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1. Introduction
This paper will summarize the companies’ views regarding the inputs in [1], [2], [3], [4], [5]. 

2. Discussion

2.1. Scope and handling of Basket WIs
2.1.1. Observations and Proposal from RP-210508
Observation 1: Main prerequisite for utilizing the basket approach was that the general requirements for the feature were already introduced.
Observation 2: Main advantage of using basket WIs is simplified approval and RAN4 bookkeeping. Main drawback is less scrutiny of the technical issues.
Proposal: RAN should clarify that the basket approach can be used only for band specific items for which the general requirements were already defined in the specifications.
2.1.2. Main Points for Discussion for the Initial Round
Companies should express their opinions/comments related to the following main points. 
1. Comments on Observation 1 and 2. Do you agree with the observations, please state reasons for agreeing or deisagreeing
2. Do you agree with the Proposal?
3. If you agree with the proposal, how should the objectives/work already agreed (already included in some baskets) be handled?

2.1.3. Companies’ Comments
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We agree with proposals 1 and 2. 
On proposal 3: one possibility is to move generic/general requirements to Rel-17 WIs on Further enhancements of NR RF requirements for FR1 and Further enhancements of NR RF requirements for FR2. RAN4 can start the band specific work when generic work is done or progressed to a level at which band specific work can start.

	ZTE
	1)
We agree these two observations. As a generic concern expressed in previous meetings, up to now there are already more than 30 baskets running in RAN4 with a fixed TU for these basket WIs. 

2)
We agree the proposal. An enforced rule on going for basket approach is highly recommended.

3)
We understand that some objectives already included in some baskets were agreed potentially due to not sufficient time or awareness of preconditions of the basket approach, and we may keep as it is now as exceptions, however, RAN plenary should reach an agreement that they shall not be regarded as precedent examples by any potential argument to allow for new exceptions later on, i.e., no more exceptions from now on.

	T-Mobile USA
	1) We agree with the observations, except we don’t agree with every detail in RP-210508 For instance, “Max output power is generic objective.” Yes, it is, but the requirement still needs to be specified for each combination for each power class. I don’t think the objective is to come up with new max output power.  
2) We agree with the proposal. 
3) Any generic work should be moved out of the baskets.

	Verizon
	We agree with both observations and proposal!

RAN should clarify the basket approach further. And, RAN4 should follow the rule and procedures to build the band specific requirements, no more exception allowed.

	China Telecom
	1) Agree with the observations. However, we think the examples in the Annex of RP-210508 may not be appropriate:

For RP-202102: High power UE (power class 2) for NR inter-band Carrier Aggregation with 2 bands downlink and 2 bands uplink, we share the same view as T-Mobile, this basket WI covers the band combination specific requirements but not define new power class.
For RP-201584: SAR schemes for UE power class 2 (PC2) for NR inter-band Carrier Aggregation and supplemental uplink (SUL) configurations with 2 bands UL, actually this is not a basket WI, and may not be covered by this discussion. 
2) Agree with the proposal. But we are not supportive of moving the spectrum related items to FR1/FR2 WI. In general, to address operators’ needs, we have other spectrum WIs in addition to the basket WIs.

3) As moderator clarified in the email, we agree the intention of this discussion is on how to organize the discussion in RAN4, but not change the objective in the existing WIDs.

	CATT
	1） Agree with the observations

2） Agree with the proposals

3） We are fine to keep the existing basket WI as is and mandate such rules from now onward.

	Apple
	1. We agree with both observations.

2. We agree with the proposal.

3. Remove the generic requirements from the basket WID objectives and incorporate them to the corresponding FR1 or FR2 enhancement WID.

	Qualcomm
	We obviously support the proposal, but not sure whether the generic requirements should be included in the FR1/FR2 enhancements WIDs.  Those WID’s are already too big (and their scope continues to increase) so it might be better to place them in a different/new work item.

	LGE
	1) We think that the maximum output power or MSD study were one of main point for basket WI since the general RF requirements were already specified for Basket WI. This MSD study is band specific issues.

2) Yes, we can agree the proposal. SAR issue should be studied in generic part.
3) The max. output power of CA/DC band combinations or MSD issue is band specific issue not general requirements. The generic work should be first studied before starting of the basket WIs.

	Intel
	Agree with Observations 1, 2 and Proposal 1. 
The formalized principles can be applied for all newly approved items. We are ok to update the existing items as long as there is a consensus to do so.

	Nokia
	We agree with observations and the proposal to clarify the basket approach as in recent years the boundary between generic WIs where foundations are laid and basket WI has become indistinct.

	CHTTL
	1. in general agree with the observations.

2. (and also 3.) We think it might be possible that some request combos might impact the general part, does it mean that those combos should be removed before the general part is done in other WI? Or they can still stay in the baskets.

BTW, then can the band specific items/band combos be added to the spec directly when doing the general part without basket approach? maybe not?

	Samsung
	We also agree RAN plenary shall have clear guideline especially on approving basket WIs. Furthermore, generic requirements (can be discussed with some example band or band combinations) shall be defined before basket WI starts in RAN4.

	Charter Communications Inc
	We agree with both observations and proposal but we also agree with some of the comments made by TMUSA and China Mobile regarding max output power requirements which need to be identified per band combination.  We also have highlighted in the reflector that if there are requirements that have been approved through WF agreements to be addressed in basket wid then these approvals should be honoured and addressed in basket wid. 

	Huawei
	Generally, we think the observations are valid for most cases. However, we don't think that the basket can only be utilized after the general requirements are completed, sometimes, it could be started in parallel due to urgent demanding from operators. But of cause, the specific band, or band combination in a basket cannot be finished without the general requirements are available. 

For the general requirements, we think should not be discussed in basket WIs, the right place is the existing UE RF FR1 and FR2 WIs. 

	OPPO
	1. Ok with the observations.

2. But for the proposal it might be needed to firstly get common understanding on what requirements are “band specific” since from the feedbacks it seems people have different understanding on this which cause the problem of implementing this rule.

	Skyworks
	We agree with the observations and the proposal. Together with this proposal we also think that for baskets it should be clarified what is open for block approval.

	AT&T
	1. We agree with both observations.

2. We agree with the proposal.

3. Any generic requirement work should be removed from the basket WIDs and moved to the corresponding FR1 or FR2 enhancement WID.

	China Unicom
	1) Agree with Observation 1 & 2;

2) Agree with the proposal;

3) If some objectives/features are identified as not suitable to be included in the basket WI (e.g. non band specific requirements), they could be moved to a separate work item.


2.1.4. Initial Round Summary
19 companies expressed their views. All companies generally agree with the observations and the proposals. Some further discussions/clarifications is needed on how to handle the general requirements for the currently approved items and in the future.
2.1.5. Main points for discussion in the intermediate round 
Based on the initial round, the following should be agreeable:

Baskets should only cover band specific or band combination specific requirements for which all general requirements are already defined or are part of an ongoing WI.
1. Is this agreeable? If not, please suggest some changes.

Companies are invited to also provide inputs on the following topics:

2. How to exactly define general requirements?

3. How to handle already approved objectives in current WIs:

Option 1: Leave objectives as they are, only enforce this agreement for future basket WIs

Option 2: Move the objectives to the ongoing FR1 RF WI and FR2 RF WI

Option 3: introduce separate WIs for reach objective or group of similar objectives

Note: the intention is to finlize this in the next plenary, until then all the general objectives in all ongoing baskets can be identified.

2.1.6. Companies’ Comments for the Intermediate Round

	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	1. Yes
2. If a spectrum item is new type that may possibly need new kind of requirements that do not exist in any of RAN4 specifications, then it shall be considered as non-spectrum item. Care should be taken in analysis if a spectrum item is new type. 

3. Our preference is to introduce separate WI’s. The bundled enhancement WI is difficult to follow and maintain and understanding when WI is complete is difficult since many unclear items fall under the big umbreall. More detailed objectives in dedicated WIDs are preferred. 

	T-Mobile USA
	1) Yes
2) We are confused by Qualcomm’s comments above about a spectrum item being considered a non-spectrum item if it is a new type. RP-210508 was all about basket WIs, so why now change the topic to what is considered a spectrum WI? We don’t agree that if there is a new type it is considered as a non-spectrum item. For instance, new power classes like PC1.5 have been considered to be spectrum related. The initial PC1.5 work was not a basket, but it was spectrum related. The initial inter-band PC2 WI for EN-DC and NR CA are spectrum related, but not baskets. Also, the 35 and 45 MHz channel BW WI was considered to be spectrum related.
3) We agree that general requirements don’t belong in baskets. But we think that general requirements can be spectrum related. We don’t think that separate baskets are necessarily needed for each objective. Groups of similar objectives would be more appropriate. 

	Qualcomm
	Let me clarify Qualcomm’s view on general vs. band-specific requirements.  It was commented that a general requirement should be considered if the spectrum item is a new type.  Firstly, the baskets are all about spectrum items so we focus on the basket aspect of things, not the qualification to be regarded as a spectrum item.  As a fictitious example, suppose we have a basket for intra-band CA.  And in this basket, we add a combination that is non-contiguous UL intra-band CA for which we did not previously have general requirements (i.e., definition of SEM, MPR, etc).  The fact that general requirements are needed should be recognized and those general requirements should be treated in a separate work item, not in the basket.  Once those general requirements are completed (or maybe in parallel), then the band-specific requirements for this particular combination can be treated in the basket.  So by this definition, general requirements refers to requirements that apply to any combination, independent of band or frequency.  

	LGE
	1. Yes

2. If a certain band combos are proposed in the new basket WI, the all general RF requirements for DC/CA band combos shall be completed. The open issue in the new basket WI only cover the band specific issues including max. output power and MSD requirements.
3. Need to treat case by case WI which objectives are move or change in the existing basket WI.

	Intel
	1. The moderator proposal is agreeable. 

3. Our first preference is Option 1. Option 2 can be fine as well.

	China Telecom
	1. Yes

2. Share the same view with T-Mobile. We already have several spectrum WIs (but not basket WIs) defining new types of requirements for NR. Also, we think the scope of the thread can be focused on basket WIs as planned.
3. Option 1. 

	ZTE
	1. Yes

2. If a requirement specified under “band or band combo specific” studies can be directly applicable to other bands without any additional work, then it should be regarded as a “general requirement”

Our preference is Option 1 since it has least turbulence on the ongoing works.

	Nokia
	1. Yes

2. General requirements are the ones that apply to all band combinations part of the specific new type of combinations. Such as SEM, MPR and in some cases even MSD but difficult to list exhaustively as this depends on what is requested.

3. Option 3 At least in REL17 separate WIs for better traceability and not to interfere work and completion of current FR1 and FR2 WIs.

	CATT
	1. Yes

2. A requirement should be seen as generic requirement If it is applicable to multiple band or band combinations. Otherwise it is a band specific requirement.
4. Our preference is Option 1 to avoid unnecessary confusions for tracking..

	Ericsson
	On point 1: Agree
On point 2: There should not be any general/generic requirements in spectrum WI. If there are generic requirements in any WI then it is not a spectrum WI. Some WIs have both e.g. NR-U WI. Such WIs are obviously non-spectrum WI. But in a hypothetical example if any general requirement is identified or need some generic work in a spectrum WI, then it is better to put such general requirements in one common general WI for FR1 and one for FR2. It is better to avoid individual WI for general requirements for each spectrum WI.

On point 3: Option 1 is preferred.

	Skyworks
	For 1 yes: in relation to our proposal in next chapter I would suggest that clarification on what is not allowed in some baskets is given. For example 3 non-contiguous UL CCs…

For 2: general requirement is a requirement that applies for all bands/band combinations. It is both the requirement to be fullfiled (like SEM/ACLR/EVM…) and the allowances given to meet then (like MPR). Any band/band combination/UL configuration that requires to derive such requirements should not belong to a basket.

For 3: Option 2 if UL CA related, Option 3 otherwise

	AT&T
	1. Yes

3. We agree with T-Mobile USA response. The general requirements impact can be spectrum related and that separate WIs are not necessarily needed for each objective and grouping of similar objectives would be more appropriate.



	Huawei
	1. yes

2. For general requirements, we don't understand what’s the reason to consider separate WI rather than to include them in the existing UE RF WIs. What matters in RAN4 is the heavy workload of tooo many topics, not where to discuss the general requirements. Separate WI for some of the general requirements will only further burden the RAN4 workload. 

3. Option 2. 

Not clear for option 1, any examples of existing basket WIs including general requirements?


2.1.7. Intermediate Round -1- Summary
The following is agreeable

Baskets should only cover band specific or band combination specific requirements for which all general requirements are already defined or are part of an ongoing WI.
Several companies commented on what are general requirements, it seems the best definition so far refers to requirements that are directly applicable to any band or band combination. this to be further confirmed in the next round.
For the 3rd question there is a small majority towards Option 1 as it requires least overhead for now. 

2.1.8. Main points for discussion in the intermediate round - 2
Companies are invited to also provide inputs on the following topics:

1. Is the following agreeable:

General requirements are requirements that are directly applicable to any band or band combination.
2. If Option 1 is chosen (keep the current baskets as they are with some general objectives), how to ensure that these objectives are given enough attention?

Option 1. do not allow block approval for the respective WI


Option 2. have separate agenda items for these objectives and separate CRs(CRs should be separate from the big CRs with band/band combos, etc)


Option 3. Any other proposals?
3. Should a list of WIs and the general objectives be created in next RAN4 meeting?

2.1.9. Companies’ Comments for the Intermediate Round – 2

	Ericsson
	1. OK i.e. any requirement which is band independent or band combination independent.
2. Option 1 is better. 
3. Yes

	Verizon
	1. Yes

2. Option 2

3. Yes

	LGE
	1. LGE propose that “General requirements are common requirements that are directly applicable to any band or CA/DC band combinations as band/band combinations agonistic.”

2. Option 1 is sufficient

4. It is up to RAN4 consensus in next RAN4 meeting

	OPPO
	1. Ok, and LGE proposal is also ok

2. Option 1 or Option 2

	China Telecom
	1. In general ok.

2. Option 1.

3. We would not like to mix the discussion on basket WIs and spectrum WIs. As some  companies commented in the intermediate round 1, in addition to the basket WIs, there are also several non-basket spectrum WIs, such as EN-DC PC2 SAR, CA PC2 SAR, n78/79 PC1.5, and 35/45MHz. 

	Intel
	1. Ok.

2. Option 1 or 2 

	Huawei
	1. OK.

2. We don't understand why we have this option. Any examples that the existing basket WIs including the general requirements? If so, the general requirements should be moved to the corresponding UE RF FR1 or FR2 WIs.

3. We don't understand why we have this question for the basket WIs. Some clarification is needed for the previous questions. 

	ZTE
	1. Yes
2. Option 1

3. Leave it to RAN4.

	AT&T
	1. Yes
2. Option 1 or Option 2

3. Yes

	Skyworks
	1. Yes and OK with LGs sentence too, 2: Option1 (but we can also have option 2 on top)


2.1.10. Intermediate Round -2- Summary
The large majority of companies(all but one) agree with the proposal on the definition of the general requirements. The proposal from LG is very similar so the following should be agreeable:
General requirements are requirements that are directly applicable to any band or band combination.
Regarding the handling of current baskets containing general objectives, companies prefer Option 1 or Option 2. Moderator’s proposal is that these options to be further considered by the RAN4 leadership and there is also a possibility that both are enforced.
Most companies agree that RAN4 should develop of list with baskets that contain general objectives. It should be recommended that this is addressed in RAN4 in the next quarter, before next plenary.

2.1.11. Points for discussion in the final round:

Agree the following: 

1.RAN4 should develop a list with baskets that contain general objectives

2.Consider the following regarding handling of baskets that contain general objectives:

1. do not apply block approval


2. have separate agendas for objectives related to general requirements

Final decision on handling is left to RAN4 leadership, both options could also be applied.

Companies are invited to provide further comments to refine the proposals over e-mails.

2.1.12. Summary of the final round
No further comments were received so the following is agreeable:
1.RAN4 should develop a list with baskets that contain general objectives

2.Consider the following regarding handling of baskets that contain general objectives:


1. do not apply block approval


2. have separate agendas for objectives related to general requirements

Final decision on handling is left to RAN4 leadership, both options could also be applied.

2.2. Guidelines for FR1 CA/DC band combinations not subject to block approval 
2.2.1. Guidelines proposed in RP-210639
Guidelines for FR1 Generic Combos
· Inter-band CA/DC with adjacent or overlapping frequency ranges

· Need a discussion paper to address the front-end implementation feasibility and usage scenarios.

· Inter-band CA/DC with two or more bands below 1 GHz

· Need a discussion paper to address the front-end implementation feasibility and usage scenarios. The aspect of antenna configuration including diversity path and its implication to form factor shall be considered.

· UL CA needs further discussions if the corresponding DC combination only supports SUO.

· Intra-band contiguous EN-DC with new bandwidth class, such as classes AC and CB

· Need a new feature defined.

· Intra-band CA with more than 2 non-contiguous DL CCs with > 200 MHz frequency span

· Need a discussion paper to address the implementation feasibility including DL MIMO support.

Guidelines for FR1 UL Specific Band Combos
· Intra-band UL CA with 2 CCs where A-MPR requirements have not been specified (in basket WID not for block approval)

· Intra-band contiguous UL CA with 3 CCs (feature not yet defined)

· UL CA with three or more non-contiguous CCs (feature not yet defined) including

· Inter-band UL CA with UL in three or more bands

· Intra-band non-contiguous UL CA with three or more discrete UL CCs

· Inter-band UL CA consisting of intra-band non-contiguous UL CA 

Additional Aspects
· Band combinations which can be directly introduced in CR

· Adding DL intra-band CA to an existing inter-band combination (but not for intra-band UL CA) where DL intra-band CA has been specified.

· Adding > 3 FR1 band combinations if the corresponding fallbacks are complete.

· Adding FR2 band or existing FR2 CA to an existing FR1 combination.

· No TP for TR is required, BC request sheet is sufficient.

· Regional spectrum restriction is allowed with a clarification note, but not operator specific spectrum allocation.

· UL configuration allowing SUO or mandating SUO shall be clearly stated in TP.

· TDD-TDD supporting simultaneous Rx/Tx or not shall be clearly stated in TP.

· Inter-band UL CA including intra-band contiguous UL CA, such as UL CA_n3-n41C

· Triple beat issue needs to be addressed.  

2.2.2. Main Points for Discussion for the Initial Round
Companies should express their opinions/comments related to the following main points. 
1. Any general comments on what guidelines/principles should be used to differentiate combinations that should be subject to block approval and combos that should not be subject for block approval

2. Any comments on the proposed guidelines for Generic Combos?

3. Any comments on the proposed guidelines for UL Specific Combos?

4. Any comments on Additional Aspects?

5. Any other comments/suggestions for improving the block approval process?

2.2.3. Companies’ Comments
	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	On Guidelines for FR1 Generic Combos:

For totally overlapping bands using the same approach and same foot notes as band 42_n77/n78 and using the capability interBandMRDC-WithOverlapDL-Bands-r16, we don’t see that a discussion paper is needed.

We think it is too strict to require a discussion paper for all two bands combinations below 1 GHz. Some low-low bands are already defined and commonly used. An already defined EN-DC low-low combo does not need a discussion paper for having the same bands also in NR CA (and vice versa).

On point 4: Additional Aspects:

It is written “Band combinations which can be directly introduced in CR”, but we presume a draft CR is meant.
It is written “No TP for TR is required, BC request sheet is sufficient”, we once again think this refers to draft CR. Especially “BC request sheet is sufficient” is unclear what is meant. For a rapporteur having the BC request sheet filled in does not mean a BC automatically ends up in a big CR, an input paper from the proponent is still needed, i.e. a draft CR.

For Triple beat issue needs to be addressed, Shall a reference be made to the agreed WF from last meeting and/or is it still to be discussed how to address triple beat issues?

	ZTE
	1) For point 1 on guidelines/principles: 
· If we allow non-block-approval for a basket WI, then it may require additional efforts to address the identified issues, thus additional Tus  should be claimed outside the total TU budget for basket WI:s when approving the WI. 
2) For point 2, comments on the statement “UL CA needs further discussions if the corresponding DC combination only supports SUO”.  

If the corresponding UL CA with 1 UL configuration is completed, it is actually enough and can be reused by the corresponding DC combination only supporting SUO.

	T-Mobile USA
	For Guidelines for FR1 Generic Combos: We think if the one band is a subset of the other, it should follow the precedent for DC_42A_n77A and DC_42A_n78A. 


	Verizon
	We support both guidelines and additional aspects. For us, the short contribution provides a lot of useful observations and also highlights the area which need involving into detail. 

There are two comments,

1. Some examples may be helpful in the section of guidelines (e.g., for the inter-band CA/DC with adjacent or overlapping frequency ranges)
2. Not sure if it intends the same guidelines and additional aspects could also be applied to the different power class (e.g., PC2 and PC1.5) combinations as well?      

	Apple
	Thanks companies for the valuable comments. 

1. To Ericsson and T-Mobile USA, we agree that for one band that is a subset of another band similar to B42 and n77/n78, such as DC_48A_n77A, the precedent for DC_42A_n77A can be followed. On the other hand, this guideline also includes combinations such as CA_n20A-n28A where their DL partially overlaps each other. It would not be straightforward to envision the front-end architecture to support such combinations and how the filter insertion loss was derived. Therefore, a discussion paper is required to justify the feasibility or proposed requirements.

2. To Ericsson on two bands below 1 GHz, we agree that if the LTE counterpart has been specified, the discussion paper is deemed unnecessary. The guideline is intended for the combinations which have not been specified in the past.

3. To Ericsson on point 4, we agree with the clarification that the combination is proposed directly into draft CR without TP for TR.

4. To Ericsson on the triple beat issue, thanks for the reminding, the approved WF R4-2103097 in RAN4 98-e meeting can be used as a reference.

5. To ZTE on point 2, we agree with the viewpoint. However, this guideline is meant for EN-DC with SUO only, where the same combination may not be applicable for UL CA as there has not been single switched UL CA defined.

6. To Version, thanks for the support on the guidelines and additional aspects. For comment #1, example such as CA_n20-n28A has been given above. For comment #2, the DL aspect can be simpler if the corresponding PC3 combination has been specified. However, the UL aspect still needs special attention.

	Qualcomm
	In general, we have observed that requirements are often times added via TP and CR without any technical justification provided.  We support the idea of discussion papers laying out the technical justification, but also recognize that it doesn’t make sense to write the same paper dozens of times over and over.  If one band combination leverages the requirements of another band combination, then perhaps a new discussion paper is not needed, but at the minimum, the TP should include how the other band combination was leveraged and why it was.

	SoftBank
	We also think that it is beneficial to make such guidelines for the band combination specification works for reducing the workload for them. One question is that if the discussion paper is needed, which agenda item does it treat?

	LGE
	For the Guidelines for FR1 Generic Combos, new feature or open issues shall be covered in generic part. So it is quite recommend to provide discuss paper and RAN4 do not allow these papers in block approval.

For the Guidelines for FR1 UL Specific Band Combos, we understood that generic RF requirements would not cover the specific band issues. Then, RAN4 need common understanding in general part. So it is necessary to provide discussion and need to treat in e-mail discussion.

For the additional aspect, RAN4 directly allow to provide draft CR without TP for the cases that the CA/DC do not need to study for additional requirements. So we prefer big CR approach not to allow direct CR. Also some operator specific spectrum allocation is allow since they have only one specific case in the world. So it is also reasonable.

	Intel
	Overall agree with the listed principles. 
The exact list may require more discussion in RAN4. Recommend to task RAN4 to prepare a clear list, rather than handle this is RAN.

	Nokia
	RAN4 should come up with a clear guideline what needs to be done in order to specify a certain band combination. TR skeletons were supposed to give that guideline and, in a beginning,, those did the job but now with dozens of low quality TR skeletons it is not working anymore. Furthermore, it is very difficult nowadays to make a due diligence when doing TPs or draft CR as agreements what is needed are scattered into tens of WFs and etc. It is impossible to track all of those hence one document listing what is needed for certain type of band combination would be very valuable.

	CHTTL
	3. it seems like the proposed guidelines for UL Specific Combos only covers CA, how about EN-DC, NR DC with more uplinks? And is there any guideline for those marked as feature not yet defined?

4. Additional Aspects: 

•
Band combinations which can be directly introduced in CR ( We think this must be draft CR approach? In addition, there might be a risk on this bullet “Adding > 3 FR1 band combinations if the corresponding fallbacks are complete.”, since when such draft CR is provided, it might not be easy to check whether all the fallbacks are completed, compared with other bullets.

•
supporting simultaneous Rx/Tx (In section 2.6, there is a WID proposal to handle this issue.

	Samsung
	In general, we agree with the observations and suggestions to discuss the technical justifications including not limiting to RF front-end implementation, use scenarios and also the reference to the requirements defied for existing band combinations. 

We also feel such above guideline shall be discussed in RAN4 first on the list of principles. RAN can further endorse such list of principles.  Based on these, newly added band combinations shall follow these principles before RAN4 endorsed the 
ntroduction of these Combs. 

	Charter Communications Inc.
	We also agree with Ericsson’s observations in point #4.  Band combinations should be able to go for approval through a draft CR without requiring a TP for TR especially if a BC has been requested.

	Huawei
	In general, we support the idea that some guidelines to be stipulated to facilitate the discussion in RAN4. But as guidance, we don’t think that the guidelines could be too length to be followed. Which aspects should be considered can be further discussed in RAN4. 

	OPPO
	Generally, we support the principles although detailed items may be better to be discussed and be approved in RAN4 group meeting.

	Skyworks
	Further feedback on top of Apple response. 

1. The DC_42A_n77A principle may not be always followed because there it is not allowed as an UL configuration. In the incoming combinations, there is for example CA_n48-n77 which is requested as an UL configuration. The spectrum is fully overlapping but it uses the same n77 implementation and require MPR/AMPR study. Therefore, a discussion paper is required to agree implementation and requirement aspects.

2. To Ericsson on two bands below 1 GHz, No further feedback.

3. To Ericsson on point 4, No further feedback.

4. We intend to provide an example in RAN4 98b-e meeting on how to treat triple beat issues based on the approved WF R4-2103097.

5. To ZTE on point 2, No further feedback
6. To Verizon, No further feedback

7. To Softbank, We have also pointed at the lack of time (vs other threads) and agenda item for such discussion paper. Separately we have diecusse with RAN4 chairman to create such an agenda and a dedicated thread. The outcome of such a thread will need to be integrated back into the big CRs and allow draft CRs to be generated.
8. To LGE, we also meant draft CRs but skipping TP.
9. To Intel, we also agree that the details should be discussed in RAN4 but some of the principle can be agreed here
10. To CHTTL, in general any combination having more than two UL CCs is subject to scrutiny and as we propose any combination with more than two non-contiguous UL CCs is not supported (whether being CA or DC)
In general we are willing to put further precision and examples in the document and focus on the scope of what can be part of block approval or not and then refine guidelines on how to handle them in RAN4.

	AT&T
	We support the development of guidelines but this is best left to RAN4 to decide.


2.2.4. Initial Round Summary

17 companies expressed their views on this topic.

There is consensus that such a set of guidelines is needed and should be documented. The detailed guidelines need further discussion and there were multiple comments on the proposals. Many companies expressed the view that this list of guidelines should be discussed in RAN4 and not in RAN plenary as more input from experts is needed and the discussion could be relatively long.
2.2.5. Main points for discussion in the intermediate round

Based on the initial round, the following should be agreeable:


A set of guidelines for handling CA/DC combinations should be developed.
1. Is the above agreeable?If not, any alternate proposals or wording change on what could be agreed?

Companies should provide inputs to the following:
2. How should the work on creating the set of guidelines be conducted?
· Option 1: Detailed discussion should be carried out in RAN4. Plenary should task RAN4 to develop such guidelines.
· Option 2: Discussion to continue in the plenary based on the proposals and comments in the initial rounds.
3. Should these guidelines be included in the SI discussed in Section 2.4 if it is approved? 

2.2.6. Companies’ Comments for the Intermediate Round

	Company
	Comments

	T-Mobile USA
	1) We agree 
2) We don’t have a strong view on the procedure. If we could agree at RAN plenary, great. But it would be best if it was a TR or somehow easy to find, and not just a tdoc. 

3) That would be fine with us. 

	Qualcomm
	1. This is contribution driven and it is up to the RAN4 chairman under which agenda item this could be treated and how much time to give it.  I can imagine that this could be quite a lengthy discussion.  Moreover, these guidelines are probably something that needs to evolve.  While the guidelines might be applicable today (i.e., certain topics are regarded as new), they might be obsolete in 6 months.  We see the benefit of this proposal, but we need to be careful that it doesn’t create more work than it saves.
2. This should be discussed in RAN4, not at RAN plenary.
3. No, these are separate topics. 

	LGE
	1. This is contribution driven and it is up to the RAN4 chairman and moderator decision which will be treated as block approval. 

2. We prefer option 1, not at RAN plenary.

3. No strong position, we are fine to add the guideline in the SI.

	Intel
	1. The moderator proposal is agreeable. 

2. Prefer Option 1 (Detailed discussion should be carried out in RAN4. Plenary should task RAN4 to develop such guidelines)

3. Yes, these guidelines can be included in the SI discussed in Section 2.4. At least we believe that guidelines need to be documents and updated over time if needed. In this case the TR can be a good reference.

	ZTE
	1. Yes

2. We prefer to continue the discussion in RAN4 (Option 1)

3. If there is an agreement, the SI TR would be the right place to capture the agreement.

	Nokia
	1: Agree

2: This is RAN4 work not RAN

3: Proposed SI would be suitable place to discuss

	CATT
	1. Yes

2. We prefer to continue the discussion in RAN4 (Option 1)

3. A running TR should be fine if the rules allow.

	Ericsson
	On point 1: We are ok to discuss further in RAN4.

On point 2: We support option 1.

On point 3: Yes. We support the TR

	Skyworks
	For 1: for the specific technical guidelines it has always been our intention to develop them within RAN4 so yes. 

Still in this meeting is would be good that we have an agreement on the cases that should not go for block approval. At least for those that are new features and are not currently supported by the spec: 

· Intra-band contiguous EN-DC with new bandwidth class, such as classes AC and CB: Need a new feature defined.

· Intra-band UL CA with 2 CCs where A-MPR requirements have not been specified (in basket WID not for block approval)

· Intra-band contiguous UL CA with 3 CCs (feature not yet defined)

· UL CA with three or more non-contiguous CCs (feature not yet defined) including

· Inter-band UL CA with UL in three or more bands

· Intra-band non-contiguous UL CA with three or more discrete UL CCs

· Inter-band UL CA consisting of intra-band non-contiguous UL CA 

The other cases where we suggest having a discussion paper can be a recommendation for now but id consensus exist we may as well capture.

For the triple beat case [ie like (fake one) CA_n25-n40(2A)] since this is MSD issue we can provide discussion paper in next meeting on how to cover and add to TR template.

For 2: we are fine with option 1 if the above cases that are not allowed for block approval / basket is captured. 

For 3: we believe the proposed SI should start with existing guidelines and once we have finalized the detailed rules and guideline technically these can be captured within the SI.

	AT&T
	1. Yes

2. Option 1

3. As the topics are different, we would prefer that RAN4 discuss whether to include these guidelines in the SI.

	Huawei
	1. yes

2. option 1

3. TR would be a better place to capture the guidelines.


2.2.7. Intermediate Round -1- Summary
Based on the comments , the following is agreeable. RAN4 was added based on the comments. 
A set of guidelines for handling CA/DC combinations should be developed by RAN4.
The discussion should continue in RAN4. 

For question 3, most companies think it is a good idea to capture these guidelines in the TR that would be developed by the SI discussed in Section 2.4

There was also a proposal from Skyworks to endorse some basic guidelines already here in the plenary, this should be further discussed in the next round.

2.2.8. Main points for discussion in the intermediate round -2-

Companies are invited to also provide inputs on the following topics:

1. Whether to include the guidelines in the TR developed under the band combination handling SI should be re-discussed once these are finalized?

2. Are the following basic principles for not allowing block approval agreeable? Any refinement needed?

•
Intra-band contiguous EN-DC with new bandwidth class, such as classes AC and CB: Need a new feature defined.

•
Intra-band UL CA with 2 CCs where A-MPR requirements have not been specified (in basket WID not for block approval)

•
Intra-band contiguous UL CA with 3 CCs (feature not yet defined)

•
UL CA with three or more non-contiguous CCs (feature not yet defined) including


Inter-band UL CA with UL in three or more bands


Intra-band non-contiguous UL CA with three or more discrete UL CCs


Inter-band UL CA consisting of intra-band non-contiguous UL CA
2.2.9. Companies’ comments for the intermediate round -2-

	Ericsson
	1. Yes
2. Yes we are fine with the list.

	Apple
	If intermediate round-2 discussions are only limited to the main points as suggested by the Moderator, our comments are as below:
Topic 1: Yes

Topic 2: The principles as listed are agreeable

Otherwise, we would like to share our further comments as below:

Thanks again for the very fruitful discussions and many of your supports on having these guidelines. Our intention on providing these guidelines is meant to improve and smoothen the current block approval and flagging process which has been a big part of the agenda in every RAN4 meeting. The purpose of requesting a discussion paper is to make certain challenging band combinations more visible to companies such that some critical technical aspects or requirements would not be overlooked through the speedy block approval process.

Unlike technical specifications and official CRs, we hope these guidelines do not need to be subject to the same level of scrutiny provided the wordings and technical meaning are understandable. If most companies see these guidelines beneficial to the band combinations review process, we would like to suggest to approve these guidelines as a WF in this meeting so that we do not have to spend extra time in RAN4 meeting to rediscuss these guidelines in great details.

To take into account companies’ comments in initial round, a revision (with changes marked in red color) has been created and uploaded to the email thread intermediate round folder for further reviews and comments. To address the concern that these guidelines may evolve over time, the WF has been limited to Rel-17. And we can revisit these guidelines when we start the Rel-18 band combinations review process.

Revision of RP-210639 Guidelines for FR1 band combinations not subject to block approval_v1.pptx
We look forward to further comments on the revised guidelines and hope this WF can be concluded by the end of this meeting.

	Charter Communications Inc
	In principle, we agree with topics 1 and 2 but we actually like the approach taken by Apple and Skyworks and use the WF as shown in Apple’s comment and attempt to get consensus agreement  

	Verizon
	1. Yes
2. Yes, we are fine with the list

We would thank both Apple and Skyworks to initialize the guidelines and discussions!

	LGE
	We are fine to moderator proposal and WF can capture the general principle and action.

	Intel
	1. Yes
2. The basic principles are fine. However, based on the previous round summary the plan/agreement was to have a discussion in RAN4. So, what is the relation between this WF and what RAN4 will discuss? 

	Huawei
	1. Yes

2. Thanks for the fruitful discussion in RAN meeting, but we don't think that a WF should be agreed in RAN, as more RAN4 delegates may not be aware of such discussion in RAN. It would be fair for all interested companies to join discussion of the RAN4 specific topic in WG level, but we think the draft WF can be good starting point to have further discussion in RAN4.

	ZTE
	1. Yes

2. We would prefer not to make a decision on a list for non-block-approval and leave it for RAN4 to further check, but the proposed list would be a good starting point for RAN4.  

	MTK
	1. Yes

2. Yes, we are fine with the guideline list. And we presume fine adjustment could be further discussed in RAN4. 

	AT&T
	1. Yes

2. Yes, we are OK with the list but agree with MTK that further refinement of the list should be discussed in RAN4. We agree with Huawei on the WF that it should be agreed in RAN4 and that the draft WF developed here can be used as a starting point. Hopefully, this will minimize the time spent in RAN4 on the WF.

	CHTTL
	Both 1 and 2, in general we are fine with the moderator’s proposal.
Regarding the WF on the Band combinations which can be directly introduced in draft CR ( There might be a risk on this bullet “Adding > 3 FR1 band combinations if the corresponding fallbacks are complete.”, since when such draft CR is provided, it might not be easy to check whether all the fallbacks are completed. Also this bullet doesn’t provide the upper bound, for example if there is an extreme case >32CC with > 3 FR1 band combination, this is not fit for the draft CR approach, so we still suggest to remove this bullet, thanks.

	Skyworks
	Yes for one and two, and we can ideally capture this and any further consensus in the WF.

To Intel: there essentially two cases in the list in the WF:

Case 1 where the feature does not exist (like 3UL CCs): this is the list in point 2 of the summary. We ca agree this list in this meeting and it makes clear which type of combination can be requested or not.

Case 2 where implementation aspects or new issues arise that we suggest should require a discussion paper and not be subject to block approval. 
For these Case2 we can further refine the guidelines in RAN4 but capture the list in the WF. One option is to have a dedicated agenda for such band-combinations that require discussion. That agenda could then be moderated for the whole length of the RAN4 meeting and if agreements are achieved generate the corresponding TP/draft CRS. These details can be further discussed in RAN4 but at least agreeing the type of combinations that require more discussion is a good step. Note that we had a WF in last RAN4 meeting on combinations with inter-band UL configuration with an intra-band UL part that will also require further guidelines and TP template.


2.2.10. Intermediate Round -2- Summary

Based on the companies’ comments, the guidelines that RAN4 should develop should be captured in the TR.
Most companies agree to take the proposed baseline guidelines as a starting point for further discussion. It is recommended to capture them in a WF that can be taken as a starting point for further discussion in RAN4 to develop the guidelines.
2.2.11. Points for discussion in the final round:

1. Guidelines on CA/DC band combination handling that RAN4 will develop should be captured in the TR created in the SI on band combination handling

2. Discuss the WF capturing the proposed baseline guidelines that could be taken as stating point in RAN4 for detailed discussion on the guidelines.

The fine tuning of the proposal should continue directly over e-mail

2.2.12. Summary of the final round
The WF in RP-210892 should capture the simple guidelines as in Question 2 of Section 2.2.8. Taking these as the starting point for further discussion in RAN4 is agreeable.
2.3. PC2 for EN-DC with multiple DL bands (xLTE band + yNR DL with 1LTE+1(TDD) NR UL band (x= 2, 3, y=1; x=1, 2, y=2)
2.3.1. Proposed scope in RP-210213

· PC2 EN-DC band combinations introduced by this WI will be introduced starting with REL-17.

· Specify the band-combination specific RF requirements for all listed NR EN-DC CA combinations for 
· 3 (2LTE+1NR) different bands DL with 2 (1LTE+1TDD NR) bands UL, or 
· 4 (3LTE+1NR) different bands DL with 2 (1LTE+1TDD NR) bands UL, or
· 3 (1LTE+2NR) different bands DL with 2 (1LTE+1TDD NR) bands UL, or  
· 4 (2LTE+2NR) different bands DL with 2 (1LTE+1TDD NR) bands UL.

· including at least

· Applicable frequencies

· Applicable bandwidths and bandwidth sets

· Analyze combinations that have self-desensitization due to following reasons:

· TX Harmonic overlap of receive band

· TX signal overlap of receiver harmonic frequency

· TX frequency being in close proximity of one of the receive bands

· Any other identified reasons

· For the combination where self-desensitization exists, specify at least needed

· ∆TIB and ∆RIB

· Reference sensitivity excerptions

· UL RB restrictions for REFSENS test

· Add conformance testing in RAN5 specifications (to follow at a later stage) of all Rel-17 CA combinations that fall into the category defined by the WI title.

· Note：the uplink band combination includes at least one TDD band. And, the uplink FDD+TDD band combinations could support LTE 23dBm + NR 23dBm and LTE 23dBm + NR 26dBm, and the TDD+TDD band combinations support only LTE 23dBm + NR 23dBm.
2.3.2. Main Points for Discussion for the Initial Round
Companies should express their opinions/comments related to the following main points.
1. Is there a need for any general requirements or only band specific requirements are needed?
2. Any comments on the proposed objectives?

2.3.3. Companies’ Comments

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We do not foresee that there will be any general requirements under this WI.
We are fine with the objectives and support the objectives.

	ZTE
	1) Only band specific requirements are needed.
2) We are fine with the proposed objectives.

	T-Mobile USA
	1) We think only band specific requirements are needed.
2) We are fine with the proposed objectives

	Verizon
	We support the WI and are fine with the objectives  

	China Telecom
	1) Only band specific requirements are needed.

2) OK with the proposed objectives

	CATT
	We do not think there will be any general requirements under this WI.

We are fine with the objectives and support them.

	Apple
	We do not have concern on the objectives of the proposed basket WID. However, since the basket WID for x = 1 and y = 1 has just been started and the proposed higher order combinations shall depend on the completion of the lower-order combinations (x=1, y=1), we suggest to postpone the start of this WID by one quarter.

	LGE
	1) Generic RF requirements for these DC combos are covered in PC2 WIs. We think only need to study the band specific requirements.

2) We prefer to combine the new PC2 WI with the existing PC2 NR DC WIs.

	Intel
	We are fine with the objectives.

Just one note that the example band combination in the Justification seems not valid as the WID aims to introduce x LTE + y NR TDD but the example BC is DC_1A-2A-n3A (all FDDs). 

	CHTTL
	Though we are also supportive of this work.

We have some questions below:

1. Some minor error on the excel sheet that some of the combos are requested from RAN93?, and some of the EN-DC combos show BCS 0.

2. Just for clarification whether total 4 bands are needed or not? since this WI will be focus on the impact on the third band, for example, maybe the proposed combo: DC_2A-13A-66A_n77A can be covered by the proposed combos DC_2A-13A_n77A, DC_13A-66A_n77A, and DC_2A-66A_n77A?

	Samsung
	Only band specific requirements are in this WI. We support this WI.

	Huawei
	We are ok with the proposed objectives. 

	Skyworks
	Can it be clarified whether this basket WI is intended for block approval or not. Also it should clarify guidelines in terms of MSD on what should be covered for 2 bands and 3 band cases.

	AT&T
	1. We don’t think that there are any general requirements and only band specific requirements are needed.

2. We are OK with the proposed objectives.

	China Unicom
	1) General requirements for PC2 EN-DC with 1 LTE band and 1 NR TDD band has been completed, so only band specific requirements are needed;

2) Fine with proposed objectives.


2.3.4. Initial Round Summary
15 companies expressed their views on the objectives of this basket WI.
There is consensus that only band specific requirements are covered so all the objectives can be handled in this basket WI. There were a few comments about some typos in the WID that should be addressed by the proponents( example band in the justification, request from RAN#93).

The WI should be agreeable with some small updates to the contents.

Moderator suggests that the proponents update the WID and present a draft for further discussion.

2.3.5. Main Points for discussion in the intermediate round

The following should be clarified:

1. Are a total of 4 bands needed or not? since this WI will be focus on the impact on the third band, for example, maybe the proposed combo: DC_2A-13A-66A_n77A can be covered by the proposed combos DC_2A-13A_n77A, DC_13A-66A_n77A, and DC_2A-66A_n77A?
Also, please provide any other comments on the updated WID once made available.

2.3.6. Companies’ Comments for the Intermediate Round

	Company
	Comments

	Verizon
	Yes, a clarification for the PC2 4 bands ENDC is needed to RAN4! 
In fact, we do have same question as CHTTL on this and agree the 4 band specific MSD relaxation requirements are covered by their lower combos’ requirements. However, our input to this PC2 draft work item is because there is a PC3 basket WID (RP-210202.zip) on the same type of EN-DC in Rel-17.
For keeping same as PC3 work item and avoiding delay, we would like to keep these specific PC2 4 bands EN-DC in this work item and update the contents of the work item in future once the clarification becomes available. 

Also, we are not sure if the clarification could be covered in the section 2.2 above as a guideline (i.e., “Guidelines for FR1 CA/DC band combinations not subject to block approval”) in a packet.

	T-Mobile USA
	Since we do MSD analysis for 3 band combos. 4 band probably doesn’t need any MSD analysis, but it should be indicated somehow that PC2 is supported for the 4 band combo. 

	LGE
	Prefer to merge in the existing PC2 DC WI.

	CHTTL
	Thanks Verizon and T-mobile USA for further comments. Maybe this can be further discussed in RAN4, and we are ok as Verizon proposed.

	ZTE
	We are fine with Verizon’s proposal.

	Ericsson
	We agree that IMD impact is only relevant for up to 3 bands. Therefore band combos with more than 3 bands are straight forward and more easy. But there is no harm to include combos with up to 4 bands in this WI. The title is confusing, so it is updated to state up to 4 bands.

The updated WID taking into account the comments and moderator’s suggestions is uploaded in the ‘Documents’ folder under [06] [Basket_WI].

	Skyworks
	We agree with Verizon and T-Mobile USA that the focus should be on intra and 2/3 band cases. Once those are defined the higher order combos should be covered for PC2 by default if the PC3 version already exists.

	AT&T
	We agree with Verizon that a clarification for PC2 4 band ENDC combos is needed. This can be further discussed in RAN4.


2.3.7. Intermediate Round -1- Summary
The rapporteur has provided a draft further discussion should be based directly on it.
2.3.8. Main points for discussion in the intermediate round -2-

Please include below comments on the updated draft. Is a clarification that combos with more than 3 bands will simply be based on the fallbacks?
2.3.9. Companies’ Comments for the intermediate round -2- 
	Ericsson
	If there are further comments the WID can be updated.
Regarding the question on the fallbacks: As general principle, band combos for more than 3 bands is based on the co-existence analysis and MSD values chosen in the fallbacks. Same principle applies also in this WID.

	Verizon
	Regarding the question for the start of this WID: 

All of the lower-order combinations (x=1, y=1) for the listed combos including in this draft WID have been fully completed. We cannot postpone the start time of this WID as urgency of deployments.

	LGE
	It is true, in LTE CA or NR DC/CA, MSD requirements specified up to three band combination. More 3 band combo can be specified as easy way since all coexistence analysis are performed in lower fallback mode. So we prefer to merge into the existing PC2 DC WI.

	CHTTL
	We would like to be the supporting company if still possible, thanks.


2.3.10. Intermediate Round -2- Summary

Based on the comments, the WID is relatively stable and should be agreeable with some possible fine tuning. 
2.3.11. Points for discussion in the final round

Companies are invited to provide further comments for fine tuning on the WID directly over e-mail.
2.3.12. Summary of the final round
The WID in RP-210213 seems agreeable.
2.4. Study on band combination handling in RAN4
2.4.1. Motivation and scope of the SI

Motivation 

RAN4#98-e meeting approved a WF on handling of agreements about band combinations (R4-2103285) with the following agreement. 
Just simply generate a SI whose objectives reflect what RAN4 has been addressing. All the agreements are collected in a TR for this SI.
Scope of the SI

The objectives of this study item is to create a document to collect the rules of band combinations, which can be widely known not only by RAN4 but also by other 3GPP working groups or even by other industrial partners outside 3GPP. The SI also aim to improve the band combination in the current RAN4 specifications and collect the rules what RAN4 has been achieved during the timescale of Rel-17.

The study proceeds within the following scopes.

1) Capture the new template of band combination request sheets for Rel-17 basket WIs and study the potential improvements on the template.

2) Collect agreements on the rules of specifying band combinations, such as the notations of CA/DC combinations, etc.

3) Analyse and identify the redundant contents in RAN4 specifications.

4) Study potential future-proof solutions for band combination configuration tables in RAN4 specifications for concise representation, better readability and better trackability and editability.

The target is that after the completion of the study item, a guidance on band combination handling, rule collections and band combination optimization for RAN4 specifications will be approved. It is suggested to be applied to the latest RAN4 specifications after the completion of the SI.

2.4.2. Main Points for Discussion for the Initial Round

Companies should express their opinions/comments related to the following main points.
1. Any comments on the motivation and necessity of such a SI? 

2. Any comments on the proposed objective? 

3. Should the objectives consider the outcome of the discussions in Section 2.1 and 2.2? what should be added?
2.4.3. Companies’ Comments

	Company
	Comments

	Ericsson
	We realize that there are rather many known way-of-working and agreements have been made for band combination work. There will be more to come. We therefore think it would be good to capture them in a TR. If the creation of the TR requires SI then we are fine as well.
It is also fine to update the objectives taking into account the outcome of the discussions in Section 2.1 and 2.2.

	ZTE
	As stated in our motivation paper and proposed WID, we would support approval of this SI endorsed in RAN4 as a place holder for agreements on band combinations.

	T-Mobile USA
	We don’t have any specific comments, but we support this proposal. We think that it would be useful to have such guidelines well documented. 

	Verizon
	We share the same view as ZTE and are fine to update the objectives.

	China Telecom
	We support this proposal, and we think the TR is very helpful for companies not closely following the related discussion.

	CATT
	We see the necessary of a TR capturing all the guidance of bakset WI. But not sure if this TR has to be coupled to a SI. If yes, we are fine with this SI.

	Apple
	We support the SI with a TR to capture all the agreements for band combinations.

	Qualcomm
	Several approaches were discussed on how to capture the agreements for band combination simplifications and rules of specifying the band combos, etc, such as  permanent documents, and a new TR. We’re fine to have a new SI to create a TR to capture these agreements. Regarding the objectives, this TR should include the agreements on how to handle the basket WIs and guidelines for CA/DC band combos discussed in this thread and other potential aspects if any.

	Intel
	We are ok with the proposal to create a SI to have a TR placeholder for RAN4 conclusions.

	Nokia
	We support this SI proposal. As we stated in our comment for RP-210639 there is a clear need for this work. TR is a good place to collect the agreements.

	CHTTL
	Regarding the first bullet of the scope, would like to know if there is intention to modify the current template for Rel.17 or not?

	Huawei
	We support the SI to have a TR to capture the agreements on the rules as well as the guidelines in section 2.2 which should be further discussed in RAN4.

	Skyworks
	We support capturing guidelines agreements in one document but as the past as shown it has been difficult to obtain compliance. It would be good if the templates uses for TP would point to such document (links to the corresponding guideline per chapter/MSD…)

	AT&T
	We support the development of a document that captures the guidance and rules on band combination handling. We don’t have a strong view on the need for a TR versus a PRD to document the guidance and rules.

	China Unicom
	We support the proposed objectives of the SID.


2.4.4. Initial Round Summary

15 companies expressed their views on this topic.
There is consensus that this work is beneficial and that having a document with the rules will be very helpful. Some details about what should be included need some more fine tuning.

2.4.5. Main Points for discussion in the intermediate round

Companies should provide their views on the following:

1. Should any agreements in Section 2.1 also be documented in this SI?

2. Is there any intention to modify the current template for Rel.17 or not?
3. Should the templates for introducing band combos(for example, TPs) also be captured in this document.

What is to be included might also depend on the outcome of the discussion in Section 2.2

2.4.6. Companies’ Comments for the Intermediate Round
	Company
	Comments

	T-Mobile USA
	1) It would be fine with us if the documentation from 2.1 is part of the SI. 
2) Are we going to modify the template to include power class, because we now have so many power class related basket WIs? 

	Qualcomm
	Section 2.1 should be kept separate as these are separate topics.
We should consider whether a tool can be developed to request band combinations and to keep track of them, maybe even auto-generating tables in the spec.  The current procedure is too cumbersome, not easy to keep track of all the combinations especially if different notation or format used, and most companies probably end up creating internal spreadsheets or other kinds of tracking tools anyways. 

	LGE
	1. We are fine to capture the guideline in section 2.1 in this SI.
2. If identified the reason of change, then RAN4 modify the template

3. TP format can leave to TP provider based on TR structure.

	Intel
	1. Yes
2. This is business as usual and shall be contribution driven.
3. It is fine to capture the templates in the target TR

	CHTTL
	2. Since several baskets are already running with the current template of the request sheet for a while, we hope not to modify the current template. But we are open to study the improvement for new baskets or for future need.

3. The templates for introducing band combos (ex TP) are already provided in each basket’s TR skeleton. It seems no need to capture here.

	ZTE
	1. Handling of basket WIs is closely related to band combinations, thus the agreements from 2.1 can be captured in the SI TR.

2. On one hand, it is important to stabilize the templates to save efforts, on the other hand, it should still be allowed to make further improvement if the need is identified. Of course, this is contribution-driven.

3. Templates can be regarded as a sort of agreement as well, so the TR can capture the templates.

BTW, we have uploaded the draft revision of RP-210607 under this folder. The only update is the supporting company list. Your support are warmly welcome. 

	Nokia
	1. No but issues discussed in 2.2 should

2. Some modification i.e. addition of new column for missing information can be considered  but redoing all current requests in WIDs would not be feasible

3. Current TRs do not give adequate information on what needs to be done, more details are needed as an example how many orders of harmonics you need to consider in case of harmonic mixing. How to solve this can be discussed during the SI.

	Ericsson
	Point 1: Yes we are fine.

Point 2: No. At least now we don’t see the need.

Point 3: Yes

	Skyworks
	1. In general we support documenting the rules and guidelines in a single document but the discussion on the technicalities (triple beat, IMDs, cross-bands are better developed around a concrete example

2. One of the outcome of this SI should be an update of the templates such that they clearly point at the rules and guidelines otherwise they will not be followed. Whether we need to add to existing templates or create new templates for new cases can be discussed in RAN4.

Templates should be clearly identified in the TR (with links?)

	AT&T
	1. As noted in our comments earlier, we would prefer that RAN4 discuss whether to include the guidelines in 2.1 in the SI.

2. We should follow the existing process for template updates where rapporteurs can provide the necessary updates prior to RAN4 meetings based on RAN Plenary outcome.

3. We are OK to capture the templates in the TR as long as any revisions are updated in the TR as necessary. 



	Huawei
	1. yes, ok for us

2. so far we didn't see the reason to change the template. Stable template is better for the whole group.

3. yes.


2.4.7. Intermediate Round -1- Summary
Based on the comments, it seem best to defer the discussion on whether to capture the guidelines in the TR should be deferred until the guidelines are developed and there is a better understanding how these would fit together.
Most companies do not see a need to change the templates, proposals to improve the templates can always be submitted to RAN4 and discussed.

Most companies agree that TP formats should be captured in the TR but should also be updated whenever there is a change.
2.4.8. Main points for discussion in the intermediate round -2-

The rapporteur has provided an update SID, please provide comments directly on the proposed SID. 
2.4.9. Companies’ Comments

	Ericsson
	We will review the updated SID from the rapporteur when it becomes available.

	Verizon 
	For supporting this work, we will review the update SID

	LGE
	Yes, we can further discuss after making of general principle and guidelines.

	AT&T
	We will review the updated SID and provide comments.

	CHTTL
	Though we think there is no need to capture TP formats in the SI, but if most companies think it is needed, we can live with it. But we think the TP formats will be just for guidance, and current TR content will not need to be revised if there is just some small misalignment on the format.


2.4.10. Intermediate Round -2- Summary
The SID is most likely agreeable with some possible fine tuning. 
2.4.11. Points for discussion in the final round

Companies are invited to provide further comments for fine tuning on the SID directly over e-mail.
2.4.12. Summary of the final round
The SID in RP-210773 seems agreeable.
2.5. Power Class 2 UE for NR inter-band CA and SUL configurations with x (x>2) bands DL and y (y=1, 2) bands UL
2.5.1. Scope of the WID
1)
Specify the band-combination specific RF requirements for all listed power class 2 NR inter-band UL CA  and SUL configurations with power class 2 on NUL and power class 3 on SUL (xDL/yUL, x>2, y=1, 2).

2)
Analysing combinations that have self-desensitization, applicable ∆TIB, c and ∆RIB, c and reference sensitivity exceptions including MSD test cases.

3)
Other additional impact to the requirements due to the high power on UL, if necessary.

Note: for a band combination, the common requirements are expected.

The power class 2 NR inter-band CA band combination configurations are defined in the table 1 below:
Table 1: Power class 2 NR Inter-band CA for x (x>2) bands DL with y (y=1, 2) bands UL
	NR CA

configuration
	Uplink CA

configuration
	contact

name, company
	Contact email
	other supporting companies

(min. 3)
	status

(new, ongoing, completed, stopped)

	CA_n1A-n3A-n78A
	CA_n1A-n78A
	Basaier Jialade

China Unicom
	basejld@chinaunicom.cn
	Huawei, HiSilicon, ZTE
	new

	CA_n1A-n3A-n78A
	CA_n3A-n78A
	Basaier Jialade

China Unicom
	basejld@chinaunicom.cn
	Huawei, HiSilicon, ZTE
	new


2.5.2. Main Points for Discussion for the Initial Round

Companies should express their opinions/comments related to the following main points.

1.
Is there a need for any general requirements or only band specific requirements are needed?
2.   Any comments on the proposed objectives?

2.5.3. Companies’ Comments
	Company
	Comments

	China Telecom
	1) Only band specific requirements are needed.

2) OK with the proposed objectives

	CATT
	1) Only band specific requirements are forseen.

2) Support the proposed objectives.

	Apple
	We do not have concern on the objectives of the proposed basket WID. However, since the basket WID for x = 2 and y = 1, 2 has just been started and the proposed higher order combinations shall depend on the completion of the lower-order combinations (x=2, y=1, 2), we suggest to postpone the start of this WID by one quarter.

	LGE
	1) Only band specific requirements are needed.
2) The PC2 NR CA UE basket WI can be merged with the existing PC2 NR CA band combo WI.

	Huawei
	Only band specific requirements are included in the WI. We support the proposed objectives. To Apple, and we are open for the start time in the TU table, but we’d like to check the views from operators as well, especially for those who have proposed band combinations.

	China Unicom
	1) Only band specific requirements are needed;

2) Support the proposed objectives of the WID.
We propose to approve the WI in this meeting, as PC2 for CA_n1A-n78A has already been completed. 


2.5.4. Initial Round Summary
6 companies expressed their views. 

There is consensus to start this WI and the objectives seem stable.
2.5.5. Main Points for discussion in the intermediate round

Companies should provide inputs to the following questions:
1. Should the start of the work be postponed by 1 quarter
2. Any other changes needed to the description or objectives in the WID?

2.5.6. Companies’ Comments for the Intermediate Round
	Company
	Comments

	LGE
	The new PC2 NR CA UE basket WI can be merged with the existing PC2 NR CA band combo WI, if needed

	China Unicom
	In this WI, the work of evaluating effect of the interference from the two ULs to the 3rd band is included, which is not part of the scope in the existing WI. So this should be a separate work item.
The work can be started in Q2, as PC2 for CA_n1A-n78A has already been completed. And there is urgent need to deploy these combinations, so we prefer to start the work item as early as possible.

	Huawei
	To accommodate the operator’s demanding, we think the WI should be agreed in this meeting. 


2.5.7. Intermediate Round -1- Summary
It was clarified that the contents are different compared to existing items and work can already start as PC2 for n1+n78 is already finalized. 
2.5.8. Main points for discussion for the intermediate round -2-

Rapporteur should provide an updated draft and companies should provide comments on the latest draft.

2.5.9. Companies’ Comments

	LGE
	RAN4 do not have separate WI due to analyse the MSD in 3rd band by different source. It can be covered in PC2 NR CA basket WI to reduce unnecessary work to find several WIs.

	Huawei
	RAN4 do have separate WIs to cater for different requests from operators for two bands, more than two bands, etc. As requested by operator, there is commercial demanding for some specific band combinations. No reason to delay the WI for another RAN cycle. 


2.5.10. Intermediate Round -2- Summary
Based on the comments, the proponents prefer to have a separate WI for these band combos instead of merging with the PC2 NR CA basket. 
The WID is most likely agreeable.

2.5.11. Points for discussion in the final round

Companies are invited to provide any further fine tuning comments on the WID directly over e-mail.
2.5.12. Final round summary

The original WID in RP-210543 seems agreeable.
2.6. Simultaneous Rx/Tx band combinations for CA, SUL, MR-DC and NR-DC
2.6.1. Scope of the WI
Objective and scope
1. Define clear principles for FDD-TDD or TDD-TDD band combinations for which can support or not support simultaneous Rx/Tx and whether it can be supported mandatorily or optionally for FR1, FR2 and FR1+FR2.

2. Identify for each FDD-TDD and TDD-TDD band combinations for CA, SUL, MR-DC and simultaneous Rx/Tx capability NR-DC based on technical analysis.

3. Align the specification treatment of simultaneous Rx/Tx capability for CA, SUL, MR-DC and NR-DC band combinations.

4. Make corresponding changes of the requirements for band combinations relevant to simultaneous Rx/Tx if needed.
Way of working

The new request adding CA, SUL, MR-DC and NR-DC band combinations for evaluation of supporting simultaneous Rx/Tx capability should be submitted on RAN4 reflector before tdoc submission deadline to the next RAN4 meeting (1 week before the meeting). The basket WI will then be updated with the new requests (section 4.1.3) and submitted to next RAN4 meeting for endorsement, before submission to RAN meeting for approval.

When the work is completed, all draft CRs related to one request will be submitted in the same RAN4 meeting to check consistency. If they are endorsed, the basket WI Rapporteur will merge all draft CRs from all requests in big CRs (one per TS specification). After the RAN4 meeting preceding a RAN meeting, those big CRs will be sent on RAN4 reflector for email approval (1 week) and, if agreed, they will be submitted to following RAN meeting. 

Requests overview

An overview of FDD-TDD, TDD-TDD CA, SUL, MR-DC and NR-DC band combinations for evaluation of supporting simultaneous Rx/Tx capability are provided in the attached Excel

2.6.2. Main Points for Discussion for the Initial Round

Companies should express their opinions/comments related to the following main points.

1.
Is there a need for any general requirements or only band specific requirements are needed?
2.   Any comments on the proposed objectives?

2.6.3. Companies’ Comments
	Company
	Comments

	China Telecom
	1) Only band combination specific requirements are needed.

2) We support the work and request to add the CA n1+n78, n3+n78, n5+n78 and n1+n3+n78 in the WID.

	CATT
	OK with this basket WI.

	Apple
	Not sure if this new WID is really necessary. The simultaneous Rx/Tx can be indicated in the existing basket WID already.

	Qualcomm
	The basket WID intents to change existing requirements also from earlier releases. How would we hanbdle the situation when UE is built not to support simultaneous TX/RX but then it becomes mandatory later? 

This obejective needs to be modified in the following way:

1. Define clear principles for FDD-TDD or TDD-TDD band combinations for which can support or not support simultaneous Rx/Tx and whether it can be supported mandatorily or optionally for FR1, FR2 and FR1+FR2  
Also the no: 4 should not be included since it says we are modifying requirements. 

Simultaneous TX/RX discussion/request mandatory/optional should happen when the combination is agreed in the spec via basket WI’s, not change the status later. If the discussion were to happen within a separate basket, then the this basket rapporteur must align the work with the corresponding band combination/configuration basket work.   



	LGE
	Need to study in general part how far freq. gap to allow Simultaneous Rx/Tx band combinations for CA and others.

	CHTTL
	In general we are fine to work on this separately, suggest to work on the objective 1 and the way of work first before so that the combos to be analyzed might be reduced.

	Huawei
	To Apple, we once thought that this could also be done in the existing basket WIs, but after some further thinking, it would be difficult to track the discussion of simultaneous RxTx capability for the combinations scatted in different baskets. And it is noted that the capability is only applied to FDD-TDD and TDD-TDD band combinations, which may further make it difficult to pick up these combinations in other basket WIs. 

To Qualcomm, the revision of bullet 1 is ok for us. For no.4, the intention is not to change the requirements, but some necessary changes in the spec regarding the capability indication for band combinations. The proposed changes are
1. Make corresponding changes of the specification for band combinations relevant to simultaneous Rx/Tx if needed.
To LGE and CHTTL, agree that the principle should be worked out firstly. 

	OPPO
	Support this WI but we also have similar view as QC on the mandatory or optional if this is intended to change earlier release.

	Skyworks
	We support the intent to clarify upfront the need to support simultaneous Tx/Rx for any type of combinations. I our view this should be clarified when the request is made, either in the TR but even better in the request sheet as a note. If an existing combination is requested to change its simultaneous Tx/Rx operation, should this be a new BCS?


2.6.4. Initial Round Summary

9 companies expressed their views on this topic.
Most companies support to have such WI, however, some companies still question the need for this work. 
Some companies suggested the first some general principles on deciding whether simultaneous Rx-Tx should be mandatory or not are to be discussed first before going into discussion for each band.
Some companies commented that requirements from previous releases should not be changed, it seems the WID should be clarified that this not included in the scope.
More discussion and fine tuning of the objectives is needed.

2.6.5. Main Points for discussion in the intermediate round
Companies should provide inputs on the following:

1. Should a generic discussion on principles to decide whether a combination can support simultaneous Rx-Tx be conduced first or not? 

2. Can simultaneous Rx/Tx be indicated in the existing basket WID already? if yes, why is this WID still needed?

3. Is it acceptable to remove 4. from objectives or is the Huawei proposed revision acceptable?

4. When/how should it be clarified if a proposed combination has to support simultaneous Rx-Tx mandatory or optional?

5. How to handle requests to modify a band combination to have mandatory support for simultaneous Rx-Tx?

6. Any other clarifications/improvements to the description or objectives of the WID?

2.6.6. Companies’ Comments for the Intermediate Round

	Company
	Comments

	Qualcomm
	1) We should discuss general principles. Our view is that requirements should not be put to band combinatikons retroactively but the discussion should happen prior to introduction of the combination

2) Simulatneous RX/TX discussion can be discussed during the basket WI that originates the combination and when basket WI introduces the combination with the Big CR, any special rule etc note must be in the basket big CR together with the needed MSD’s. If MSD is not available, then introduction of band combos should be postponed until it is available or then simultaneous RX/TX shall never be supported. This WID is not needed. 
3) Not ok with the Huawei modification. Requirements are written in the specification, so it is not changing anything from the original. Our proposal is the following: “Make corresponding changes to the corresponding basket WI technical report with TP for TR”. Or Alternatively word it so that “relaxations related to optional support of simultaneous RX/TX can be added to ongoing Release”. 
4) In the big CR that introduces the band combination

5) Seems very difficult to do it. Care should be taken to follow basket WI’s. Maybe new capability or similar to modified MPR framework could be used but also in that case earlier releases can not be changed.  
6) Re-stating the issues we see with the proposed objectives: Support for mandatory simultaneous TX/RX can not be added after a band combination is introduced, not even for ongoing release. 
Our view is that this WID in principle is not needed but if there are many banc combinations with missing requirements (relxasation such as MSD) following objectives can be proposed:  
a. Define clear principles for FDD-TDD or TDD-TDD band combinations for which can support or not support simultaneous Rx/Tx for FR1, FR2 and FR1+FR2.

b. Identify for each FDD-TDD and TDD-TDD band combinations for CA, SUL, MR-DC and simultaneous Rx/Tx capability NR-DC based on technical analysis in parallel with the basket WI intending to introduce the band combination
c. Align the specification treatment of simultaneous Rx/Tx capability for CA, SUL, MR-DC and NR-DC band combinations.

d. For Rel-17 only: in case missing relaxations for already introduced band combination, add relaxations for band combinations relevant to simultaneous Rx/Tx. (note, in future release this problem is not expected to be there since this is merely needed to clean up missing relaxations for combinations already introduced)


	LGE
	1. Prefer to study the general part to support simultaneous Rx-Tx are operated with the specific freq. gap between Tx freq. and Rx frequency.
2. Not sure it was imply in the existing basket WIs, if it was captured in WI, then it will be postponed when RAN4 decide general rule.
3. Prefer to change the wording with RAN4 consensus for objective 4.
4. Add note whether or not support simultaneous Tx/Rx in the table for DC/CA band combinations 
5. Need to study first to make general principle.

6. It can be solve by ans. 3 and ans. 5.

	CHTTL
	1. Yes we think it will be better to study the general principle first.

2. If our understanding is correct, the proponent prefer to cover all of this kind of issues in this WI, rather than in several saparate WIDs.
BTW, based on our understanding, missing requierments (ex: missing MSD) is not the criteria for deciding simultaneous Rx/Tx support is mandatory or not?

	Skyworks
	We are not convinced that a specific WI is needed. If we agree on general principles, the request to support simultaneous Tx/Rx or not can be done in the request sheet (as a note) and clarified in the TR.  If a request is made to make a combination that was non-simultaneous Tx/Rx into simultaneous Tx/Rx, the MSD analysis is needed and may require a different BCS/UE capability. This needs to be discussed with the general principles.

	Huawei
	1. We think that some discussion on principle is necessary, that’s we list it as the first objective of the WI..

2. We don't think that scatter the discussion in different WIs would be useful, which is hard to be tracked and co-ordinated. If we do so, in the end the discussion for band combinations could be missing here and there. We also think that the responsibility and workload of the repporteur of the proposed WI is a little bit high, as more effort is needed to keep everything is well organized, but for the benefit of the whole group, we’d like to take the responsibility. 

3. Without bullet 4 is also ok for us. 

4. Regarding the questions 4 and 5, the indication of the capability is based on technical analysis for specific band combination. 

5. The scope is limited to Rel-17 introduced combinations suggested by Qualcomm is ok for us. But we don't think that only relaxation can be considered for the band combinations. So we think that the proposed objective d) is not needed. Proposed a)b)c) are ok for us. 


2.6.7. Intermediate Round -1- Summary

Based on the comments in the intermediate round -1-, there is still no consensus that this WID is needed. 
If this would be approved, everyone seems to agree that the discussion should focus on general principles first, it is suggested that the WID is updated to reflect this aspect.

Also it should be clarified how new band combinations will be handled, it seems rather difficult to discuss only the simultaneous Rx-Tx aspects separately from the other requirements when a new band is introduced through some basket WI.

From the comments, it seems that this WID should only handle combinations that are already introduced for which requirements for simultaneous Rx-Tx are not defined, this should be clarified in the WID.

Some companies provided some suggestions for objectives, those should be accounted for in any updated WID

2.6.8. Main points for discussion for the intermediate round -2-

Rapporteur is invited to provide an updated WID based on the moderator’s suggestions and comments from other companies. Companies are invited to provide comments when updated WID is available.
2.6.9. Companies’ Comments

	LGE
	Support moderator’s suggestion

	OPPO
	Agree with the moderator view, this WID at least could focus on the existing band combinations that the simultaneous RxTx are missing.

	Huawei
	Thanks for the suggestions and comments during the discussion. An updated WID is uploaded at: 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/TSG_RAN/TSGR_91e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B06%5D%20%5BBasket_WI%5D/Revised%20WIDs/REV%20RP-210544%20New%20WID%20on%20simultaneous%20RxTx%20band%20combinations.doc


2.6.10. Intermediate Round -2- Summary
As the updated WID was available relatively late, discussion should continue to try to fine tune the objectives and get consensus.

2.6.11. Points for discussion in the final round

Companies are invited to provide comments on the latest updated WID directly over e-mail.

2.6.12. Final round summary
The revised WID in RP-210890 seems agreeable.
2.7. Support of full bandwidth combinations for inter-band EN-DC
2.7.1. Scope of the WI
· Specify the band combination specific EN-DC RF requirements, e.g. MSD exceptions, for all channel bandwidth combinations including the new CBWs introduced from Rel-16.

Note: In order to reduce the duplicated work, all the missing MSD requirements can be discussed in this WID including Rel-16 and Rel-17 new channel BW. The release-independent method can be used for corresponding RF requirements.

· The identified MSD requirements for EN-DC combinations are listed below. This table can be further updated once the missing MSD requirements are identified based on the contribution and request.
2.7.2. Main Points for Discussion for the Initial Round

Companies should express their opinions/comments related to the following main points.

1.
Is there a need for any general requirements or only band specific requirements are needed?
2.   Any comments on the proposed objectives?

2.7.3. Companies’ Comments
	Company
	Comments

	CHTTL
	For clarification, the band combinations and the target bandwidth of the target should be existing in the spec firstly before requested, is it correct?

	Huawei
	Yes, it is the correct understanding.

	Skyworks
	We agree that we need to organize the work on how to complement the DC combination for new channel bandwidths. This work may need some coordination with the new BW WI and 35/45MHz WI (to make sure the band/BW is completed) but also may reuse some of the work done for BCS4.


2.7.4. Initial Round Summary

3 companies provided inputs on this proposal.

The proposal seems agreeable.
2.7.5. Main Points for discussion in the intermediate round

Companies should provide inputs to the following:
1. Is coordination with the WIs introducing new channel bandwidths needed? if yes then it might be useful to clarify in the WID

2. Any other comments on the description of objectives of the WID?

2.7.6. Companies’ Comments for the Intermediate Round
	Company
	Comments

	T-Mobile USA
	We made this comment in the initial round, but it seems to have been lost due to a forking of response documents: As part of the BCS4 WI. RAN4 endorsed a CR in R4-2103394 for MSD due to harmonic interference for many NR CA combinations that correspond to many of the same bands as in this inter-band EN-DC table of missing MSD. To avoid duplicate work, as many of the MSD values from R4-2103394 should be re-used as possible.

	CHTTL
	1. Since the WI for introducing new channel bandwidths does not cover EN-DC, as we checked with Huawei in the 1st round, the target channel bandwidth for the target band and the should be completed firstly before requested to this WID (and also the band combinations should be existing in the spec.) With the clarification in the first round, we are ok. Maybe the proponent can decide whether it will be good to clarify something in the WID.

	Skyworks
	If we agree in general that the work is similar to BCS4 there are still differences:

 UL configuration of LTE as an aggressor and DL BW of LTE as a victim. Finaly EN-DC has to support all possible BW combination and has no BCS and BCS 4 is an option and is not automatic. So we suggest that copy/paste between NRCA and DC is not done blindly as it already resulted in many errors. It is useful though that some coordination is done and the same experts look at both.

	Huawei
	Yes, we agree that to avoid duplicated work, as many of the MSD values from R4-2103394 should be re-used as possible is a good suggestion.

We can revise the WID to make it clear of the channel BW should be completed firstly. 


2.7.7. Intermediate Round -1- Summary

Companies agree that work already done for CA combos can be re-used, however, it was pointed out that there are some small difference due to different bandwidths or UL configurations. It would be useful to capture this in the WID.
2.7.8. Main points for discussion for the intermediate round -2-

Rapporteur is invited to take into accounts the comments so far and bring an updated draft that companies can directly comment on. 
Discussion should continue directly on the updated WID once the draft is available.

2.7.9. Companies’ Comments

	Ericsson
	We like to support this effort since we also see need to fill in the missing MSD values for EN-DC combinations.

	Verizon
	We support this work and will review the WID

	Huawei
	Thanks for the suggestions and comments during the discussion. An updated WID is uploaded at: 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_ran/TSG_RAN/TSGR_91e/Inbox/Drafts/%5B06%5D%20%5BBasket_WI%5D/Revised%20WIDs/REV%20RP-210546%20New%20WID%20on%20Support%20of%20full%20bandwidth%20combinations%20for%20inter-band%20EN-DC%20combinations.doc

	CHTTL
	Thanks for the clarification, we are ok.


2.7.10. Intermediate Round -2- Summary
Based on the comments, the WI is mostly stable and likely to be agreeable. some fine tuning might be necessary.

2.7.11. Points for discussion in the final round

Companies are invited to provide comments on the WID directly over e-mail.

2.7.12. Final round summary

The WID in RP-210891 seems agreeable.
3. Conclusion

Based on several rounds of discussion, following are the conclusions:
1. Regarding the scope and handling of basket WIs, the following is agreeable and should be captured in the chairman minutes:

Baskets should only cover band specific or band combination specific requirements for which all general requirements are already defined or are part of an ongoing WI.
General requirements are requirements that are directly applicable to any band or band combination.
Regarding the handling of baskets, the following is agreed:

1.RAN4 should develop a list with baskets that contain general objectives

2.Consider the following regarding handling of baskets that contain general objectives:


1. do not apply block approval


2. have separate agendas for objectives related to general requirements

Final decision on handling is left to RAN4 leadership, both options could also be applied.
2. Regarding the guidelines for FR1 CA/DC block approval process, the WF in RP-210892 should capture the simple guidelines as in Question 2 of Section 2.2.8. Taking these as the starting point for further discussion in RAN4 is agreeable.
The recommendation is to approve RP-210892 containing only these simple guidelines.
3. Regarding PC2 for EN-DC with multiple DL bands, the WID was revised to RP-210816 and seems agreeable.

The recommendation is to approve RP-210816.

4. Regarding the SI on band combination handling, the SID was revised in RP-210773 and is seems agreeable.

The recommendation is to approve RP-210773

5. Regarding PC2 UE for inter-band CA with x(x>2) bands DL and y(y=1,2) bands UL, the WID in RP-210543 seems agreeable.

The recommendation is to approve RP-210543

6. Regarding the WID on simultaneous Rx/Tx band combinations, the WID was revised in RP-210890 and seems agreeable.

The recommendation is to approve RP-210890
7. Regarding the WID on support of full bandwidths, the WID was revised in RP-210891 and seems agreeable.

The recommendation is to approve RP-210891
References

[1] RP-210508, “Hiding actual RAN4 work abusing basket WIs”, Qualcomm Incorporated
[2] RP-210639, “Guidelines for FR1 CA/DC band combinations not subject to block approval”, Apple Inc, Skywork Solutions Inc.
[3] RP-210213, “Power Class 2 for EN-DC with xLTE band + yNR DL with 1LTE+1(TDD) NR UL band (x= 2, 3, y=1; x=1, 2, y=2)”, Ericsson
[4] RP-210606, “Motivation on new SID: Study on band combination handling in RAN4”, ZTE Corporation
[5] RP-210607, “New SID: Study on band combination handling in RAN4”, ZTE Corporation
[6] RP-210543, “New WID on Power Class 2 UE for NR inter-band CA and SUL configurations with x (x>2) bands DL and y (y=1, 2) bands”, Huawei, HiSilicon
[7] RP-210544, “New WID on simultaneous Rx/Tx band combinations for CA, SUL, MR-DC and NR-DC”, Huawei, HiSilicon, China Unicom
[8] RP-210546, “New WID on Support of full bandwidth combinations for inter-band EN-DC combinations”, Huawei, HiSilicon
