understanding AFC will not be available  in 2020 Q4. We suggest not to include MR BS in the exception sheet.”
· Moderator’s response:  AFC is out of scope of 3GPP work, similar as for other bands (e.g. Band 48). 
· Approval of the CRs:  
· Most companies prefer to approve the current CRs. This should provide a solid baseline to focus the RAN4 discussions in the Q4 meeting. 
· 5925-6425 MHz band:  It appears that the regulations for this band will only be decided in ECC WG FM in their meeting ending on the submission date for the Q4 RAN4 meeting, with final approval only at ECC plenary in mid-November. Consequently it seems infeasible to include this in the WI exception sheet, so the proposal is to bring a spectrum WID to RAN#90-e for approval. 


In the light of this discussion, the proposed way forward is modified as follows: 



Proposal:
· Approve the CRs in RP-201913 (38.104), RP-201914 (37.107), RP-201915 (37.106), RP-201916 (36.104), RP-201917 (37.104), RP-201918 (37.105) with existing square brackets
· Modify CRs in RP-201890 (38.101-1) and RP-201913 (38.104) RP-201916 (36.104) to remove 60kHz SCS, and approve the modified CRs 
· Keep the work item open until RAN#90-e by means of an exception sheet to address the following open issues:
· Resolve all parameters in square brackets and TBDs, including UE REFSENS
· CR for UE coexistence for 38.101-3
· Medium range base station requirements
· As second priority if time permits, 60kHz SCS
· Following ECC approval of If European regulations for 5925-6425 MHz, proponents to bring a Spectrum WI proposal to RAN#90-e for approval.  are approved by CEPT ECC at least 1 week before the submission deadline for the Q4 RAN4 meeting, the 5925-6425 MHz band may be included if possible,
· The band could be handled using either different NS values for the UE and regional requirements for the BS, or a new band, depending on the details of the European regulatory requirements


In the Finetuning phase of the discussion, companies are invited to provide their constructive comments on the modified proposal above, using the table below.  New issues should not be raised at this stage. 
	Company
	Comments

	Charter Communications Inc
	[bookmark: _GoBack]We agree with moderator’s proposal

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	







Annexe A
The following detailed comments were made during the initial phase of the discussion: 

	Open issue
	Proposed solution

	Company
	Issue
	CR affected
	Company
	Solution

	 RP-201699 Mediatek
	 Rx REFSENS MediaTek requests min 1.1dB relaxation vs. n46 (5GHz)
Band Plan US focus vs. US + EU focus
	 RP-201890
RP-201913, 914,915,916,917, 918
	 Charter Communications
	 Allow 0.5dB difference as it is an average from other proposals, then approve revised CR in this meeting and leave it in [  ] for further maintenance discussion in R4 Q4 or approve revised value without [  ]
Band Plan for this CR should be US focus as regulatory framework is complete

	
	
	
	Skyworks Solutions
	The offered 0.5dB increase vs n46 for 6GHz band is sufficient to cover the 20% increase in frequency and BW increase from 14 to 18% fractional BW. Note that n46 REFSENS is already 3dB higher than any other FR1 band

	
	
	
	Intel
	For band plan, we prefer to focus on US band. Once EU or other countries finalize their regulation, then 3GPP can further define additional band as business usual.

	
	
	
	Samsung
	Rel-16 n96 Band plan should focus on the US. When other regional regulations are completed later, e.g., Korea, then it can be applied by using NS or regional requirements if needed.

	
	
	
	AT&T
	We support the REFSENS increase proposed by Charter Comm and Skyworks and leaving it in [ ] for this meeting. For the band plan, the focus for the CRs should be on the US band per the FCC R&O and NPRM. Other bands would be considered once the regulations are defined based on normal RAN4 operating procedures.

	
	
	
	MediaTek
	1.1dB is the fair average of all different proposals made. 
0.5dB relaxation is unacceptable to MediaTek
If 1.1dB cannot be agreed this week in [] we request this issue be captured in the exception sheet.

	
	Proposal: Exception sheet
	
	MediaTek, CHTTL
	Exception sheet is required given half of the work is basically incomplete – this is clearly not maintenance.

	
	
	
	LG Electronics
	We support the proposal from Chartered. In addition, as pointed out also by Samsung other regions are also finalizing their band plans and this work needs to be addressed in future meeting(s) through different band numbers or NS approach.

	 RP-201854 Apple
	 Proposal 1:De-scope 60kHz SCS related discussions from Rel-16.
Proposal 2:Complete NR-U wide-band capabilities discussion in Rel-16.
Proposal 3: Complete NR-U bandwidth classes discussion in Rel-16.
 
	 RP-201890
RP-201913, 914,915,916,917, 918
	  Charter Communications
	 Agree with proposal 1 but can further discuss for reaching consensus agreement on CRs, neutral in proposals 2 and 3

	
	
	
	Intel
	Regarding 20 MHz SU, controversial issue is for wideband operation. A single carrier 20 MHz SU has the agreement (R4-1910537) and this should be captured in the CR. Table 5.3.3-2 in RP-20189 might be misinterpreted as 20 MHz is listed as a wideband operation. Since 20 MHz is a minimum channel BW as a single carrier, we suggest to have a separate table to differentiate from the wideband operation. 

	 RP201889 Qualcomm
	Proposal
         As described in the previous slides, all of the open issues are relatively simple and can be addressed by: 
• regular maintenance of the approved specs (also considering the approved specs would include some square brackets) or 
• with minimal modifications of the CRs to be done this week 
• Due to the high industry interest in the North America region for the spectrum corresponding to n96, 
• we propose to address the remaining issues during RAN #89e, with the intention to solve them
• This will allow closure of the project in the Rel-16 timeframe
	  RP-201890
RP-201913, 914,915,916,917, 918
	   Charter Communications,                                  Verizon, 
Skyworks Solutions Inc, AT&T, Nokia, LG Electronics
	 We agree with this proposal

	
	
	
	Intel
	As the rapporteur (Qualcomm) pointed out, our concern might not be a major issue as 20 MHz SU was already agreed. Please note that the current controversy is for wideband operation and not a single carrier.
As commented above, we suggest to have a separate table for 20 MHz as a single carrier and put the existing agreement, i.e., 25 RB (R4-1910537).

	
	
	
	Samsung
	We agree with the proposals in RP-201889.
For BS related items, the proposed values for n96 LA BS RF requirements in square brackets is the reasonable at this stage. The requirements of n96 MR BS can be considered with different way those of LA BS depending on the ongoing process of FCC in the future as proposed by rapporteur.

	
	
	
	MediaTek, CHTTL
	The outstanding work (BS) is clearly not a maintenance effort. It is critical that the views of all infra vendors be carefully taken into account in this discussion to ensure implementable and deployable specifications. Rushing the specs out for the sake of rushing them is not ok. 
The statement “with minimal intention to change them” is particularly worrying in view of the above 

	 RP-201699 Mediatek
	 Band plan
· US focus vs. US+EU focus: EU Regulations incomplete 
· Plenary decision needed

Proposal 5: Decision required whether to focus only on US band in Rel-16
	    RP-201890
RP-201913, 914,915,916,917, 918
	 BT plc, Deutsche Telekom
	We believe that the European regulations for 5925 – 6425 MHz will be completed and agreed by the end of October, in which case it would be possible for these to be added at the next RAN4 meeting.
So, in response to “Proposal 5” we believe that it may be possible to also include the European regulations in Release 16.  
(We have no objection to the existing US regulations and are not proposing to amend them.)

	RP-201834 Qualcomm
	This work item will specify NR enhancements for a single global solution framework for access to unlicensed spectrum which enables operation of NR in the 5GHz and the 6GHz
	
	BT plc, Deutsche Telekom
	The WID states that the work item “will specify NR enhancements for a single global framework”, although with regard to the 6 GHz band at present it only specifies enhancements for a single country (the USA).  
We understand that in practice it may not be possible to achieve a single global framework, but we believe that adding the regulations for Europe (which should be completed by the end of October) would take this much closer to achieving the WI objective.
(We have no objection to the existing US regulations and are not proposing to amend them.)


	
	
	
	Skyworks Solutions Inc.
	Regarding the band plan, as usual for many features, a feature can use an example band to develop the framework. With current CRs it is the case for n46 and n96 where regulation is available. We support covering the European band in the same way for R16 as soon as regulation is available and this can be introduced with NS or a new band based on the regulation requirement. this should not prevent to accept the current bands that are complete from a regulation prospective.

	
	
	
	Nokia
	Whenever regulation is available for Europe, we support to include that work to be covered either by new band or NS/additional regional requirements. Agree with Skyworks that work should not prevent agreement on band that is completed for other region where regulations are finalized.

	
	
	
	LG Electronics
	Fully aligned with Skyworks.
In addition to Europe 6GHz band plan is under finalization also in Korea.

	 Huawei
	5GHz band 
UE co-existence
UE co-existence table for standalone operation and CA operation should be added. If we check 36.101, for LAA UL used for Scell, it needs to protect other bands. Hence when NR-U support stand-alone operation, it needs to protect other bands as well.

Reference measurement channels
Reference measurement channels for NR-U are not defined

The CR for 38.101-3 is missing for core part WI

6GHz band
Channel raster/sync raster 
On channel/sync raster, due to the uncertainty of IEEE draft standard, 3GPP needs some study on the optimized channelization or to have some coordination with IEEE to minimize the risk on the misalignment between NR-U and WIFI. 

SU for 60k SCS 
On SU for 60 KHz, TBD is not acceptable since it does not include the previous agreements (R4-1910537).

REFSENS 
On reference sensitivity, we support TBD since the difference of proposals (2.6 dB from original QC and MKT proposal) is too large.

A-MPR 
On A-MPR, A-MPR for NS_54 are based on previous channelization. there is are 10 MHz shift for guard band. New simulation or measurements are needed

UE co-existence
UE co-existence table for standalone operation and CA operation should be added. If we check 36.101, for LAA UL used for Scell, it needs to protect other bands. Hence when NR-U support stand-alone operation, it needs to protect other bands as well.

Reference measurement channels
Reference measurement channels for NR-U are not defined

BS ΔfOBUE and ΔfOOBB 
On ΔfOBUE and ΔfOOBB, TBD can not provide the guidance to implementation design.
BS co-existence
On co-existence between 5GHz and 6 GHz, the requirements need to be defined, only a note( -52 dBm is not applicable) is not enough.
	RP- 201890, 
RP-201913,
RP-201914,
RP-201915,
RP-201916,
RP-201917, 
RP-201918
	 Huawei





Skyworks









MEDIATEK, CHTTL





Nokia
	Focus on the 5GHz NR-U band and corresponding requirements in Rel-16. Once the requirements for band n46 are finished, the NR-U WI can be closed. 6GHz band(s)  are further studied in Rel-17, and adopt release independent manner to support these bands from Rel-16.

Skyworks also provided input for REFSENS and justified that the difference between n46 and n96  can only be 0.5dB to account for +20% freq and BW increased from 14% and 16%. The+2.6dB has never been justified vs n46 especially with n46 NF already being 3dB higher than any other FR1 bands
We have also provided measurements for A-MPR on top of QCOM simulations and NS54 now benefits from 10MHZ higher guard band and is in brackets.

We do sympathize with the technical issues outlined in this document. 

On UE Rx REFSENS, please see above – MediaTek is proposing a fair average of the different values proposed, which today equals to 1.1dB, not 0.5dB.

Nokia: Remaining items for the BS (including Medium Range BS class) shall be completed in the next RAN4 meeting. We encourage companies to actively contribute to this item with clear solutions!




Annexe B
The following detailed comments were made during the intermediate phase of the discussion: 
	Company
	Comments

	Charter Communications Inc
	· We agree with bullets one and two.  We have a very strong opinion that revised CRs RP-201890 and RP-201916 need to be approved in this meeting as these are critical for Operators in the US to execute deployment and time to market plans
· On bullet three,  we also agree but we will like to emphasize that the remaining items need to be completed in the next RAN4 meeting and a final CR removing all square brackets and addressing UE co-existence and MR BS requirements should also be completed in the next meeting.  
· I believe the proposal by moderator on how to handle 5925-6425 Mhz is a good compromise approach to reach consensus agreement [CommScope]: Agree with this comment. As long as regulations are complete then if RAN4 can agree to handle in a timely manner as proposed by the moderator, this would be something important to achieve.

	Qualcomm
	In general, we can agree to the moderator’s proposal.
The concerns raised have already been discussed extensively in RAN4 and compromises reflected in the company CR’s.  
Refsens:  Only MediaTek has trouble meeting the already relaxed requirement.  We are not sure what MediaTek means by a fair average and how the existing value is “unfair”, but the average was taken based on numerical average of proposals provided by all companies who stated a numerical opinion.
Channelization:  The channel raster is consistent with the latest draft from IEEE.  It is not expected to change any further but if it does, then 3GPP can consider a change at that time as already agreed.  WiFi companies have already announced products so they are not going to engage in a conversation with 3GPP to study an optimized channelization.  
60 kHz SCS and SU:  The previous agreement referred to by some companies R4-1910537 states “It is agreed to increase the number of PRBs to 25 for 20 MHZ channel bandwidth with 60 kHz SCS with the condition awareness of relaxation on NR-U emission requirements compared with R15 NR.”  It is our understanding that while the ACLR is relaxed, the NR-U emission mask is actually more stringent than the NR SEM, so the conditions of the agreement are not fully met.  Due to the disagreement among companies here and the expectation that 60 kHz SCS will not be deployed initially in 6 GHz, we can accept the proposal to remove 60 kHz SCS from the CR’s.
A-MPR:  A-MPR has been studied extensively by at least two companies including simulations as well as measurements.  The late modification to the channel raster does not impact indoor operation at all (NS_53) since indoor is limited by in-band PSD, not by spurious emissions.  For outdoor operation (NS_54), the guard band is increased by 10 MHz at the low edge of the band so low edge channels have been adjusted accordingly and placed in square brackets.  No other channels are impacted since there is guard band to the emission requirement.
UE coexistence:  This has already been agreed in RAN4 #96e that UE coexistence for SA NR-U is not required.  This topic was discussed in both first round and second round discussions based on a paper that was submitted on time to the meeting giving companies ample opportunity to express their views.  No objections were received and the meeting instructions from the RAN4 chairman is “Delegates are strongly encouraged to provide comments/concerns asap:  Silence within a reasonable timeframe means no objection”.  3GPP cannot accommodate companies who are not willing to follow the meeting procedures or intentionally try to circumvent them to obstruct progress.
Reference measurement channels:  These are defined during the performance phase of the work item.
Band plan:  There is no question from any company that the regulations are completed in the US for the band.  We believe the band should be defined accordingly in 3GPP without further delay for the US.  When regulations are completed in Europe or any other country, 3GPP can then decide in the usual way how to add that band into the specifications either as a new band or by leveraging Band n96. [CommScope]: Agree with this comment.

 

	ZTE
	For BS related CRs, there are still some issues not addressed.
1. For co-location spurious emission for n96 and co-location requirements between n46 and n96 were not addressed, the proposed value is not acceptable for us. -52dBm/MHz should be related with UE NF based on background how this requirement was derived.
2. We disagree with LO leakage exception requirement specified for NR-U BS and the formula is not correctly which has mentioned in last RAN4#96e meeting and has been corrected in WF.
3.  For IBB and OOBB requirements for NR-U BS is not agreed and it should be kept as TBD instead of values in square bracket.
4. some requirement table is not put in the right order, this should also be corrected.
5. 60KHz is still kept in NR-U BS spec, if it was agreed to remove from UE spec, then the same approach should be used for BS spec.
6.  For MSR spec, as proposed in the previous meeting, CS configuration for NR-U with other RAT should be addressed firstly and we didn't see the discussion and conclusion yet.

	MediaTek
	Regarding RP-201890 (38.101-1): any UE Rx REFSENS value lower than 1.1dB is unacceptable to MediaTek. We will object the CRs with [0.5dB]. Our reasoning is as follows:
No sufficient technical discussions took place in RAN4 and rushing the specifications for the sake of rushing them is unreasonable. The following issues ought to be discussed in RAN4 before a technically-sound decision can be had:
· Front-end architecture for NR-U evaluation assumption
· Front-end architecture for NR-U bands would be similar to the existing L/M/H bands, see below.
[image: ]
· Band switch shall be considered for the NR-U bands. This was not mentioned/accounted in LAA Front-end architecture assumption
· REFSENS of n79 shall be re-visited due to introduction of NR-U bands
Given the level of technical details that need to be discussed, we request:
1. e
2. To explicitly indicate the UE Rx REFSENS open issue in the exception sheet
3. To send the UE Rx REFSENS discussion back to RAN4 (as per 2.) 

	Intel
	Regaridng the proposal of removing 60 kHz SCS (the second bullet), we do not agree. If 60 kHz SCS is not introduced in the initial release for NR-U, then there will be no chance in the next release. 60 kHz SCS can be beneficial to reduce the latency due to shorter signal duration which can be of value in industrial applications. If we follow the logic from the companies to drop everything which is not complete, then we definitely need to drop 6 GHz as well.
We made the compromised proposal specifying a separate table for 60 kHz SCS with update SU value which RAN4 already had the agreement. We can put TBD or values in square braket  for wideband operation for future discussion.

	Huawei, HiSilicon
	It is not good practice to approve CRs at RAN plenary with square brackets when there is still debate on the values inside the brackets that need to be resolved in RAN4. Since the proposal is proposing a further 3 months exception, the CRs can be discussed in RAN4 in the next quarter. For focusing the work, we suggest that RAN provides the guidance to RAN4 that the discussion on these CRs should focus on the values in square brackets and TBDs. Also, since one more quarter is given to the work in RAN4, we see no need to down-scope 60 kHz SCS given that RAN4 has already agreed a WF.
Some additonal technical comments: 
1. A-MPR: for NS 54, not only the channel location should update but also the A-MPR values
2. Reference measurement channels is defined in 38.101-1, it should be done at core WI phase according to the WID
3. per rapporteur input in RP-201889, “Medium range BS is subject to additional requirements outside the scope of 3GPP”. In our understanding AFC will not be available  in 2020 Q4. We suggest not to include MR BS in the exception sheet.

Given the above consideration, we made some revisions for the WF suggested by moderator
· Continue discussion and target endorsement of the CRs in RAN4 Approve the CRs in RP-201913 (38.104), RP-201914 (37.107), RP-201915 (37.106), RP-201917 (37.104), RP-201918 (37.105) with existing square brackets
· Modify CRs in RP-201890 (38.101-1) and RP-201916 (36.104) to remove 60kHz SCS, and approve the modified CRs 
· Keep the work item open until RAN#90-e by means of an exception sheet to address the following open issues:
· Resolve all parameters in square brackets and TBDs in the CRs proposed in RAN#89-e
· Additional CR for UE coexistence for 38.101-3
· CR to include UE co-existence table
· Reference measurement channels to be defined in 38.101-1
· Medium range base station requirements
· If European regulations for 5925-6425 MHz are approved by CEPT ECC at least 1 week before the submission deadline for the Q4 RAN4 meeting, the 5925-6425 MHz band may be included if possible, using either different NS values for the UE and regional requirements for the BS, or a new band, depending on the details of the European regulatory requirements


	Skyworks
	It seems now that we will need to revise more REFSENS based on MTK comment, this is not acceptable and unprecedented. As we have discussed in RAN4 the additional losses related to the support of multiple bands can be accommodated by Delta T/Delta R and should not impact the stand alone REFSENS. We have provided justification on REFSENS during the meeting in the same way that Mediatek did and it should be considered in the average. n46 REFSENS is already 3dB higher than n79 and an extra 1.1dB can’t be justified from a 20% frequency increase. This 1.1dB would correspond to 14.1dB NF while IEEE is assuming 10dB NF for both 5GHz and 6GHz for 11ax, we also need to target a competitive solution on the market. Overall we support the spirit of the WF proposed by the moderator.

	AT&T
	We agree with the moderator’s way forward. It is important to agree on the Rel-16 CRs at this meeting to recognize the work that has been completed on the 6 GHz NR-U band plan. Having RAN approve a clear and concise Rel-16 exception sheet at this meeting should be taken as a package with the CRs so that the completed items do not require further discussion in RAN4. Given the defined regulatory framework in the US, it is important for the US market to have 3GPP defined technology to serve this band.

	BT plc
	We support the proposal to keep the work item open until RAN#90-e by means of an exception sheet, although in order to enable the inclusion of the European regulations for 5925 - 6425 MHz it would be necessary to slightly amend the proposal.  
Consequently we propose the following amendment:
· If European regulations for 5925-6425 MHz are approved by ECC WG FM CEPT ECC at least 1 week before the submission deadline for the Q4 RAN4 meeting, the 5925-6425 MHz band may be included if possible, using either different NS values for the UE and regional requirements for the BS, or a new band, depending on the details of the European regulatory requirements


	Samsung
	We support the proposals and compromise approach as drafted by the moderator. It is enough to move forward given the text that RAN4 is ready to intoroduce new regulation from other regions in the next RAN4 meeting if it’s ready.
Focusing on the table, we would like to suggest one more bullet to avoid repeating similar situation in Q4 like “This WI will be concluded in RAN#90-e with completed level”.
Moreover, even though some requirements are still in the brackets or TBD, the CR having the new band should be approved in this meeting for further discussion in RAN4. Otherwise, we cannot ensure that the same argument will not be happened and repeated in 3GPP when other regional requirements are introduced in the future, and that is not really a good precedent not to support the regional business on time.

	Charter Communications Inc
	To Mediatek:  We have spoken to several RF FE vendors and it seems their implementation is significantly more complicated than what we have seen.  Again it seems to me that we have attempted to make some consessions and relaxed RX RefSens by 0.5dB.  We can leave this value in [  ], approve the CRs and prepare further analysis papers to ginalize value.
To BT plc: your modification of moderator’s proposal above is acceptable to us. 
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